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ABSTRACT ) .

The Effects of Sex, Frofessionalism and Percexvedi
Attractiveness of TV Fresenters on Cogmtive Learning au'lq‘A
Fresenter Ratings

N ) Faul.J. Eoudreau

-This “study rep;esents 1N pa?t a replication i some
re§eakch 'areas‘of presenter variables and 1s an .extension to
the tgxonomy of production variabl es. If attempts to
ascertain to what e:xtent physical characterlstlcs of a

televised presenter effect cognitive learning and presenter

‘ratings. Specifically, 1t measures the televised effects of

i .’

male v/s fegéle presenteers, profess1on§l v/s amdteur
pregenters ahd’attractlve v/s unattractive presenters.

A ' post—test only control group factorial design " was
used. with both male and {émale students from grade sevén and
grade eleven hlgh—school poptlations. Eéch treatment group

viewed a particular preéenter and i1mmediately after, filled

’

out Semantac Differential scales which measured attitudes '

s\

towards the particular presenter 1n question. The group then
fi1lled out a questionnaire which measured coénltlve learning.
The Control group completed only the cognitive 1learning

questionnaire.
-With °~ regard .to cognitive learning, the results

significantly support the hypothesis that a professional

} {
presenter 1s more effective than a amateur presenter. but
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re,ect the hypothesis that a male presenter is more effective

.

than a female presenter and. that an attractive presenter 1s

more effective than an unattractive presenter. Signifitant .

differences 1n attribute- scale ratings were uniformly i

) v ,
favour of the proiéssional and’ female presenters in relation

to ytﬁe amateur and male éresenters respectively, but m1::ed
with regard to the attractive vefsus unattractive presenter.

, It 15  hoped that ‘the results of this study will
contraibute towards theorQ building and focus more attentlon'

on the different television production techniques with

relation  to " learning. To be able to bPre-determine the

.

effects of a spec1fi1c televised lgsggpén or presenter on a

o~

given audience would indepd be a sxgni#icant contribution to

-

education. -

[\



Abstract

»

' CHAFTER I:

.

CHAFTER 11:

CHAFTER T111:°

1]

-

- CHAPTER Iv: -

- CHOFTER  .V:

Acbnowledgementé . \

R4 -

TABLE DF CDNTENTS

/(/,4‘/‘—"/" . .
THE PROELEM ' o7
Introduction N -

"Content of Froblem

Statement of Froblem
Importancg of the Study '

'RvaEw OF. THE LITERATURE
‘Rel ated Research

Male v/s Female Fresenters
Frofessional v/s Unprofessional
Fresentars -
Attractive v/s Unattractxve

Fregenters

RESEARCH AND DESIGN METHOD
Hvpotheses . ,
Rational for Hypotheses .
~ Male v/s Female Fresenters
- Frofessional.v/s Non
Frofessional Fresenters
- Attractiveness ~/s
Unattractiveness
Operational Definitions of the
Variables
E:xperimental, Materxal
Fopulation and Sample
Research Design
Variables
Selection of Subject Matter
Outline of Content and Form of
FPresentation
Froduction of TV Presentation
Instrumentation

L4
RESULTS

. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

111

v

U HN=

© fage,

-



Table 1

-

Table 2

Table ~
Table 4

Table &

.Table &

Table 7
Table B

Table 9

Table 10

Table 11

N Table 12

AFFENDICES: ‘A

E

BIBLIDGRAQHY.

"LIST OF TAERLES -

.~

waermatlon acquisition score
‘for® Frofessional Male v/s
Frotessional Female by Grade Level
Three—-Way Anala#sis of variance

tf Treatment by Grade. by Sei: of

* Sub,ect for Information Scores of
Frofessional Mald v/s Frofessional

Female Fresenter

"Attribute Ratinygs for Frofessiopnal

Male Versus Frofessional Female
Familiarity by Treatment. Grade
Level . . ' .
Information Acquisition Score for
-Professional Male v/s, Amateur Male
by Grade Level

Three-Way Ana1y51s of Variance of
Treatment by Grade, by Se:r of
Subject for Information Scores of
Frofessional Male v/s Amateur Male
Fresenter A

Attribute Ratings for Frofessional
Male versus Amateur Male .
Familiarity by Treatment, Grade
Level .

Information Acquisition Score for
Attractive Male v/s Unattractive
Male by Grade Level

Three—Way Analysis df Variance of
. Treatment by Grade, by Sex of
Sub,ect for Information Scores of
Attractive v/s Unattractive
Fresenters

-

Attribute Ratlngs for Attractlve f

Male versus Unattraective Male
‘Familiarity by Treatment, Grade
Level - .

o

Script "A Brief Look at Television"

Section I
Semantlc Dxfferentxal Duestlonn31re

Section’ I1
Cognitive Learning Quest1onnalri
'

'

44

T 46

47

48

4]
o

o
'




1

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS L

4
[N

»

I am grateful Fo the folloyind people and organisations
“ipr their assistance and help i1n the successful completion igf
this thesis. :

To my ¢thesis supervisor, Dr. .Gary Coldevin, uhoée

reserve of advice, guidance and patience never seemed to
Y

diminish. To Anne .Bnpwn;' Secretary im the Educational
Technology Program whose i1ntimate knowledge of the program

and 1ts staff were 1nv;{i;ble'and much appreciéted.

To M™Mr. Sam Ephraim, prxnélpql of Centennial FRegional
High*'School 1n Greenfield Park for his pEFmISSIBH‘tD rurt this
study 1n his scthool énd to Mr. Len Davis who closely’

collaborated in 1its. execution. Also to the staff of

B

+ 34 . N
Centennial and 1ts students without whose cooperation this

t

study would not have been posélble.

\

To the presenters used inmthe video' recordinqs. who
grgciously gave 54 “their tlmeﬁ and expertise; the
Professionals Mr. Ken Ernhofer and Miss Lynne Des,ardin o%
CFCF-TV and ihe Amateur, Mr. Alvxg Boudreau.

To CEGEFP Montmorency for the use of their production

and editing facilities. ) '
R

[ - [ —

:,— TJo my wife Mary and my children Kim and Mark a very

special appreciration for their patience, dnderstanding and

.encouragement 'in seeing this‘pro_,ec.t'through. B



' o o THE PROELEM :

ST TEESSEES ’ . L
The problem ‘'of who or what mayes a good presenfer an c

educational television productions i1s ome in which Tittle

research has been done. Do physical characteristics have an

influence on thelob)ect1yes of an ETV program? What are the

effects of different "Fresenters" on cognitive learning and
. ' .

\

atti1tude formation” These.'areibut a codple of questxdng
that should cghcern éh;'educat}onal technolngst 1nh general
ana producers of E¥V 1n partxeular.

Althoubh ﬁuch research has been written abouf' the
—ef{e¢t}veness o; the tlassroom teacher, lxttlg res;arch has
.been doné on tﬁe‘qdalxtxes D;'; teacher that congributes to

.“ hxs or her effegtxveness on television'eveq though we 'kﬁqy
that the qdalxtxes of an ETV teacger and cléssroom feacher_

are not necessarily the same. Also, there 1s scant research

on the content and strategies of ETV. B

) ' é
‘In + commercial television, extensive research ~1n
television marketing has been ‘'a reality for some time. It

.

was television as a vehicle and Rxchard_'foon as the

-
.

presehter|that'wa§ the cause of his political defeat to John

=

F. Kennedy 1n 1960 but his eventual triumph as President in
. | .

- 1968. Advertisers package products by rcreating certain

imageé of acceptability to the public. Politics is no
= 1

different. -

In "The Selling of.the FPresident 1968", Raymond Frice, .
Nixon’s best and most prominent speech writer in his

v
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campai'gn sgatéd. we have to be very clear on this point:

+that the response is fo~tha‘1hage, not to.the man...It s not-

what’s there that counts. 1t’s ‘what’s proected - and

3

carrying 1t oﬁe“sfep further.‘xt’s not.what he projects but,

‘rathgr' the recelved 1mpressron and thig 1mpre§§10n often

depends, ﬁore on the mgaium and 1ts use than'i1t does on 'the
candidate himself."” McGinniss (192469, p.27.

' Although a wnun'\ber of studyes ha;e‘been undertaten 1n
lhe Aareas of‘ TV éroductlen variable research, earlier

stidies were mainly used ‘as:dodels for replication. In the

L4

Mery 1i1ttle research has been done to answer the questan'

1

of "who" or "what" males an effective ETV presenter™

In order to measure the overall effectiveness of an

"ETV p?égram. we must be abLe to measure the effectiveness. of
the presenter on cognitive learning and attitude formation.

Fast ‘research oh performer variables or  presenter

- characteristics . have been well documented. As far back as

1947, Hoban suggestea that the study of production variables

was_imporfant both theoretically ‘and practically.

~

CONTEXT DOF FPROELEM

SR ame R e oo =s==a . [
'

Investigators 1ike Shepherd (1968), Anderson (1972},
Zettl (1968) , Chu & Schréﬁm (1967), Raggaley (1980), .and

Coldevin  (1981) have all contributed to the formation of a

‘taxonomy. of strategies for production decisions. A complete

-~

taxonomy 1s st111 1n the bui}dxng étages, particulérxly with

whét Co}devzh has referred to as a "VAflablé . bffectiveness™

.

)

area of performer variables, research 1s rather scarce. -

o

LR



° . ta.onomy".

.

The need for resedrch 1n berformer variables for the

“

producer, as well as the viewer allows—for- the establishment .

upon the ski1lls of presentation, and.'throuéh the medium of

‘

té49v1§10h. fhese st111s _can be used to establish a'faxonomy

[RS8

\
»

. program outcomes Qe{oré they are. acpuall? produced. A

substantial amount of research has dealt with meda a=

comparisorn e: periments and therefore 1t seems appropriate

i

. tc now concentrate more effort on production variables of a

.

é1vgn medium. And Seigford (1978) states.‘ﬁkhbwledge of how
0 ' . ' ) - 1 )
we learn from television must be solidly related to

.. theori1es, processes. and conditions of learning."” ( p.55)

The réseérch on performer variables. although somewhat

scarce, has.‘péen consistent aﬁd diversified (e.g. 'Dress-—

Calkins, 1971i{ BRody typg—Mctaan and Divers., 1973; Age and

-

appearance-Coldevain, 1977; Séx—whitarher and Whitallter, 1974

'and Qoldev1n and Bernard. 1981 ; ITV instructor versus

. . >§raxned communicator+~Wardell, 1976; Eye control level s-
Coldevin, 1979, and Westley and Mobius, 1960: ' Connolly,

1962, -and Baggaley et al, .1980; Missed cues—Coldevin, 1979;

Frestige / prior knowledge o4 the performer-Baggaley et al,

1980) . )

-

‘The_ results of the foregping research has provided a

base for sorting through the important varlables‘ for ETV
- - .

. .of safeguards to prevent .abuse. All communications depend '

_or repét01re of techniques which may be used by the’
+ ‘

educational - technoleogist to v1r€hally predxbt certain ETV

£ 2 PETEY
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~researqh. " It has also polngea out, as Coldevin ¢ 1977)
notes,‘ that ... " A dynamic teacher 1in aftrad;txonél role
may not‘pe;eSSEEfily demonstréte the same ef@ec;;veness on
television. Television ma& 1in fact Qemand'a considerably
revised téxon;my of presentE( effectivenes; "  Coldevin,
(1977. p. S7). Therefore. those working 1n ETV todAy
should rememb?r‘thgt they a}e sti1ll 1n the eafly stages and
1t may tate @ears before tﬁg full 66£entxal éf fhe medium is
realised. .,Howeveh..we I now #rém prior research for example
thég - attention 1nctea5e; ‘when a TV program intréducéd

\

inserts, + However, how do ‘we guarantee interest 1f° fhg

‘bresenfer 1s alone™ What type 6? presenters should we be

] ’ T T

using for a given audience™ These -are some of the questions

. LN
that thic study will attempt to ahswer,

-

‘STATEMENT OF FROELEM

R AL T — R T
. v

-

The purpose df this stddy was to compafé two or more -

performer variables, 1n an attempt 'to providé_'available
- - A ., Y ) * o . . . ,
evidence which may seryve as guidelines to produ;ers' and

.

researchers in’ an operatinal setting. -Through the use of

Cemantic 'rDrfferentaal scaling téchniqugs. factors may be:’

explored 1n order to worl towards theory building thréugh the

replication of studies in a variety of sei;tings.l

1

q The éeneral problem statement can be fqrmhlated .~as

’

follows: .

v
o «
- Does the use of varied presenter characteristics
o o 4 [

in an ETV program effect cognitive learhing and
- [ .

A

. P , !

.
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attitudes toward presenter attribute ratings.

!
' 124

More specafically, do performer characteristics such as
Male v/< Feméle: Frofessional v/s Amateur; Attractive v/s

Unattractive have an effect on the learning process™

: The specific presenter variables to be examined were:

1. Mgle v/s Female presenter

L . )
- Are televised male presenters more effective
B +

th@n female televised presenters on cognitive

learning and presenter cred1b111ty ratings?

Yo

2. Professional. v/s non-professional (amateur)

rd

presenter- Jfr ,
Are professional male presenters more
effective than non—professional male

P precenters on cognitive learning and
v ' '

preseﬁter credibility ratings”

4

Z. Attractive Vv/s unattractive male presenter

Are attractive male presenters more

Tt effective than unattractive male

!

;'. presenters on cognitive learning and
I prgsenter credibility ratings™
Thé aajor abject1ve of this study was the same as all
hesearchllntendlng practical benefits., that 1s, fo increase

predictability, inmiti1ally 1n specific coﬁtexts and ultlmateiy

in general.

-

F L L
~




0 /
.1n commegrcial television have 1n the past produced their

material 1ntwitively and are often at a loss to explain their

v
methods of operation 1n“a scientific manner. Such phrases as,

"Well, 1t°s always worled i1n the past.,Y or, "I ve always done

f

it l1le that," are statements certélnly not based on academic

considerations. Therefore, the need for i1mperical research
.

studies 15 greatly needed to answer that all-important why”

.

There must be a major shift from *intuition® to. proven

I3

Teffectiveness®.

. A1
It 15 easy to' male presumptions 1n the area of

presenter characteristics but the condlusions are often guite
. Y

-

different. Jﬁst as presumptions about color being superior to

blact and white 1n all cases, Schramm, (1967) shows & couple

.

nf eramples where these presumptions have been ' disproved

through 1mperical research studies. Fresumptions concerning’

presenter characteraistics effecting learning are no
different. Fresumptions such as professional presenters

being superior to non—profess;onal presenters; ; %emale pre-—
sernter 1 lecs effective than a,m&le presenter or an attrac-
tive presenter being more effective than a ’less—attra%tyve
presernter are among those that should be avoided. Instead,
they sheould be subJ?cted to critical emperical i1nvestigation.

In the past., educators believed that 1instructional
television should be‘employed usi1ng teachers. Although many
teachers are 1ndeed capable performers and are effective on
television, many are not. Many producers of educational
television now believe that televy51qg teachers must be

’ ‘



attractaive and professional performers with many of the

sl11ls of a commercial presenter. " A good performe}. even
knowing nothing about a given sub,ect, can male a ‘more
effective 1mpact on the student tham can the Inowledgable

teacher who cannot perform (Hilliard, 1964 p. Z10). Al though

one of, the hypotheses of tg:;jbartlcular'study.sﬁates that a
profescsional presenter will be more effective than a non-
professiongal, there 1s very lltfle emperical evidence to
support  this | stand. In fact. 1n a study done by . Wardell

®
(1974, the results of three treatments presented by an ITV

rnstructor, a role player.and‘a professional communicator
showed no significant differences among the three presenters
as 4ar_’as attitudes were concerned although~ the 1learning
scores for those watching the professional were significantly
h{gher. The other comclusion drawn was that the professional
had better 1nstru;t10n abilities than the other two.'

Much of the earlzer)research studies dealt with the
comparisions between ETV and convent?onal teaching methods
(Chu % Schramm, 1967i Briggs et al., 1%967:; Ives., 1971
Baggzley, 197?{. Those research studies dealing with produc-
tion ¢ and performer'varlables were usually done by academic

institutions and consisted mostly of one—shot’ exercises.

Fresenter characteristics seems %Edsf an area with the least

1nvestxgat1%3;
_In 1975, Coldevain, along with his contention that
little research was being done 1n the area of TV production

techniques, offered us a definition of a production variable.

It 15 "A definitive process, method or technique of televi—
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-sion production(p.289)".

~

He identified two general catago-—

ries of production variables: (1) presehtation / technical

~

‘and (2) content 7/ subect ﬁgttter organization. Per former
variables were defined as "pfesenter characteristics which

may influence the effectiveness of a given programme" (
s : . :

- . oy

»
LY

p-289.

Relataively lgttle attention has been given +to the
different television p?oduction techniques with relation to
learning. It 1s hnbed that this paftftulif,research will .

contribute yet another bloclk towards this theory building and

L]

point out that present variables have not been examined in

detail. -
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CHAFTER 11

Although very little emperical research has been done

on performer characteristics, the study of one’s mannerisms

" or characteristics 1n & learning process was mentioned as

far bact as 1750. In "The Kambler" of March® 21, 1750,
reference was made to an ar_'t"lcle w’r;tten by Samuél Johnson
1n, lech he wrote how young people learn by observing
successful 1nvididuals. “ They 13 their gyes upon him with

v
closer attention, and hope by observing his behavior and

suCcCcess, to regul ate their own pr“actlces". (St ornia., 1965,
‘ <

p.177)
Shepherd (12467) made comparative studies to compare

commercial v/s educational television production techniques.
A "systemataic ¢‘_=.tudy of television aesthetics" was undertalen
ﬂy —Zettl (1968) while Schramm (1972) and Ander son (1972
undertool studies on media rather than simply television.
Coldevin has published ,much on performer
characteristics. My own rese;\rch may p;:ssxbly overlap and
replicate some of his own studies mainly because many of my
own areas of interest lie élosely to his. However, I find’
comfort 1N Coldevin's (1980 statement, "research
generalizabaility demands replication as a prerequisite to
acceptance by both academics and te]ev151or; professgonals".

(Coldevin., 1980). I have accepted this invitation.



AN  area that has always stimulated a great deai of
interest, especially as ot faté. hag been that of sex.
However, this i1nterest has not always manifested i1tself - 1n
serious educational research 1nvestigation, espclrally when
Heallqg with presenter chaﬁactérlstlcs.

In the case of a study done by Whitatler and Whitailer,
(1976): a sample audience found no statistically-significant
difference 1n the perceived acceptance. beilevabillty. or
effectiveness of male and ?emale professional newscasters
using audiotape as the medium. Coldevin and Bernard (1981)
found significant = differences among‘ credibilaty and
appearance rat{ngs of two male arid two female professional
TV news presenters consistantly i1n favor o; male speatlers.
Whereas Whitatter and Whitaller used aduit audiences,
Coldevin and EBernard used college level stuaents.

Thére has also been li1ttle e:xperimental research to
discover whether broadcast audiences find women to be less
bel:evable, acceptable or effective, compared to thE}F mal e
coﬁnterbarts. Howeve;. there have been studies and surveys
to 1dentify the women’ s role 1n tﬁe media.

In 1971, Reuven Franlt-, president of NBC News, was
quoted as saylng: * 1 have the strong fgellng that audiences
are less prepared to accept news from a women’ s voice than
from a man's." (pp.&l-67). There hes been much | progress
since then but has 1t been a result of effective studies or
as a result of the womens movent for equality” In the area

I

af TV News there still seems to be an over—estimated

10



T

preference for males. There have even been suggestions that

P

females, especially attractive ones, have no place on TV

since they may be accused of provoling lewd reactions +from

X
!

/

the male viewers.

-

Since there may be some relationsh;p with the amount of

women in the media and their perceived effect on an audience,

- 1t may be i1mportant to mention ;ertaxn published " literature
and studies that may directly or i1ndirectly have a bearing on

:

the whole question of-male v/s female presenters.

t .
The proportion of women employed 1n f;lm. broadcasting
or in thg national press rarely exceeds Z0% 1n ény count?y.
In the U.S. , 1t 15 maintained at Z0% while 1n Canada 1t is
approszimately 25%. (Gallagher., 19279).
In a nationwide "TV Gﬂ1ée" Survey'cqnducted in 19827 to

2

find out what Americans thought about the News, respondents

were asled to rate 27 news personalities, 17 anchorpeople. 7

newsmagactine—-show journalists and I commentators. Among the

anchorpeople, the highest confidence ratings was 56% glpén éo
a m;le presenter, Harry Reasoner of CES. A female
presenter, Jess1é€ Savitch of NBC was ranted as fourth most
‘trunsted anchorperson. In the TV Newsmagaz-ine journalist
gatagory. even more women (58%L) voted for Reasoner than
' another female, Rarbra walteré. (TV BGuide, Sept.ZS. 1982).
Not to be confused with traivia, TV Guide’s survey,

conducted by "Opinion Research Corp” of Frincton, N.J.,

conducted telepbone interviews with 502 men and 502 women

e e AN HO A ey et Bk P PR - ' Ca g W s
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1

representative of .thé adult population of the U.S. ‘It
reflects thé ‘opinxén of ﬁhousandé in their preference for
so—and-so as a TV News personality or News presenger which, .
like educators, are the conveyors of 1nformatiorn and, wﬁlch
represents a person whom the 1nterviewee feels reflgcts the

7

most confidence and trust.

The Canadian Broadcast}ng Corporation (CRC) ,
commissioned a study which was published in 198°. The CBC
wanted to fnow. hThe Fresence, Role and Image of women in

4
prime time 1n the English Television Netwqu of the CBRC".

The survey considered how the sexes are i1n fact represented
on TV and that which has beerr done i1ndicates that women on

Canadi an television fare no better than their American

counterparts. .
The portrayal of. men and women i1n Canadian advertising
are similar to American findings. "That women are

predominantly shown as *housewives’ and mothers whé;;as men
are shown in a wide varirety of occupationel rolecs:; women
typically are seen serving men, boys and families; women are
typically youhger and portrayed through exaggerated actién
and‘ stereotyped voice tones and body language:v women are
more lilely to be seen 1n decorative roles and girls are
shown in passaive, ’beauty’ or housewife apprentice - roies.
Moreqver. men strongly predominate as announcers and
authority +figures."” CBC.. 1982 0p.2£—27). There is also a
wide occurence of se: stereotyping in Canadian advertising, -
degplte reported evidence that commercials showing women in

less traditional roles are just as effective for seiling'



‘products (Courtney and wWhipple, 1978). A‘content analys:is

carried out in Ontario of daytime and prime time programming,

on TVQ, CTV and CBC programming by Pyke and’ Stewart (1974)
yields similar conclusions regard{hg women’ s repre;entation
in Canadian television. According fo the survey, women are
under—represented on TV as combaréd té their reprbsenfation
in the populatxon. Instead of a portraval of women closer
to reallty, women are portrayed as “good libk1ng, outgoxng,
understanding, practical, -sexy and warm. Men, on the other
hénd. are more likely to be "stars" and are portrayed as
workers and professionals, and'as having authority.

The research on women’”s rples in Canadian television,
then, supports and extends the findings of American research
on this topic. Namely, women have., at least until recently,
been under—represented in programming and are shown, when
they do appear, i?%tradxtional, sex—stereotyped'roles.

In a series of 12 studiés conducted between 1959-1980
and condensed in a report prepéred by *"The Roper
Organization" for the Television Information Office of New
York were findings pertaining to news and information
programming that also included references go women
stereotyping. Thisg study, titled “Evolving publaic
attitudes towards television and other mass media 1959-
1980", dealt with how groups are portrayed on television.
‘A total of 2004 personal interviews were ‘coﬁductgd by

experienced, trained interviewers. The study explored

bubl1c perception of treatment of various groups on TV

13
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including women.: It found that “as many women think
television d:d an ex;ellené or good job of pbrtraylnq women
(487%4) as thought it did a npt~so very good or poor job.
L (A7%). ' s . |

Scholars have also investigated the influénce of women .

c
4

on television. In one study; Baggaley (1980) undertook the

Q

study. of the major factors underlying the attitudes bf main
audience'factbrs towardé a not-so-well. known female
n;wsreader which, (a) revealed patterns not appafent fram
analysis of their population as a whole,‘ and (b) indicated
’~§ex differences in judgement consistency. In a subseduent
experiment from this same series, the female newsreadeé'was
substituted by a well known male newsreader. “"Comparison of

the major attitude factors within male and female audiences

of "a male newsreader (a) accentuated similarities between
their population as a whole, through (b) provided evidence

]

sustaining a marginal relationship between sex 6 bias and
group cohesiveness" (p:152). The importance of attitudes of

female viewers towards a female. newsreader also emerged as

‘

significantly more cohesive than those of male viewers.

<
£

The evidence of these éxperznents indicates that both

female and male hewsreaders reéceived more consistant ratinq§
. . &
from individual viewers of their own sex than those of the

opposite sex. Therefore,"Baqgaley infers that newsreaders

"appear more ambigious to viewers of the opposite sex than to

3

those of the same sex..  “"Consistency effects have been
attributable to viewing sex bias". He sums up this

particular study by stating,. " When a male and female
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newsreader are both umknoyh to their viewers, the 1inter— ¢

active effect between grDuJ consensus estimates by which the

(between—-sub,ect) sex bias 15 established will be greater
! [

than that observed when ong” of the newsreaders is well known"

i

(Raggaley, 1280, p. 156)./

In the formatign aﬁd ‘transformation of local
SR
perceptions, 1t woulg seem that the showing of women 1n a

variety of 1mages ,Must have some effect on attitudes,
v \ -

especi1ally those _d?a11ng with stereotypes. Consequently,
" some sort of effect on attitude formation must be e:periencd.
By the same tolen, women s lacl ofipresence an News and
In{ormatlon'programs must also have some effect.

The role of this particular study 1s not to pass moral

.

judgement on 'the ethics of having more women evident on TV
and 1n more realistic roles but to .attempt to méasure. the
effect of this presence as a presenter characteristic and

-possibly justify more significant e:iposure.

The most recent activity that thais author has' been able

+

te discover on. presenters on TV by academics has mainly

"

centered around people like Baggeley and Coldevin. Some of

-

these studies were mentioned prev1ously‘1n another ‘conte;t.

Raggaley s "Fsychology of the TV 1magé?, (1980) and Coldevan

and Bernard. "Learning from television: effects of presenter
style® (1981) are a couple of the most current publications
dealing with this subject i1n a precise way, at least 1n the

areas of i1nterest of thi€ authar anhd their relationship to

this particular study.

Fd
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There have been, however, studies done in related areas

such as those dealxng.w1th "attention" (M1tchell, 1979;) !

Mei1lke, 1970: Shears, 1978 and Chin Ho, 1981).

*

Reference has _already been made to the study of
presenter stereotypes 1nvestigated by Coldevin (19277 in

which the question 1€ ‘asted, "What types of performer

-

variables are mos& appropriate for a given group of

~n

viewers Coldevin wanted to lnow what type’ of' physical

characteristics would have an 1nfluence on ETV criteraion |

Il

-

ob,ecti1ves. The testing was done on studentes whose ages
’ * “ ’
were 12 to 1% -and 146 to 17. Salient findings showed no

é}gnxfxcant difference 1n qommunlcabxixty ratings between
»

the three presenters. The "mature straight" was rated most

credible while the "young Hip s” délivery produced a

significant shi1ft 1n attitude toward subJéct‘matter, content
N .

among older students. No signirficant ‘differences were

v’

noted in the vyounger sampling’s response. This study
'concluded that attitude shift 1n TV presentations may be

: i . . .
closely linted to the perc91ved,slm11ar1£;;zg values between

-

a spealer and a viewer. Thé ma,or finding was that a type-
. .
cast presenter selection across varied age grouplnbs ‘may

have limited utility when attitude modification 1s. the

N

primary th?ust of a given prpductlon.
N » ~ * 0 .t F

The study of maie/ieqfle presenter characteristics is,
and _will probably continue to be a significant area of
research activity. Given the demand from various women’s

groups to be effectively represented in a variety of areas -
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.

1t 15 1mportant to have this representation investigated

)

emperfcally in order to be able to measure their effects andr

impact on the television screen on cognitive learning.

Investigators 1nto the professional v/s non—professional
presenter characteristics have uncovered 1little emperical

evidence. In a study done by Wardell (1976}, three treat-

ments were presented by an ITV instructor. a role 51ayer and
a profescsional communicator. The results showed no

significant differences among the three presenters as far as

.

attitudes were concerned although the learning scores for

o«

those watching the professional were significantly higher.

. L
Another conclusion drawn was .that the profecssional had better

1nstruction abilities than the other two.
Gllsert Hléhet 5xates‘1n "The Art of Teaching”, (1959
p. S56-57), "there 1s no difference between a good classroom
teacher a%d a good ielev151oa teacher". Also,. acceording to
Costelllo., (1965 p.92), "A poor classroom téacher will never
be a good teacher on telev:sxoq. Television will 6engly
;i accentute his or her.weatness" cAp.2Y. How@vér, Célpevzn

(1277) refers to a U.SG. 'sthdy 1n which 1t was found that a

given anstructor was considered less “forceful™ 1n a

Y

[

‘ktelev1sed presentation than 1n face-to-face lectures. It

suggests that a dynamic teacher 1n a traditional ,role will

not necessarily be as effective onf{ television. Coldevin

.

concludes that television may regdire a revised taxonomy of

teacher "effectiveness" ( p.5%)

-
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- Often the teacher, for television purposes. is

[

catagorized as an amateur and as such 1s not always capable

‘of delivering with the same effect as "the professional.

Galligher (1978) states that there 15 always dnessure for

t

teachers to achieve 1n an educational. setting and that thas

ﬁressure should be Lept 1n perspectlvéi There as always

!

that raist that too much emphasis will be concentrated on the

i
1 .

product or the program itself, ,while the learning process

which 1t 1s suppoéed to be assisting, rists being rgnored.

-

Because TV 1s essentxalfy )an ‘intimate mediem, (often

b

referred to as a close—-up mediumf, gbod TV éctxng'techn1que

dictates a ."natural" delivery which 1s very difficult for

the amateur. The mark of the amateur, quortunately, 1s the
tact that, even though he may love his"professxon. he 1s not
necessarily prepared to be bractxqal about hoy he aﬁh1eves

his aims. Therefore, television, i1n the world of reality 1s

-

too .important and too powerful to be left to the ﬁract1—

tioners or its critics.

v .

ATTRACTIVE v/s UNATTRACTIVE PRESENTERS N

—r— e e e T e e el R mm— S LE N e e

In dealing with a performer characteristic duch., as
"attractiveness”, | we immediately run into certain
difficulties 1n simply trying to define ’“Attractiveness’.

It will be ' assumed for the purpose of this’ study that

o

’attract{veness’ 1s related to that part of én individual’s

personality which deals with appearance.

The 1nvestigatxqp into _ performer characteristics“

o

18
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un&overea few published.emperical{studies. -One, by.ba]kiné

(1971)'yanted to know what‘effects a uniform of i1nstructor?

P ) in {elevxsed' lectures viewed by U.S5. Air Force Students.
Calkins prepared four programs in whiéh the same 'instructor

would have appeared as an Air Force Technical Sergent, a

Navy Fetty'Officer, aé Army Staff Sergent .and in a business

suit. He discovgred that be&heen tréat;ept groups, the

results indicated no sxgnifxcant differences 1nilearning of

and opimon toward the sub,ect material. This study 1is

, mentloned’to show that for spmerbservers; ‘there ie a rela-

. tionship between ’dress®™ and ’abpearapce'. However, for thé

purpose of this ﬁart1cu1ar stud?, 'on}y physical appearance,
ithat is, ’loprs’ will be evaluated.

. ' The efﬁécts pf manipulating image size and body type:unﬁ
source cFedjblllty ’ and 1nterpersoﬁal attraction waé
investigated by McCain and Divers (1973). In this study six

. v1deotﬁpes using fﬁreé body types: endomorph ¢theavy, fat);
mesomor ph (medium build) and ectomorph (thin). The résults
sﬁBwed that-ectomorﬁhé‘were perceived as significantly more -°.

¢ a£ékact1ve on all d1me&sions of interpersonal attract1on‘

’ [

scales, and on dynamism, competence and composure dimensions

LT P

of source.credibility, than endomophs. The conclusions were ’

that endomorphié ( heavy, fat ) types of presenters were the
\ . N
least credible and therefore likelf to be the least

r

#

i . effective. .

As previously  mentioned, there‘ has been little
/ . ' ' M

research done. in the area of:@ “attractiveness" in a

dnn W

pedagogicFl sense. Wha't little)research that has been done
. ' ‘ . -
- ) [ . , . sl - .

i
!
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was usually .- conducted in_the area of

studied this variable as a factor for sel
t

the need to know if "attractiveness”

r

learning is still an important areaof edu

.
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CHAFTER I11I

~

RESEARFH AND DESIGN METHOD

‘HYPOTHESES

—_——m ==

RATIONAL

—_———e= o=

previous

When a televised mele presenter and a
teleyvised female presenter are used in
an ETV program, the male presenter will

be significantly more effective than the

¥
-

female presenter on cognitive learning

and receive higher presenter ratings.

When a televised professional male presenter

”

and a televised non-professional presenter

are used 1n an ETV program. the professional

‘v

male presenter will be s1gn1%icantly more’
effective than the male non—profe551ona\‘
presenter (amateur) on cognitive learning
Aand recei1ve higher presenter ratings. -

&
' t

When a televised attractaive presenter and a

televised unattractive presentér are used on

an ETV program, the attractive presenter will

be significantly more effective than the un-

attractive presenter on cognitive learning

-t
1)

recei1ve higher presenter ratings.

FOR HYPDTHESES T

—mee=sE LeSESeas=—
-

emperical justificaf}on for hypothesis 1 1
salient studies. Whereas Whitalkler (1976)
21
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f1nd any s1gni%1cant d}fférences in ,the perceived
acceptante, believability, or effectiveness of male 'aﬁd
female professional newscasters using audldtape, Cold;:;3\~
and BRarnard (1981), replicated this study‘using television
and found significant differences among credibil1ty and
appearance ratings of male and female presenters i1n favour
of the malé presenter'. Evidence that audiences were. not’
prepared to accept women in media has also been cited by
Stone. (1973/74) and FKramer, (1974),

According‘ to Gallagher (1979), women in fi1lm, broad-
casting or in national press rarély‘exceed 30% in the U.S.
and 25% in Canada and therefore. we might assume that the
influence of males (70%) must be more significant simply
.because of exposure al one. Also.: that women were under-—
represented on telévxsion wa;‘also noted by Seggar and
Wheel er (1973); Tedsco (1§74); and Daminich (1979).. The
stereotyping of women has been partly to blame for their
lacP of credibi1lity on television, espegially by advertisers
éccordxng to Courtney and Whipple (1978). Mosf Canadian
studies support those done in the U.S. that women have,
unti1l recently, been under-represented on TV and when they
do appear, they appear in t}Pditlonal, sgereotypea rolesi

-Enough ‘' has been-written concerning professionalism to

justify emperically the second hypothesis. We have come a
long way from Schramm’s (1972) formula of "Simple
television., active students”. Today, those préduéiﬁg ETV

. s 22



prégrams should be concerned with Qquality and professional-
1sm lism 1n their programs.since students. being continually
exposed to quality and professionalism 1n cdmmerc1él TV.
have come to expect this standard from their educational
counterparts. Today’ s students are much more technological-
ly sophisticated viewers and are often crltlcai of what they
judge &s being poor programming. Cre@1b111ty begins® to
creep onto the screen. Schlater (1970 suggeégs that "if
instructional television as to male 1ts 1£pact. its produ-
cers must be willing ta ut;llze some of the production
techn:ques of commercial broadcasting 1n order to compete
for the attention of the student audiegce”. ( p.l14)
However . not all share this view. Whereas broadéasters
tend to speal ?¥ good televicesion 1n terms of quality,
educators speat of good television in 'terms of

. ' L J
effegtlveness.

'

Eaggaley (1980) states, "A highly polished TV perform—
ance does- not always gain Qlewers greatest respect; In
fact. sometimes, the opposite” (p.bqf: Then, there 1s e;en
ambiguity in defining professionalism. Aggln Raggaley has
his own definition, "1f a pefson seen on TV 1s expicted‘by
his audience to fulfi1ll the function of a TV profe;510naf.
for example., a H1gh degree of poise will probably be expect-
ed'D¥ him — but otherwizse not. The TV profescsional on the
o6ther hand 1s not necessarily expected to have 1nteflect;a1

mastery over the i1nformation he conveys. Nor 1= the p?afes—

sional of any bind bound to demonstrate a high degree of




1
v

empathy in his public dealings™. (p.129)

There are of coursé some precautions to be talen.
Gal lagher J(1978) points out that the pressure to acﬁleve
professionél standards can alsé have some di1sadvantages in

y .
am educational setting 1f 1t is not ‘tept. in perspective
- while Tiffin and éombes (1979) emphasise that educational
departments 1In universities have-failed to integrate the
.« professionalism Df commercial television.

In News and Information programs, the prof95510nal 1S
capable of doing things that the amateur usigiégjjfgﬁhot.
One of these 15 to directly manipuiate hel viewer’s
attention .entlrelf seperate from the material he or she
pre;ents. ‘Professionals instinctively, through trainung and
éxperxeﬁce. are capable of rendering a 'natural’ delivery
before the cameras without disp1;y1ng those tel-tale signs
‘and quirks unique to the amateur. Also, the audience, on
the other hand. have been conditioned, through commérc1a1'
.programQJng, to expect this professionalism and when an
amateur 1s used, the tfaﬁsfgr of knowledge 1s bound to fall
short. Television 1s no different than any other endeavour
1n thét\ the best that are involved are usually tﬁe‘ mést
experi1enced. Experience is probably the most important

N
variable - that distingushes the émateur from the
professional. ) J '
The;e has been a major shift in media research 1in
improving the quality of instructional media and since qua-
lity is usually a;sociated with pro%es;ionalism, thelxshift

appears justif:ied.

24
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ATIRACTIVENESS v/s UNATTRACTIVENE , . i'

.

" Attractiveness,  as a presenter characteristic.  is one
of those performer variabies that is difficult to evaluate
s1mply be&ause many of us have our own criteria for defining
>attractiveness’. Artrists for centuries hHave sculptured
and painted what they’percexveé as attra;tive. They\ soan
realized that ¢their creations would meet with gregter

«

approval if they depicted them as ’pleasant” to look at by

the standards of the majority. Aavertiserslhave emul ated

- thie concept for decades. Most recent surveys where women

have been ‘1nvolved as .objects of study bhave usually
concentrated on the role of stereotyped women on TV rather
than on their ’attractiveness’ as such.

There® has been very little emperical research done in

evaluating the effects of attractiveness on cognitive
learning and attitude formation. Most literature seems to
have concentrated in the area of advert1éing. A study by

Tedesco, (1974), showed  that women portrayed on TV were
usually more attractive and under 30, warmer, more sociable,
more peaceful and.bgtter groomed than males. (p. 110-122).
Hod;pp (1255) in "The Television Actor’s Manual",  suggested

that physical appearance was extremely important because TV

-1 a close—-up medium and in close-up, we see and notice

practically everything.’ A viewer’s first impression may be
the only one. The weather person on’' commercial TV is often
an attractive person and usually female because ' she

s&mbolises ohe of the'pleasant aspects of that particular TV
!

station. / It 1s the same reason that TV ancho%women are

25




9
usually relatively at;réﬁfivef

Does *“attractiveness" help or hinder the conveying of

v

.information is one of the questions that this particular

o

study will attempt to answer.

Presenter: . Is defineq as that individual (male
or female) who appears on the TV
s;rggn in the ‘ac£ of delivering
information.

Performer of\Preseﬁter Are -those independent variables such

ch;racteriSFiFS: 'as’-sek, appearéncé, comportment,

e dFess, body type, age, eye—contéct
and del}yé?; by an individual 6W
‘television.

Frofessional: Is defined as those superior attrib-
utes possess& 'nhtu;aLly (voice,
physjca& appea(ance' etc.) | or
‘acquired through training and
experience by which an individual is
perceived to perfo}m with greater
effectiveness in a pérticular field
of expertiéé. -Also, for the
purpose of this study, an
ind;vidual will 'be considered a
profegsional if he or- she is

customarily . employed. as o

presenter or performer before the



Non-professional
b

'(amateur)‘

Aﬁtract1VE

Cognitive learngng%

. -

TV cameras such as’in, commercial

television.

-

0

A non—-professional *or amﬁteur,
for.fﬁe purpose of this study,,/
is pasically Ehe opposite of a
profé551ona1 érev1ou51y déécribed
?hét 1s, he or she may be considered
cdmpetent and rece1ve_rémuner5t10n
for 515 or her-s?rvices but does '
not _ possess ~‘'those superior
attributes te eleva;e hlﬁ or

her to the status of a profe;—
si1onal. -8

Is defined as a\d;mgn51on asso-
ciated with personality and ;efeﬁs
to physical appearance. (See page
29 for deéériptxon for attractive
v/s Qnattract1ve presenter).

~

The word cognitive refers to

the process of knowing. based upon

perception, i1ntrospection,. or
memory. it referslto the cogni-
£1ve learning doma;n. aIt is that
which deals with the recall or
?ecogn1£10n of tnowledge and the
development of intellectual

abilities and skills.

27
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Fresenter Fétlngs: ' Refers to scale rétlng
of the presenter, in
terms of credlbilqty,

P o pro§9551ona1 and phy51ca1

.tharacterxstzcs. s
¥ * 2

, ~ 3

Semanti1c differential: Is'é technique widely used 1n

- attitude heasurement, |
originated by Dsgoqd. Suci and
Tannenbaum (1957). It is

, easily admrnlstﬁred and ;nal—
ysed and permits the te5t1ng

of 'a wide range of hypotheses

(Raggaley and Duel, 1976,

ETV: ‘ Refers to Educational television.

mhlatlt Rl mE Caamlloiol=

EXPER IMENTAL MATERIAL "

The experlménta] material used consisted of 4 color

o

. vxded—tapes in which each "prrogram showed . a particular

presenter representing a specific variable. Al* presenters
v - - . '

.were recorded “under 1dentical conditions with all
production variables remaining constant. The television

programs lasted appro:zimately 7 to 8 -minutes each and the

presenter was seen at least 60% of the time. His or her

N
-
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televised presentation was inter-cut with various video

1nserts pertaining to the program content with. -the

presenter’s voice remaining as *voice over’. The variables

under stud consisted of "sex" "praofessionalism”" and
Y ’

"attractiveness". ° The presenters used for. this study

.cons1sted of ' one professional male TV newsreader, one

prcfessxonal“ female .TV' newsreader and obne amateur'
newsreader. For the professional male, an individual of
relative "attractive" appearance was used. Thi's individual

was used 1n the male v/s female study, in the professional

v/s amateur study; atter being rendered less "attractive"

.-by Jhaving him wear glasses. scuffing up his hair, and

without benefit of make-up. he was also used 1in the

-~

attractive v/s unattractive study.

FOFULATION AND SA&F-LE R

.For the exper1men£al treatment grodps, the population
selectéd . for this study consi1sted of four ent%re classes of
English speal1ng. male and 4eﬁale 5tu&ents from two sources:
7th (n=107) and 11th (n=§8) géadé high-school students from
Centennial Regional High ?chodl in Greenfield Fark. '%Drty—
fxve students represen@ed the control: groups, 23 1n éradg 7

~e

and 22 1n grade 11. The control group answered only the

- questionnaire without benefit of having viewed the video-

tapes. © It was hoped that with a diversified population, it

would be possible to more. accurately bredzct presenter—

-

audience preferences, that 1s, which presenter would be used

D)

for a given audience to.be the most effective. Students

- 29
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wene,randodly assigned to classes so that i1ndividual a551gn4

P

‘ment to treatment groups would not be hecessary.

RESEARCH DESIGN

An experimental design using a post test only control

’ A

_group was employed. Three (23 2°x 2 ) factorial dgsxgns'

<

(Tuctman., ~1972) using intact classes were used, %reatment X

-

Se:x X Grade level. ThE'treaiments cons:sted of" male. v/s

) -
professional v/s non—professional and attractive v/s

.

female,

unattractive presenters. There were two grade levels, grads

7 and grade 11 c0n51sting o4 both se.es. Students 1n this

-school were assigned to'classrooms according to grade level

Since randbm1;at1oh had already

on a purely random basis.

talen place i1n these classes, no pretest was given.

~
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Where:
: X = Male professional preseéenter : Y = Grade 7 male
t . 1.- <4 1 ".‘.
. X = Female professional presehter , Y = Grade 7‘femalé
P - R 2. o
] . . .
X = Professionallmale presenter ° - -2 = Grade 11 male
) 3 . 1 .
. \‘ ’ N ‘ ' ) . .
X = Non-professional male presenter Z = bBrade 11 female
4 - . ‘ 2 o
X ;\Attractlve male presenter ,
5 . .
X = Unattractive male presenter o l

6 o ' >
N . -
,
.

)
-

1 s

Each cllass in eéch group level was randomly assi‘gned .

(R) to one of the six treatment conditions or control

- 31
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groups. , The treatment groups (X) were exposed to .a

‘'videotape of a televised presenter and then given a posttest

(0) immediately after each viewxng; The posttest consisted

of a questionnaire which inclu&ed multiple choice cogﬁ;tige

learning 1tems and presenter ratings ﬁhrnugh. Semantic

3 ' 4 N . ;I
differencial scales. The control group did not view the

videotape but was given the same cognitive learning portion

. »

. of the posttest (0).

Selection bias was lessened by.randomization of treatmeﬁt -
and control groups. Intérnal vaildlty was malataxned by
assuring that all elements of the televised lecture Fema;ned
constqnt except for the manipulation 6{ ‘the 1ndependent
variables. Thét is, the oniy element that would Cﬁange in

the televised lecture would be.the lecturer or presenter.

.To control history and maturation, all trpaﬁment and coﬁtrol

groups \pertainxng to ‘the specific segment being treated

viewed this specifac vxdqstape during the same period., For

v

etample, 1irn  the measurement of male v/s female presentefs,

those v1beétabes containing male presenters- and those’

containing female presenters were viewed in the same period.

- ' -

i

VARIABLES . X C "
Independent: Presentér characteristics (Sex., Prafessionalism
' land Attractiveness)

X1 X2 X3
X X X
a4 s 6
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Dependent:
(0) Ther; are two dependent variéblgs:

i a) Cognitive learning acquired by thé”
student as a result of|the TV pro-
gram- content wh}le wat#ging various

Ca lpresenters. \ .
.b): Fresenter ratings measured by
Semantic di{+erent;;1 scales.
. Moder ator :- , H%Eﬂ ) ‘ o ,
7 7 ‘ Thé;e variables are the sq< and grade level
1 - of the students being tested.
Control: Thfg Qslthe group fﬁ each g;ade level that
Y zZ waglasléd to complete the cognitive
' \ AOrtxon of the questionnaire but 'did not
experience the treatment, that 1s. they did
| not view thelynd1vidual tapes (no
treatment). .
SELECTION OF SUBJECT MALTER o

A °relevaﬁ¢ sub ject for this study, entitled "& Brief

Loot at Television", dealing with the history, influence,

and pthér aspects of television, was selected. This K sub-
. »

ject, presented 1n a professional TV-News format, permitted

the presenter to be viewed over a sufficient length of time

‘to be properly apprec1ated for evaluation. Each of the four

- -

programs consistéd of a presenter readxng the scr1pt..

.33
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Later, video 1nserts were inserted ' 1nto the original

recordlngs»'at the broper moments to lend emphasis te the

topi1c being presented. All 1nserts were rnsertéd 1n>jthe

»

same place 1n all four tapes to maintair production
consistenéy.
OUTLINE OF CONTENT AND FORM OF FRESENTATION

Each of ﬁhé four TV productions was approxaimately 7 to

8 minutes 1n length. Each presenter was 1ntr0ducéd to the
script approrimately the same length of time. He or she read
the script in front of a fixed camera. The bacltdrop for
each presenter was consistent, that 1s., each presenter was

seated 1n front of a series of TV monitors te simulate a TV
P .

News des!. Each presenter wacs 1nstructed to maintain as
much evye-contact as possible with the camera lens. In case
of errors, each presenter was permitted to re-tale those

erEPrS which could Be edited out later.
The male presenter was taped twice. First, with the

aird of male-up that most preofessional newsreaders use, he

represented' both the Attractive and Frofessionsl male
presenters, Later¢ after he was given glasses. his hair was
dishevel led and without male—-up,. he represented the

unattractive presenter. |

! The. zomplete script appears ’1n Appendl « JA".' The
script content briefly outlines: 1. Various 1n¥1uenées of
TV, 2. Historical origin of TV; T Reasons people watch
TV; 4. ' The 1mpact of advertising and information on TV.

b= TV as an educator and motivator: and 6. The future of
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TV and 1te related technologies.

i

©

All " of the four videco programs were produced by the

actthor at the studiros of CEGEF Montmorency 1n Laval where bhe

-

‘1¢ employed as a Media Froducer. The production consisted

of/cofdur video recordingse on -/4 i1nch video recorderse :n  a
professional setting for each presenter. Inserts.,
pérta1n1ng to the SQbJect matter were recorded off-aar from
various sources, such as photographs or other material
obtained. H Many of the photos dealing with the early days of
televxsloa used 1n the pngFamS were graciously supplied by

CBS archives. During editing. the variouse video 1n<erts

were edited 1n with the presenter’s .voice remaining as

<

YN

"voirce-over ".

INSTRUMENTATION

Attached to the cognitive learning gquectionnaire was a

+

19-1tem, seven-point Semantic Differencial scale (Appendix

"E*) which measured how the sub,ects felt about the
presenter he/she had ,ust viewed. There were 19 attributes
listed to measure presenter ratings. . They were listed ran-

domly to be later arranged 1n a negative to positive manner
for scoring., e.g.,

Unpleasant 1 - = 4 o & 7 Fleasant.

This scale was used previously by -*Coldevin and BRernard

%
(1981) with the exception of the added . attribute,

Attractiveness. Also. at the bottom of the page there was

G

14
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an area. for registering how familiar the sub;ect was with
the presenter- on a scale from one to +1ve, as follows:.

Unfamiliar _1 =2« 2 .4 5 Very Familiar

The questionnaire also contained an ;rea for demogra-—
phic 1nformation such as age, sex -.and grade.

The control group completed only the cognitive learning
questionnaire since they were not allowed tq cee the tapes.

COGNITIVE LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE

The cognitive learning questionnsire was adminlstered
to sub,j,ects 1mmediately after they v1ewéd a"v1dectape
pertaining to a particular presenter (Append:i "C") . The
questionnaire 1ncluded 74 multiple—choice gquestions (4
choices) to measure cognitive learning as to the content of
the program viewed. Moni1tors were present during viewing
and durang the fi1lling Dbt of the questicnnaires. Al so,
. aﬁtached to thlslquestlonnalre was the Semamtic Differential
scale | questionnaire whlch also solicited demographic

-

1n+5rmat1on as to age.'\sex. grade and familiarity with the
presehtér. )

Cronbach Alpha reliabi1lty tests were calculated sepa-—
rately for each grade level on the cognxti;; >acqu151t1on
quest166nalre.l A value of r = .6é was recorded for Grade
seven subjects and r = .78 for grade eleven sub,ects.

DATA ANALYSIS

A geparate. three—way analysis of variance was used to

analyse  the results (Tuclman, 1972y for each 1ndependent

treatment. The means and standard deviation of scores for

1

}
\



each treatment and control group were presented as well as
ANOVA tables. Significant differences were-tested at the

0.05 level of confidence.

Aprail - 8= Froposal submitted to thesis advisor..

April - 8- 'Th9515—Equ1valent proposal‘approval.by
'Deﬁartment'o{ Educatlpn committee.

Aprli - 87 Recruitment of presenters to be recorded.

April - BT Recording of all necessary .material.

Oct. - 8= Testing of video programs on various

treatment and contrcl groups.

Nov. - 8= Analyé1s of gathered data.

Jan./ Thesis-Equiwvalent w;1t1ng. typlnd and

March - B84 cCopy1ing. )

March/ Thesis-Equivalent approved by advisor and

Apri1l - 84 thesi1s committee.

FERSONNEL FACILITIES AND RUDGET

Because of the avairlability of ~a professional
production studio and facilities and the time saved by
using these facilities, the video tape progrgms .Qere
produced at CEGEF Montmorency where the author is employed.
Also. since these facilities were available free of charge,
the_cost of producing these tapes was subst;ntlally reduced.

The only other cost wes a modest honorarium paid to each of

the professionals. s
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CHAFTER IV -~

RESULTS .,
The results are giv

which the original hypoth

presentation framewort.. .

Table 1 shows the me

versus female presenter by

-~

Information acquisi
Male v/s Frofessi

Professional Male

]
]
!
! Frofessional Female
]
]
1

The three-way analysis of
Sex of subject) i1n table

in sex and grade level.

en in this chapter in the order in

eges were put to provide a coherent

S EEMALE PRESENTER o

an information scores for the male

grade level.

e EER M EmERLm s mmae==s

tion score for Frofessional
onal Female by Grade Level

s e . . e . . o e e s B e e, S S T T e S e S

e Bt o ————— +
' Grade 7 ! Grade 11 ! Mean !

b ——————— e ———— A —— + .
! 16.8646 ! 19. 24 ' 18.06 !
" (29) ' (24) ! (SZ L

! ' ! !

! 15.16 t 20.80 ''17.90 !

! (235) ! (Z0) ! (5SS !
————————— ————————— o —— +

! 16.01 ! 20,03 ! !

e ————— o ———— o —————— +

variance (Treatment, Grade by

2 revealed significant differences

38



Three—way analysis of variance of Treatment

by Gr ade,

by Sex

of Sub,ect for informatior”

scores of Professional Male v/s Frofessional

Female Fresenter

____________________________ R ———————
SOURCE OF VARIATION ' SUM OF ! DF ! MEAN ' F I o
. ! SQUARES ! " SEUARE ! !
————————————————————— Fm e ———— e e e e
i Treatment ' 2.250 ! i 2.250 ! 179 ' 711
Se: 1 194.734 ! 1 ' 194,734 ' 11.989 ! .001
Grade ! 3B85.3I2F ! 1 ' 3IB85.3T22 ' 22.72Z ' .001
———————————————————— T e T
° Jreatment by'Sex ' 47,047 7. 1 ! 47..047 ! 2.650 ' .107
Treatment by Grade ! 37.108 ! 1! I7.108 ' 2.285 ' .134
Se:: by Grade ! .448 ! 1 .448 ! .028 ' .8B68B
———————————————————— B s s e s bt Tt
Treatment by Se: ' ! ! ! !
by Grade ! 26.410 7 1 '™ 26.410 ' 1.626 ' 2085
) ] 1 ] ]
Residual '1624.2Z4 ' 100 ! 16.242 ! !
] ] 1] ] 1
Total 12775.074 ' 107 ' 22,197 ! !
———————————————————— +—'————7;“"—""‘—"‘+——"——-‘—'——'—4'————————,"'—————
. ' There were no significant differences between scores
generated by <female and male presenters (1B.06 v/s 17.90},
but grade eleven subjects scored significantly higher than
those in grade seven (20.03 v/s 16.01). Male sub,ects also
scored higher than females overall (19.57 v/s 16,61). No
interaction effects were found between Sex, Grade and
Treatment.
. Table X shows the results of the analysis of the
' semantic differental scale’ ratings over 19 attributes
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pertaining to the male versus female presenter. Among thesé

attributes, six were  found ‘to indicate significant
di+;erences and all of th;se s{; register;d a hﬂéher .thing
in favour of the female presenter. The 'six are: Clear-—
Obscure (5.59 v/s &.25; p<.04), Reliéble—Unrgaliable (4.97
v/s 5.54; p<.05), Infofmed—Uninformed'(6.00 v/s b.46;p<.04),
Relaxed)'— Nervous 15.19 v/s 5.89; p<.006), ~ Sincere -
Iﬁs1n;ere (4.77 v/s S5.32)3p < .05 ), Attractive-Unattractive
(.69 v/s 5118: P < .001). No interaction effects were found.
betweea-treatment, graae énd sex of subjé&ts.

A
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JABLE 3

ATTRIBUTE RATINGS FOR

PROFESSIONAL MALE VERSUS PROFESSIONAL FEMALE

e e e et e et e o e e e e e e e o o e e . e e e e e e A e S M S e e o b e e e e . i e e e

————
MEAN

e

s
6R.11"

]
-

PROFESSIONAL FEMALE

MEAN

6R.11

L3

A ———— e e b

.7

PROFESSTONAL MALE

ATTRIBUTES

%
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Table & shows the‘scoqeé generated on the five—point
“familiarity with presenter" scale. No significant
'di{}erences were found in ratings as a result of ‘grade Or sex

of subjects. Overall, the female presenter‘ was rated

"significantly higher than the male presenter: (Z.64 v/s 2.62;:

P < .001). One significant two—-way interaction was noted
between Sex of Sub;ects and Treatmeﬁt (F1, 100 = 5.00, p <
.03). Male sub,ects ratéeéd the female presenter as being more

familiar than did female sub,ects (4.08 v/s 3.29).

B D R m————————— o ———————— ——————— +
! Treatment ""Grade 7 ' Grade 11 ¢ Mean !
T o ———————— e —————— o —————
' Frofessional Male ! '2.86 2.32 ' 2,60 !
! ! (29) ' (24) ' (S2) !
! ] 1 ] ! !
! Professional Female ! .96 ! J.37 ! b7 !
' ! (25) ' (30 ! (S3) !
! F e e e Fom— e —t———— o ————— -+
! ! z.41 ! 2.85 ° ¢ !
T e Fm——————— +
- .
. In sSummary, although there was no significant

di*ference§ between Male versus Female information scores,
the scores for grade eleven were significantly higher than
those of grade seven. Also, overall, male sub,ects tendedﬁto
score-higher than +emalés.

Among the 19 attribut® scale ratings, six were found to

have signi%icéntf&§fferences with all six favoring the female

42



FRTe

. attractive than the male presenter. .

=

¢

Prqéenter. From these attributes we can 'conclude that the,

female presenter was consideredfby most students to be more

clear, reliable, informed, relaxed, sincere and _more

; \ .

»
‘As to familiarity with the preéentér,' the female

presenﬁer_yas.rated overall as significantly higher than the

male presenter. .Also, she was rated as being more familiar

i
d

by the male sub,ects than by femafe sub;ects. ‘ |

LY = e L S A R, 4 L ER_JA

Table. & shows - the mean 1n?ormat1oq scores for the

.professional versus amatgur'presenter by grade level.

INFORMATION ACOUISITION SCORE FOR

d . PROFESSIONAL MALE V/S AMATEUR MALE

’ BY GRADE LEVEL

e e S e i T . S e o o . ST ——— . — —— _— — —— T~ — . i o o S o S i bk oo e S

S S A ———— m————— +————— ———t
! Treatment ! Grade 7 ! Grade 11 ' Mean '
R +——————— 4 ———— H——————— +
! Frofessional Male ' 16.86 ' 19.2 ' 18.06 !
' ! (29) ¢ (24) rosm) N
' - b . ! ! '
! Amateur Male ' 16.50 ' 12,70 ' 14.65 !
' d (26) (19) 'o(45)
' o —— o ——————— e +
' \ YooY 16,68 ' 1602 '
—————— F o —— e —————— +

The three—-way analysis of variance in table & revealed
significant dxffe?ehces in Treatment and Se: . of éubjects.
Inspection of the data reyegled that the professional male

produced sign1f1caétly higher scores than the amateur

presenter (18.06 v/s 14.465), and male subjects 'learned more

4
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than, female subjects (17.60 v/s 15.33).

Three-way analysis of varirance of - Treatment
by Grade, by Se:: of Sub,;ect for i1nformation scores
of Professional Male v/s Amateur Male Fresenter

——— = S —————— . o o e . o . e . b S e o e e e . s A s i e e e i o A o o o . o . . e e, e Sttt

SOURCE OF VARIATION ! Sum: OF ! DF ! MEAN ' F ' F
, ' SQUARES ! ' SQUARE ! !
——————————————— e — ————— o ———————— e ——— ————
Treatment V202,954 ! 1 ' 202.954 ' 10.957 ' .001
Se ! 104,523 ¢ 1 ' 104.527 ¢ 5.647 ' .02
'Grade ' .004 ! 1 » . Q04 . Q00 . .988
———————————————————— Fm e e e
Treatment by Sex A S.169 ! 1t ‘5169 . 27 v LS99
Treatment by Grade !t171.419 ' 1 ¢ 171,419 ! ?.254 ' 007
Sex by Grade ' 16.746 ' 1 i 16.7446 ! .04 'V 44
———— e ——— e — ———— e +—————
“Treatment by Se:x ' ' ' _ ' '
by Grade ! . 004 ! 1 . 004 ! . 000 ' .9288
1] . (] [} . 1 [N
Residual . 11667050 Q0 1 18.527 ! !
' : ] ] ] 1 [}
Total 12202.13T ¢ 97 1+ 22,702 !
———————————————————— e ——————— e e e

A two—way interaction was alsp noted in treatment . by
grgde level. Grade eléQen sub,ects scofed‘ significantly
higher from tEe professxo%al presenter s delivery than from
the amateur’s delivery (19.25 v/s 12779). . No significances
were ‘detected .én scores of the two &reéenter’s deliveries
among grade seven subj,ects (16.86 ;/5 16.50) . .

Table 7 .shows‘ the results of the analysis of the
semantic differental scale rat1ng5 over 19 attributes

pertaining to the professional versus amateur presenters.

There were twelve attributeé which 1ndicated significant
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differences and all twelve attributes registered a ‘sffonQEr

rating in favor of the professional bresenteri Fleasant—

.
. A

Unpleaéant~(5.21 v/e 4.50; p < 504),'Direct-EQasive (5.49 v/s

4.71; p < .001), Confident-Insecuré (S5.57 v/s 4.28: p <

~.001), Lively-Dull (.96 v/s 3.63: p < .001), Refaxed—Nervoys

(S5.18 v/s 4.33; p < .04), Interesting—Uninéeresting (4.79 v/s

I.78: p < .04r, Organized-Unorganized (6;35 v/s S5.65: p <
. , el

.02),‘Professional—Unprofessxonal (5.96 v/s 4.'31; ﬁ’f;.bO]),

. /
Attractive-Unattractive (3.469 v/s 2. 2:_p ¢ J0092). " No inter-

. . . . . /
action effects were nbted between treatment, grade_ and sex of
sub,ects. . ) . . n //f
- | /’/’
. - /- .o
/
N4
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TABLE 7

, - ATTRIBUTE RATINGS FOR

. PROFESSIONAL MALE VERSUS AMATEUR MALE

e e | S, -
. 1 "1 .
N : ' PROFESSIONAL | L AMATEUR
: ATTRIBUTES ' —— . e
- ' t BR.7 '.-BR.;11 ' MEAN ''. BR.7 ' BR.11
————————————————————————— >—— —_—————— -t + >
Fleasant-Unpleasant - 0 5.17 ¢ 5,25 ' 5.21 Y &4.73 ' A.26
F(1,90) = 4.34, FC .04 ' ! ' e LI
- 1 1] ) [N ] L]
Direct-Evas) ve ' 5.76 ' 5.21 ' 5.49 ' A.58 ' A.84
F(1.90) = 4,55, P .04 J s ' L '
1] ’ L} (I ] L]
Strong-weat ' 5,45 ' 5,13 ' 5.29 ‘' A.31 3216
( [s) = .45, . 1 ' 1 [ I L]
F(1.90) 5 S.45. p< .00t ' ' - :
Clear-Obscure ' 5.34 ) 5,83 ' 5.59 '' &4.23 ' A4.38
. F(1,90) = 5.59, PC .004 * ' ' v :
* [ ] ’ e L4
Reliable-Unreliable ¢t 4,93 ' 5,00 ' 4,97 ' K. 446 * A.89
’ ] [] ' ) ]
Informed-Uninformed ' S.6b6 ' A.33 ' 6.00 't 5,15 - 4.47
F(1.90) = 11.94, PC .001 ° ' ' v '
! N . ] ] [ ]
Confident~-Insecure 4 5.%8 ' 5.54 ' 5,57 ¢ 4,23 ' 4,32
F(1,90) = 11.04, p< .001 * ' ' L ' !
Lively-Dull ' 4.21 ' 3,71 ' 3.96 ' 3.42 ' 1.064
F(1,90) = 11.56, p< .001 .° ' ' Lo o
. : ‘ ' S ' ‘a ’
Honest-Di1shonest ''5.59 ' 5.96 - 5.78 ' 5.1%9 ' 5.63
. T ) ' ' (] : -
Rel axed=Ner vous L. ' 4,93 ' 542 ' 5,18 ' &.50 * 4.1
‘F(1,90) = 4,36, p¢..0a8" 1+ ' T LT '
. 1 ) ] L3N ] .
‘Interesting-Uminteresting’ ' A4.469 ' A.BB ' 4.79-'' 4,08 ' I.47
F(1,90) = 4.%6, pg .04 ' . 4 ' !
N L] ) L} L] 1]
Organized-Unorganized ' bLAl P H.29 ' 6.35.' 5.62 ' 5.68B
F(1,90) = 6.10, p<C .02 ' ' ' ' «
Friendly-Unfriendly ¢t 5.07 ' 5.21 ' 5.14 ' K. 46 ' /.63
Sincere-Insincere ' A.66 ' 4.BB ' 477 '' B.69 ' A.37
Profound-Shal l ow ¢ 4.48 ' 4.71 't 4,60 ' 4,04 ' .84
Straightéorward—Confusing ' 5.8B3 ' 5.92 ' 5.8 ' 5.46 ' 5.26
Professional ~Unprofessional ' &6.00 ' 5.92 ' 5.9&6 '' A4, 46 ' 4,16
Convincing—-Unconvincang LY 5.31 5,67 ' 5.49 ' 4,96 ' 4,463
Attract:ve-Unattractive ¢ 3.17 .21 ¢ 3.69 ' 3,12 ' 2.1
——— e e L e - ————— m———— b ————
. .
& Kl . ’
: 4
» m - ' '
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Table 8 shows the scores generated on the five-point

¢
” \

"famlfiarity with presenter"” scale. No si'gnificant
-dxfferenées w:>% fouﬁd in ' the ratings as a reéult of
treatment, grade.or se of subject (éales = Z2.42, females =
2.36). Two-way intera;tlon tests revealed no .significant

effects 1in treatmént and sex of sub,ects and treatment and

grade level.

B ettt o ———— F—————————— o ————— +
! Treatment ' brade 7 ' Grade 11 ' Mean !
b e ————————— Fm———————— ———————— +
! Frofessional Male ! 2.86 ! A ! 2.60 !
! ! (29) ! (24) ) (22 !
! ! ' ! !
! Amateur Male ! 2.19 H 2.00 vo2.10
! ! (26) ! (1 ! (45) ' .
' o ————— e ———— m——————— +

. ) ' ' 2:53 ! 2.17 ! !
B e Fm—————— e ——————— ——————— +

In conclusion, the results of the Frofessional versus
Amateur presenter analysis revealed that thg‘ profescsional
produced s1gni{;cantly higher information acquisition scores
than the amateur, and male subjects learned more from the
professional than from the amateur presenter. Also, grade
eleven students scored higher than grade seven as a result of
the professional "s delivery.

Amdng’the 19 attribute scales, 12 indicated significant
di**erenceé and all 12 registered a-stronger rating in favor

L
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of the professional presenter. From these attributes, we can -

conclude that the professional presenter is considered by
most students as more pleasaﬁt, direct, stéonger, Elearer.
better informed, mo?e confident, - livelyp relaxed,
interesting, organized, professional and more attractive than
the amateur presenter.

In the area of familiarity, = the 'resglts//showed no

significants dxfferencés' in the treatment, grade or sex of

s ’

student.

ATTRACTIVE VERSUS UNATTRACTIVE FRESENTER

J
DL D 12X XDy YU LU _ a2l ===l
' .

Table 9 shows the mean information achisition scores
for the attractive versus unattra&tive male presenter by

grade level.

’

.

INFORMATION ACQUISITION SCORE FOR ATTRACTIVE
MALE v/s UNATTRACTIVE MALE BRY GRADE LEVEL

e m—————— m————————— ———————— +
! Treatment ! Grade 7 ! Grade 11 ! Mean !
R D ettt e ————— —————————— d———————r +
! Attractive Male T 16.86 M 19.25 ! 18.06 ! ‘
’ ! ! (29) ' (24) ' (S7) !
! o ! ! ! !
! Unattractive Male ! 15.74 ! 24.04 ! 19.89 !
! ! 27y (25) 1 (82) H
! —————— F—————————— m——————— e +
! ' 16.30 ! 21.65 ! B
+—ft —————————————————— t————————e ——— +-—————af+

The tﬁree—way analysis oftvar1ance;(Treatmgnt by grade Vi

by Sei. of Sub,ects) in table 10 revealed significant
differences in treatment and grade' level. Thqtunattractive

-

male produced significantly higher scores than thé attractive
male (192.89 v/s 18.06), and grade eleven subjects scored
A ‘ - * ((

.48 ) ' ‘ '
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Grade,

+ Three—-way analysis of variance of Treatment by
by Sex of Sub,ect for i1nformation scores
‘0of Attractive v/s Unattractive Fresenters

Treatment -

Se:n
Grade

Treatment by
Treatment by
by Grade

Sex

ngatment by

by Grade

Residual

A

treatment

that

significant

by grade level.

SuM OF
! SQUARES

B82.462
S0.450

756. 242

17.678

1695. 674

'
!
]
i
’

12816.914

MEAN
SGUARE

82.467
S50.450
756. 242

17.678

«

17.4861

two—-way 1nteraction was

grade eleven subj;ects registered

a

Inspection of the data

lso

noted

n

revealed

significantly higher

information scores +for the unattractive male s presentation

(24,04

v/s

N\

19.25 for the attractive male).

No

were found as a result of the two presenters for grade

sub ects.

detected as a result of

Table 11

semantic

differental

Throughout

shows

the

scale

. analysis,

the results of the

ratings

no

sex of subjects.

over

analysis

1

differences

pertaining to attractive versus unattractive presenter.

¢
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MEAN

' B6R.11

UNATTRACTIVE MALE
.7

et e e ——— e — o — §

' MEAN

' GR.11

ATTRACTIVE MALE
.7

JABLE 11
ATTRIBUTE RATINGS FOR

ATTRACTIVE MALE VERSUS UNATTRACTIVE MALE

T T T e D U PP I REGHDEE B SERE A A e
ATTRIBUTES
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Only two attribute ratings indicated significant

Zdifferences.' The attractive male presenter’s delivery was

rated as stronger than the unattractive male ( 5.29 v/s 4.81;

p'< .04 ), while the reverse held true for thé'ratings on the

" Clear—-obscure attribute ( attractive - 5.59, unattractive -

’

6.11. p 7 .005). No ingeract;ve effects were found between
Treatment, Gréde and Sex of subjects.

Table 12 shows the scores generated on the five—point
"famxizarity with presentef" scale. ‘ No significant
‘differences wére found on sex of suﬁjects. Two—way
interact}on effects, however, were noted in\Treatment and Sex
of SuBJécts, and treatment aﬁd grade leved. Male subjec%s
ratéd the un;ttractive presenter 51gni4ican£1y more familiar

.37 v/s 2.4T) while the females rated the attractive
presenter as being more familiar (2.87 v/s 1.64). Gréde
seven 7sub3ects alsc rated the attractive male as more
familiar (2.86 v/s 2.04 for unattractive male) while the

opposite held true for grade eleven subjects (2.84 for

unattractive v/s 2.77 for attractive).

-~
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FAMILIARITY BY TREATMENT, GRADE LEVEL

o ———————— e — e ————— Fm———————— o —————— +
! Treatment ! Grade 7 ' Grade 11 ! Mean !
+———————— —————————— o ———— +
' Attractive Male ! 2.86 ! 2.32 ! 2.60 !
! ! (29) ! (24) ! (S3 !
! ! H ! . !
!' Unattractive Male ! 2.04 ! 2.84 ' 2.44 !
! ! (27) ' (25) ! (S2) .
! e et Tty Fm————————— o ———— +
! ! 2.45 ! 2.58 ' !
e —————————— e — —— e ——————— ————————— m————— +
In conclusian, the attractive versus unattractive

preseﬁter results showed that the higher grade students
tended to rate the u;attractlve presenter higher and that
they also tended tolhave higher information scores. However,
theré were no differences as a result-of se:x of sub,ects.

There were only two out of 1? attribute scale ratings
that indicated csigni1ficant differences, that of delivery-in
favor of theiattracilve presenter and clarity in favor of the
unattractave presenﬁer.

The overall results *also showed no significant

differences as to which presenter was seen as more familiar.

However, male sub,ects did rate the unattractive presenter as

significantly more familiar as did the grade seven subjects.
The opposite held true for grade eleven subj,ects who rated

the . unattractive presenter higher.

All treatment scores on information acquisition were

compared with a control group separately for grade seven and

52
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grade‘ eleveﬁ. A one-way ANONA showed that all treatment

scores in bGrade seven were significantly higher than that
generated by the'control group, ( 12.68; F(4,l?9 = 7.37?’ p.
<.001).’

When the treatment scores were cpmpared with; the
control group for'grade eleven, significant di fférences were
found (F4,1192 = 40,07, p < .001). Interestingly. the Newman-
teuls multiplF comparison test revealed that all treatment
means wgke significantly greater than the control group, with
the excépt1on of that‘genergted by the Amateur presenter. In
this case tHe means were virtually the same ( 12.79 for the
Am?teur performer, 12.68 for the coﬁt;él groué).

These ~wresults again bring into }elief the comparative
laclk of discrimination among presenters on the part of the
grade seven stﬁdents. and the wealness of the amateur

B

presenter’ s performance‘among‘the grade eleven subjects.

53
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

CONCLUSION

The conclusions based on the experiments in this study
follow the presentat:onal sequence of the original hypothesis
formul ated.

Hypqthecs1s 1 ’ ' -
. . /

-

In bhypothesis "1, the prediction was that when a
televised méle presenter and a televised female .presenter
are used 1in an ETV ﬁrogra@. the male presenter will be
significantly more effective than the female presenter on

cognitive learning and presenter ratings.

The following conclusions were derived from this
experimept: (1) Sub;ects learned as well from either the

mal® or female presenter but gréde eleven sub,ects learned
A , 7

significantly mor e : p;n grade’ seven sub jects. Also.

overall, male sup,ectgﬁtended to score sign1f3cant1y higher

4
c

¥y
than female sub,ects. L

Coldevin and ﬁerna&? (1981) also found no differences

i

1in  mean - information %Fquis1t1on scores between male and

female presenters. Angther study ( Whitaltker & Whitakker,

W

©od
1976) showed no signiflﬁ@nt dlfferenifs 1in the effectiveness
S i
N

of either a professional male or female presenter 1in radi?//;;//wf,

newscasting. i

¥V2) In the attitudel ratings towards the presenter, all

ratings in which there were siénificant differences tended

@

to favour thé female prLsenter. This méy be explained to




-

some extent with the results that 1ndicate that the female
presenter was rated as signi1ficantly mare familiar.

(7)Y NMNot only Qas the female presenter more familiar
ové?a}l. but she was also found to be more familiar among
ma}e subyects than among female‘subjects.

The ariginal hypothesis 1s theréfpre rejected since the

results of this experiment clearlz show that no significant

-
s

di1 fferences- were found between the male and female prgsentér

1in terms of facilitating cognitive learning. The differences

1in attribute ratinges in favour of the female presenter Mmay
have been an artifact of her greater familiaraity among both

student grbups.

Hypothesis O
In hypothesi1s 2, the prediction was that when a
telé»lsed professional male presenter and & televised non-—
professional (amateur) are used 1n an ETV program, the
pr?feé51ona1 male presenter will be significantly more
.effectlve than the male non-professional presenter (amateur)

on cagnitive learning and presenter ratings.

The 40110w1ng conclusions were derived +rom ﬁhlé

experiment:

(1) The, professional presenter was significantly more

effective for grade eleven sub,ects than the amateur perfocrmer.

No differences were detected among drade seven subjects 1in
’ ‘ ,
cognitive learning as a result of the two presenters.

Although few studies in this area have been undertalen,

- - - -
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Wardell (1974 in his study combared a’ profé5516nal
communicator with an ITV anstructor and found learning
significantly higher for those watching £he br0{9551ona1.
(Q)JAmDng all the paired treatments, the professional-
amateur treatments producéd the most 51gn1;1cant results in
attitude ratings of sub,ects towarde the presenterg with a{l
attributes - where sxg%xf1cant differences were jfound -
favoring the professional over the amateur presenéer.
V(Z) The familarity of the presenters did not seem to

play any significant role regardless of grade or se;r of

sub ;ects.

.

The original hypothesis 1s thus supported. but only for
subyects 1n the h;gher grades. The vresults show that
sub;ects learned 51gn1+{cant1y more from the professional
than from the amateur presenter and especially those ;ubjects
in thé higher grades. The professional’'s effectiveness was

especirally evident i1n the attitude scale ratings where nearly

70% were significantly in his favour by both grade levels.’

k3

\

- c :
Hypothesis = .

In hypothesis 3, the prediction was that when an
attractive presenter and an unattractive presente} are used
on an ETV program, the attractive pﬁesenterf wili be
significantly more\effegt1ve than the unattractive presenter
on ;ognit1ve learning and presenter ratings.

The +following conclusions were derirved Ffrom this
experiment:

[

o6



il) The higher grade subJecﬁs learned 51gn1+1cantlf
mo?e Fro% the unattractiQe presenter and also tendgd to
register 51gn1{1c§ntly higher 1nfoémat10n scores than, the{
lower grades.

Coldevin (19277) in his experiment on the effects ‘of

sterectyping noted also that grade eleven Subjecté tended to

rate a “young haip” stereotype as significantly more
ﬁDmEphllous ( perceived S1m§lar1ty 1in attitudes, beliets and
values as the viewer) than e%ther a T young strhbaight” or
‘matdre straight” stereotype. The “young straight’ also

pr oduced 51gn1{1éant1y higher attitude shifts toward the
ﬁa1n theme of the ETV program. No significant differences
on attitude scores or homophily ratings accrued to the same
three presenters were noted among grade seven subjectS:

(2) Al EubJecté felt that the attractive presenter had

a better delivery but that the unattractive 'présenter had

' more clarity.

(=) How familiar the presenters were to the sub,ects
did not appear to i1nfluence learning but male sub,ects did
+1nd the unattractive presenter more famil:iar. The opposite

was found for grade eleven sub,ects who rated thevattractive

’

T

presenter higher on the familiarity scale.

In summary 211 sub,ects, especially those i1n the higher
grade, learned 51gﬁ1+1gant1y more from the unattractive than
from thé attractive presenter. The lower grades did not
discriminate between the Presenters on 1nformation scores
and learned equally well from both presenters. However, the

attractive presenter was pefceived as having better delivery
/

N B o e 1R ? s o e el R e
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while the wunattractive presenter was perc91ved as having’
more clari1ty. The original hypothesxs. 15 therefore

re,ected.
Discussi1on:

One of the prevailing trends found while analyzing the
results of £h15 - study was that grade eleven~ sub jects
consistantly 1ea?ned ‘significantly more than grade seven
subjects (g}ade Il mean, 1. 68; grade sSeven meaﬁ. 11.04).

Thics might be enpected as higher grade sub;ects are expected

"to possess greater overall learning capacities and

experlegcés. Coldevin - (1977), 1n his experiment using a
v

Tyoung hip™. young straight” and "mature sﬁra1bht’

presenter found similar results i1n cognitive acqu151tion
between grade seven and grade eleven sub,ects. Coldevir’'s
presenters (young hip v/s young straight) could easily be

substituted with the author’s (unattractive v/s attractive

male presenter) since both results <from grade eleven
sub ects were similar. Al so, similar to Coldevin’'s
f1ndings., the author also found that grade seven subjects

S

did not discriminate as to preseﬁters.

It 15 also i1nteresting to note the. simzlar1ﬁy 1n
f1nd1nqs between the author and.Coidev1n in another érea.
\Nh1le Coldevin®s grade eleven sub,ects were partﬁal to the
"young hap” présenter which'was reflected 1n homophily

" ratings and attitude formation, the author s grade eleven

sub,;ects were partial to the unattractive presenter which

S8



was reflected 1n 1nformation acquicition scores. The

tendency seemed to be for grade eleven students to pre;er a
presenter who 15 most lllé himself while grade seven
éubJectgﬂmade ro distinction among presenters. |

Other sal;ent results showed that 5%195 learned more
than fehales. Also, the female presenter was rated higher

than the male presenter i1n the-attribute scales and she was

also Jﬁdged to be more effective in the higher grades. This

1s contrary' to the findings of ERaggaley; {1980) "who, in &

seri1es of e:periments "found that both male and female

newsread?:f recel1ved more conslstant‘ratlngs from i1ndividual’

viewers of their own sex than through the opposite se .- .

The available research literature 1s scant on the

shpject of male versus female presenters. Whitatter and
Whitall er (1977) . found no signficant differences 1n the

etfectiveness of a male and femaele professional newscaster

using audiotapes. Coldevin and ERernard (1981) found

significant differences among crediblity and appearance
' .

ratings of two male and two female professiaonal TV news
presenters consistantly 1n favour of the male spealers.
The finding that ﬁale sub,ects learn more from the

female presenter suggésts that thas age group . may

traditionally be more receptive to seiual stimli1 and there-

-

fore, there may be some relationship between: this senual

\

stimili and 1nformation acquisition. This 15 clearlf‘an area

where more research 'i1s needed. Therevmay also be a relation-

ship with the famil1ar1ty of the presenters. Al though, 1n

\

this study, the female presenter was rated as, being .more

1

~
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A

familiar- Q1£h ?ale‘subjéfts‘than w1£h female sub,;ects this
may be éxplained by the assuﬁptlon tha£ generally females®
tend to watch less television news and therefnre.. have less
opportunity of Bbeing exposed to any presenter. Male/female
presepter lcharacter15t1cs will ton?;nue to be an active aresa
of research particularly w1th regard'ﬁo refining the quali-
ties of an effective speaker that are cépmoa to both senes.

Sub  ects learned 'Slgnxfxcanély mor e from the
Pprofessional thanl from the amateur presenter aHd the
professional ‘was 51gn1f1cant1y‘more effective on the higher
érade, subj;ects th;n on the lower grade sﬁbJects. One
explanation for the latter result might be that the higher
grade sub,ects are more exposed~to professional presenter;
generally 1n the form of news or other forms of professional
type- 1nformation programs and are therefore better equiped
to analy;e a presenter as to prof9551bna115m or credibility.
The fact that grade eleven students are generally more
mature may be angther factor 1n thas 1interaction.
Traditicnally. older students tend to watch mare i1nformation
type television programs where more’ profess;onai thaH-
amateurs are evident.

In this partlgﬁl%r study., practically all results
favoured the professional 1n all catagories. These results
add’ more strength to the already strong argument for the
'ut111sat1én of professional over aﬁateur presenters 1in Sp;
ETV work p%éce. Contrary.to Highet’s (1959) content:ion faat

"there 15 no difference between a good classroom teacher and

a good television teacher”, television will only male a bad.

60



, Highet’s argument. In fact, overwhelming evidence points to
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teacher lool -worse. There 15 lattle evidence to support

the contrary among higher grade students.

Support for thecse findings, 15 found 1n the study . by
Wardell (1976)‘u51ng an ITV i1nstructor, a role player and a
professional presenter where §1gn1ficantly higher learning
scares wére made by those' watching the professional
presenter. - McMelen (1974) also noted that a teacher’s

n

dynamism was reduced when transferred from the classroom to a

television format.

' The major conclusion emerging from these studies 1s
v

that there is a distinct difference between a cl assrogm
teacher. or an amateur presenter and a professional ™V
presenter heavily favouring the professional presenter.

The attractive - unattractive treatments prespnteg in
this study répresented one of the more complex and ambiguous |
tﬁgatments to deal with and evaluate since “attractiveness®
or appearance 1s such a subjective thing. We all have a

personal perception ofcwhat constitutes "attractiveness® and

therefore, the results may be clouded: by personal

”~ P
. 2

'appearance; interpretations. These 1nterpretations or
brases may have played a role i1n this particular study and
therefore, more research 15 needed to establish a more
~accuraté methodology in evaluaflng such treatments 1n order
to help eliminate these ambxguxtxﬁs.

The whole question of how different people learn from

different presen?érs‘ls a question that needs more research.

/

e 61"



»

.. e e m S ST At A Vg e o

.

Why does such an age group or sex learn more from such

such a presenter? What role does ?appearance’

K

and

and

*familiarity® play 1n the\educafional packagé-o{ a'presentér

. -

are but a couple of questions awaiting further research.

oty

In summary, it 1is hoped that the

help

réesults "of

experiments will

selection of

in formulating a methaod Wy

.

.

a presenter for a given ETV presentation

[}
these

ch

is

made. If we can predict what characterustics will produce a

given outcome, the proper selection of a presenter

&

follow. ; . ‘ ’ : ‘

should
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As a requirement for a Master’s degree in Educational

Technology'at Concordia University a short, 7-8 minute colqr

videq tape will be pfbduéed. This ETV program is-to be used

a; an gvaluatxo; tool in an attempt to dete?mine the effects

of a telev1séd presenter- on cognitive learning. It wi1ll
. ——

be shown to grade 7 and grade 11 high-school students who

will be asted to answer a queéﬁionhaire as to their

o~

impressions about the televised presenter in qu?stion and the

twontent of the program. M

7

The scrapt refers to Fresenter and inserts.

Fresenter - is that person seen on the screen.
Inserts ‘are visuals that will be inserted over the
’ . ‘ .
presenter’s voice in the background.,’ ’ -
- .8
“ “ n Lot . o
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1 PRESENTER Communications in its wvaried forms have been
- around since the beginrning offtime. Electroniic
communications, ' especially television, is

probably the most powe}ful tool fo; entertaining,
and persuading that our society ‘has
. ever encountered. No other mode of communication
can\ approach the‘pregént capacity of television

to transmt, through colorful, visual imagery,

* the precise, the logical and somehow the qute
) profqund.
. N

Insert . Approximately 954 of all Canadians iQ S0 million
homes receive tele‘ision 1n some form or another.
‘Most Canadians watch about 25 hours each Qeek.
: R The average child by the age of 12 has already
.. ~ ‘ spent about 12,000 hoUrs watching TV. That is

oo ° "; ;j ) ntwicé the time spent in school. - o» |

-/\ -
LY ’ 2

2 PRESENTER It’s because of this tremendous influence that

- -

R C.  many teachers feel that television has an

»
-

c educational responsibility.

-

Insert, In 19469, television alléwed us to watk on thg
moon along with N€il Armstrong. - It also allowed
R 65 . '
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us to witness a startling array of other events
from the cquort D% our living rooms, many bf
which were less pleasant.

Television has also been accused of contributing
to violence, lowering student maris and generally
tﬁrning us into a permissive society. Television
may have been guilty for some of these 1lls,. but

¢

not all.

Lite any new phenomenpon, we should first try to

understand 1t in order to be able to avoid its

i

elcesses.

Let's tale a brief look at its origins, it°s
history. Although there seems to be some
confusion as to who actually invented television,
we do know that a variety of individuals did

contribute towards igs creation.
. !

b
. ’

The first recorded evidence for a television

°

system has been credited to George R. Carey. of

feet of wire on January 26, f926.

Two individuals are credited with actually having
discovered .television as a system. They'/uere

Logie Baird, a Scotish engineer Tiving in England

Y.
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and an American inventor, Francis Jenkins.

Baird first demonstrated color television in 1930

but it was not until 1940 that the American CBS
channel made the first color transmission.

Canada was first introduced to Black and White
television in 1952 with shows‘ like "The

~

Plouffes”. Color wasn’t introduced‘untilbl966.

People watch television for a variety of reasons
but the main oné seems to be for entertainment.
There are over 1&0 million TV sets in North
America and an audience that runs to a third of
all men, women and chiii@en. We can see how
preoccupired we have becohe,with the tube. Maybe
that’s why television has been describéd as a
tranquillizer for the masses.

In 1983, the televised mini-series "The Winds of

War" and "The Thorn Birds" each drew in over 110

million spectators according to the Neilson

ratings. In 1982, 112 million people watched the
Super-Bowl football classic. However, the all-
time high audience rating was for the 1977 drama
*Roots". This program brought in an impressive

135 million viewers.
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7 PRESENTER When we consjder that the§e particular, TV epics

cost approxi@itely $150, 000 per minute - to the
advertisers and that a maximum of 10 minutes of
i

every hour is gevoted to commercials,

Insert we begin to appreciate the cost of entertainment.

—— i A o e S e

the most powerful electronic-teacher known to man
because it ;s the most believable. We do know
that televiéion has become for at least 60 per
cent of viewers, ‘

lﬁgggg + their primary source of News about the co@munity
theY live 'in.

/ .

9 PRESENTER A good example of television’s teaching ability
is shown in childrens’ series like "Sesame
Street" and "The Electric Company".

.

Insert "Sesame Street" was initially created to help
ghetto black-children in New York catch up to
main—stream white children. *The Elecftric

Company” was created to teach reading-skills.

»

—~_

10 gggggglgg The role of television as a source of information
is especially important ambng adults. More
adults obtain more information from television

than all the other media combined.

s A

cen . .
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Insert They choose TV because they béliexg that it is

the most believable med:ia.

-3

11 PRESENTER The selling potential of television has also been

known to advertisers for some time. Television
has been used for selling everything from

medicine to presidential candidates. 5

Insert Television played a significant role in the

defeat of presidential candiate Richard Nixon in
i

1960 and his emergence'as president 1n 1968.
Successful Pﬁime Mini%fers lite Fierre Trudeau
have also been using this effective tool ever
since.

’

12 PRESENTER In the ever-changing world of technology.

télevis1oh will continue to play a significant
role i1n our 1§ves. Helped along with satellites
and {iber oﬁtics, communications will continue to
accelerate. With satellites. the word *instant;

and ’live’ will become .very famil{ar in today’s

*

vocabulary of communicat:ions.

Insert Satellites are now the chief workhorses of global

. communications carrying about two thirds of all

trans-oceanic traffic and Canada’is one of the

World—leaders in this field.
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_.The +first art;ficial earth satellite, "Sputnat

S . 'One, was launched in 1957 by the U.S.S.RJ
In 19562, Canada became the third country to
launch a satellite: it was cafled "Alouette One".

Today, there are 78 countries tied into an

international satellite system.
. . a

3

a €

1= PRESENTER Here on earth, 1t is expected that in the not too

distant future, most of our telecommunications
will be transmitted ’not along today’s
conventional copper wires, but by ‘transparent

-

optical fibers.

~
3

! .

Insert Each fiber, or strand which is as thin as a human
hair, will have the capacity of transmitting
approquately 700 individual signalg which wall
be carried By means of light.

’15 Esgsgﬂlga London. Ontario already has the distinction
of being the only cable TV system i1n the world

- using fiber optics but the future holds great

promise for this technological wonder.

_Ingert Although 90 per cent of today’s applications for
fiber optics is in telephone systems, its future
for television applications will be extremely

important.

70
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15. PRESENTER Because of the enormous influence and potential
of television we must be constantly vigilent in
order to guarantee that televisioﬁ wihll always

bé a resource to cultivate. It m&st also‘not

simply remain an entertainment medium but a tool

to: be exploiﬁed by our educators for the benefit

S

- of all.




‘APPENDIX "B"
‘ JECTION 1
Based on the television; program that you have just seen,
pPlace -a mark in the space in each of the scales below that
" best describes how you fegl about the presenter. '
~ UNPLEASANT ——— ——— ——— ——— ——— ——r ——— PLEASANT . ‘
| DIRECT ——— ——— ——— —=— EVASIVE
WEAK —=— —i— ——e ——— STRONG .
CLEAR ——~ =——— ——— ——e OBSCURE
RELIABLE —— ——— UNRELIABLE
UNINFORMED ~—— ——— ——— INFORMED
i CONFIDENT ——— ——— INSECURE
DULL —-—— ——= —— ‘ LIVELY
HONEST —-— ——= ——— ——= ——— ——= ———. DISHONEST '
NERVOUS —--~ ——— ——= RELAXED
INTEREéTING —-= === == ——— ———"——— ——— UNINTERESTING
UNORGANTZED e ORGANI ZED
FRIENDLY --— ——— ——— —=— ——— ——— ——— UNFRIENDLY
INSINCERE _— SINCERE
\ X SHALLOW ~—— —=—= ——= ——= ——— ——= ——— PROFOUND °
CONFUSING ——— ——=— ——— === ——— ——— ——— STRAIGHTFORWARD
UNFROFESSIONAL —-~ —== ——— ——- PROFESS1ONAL
UNCONVINCING ——— === —== ——— ——— ——— ——— CONVINCING
) ATTRACTIVE ——— ——— ——= —om e e e UNATTRACT IVE
.Please rate vyour familiarity with the presenter on the

following five point scale.

UNFAMIL

Are you male?
How old

I1AR

are you?? ___

[ P

I3

VERY FAMILIAR

or female?

What grade are ypu in? __ ‘
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Appendix "B"

— e e e e ——

eV e,

A strand of ¥iber'optic is as thick as a...

‘Strand of human hair

s

Satellites carry about what fraction of all

Broom handlg

pencil *

spider’s web

oceanic traffic?

172

The first TV color transmission was done

<

which network?

.The percentage of all

television is...

2/3
173

174

ABC
CBS

CeC

PBS

o
~,

100%
0%
5%

a8s5% -

73
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S. How many TV sets are there

125 million

‘ ]
140 million
) 160 million
\ , * 155 million
6. The first satellite was launched in...
» T 1992
1962
' 1965 ‘
1957 " "
7. The only cable TV syitem in the world
' o &
‘optics is found in...
’ . JﬁPAN '
O . CANADA -~
© T “ .
‘ ‘ u.s.
, ENGLAND
B. Each woek,\éiéh Canadian watches how'maﬁy hnggs
: : . '
televisgion? -
' > 25. hours™
2
r ‘ . 10 hours :
) . > 40 hour's
F <1 . 5 . ‘v
- . g - ', 5 hours
c |
0 ‘74
’ N .
3 - » /‘ . ,
" W4 . ——

— s ot e e
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$13.
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12.

N e . npa o n

\ Co ‘ \\“ ' .
A ’ et :

Canada’s first satellite was called...
s N

ANIK /

HERMES . ————
SPAR -
<

o
| ALOUETTE

-~

o

[ .
The cost of advertising in a mini-series like .

r

> "The Thorn Birds" is approximately...

.

%150, 000 per

100,000 per

|min
min

mirt

¢ 50,000 per

R '7%5,000 per min ;
Nhi;ﬁ Presidential candidate was gefeatet in

1960 mainly because of television?
Dwight D. Eisenhower -
"Richard Nixon
i

John F. Kennedy

¢ Jimmy Carter

!
I !

Canada was first introduced to colpr TV in.g§
| . 1972

i975

1966 '

1958 . | e

- v ———

——— — —

—————
-



13.

14.

15.

6.

The first televised image

means”?

.

“The Electrical Company” show was created to...

-

2 S

g T s e v Wy 3 s s e

4
Electrical
Mechanical
Physical

Chemical

“

teach reading skills

‘teach musical skills
teach electricity

teach writing skills

AT RS e R R e o s b e o

The first televised image was transmi%ted in...

The first recorded evidence for a

has been credited to...

v

1910

1926

L]
1943

1932

George Cagey

El

cR
William Watt

Fred Everett

Guglielmo Marconi




17.

18.

19.

community they live in?

‘The first artificial earth satellite was launched .by

which country?
U-S' ' 4
U.S.S.R.

France ' : ~

England :

i

.Signé{s are carried in a fiber optié-strand‘by

t
K

which means?
[ Y

light

“ “ qravify
electrical current
nucl ear ;eans

“t
i

—— -

[P

———— - ——

— —— - ——

Tglevision has geen described