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f\3 S -~ This thesis - equivalent consists of.a 42 minute

. . , ' . - -
educatibna} qelevision‘productipn'and an .accompanying - T
— i -~ . B
! 3 . .
~document. The television production 4as designed for first-'!
V} . . ® N ]

year Cegep students: in either mass media or introductory. | -

v

history courses, and consists of a mixture ?f actual film
. - * . .
" . footage, graphic animation sequences .ahd studio segments,

. .- ., i "
< featuangian on camera ccommentator, The completed programmc

was shown to a test group consisting of 61 subjects, who '
. ' ' I : ‘ ‘
,responded to a questionnairei, Results of the questionnaire
‘ .

are contained in the document accompanying the thesis- ’

T
s »
< -

equivalent, e L . ! . ' et
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' ° The following document is not a thesis, is .\ : '
mbhnt to'acsompanyya‘fonty-two mindte,educagipnél telgvisjo

i i . * ~re . ! v * . ’ »

programme which is'on file in the University.film andvideo' ‘

. éichiyesz . The document- cannot be recommended to- those who )

" . . - ’ . R , : o\
have not seen the prédgramme, as certain chapters were
. ; , » . ta . ,

. . . . ‘. ; o *
 designed to elucidate programme objectives, facets of the ' N

'.programme style, and othér'iﬁtegrally.refated points.

f wish to thank Profesiors John Harrison and. Tom ,ééf
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Allan for helpful suggestions in the developmental stages . C

- ——— e

-of the project. I alsp am’gréteful to Préfe%sdr C. Rodneéy .
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-
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. shooting of the grd?hic animation sequences and to J. Neil

" 0'Brien for his éonstant technical aid during the video . ,

’

. C ‘ récordiﬁg of the programme. Lastly, . I wish to thank those . -

— + — 2t

-

- , ~of m§ friends who suffered through'my countless long-winded .. .

‘ . ‘

verbal outbursts on either Dreyfus, the press, or educational’ ) |
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)

o television : . ' ' : ' L o
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e .- INTRODUCTION =~ . Lt :
¢ \s * e ) ’ ~' / ,
T *+. 'In making this programme, I have attempted a .
S ' \ ‘ N ~ ’ . N . - (‘ ‘
o T el marriage of academic history and educational television, ine

-m$> a way that uses-the v1sua1 capab111t1es ‘of the latter whale

»

attempt1ng not to d11ute the former beyond recognltlon. ,

. . N L '
Producers of educat10n£§ televaslon have a tendency to .
4‘ - .)
- -neglect the scr1pt and expend most of their energles on

produc1ng~beaut1fu1 visuals. - Even when the producer is

u s 8. ‘-

a551sted by ““subject consultant, the result is’ generally

not a happy medium. ~The programme "either meflects‘the - -
- , Lo
. producers taSte\?Br v1sua1 bombardment, ‘fast pacing;and

- v

flagrant overs1mp11f1cat10n, or (depend1ng on money and the
. -institutional power’ structure) becomés'a dull pedaptlc . Tt |

.t A Y - . N ;'” N
televised lecture with a few slides thrown in, to6 remind the
. .9 ) .

audience that T.V. has visual potential.

-

Good historical progragming can be produced by a

f

- few individuals working alone, but is more likely to be’

’ v o -
’ ' -

. created by production teams. These /teams should.be compri-
P eed of prodncers ‘specifically traired in the structure and

methodology of the d15c1p11ne, and academlcs somehow endowed

°with .new educat10na1 and visual sens1b111t1es. History pro-

* . . N . 4
gramming would then ;ake on more complicated dimensions as ,»

0

scripts are carefully written to reflect the discipline's
o B . - . .“, . \.
complexity and visuals are chosen according to the demands-

for historical integrity. The problem of historical inte- ~

» - . ' !




[gfity will be compl%cafed\by the simpliqitxfimpdsed‘bf*

| \ Tt
- -

S * television fixed pacing; and by limited visual’ and financial S
, - . st . : . T
‘ . ry . . ! . 3 . .-n .. -
L. - resources. , ‘ . e N A , . , '
- L F _ L S Lo A T :
. . T Fixed 'pacing and limited resources were the pro-
j . . ; ] . " . ) . Ly . 4
& . blems<¢hls author faced in the-production of "The Press and
' * the Dreyfus Affalr" Hoﬂf%er, I did not he51tat%E1n tackling {
) ' ; °
% . . the subJect' becaqse both my academlc trai 1ng "in the hls—
~ *
v - !ory of -.the Third Republlc and my telev ion background
- . = -
R seemed best suited to this the51sJequ1va1ent choice.
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. neceSSIty. Severel basic books\wil

" tion: Georges Bourgin's short,hisf

.pertiee and their development, Francois Goguel's La,goli% -

~
|
|
%
?
|
|

b THE THIRD'REPUBLIC
AN INTRODUCTORY BIBLIOGRAPHY
Before, one can. read fruitfully on ‘the, Dreyfus

Affair, a knowledge of French istory from 1789- 1870 would e

prove helpful -but a knowledge oX the Thqu.Republlc is a . -
e a good foﬁﬂda-

e'Repubiic:'and

Guy Chapman’s, The Third:Republic, The First Phasélﬁaze_soliea————;-—”

and uncomplicated. -For those interested in the political

/

[

. Wuae des parfis explaiﬂsitﬁe eVblcfion of ‘the French "party Ty

system'. Two works are essentlal to an understandlng of ’

Opbortuhist.thought: Chastenet s ﬁigggifhy of Gambetta and\\\\\\\\\\\

Pierre Sor11n s monumental piece.of scholarship, Waldeck

—Rousseau. Sorlln s book provides not only a thorough his-

'"tory of Opportunism but also a’ good analysis of Radicalism

. and Socialism and thelr deve10pment within the French poli—

“tical spectrum in the last two decades of the ich century

Since Waldeck Rousseau was Minister of the Interior on two ’
! -“ ’ . L} O
separatd occasions, and as’'such was responsible for "Cults" -

and Lipour, Sorlin deals with both the religious question

and the social questlono}n some detall $n 1899 Waldeck S
Rousseau became Premier of a government of;“republicen de-
{ , t .o
fence" formed to 1iquidate'b0ph,theg?reyfus Affair and what
‘ ) * ! - o é P

[y

"
-

i

e ——
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‘ i')‘.e remained of the 'Rglliement" . Thus a study of Puerre\Wal-
deck Rousseau's polltlcal career provxdes one w1th cruc1a1. »

2 ¢

- information for an understandlng of the or1g1ﬁs and even—

.z ~
- P

tual -resolution of the Dreyfus Affair. re "t
The socialists and syndicalists are, thorcughly

i

treated in two books by Georées Lefranpﬂ More specitic

_ howeyer, are the works of~ Claude Willard on the Guesdists,

- R . “ . . 4
and Jean Maitromr on thesAnarchists and.on Ravachol. Jac- .
. . ' . . . - LAY
. ques Kayser's Les gnandes batailles du Radicalisme provides

Py s

provides a hine of facts and analysis on the Radical Party.

o Though 1t is not overwhelmlngly blased’ the book treats the

'
] - [N

. Radicals rather kindly. ¥his kindness is not surprlsing ’
since Kayser was'a prbminant member of the Radical IMrty f

~ o . The.relxglous questlon in France gavea rise toxnany ( -~
. -/

‘studies. There are several standard works of whlch the best R

known is:Dansette 's A Religious History of'Modern.France,

1n two. volumes. More detaifed'works include: Evelyn Acdﬁb's
« & 4

~thesls on The French Lalc Laws,. Mona Oz%uf'éidelightful look

t L'églf!% 1'école et La Répdﬁllque, and the works of Abbé

.o 3 h : ,.

> lowed the Dreyfus Affair make worthwhi}e‘réading. Aithohgh fs

4

Joseph Sedgéwick's The Ralliement deals with a specific ) f

AN aspect of the clerical question:'it is3imbortant to an, b
.understanding of<the political climate in the France of fhe
(:) ) \1890'5; 'The'preceding importance can also be attributed *o

-, ) a work on the Boulanger Affair by-Freééric Seager of the
LAy ’ ' ’ a ’

- ' L4

.
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- '. ) » ? ‘n. ° .
* economic evolution. Aside from Dupeux work, there are sé-

period in question. Pierre Barral's Les fondateurs de 1la

,maJor pqlltlcal and socjy /confl:cts faced by the Thifd he-

"publlc &n 1ts formative: s. The excerpts from spéeches

‘,Glrardet s Le natlonalisme frangals de 1871~ 1914 is of ,aiz

University of. Montreal. g " L - :
Georges Dupeux's deseriptlon of French socxety in

the*19th century contains a wealth of 1nformat10n on the W,

O

changing &tructure of French social and ‘economic life and

.

how*'char;gesl in the politital elite reflected this 'socio-

veral eful compendiums which alsoe provide overviews of the
1 4 . v

Tr01s1eme RépubllqueApresentsi_in—tep%ea%farrangement the

s

Y
‘and newspaper artictes are short and JUdiClously seleq;ed

’

L]

equally fine quality. Girardet has chosen hlS excerpts

from Alphonse‘Daudet S La'derniere classe, debates in the

Chamber of Deputles on colon1a1 pollcy, articles in-the
press on‘General Boulanger and other such events, articTes
qnd“literery works. There are 'several extensive passages

L 3 . - '
from Maurass, one from ,Maurice Barres, and a few choice
® .

3 a0

paragraphs froam Drumont's La France Juive. aq

Having digested some of .the material li'sted above

A

the reader will be able to face an extensive Dreyfus- bib- -

o

liqgraphy with‘sufficient knowledge 'to prevent the Affair,

from being totally incomprehensible.

N




~great_)prollferqtlon of books on the case and_lts ramiflca—
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A’HIGHLY SELECTIVE DREYFUS BIBLIOGRAPHY

F3

' Immediately after the Dreyfus Affair, there was a

v
»

tions, For academic purposes most of these books: ‘are full

of béq%y documented conjecture and thus_only,a'teﬁ need in- ‘»d%/;;k’wi

. . [N
- - o —

te}Esﬁ us. - The most imporfant of these/ﬁfew" 48 the multi- -

voluhe work of Joseph inach a promlnent Dreyfus&rd

/Eeiggg study, publlshed in the early 1900's empha51zes

B
the ole of a- lerical-milltary consplracy in the Affalr,

and presents other theor;es which have not been suppog@ed
by more recent research. The 7 volumes howevﬁr; contain a

mine of irnformation oh press and public 6piniod. Shortly

B

- after Relnach's work apkeared two army offlcers, using - the

pseudonym Dutrait Crozon, presented an antf Dreifusaﬂi res-
ponse. Thls work 1s "still‘ a’ bas1c source for those who
somehow &ling to the bellef that Dreyfus was guilty - Slnce

this author could mnot accept the Dutrait- Crozon thesis,

the book was not;%eferred to in the final prepanation of v

)

the programme script : . .‘ .’ .
Of the works published immediately after the Affair,

perhaps the most useiul_afe‘the_hemoires,.anq'coIIectioos of

speeches or artibfes, of thosefeponwere intimately invd}ved.'

The memoires of Mauyrrice Barres, Peguy's Notre.Jeunesse, -
’\ “ -

Leon Blum's Souvenirs sur L'Affaire, and the comments of' .

P

S




- ‘ 3 .

~CHarles Maurras, were closely examined..  Also consulted

o

N were the articles of Georges-Cleménceéﬁ pub}ished in book.. s

form as L'iniquité and Jaures attacks on the authenticity - - - '

of the "faux Henry"; and the reticence of ééme §ocia1ists

A\ . : ' )
to support Dreyfus, published as "“les Preuves". ‘' Zola's - -
. L g N a

artiples on the Affair including his eloquenf attack on anti-

* s

.\° semitism were -published in a vglume called La vérité en marche. 3

®

This phraée was - taken from an article Zola wrote for.Le
b . \ =

Figard in 1897. A recent paperback edition of this work

has made it readily availabhle to gtudents of the Affair uhd
: ‘ ’ ) ST :
‘Zola's prominent role in it. ' oo : Y

-

Yola, among other contemporary novelists based some
of his fid¢tion of the Affairf.” Unfortunately, Vérité was one

of‘Zola's least memorable efforts. Barres based part-of
. the second book of his rénowned triqfogy on the Affair® and

Ahatble France and Marcel Proust also refer to the -case in

. . -
e

their work. Howeﬁera the bestffictional treatment of the.
Dreyfus Affair, and in particular the éxhilarating sense of
purposé dispiayed by some Dreyfusards was Qritteh by Roger

Martin du Gard.- Martin du Gard has’mapaged té integrate

~¥ . R . -

the.Affair into a study of the xeligious and moral dilemnas
’ ‘ ’ ‘ [ . ’ ¢
_of a scientist inf-his search for absolute answer® to life's

'basic questions. Jearnl Barois is a biologist, turned acti-ﬁ?’

visywjogrnélist, ip the forgfroﬁt-of the movement for rgi"h’F\
‘viéion of the Dreyfus t‘r:L_al.~ The Affair is desecribed ih S
'.the novei through the eyes of "Barois and“ﬁisufoliaborators~" '
"~ and through the use of actual documents. These / N ';,fi
o Tty o bt

e
. . L} . i . ~

+




ys o features makb'the book essential to an understanding of thq’,
" . Dreyfus Affair. :
The TFirst World- War interrupted publicétion of

ce Qﬁfyfus material, and interest in the Affair declined unt%1l
) f ’

~[’ the 1930's, when Schwartzkoppen, the German mflitary attaché

]

in Paris in.1894$puolished his recollections of the Affair.

This publication established that ®sterhazy was the real

<

author of the bordereau, but the probability that Schwartz-

’,

. *
. koppen was less than candid about other matters created a

\ u
- stir among those involved in the search for 1nformat10n

[

about Esterhaay and p0351b1e accompllces The thlrtles also

saw the publlcatlon of Jacques Kayser [} book on thc Affair.
»
Thls book advanccs the theory of a. clerical military con-

\splracy, and thus Iollows 1n the footsteps of Relnach and

N

e
013851ca1 partlsan Dreyfusard 1nterpretatlom ,

The magorlty of the secondary sourd@s used in the

 J

development of the script for "The Press and the Dreyfus

.

Affair" have been published since the}Second World War.

~

[ <

. Among more 51wp1e explanatlons for My choice ls the supﬁo—

sition that the 50 years between the end of t

P

e Affalr qnd

-7

the end of the war increase the 1likelihoodof a more balanced

historical interprectation. This suppositiow, howcver, ddcs

2},not reflect all the récent historfogrqphy of a field in which
there wili.alway§)be sharp axcs to griﬁh, The recent his-
toriography hasfnaturally'been motivated in part by events .

that took place long after tHe Affair. Vich}'and the rise

.of facism have 1ed certaln hlstorlans and political 501en-‘

LN
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‘->, tists to.focus on the ideas and actions of anti-Dreyfusards

like\Mhﬁrras and anti-semites like Edouard Drumont. In-
creased awareness of'the role of media in society has led ‘ ’ |
to one book spegifically'on the fblé of the press in the .,
Dreyfus.Affair. McCarthyism was, unfertunately, the moti- \\
vation for an ericaﬁ book on Dreyfus published in 1955. o \
The proliferation of paperback series on historical sub-,
jécgs fed by an almost absurd gqademic publigatioq rat-race
has left its mark oﬂ the historiography ofYthe Third Re- ° -
public and thus almost inevitably on tﬁe"Dpéyfus book~

- —> °  shelves. Many;of these books will be commgpgga_gyb;:below.

. AS
Basic informatio

LS

n on the Affair was provided by five

. general histories of'Dreyfus all published within the last

.

’?wgﬁiy years. These books were checked ag;&nst one another
and against available primar& sources. :ghepwdrst of these . =
five books'ﬁrom an‘aqademic»standpoint(is the,;ork‘pf
Nicgolasfﬁalasz, an American. Publisﬁed in 1955, the book
tends to draw thinly disguised parallels between the D;;yfus
Affair and Ehe MgCarthy era in the United States. These

. parallels are symptomatichQﬁ the book's main flaw, a- lack of

“ugderstaﬁding'of French politics and culture. Aside ffom

this failing, the book is also marred by af 3ttempt to prer

. sent solutions to all the riddles in. the Affair, by linking

events and pers&nalities with ten%ous éhrgd§ of evidence.
o ‘ﬁalaéz dbes} however, present some valuable information on"
(;) public'opin%on, and hig‘qgotes from American and British k .
| ngyspapers and his use of U.S. Statg Department décﬁments ' .

-




‘-) " shed 1nterest1ng 11ght on the Affair.

. o There dre two works by British historians yﬁ??ﬂfake :
a position and reflect i style of historical scholarship most
’ ‘ ’

unlike those of Nicholas Halﬁsz. The first of these is

the product of Guy Chapman. Chapman's takes great issue: T
with those who see the Affair as a conspikacy, partgcu-
. lTarly an anti-semitic conspiracy, planned and carried out . s

by the French General Staff. 'In -order to.support his view-
point, Chhﬂman describes the Affair as a long series of h
" errors q?d minimizes the role of eqt@-gemitiém. ﬁThose who . W

have se ite.

] he_s&mhol_oi_eyil_and the
L 4 o R
Dreyfusards as the symbol of all that was good and just are.

rouhdly attacked by- Chapman. , He uses the argument that
Dreyfus had lithisons with women and that he was occasionally

boastful in an attempt to explain why Dreyfus' fellow of-
. ° [

ficers seemed to dislike him ahd presents similar facts-

E

to support his arguments throughout the book. Although . - Coer

the book is laudable as ‘an antidote to Ha%aggin;}\ying o °»

{Journallsm, Chapman q views are somewhat extreme and s1m—

o«

» ‘ plistic agq were therefore reJecFed by this author. , - y
Douglas Johnson, the .second of our British professors, has‘ H

" produced a somewhat more balanced viewpoint than that of : 4
Chapman. His book displays a clarity and analytical skill

#49 - that is admirable Johnson's vitew of Picquart as a man ini- QE

- t1a11y protectlng himself rather than playing the hefo is re- -

s

N ~ freshing in its prohab: accuracx. Johnson however, self-righteously
o T



S .. . . : . 11
- . PN 1] a »

‘ ; o - ';attempts to destroy too many "misconceptions" about the

S . B . -\ .
Affair and in~‘“few instances merely replace51the pre- N
] N .
va111ng theory with an equally dublous one.  °

T
1

‘ \\;;o\frEhch\wo\\s are includéd amo}g the five general

——

texts used then51ve1y in the development\gf my scrlpt,

T _Athe Ilrst of these is Marcel Thomas L'Affaire sans Dreyfus;;"

from which Douglas Johnson borrowed a great\deal As cura-
N ltor ofvthe Bibliothéque Nationale in France, Thomas made

hlmself supreme master of the varlous sources of the Affair.

With his bibliographic arsenal he was able to attack those

ﬂh1stor1ans who would have us belleve that ‘Exterhazy had a_

hlgh ranklng accompllce in hlS spylng endeavors The other
French work to be considered is an extraordinarlly concise
‘study of the Dreyfus Affair publlshed in the “Que sais-~je'.

series. Plerre Miquel has managed to/compress the-Dreyfus -

- .

. Affair into 100 clear pages, placing the emphasis on puﬁlic N

precy

opinion Mlquel s hlstory places a welcome stress on the

crucial role of the press 1n the Affalr and was therefor

o

" .mined extensxVely in my deVelopment of sa thematlc p051tion

, \
Oon the subJect for the programme..

‘ ~ To the five books mentioned dbove,: I must add the . jd
‘vw.uy /
works of two hlstorfan edltors, Leslle Derfler and Roderick
- ‘Kedward'ﬁ}Derfler s work 1& the Problems in European Civi—
1izatioﬁ\s€r1es conf%ans a’ wellpbalanced.group~of«extracts
. from a variety of books on the Dreyfus Affair encompassing;
Reinach.and Dutralt—Crozon; Jacques Bainville and Nicholas'

‘l
» N G
Halasz. Included in the selections are several that 'try to




- - .12 ‘
B ] . . - [ AR ‘ j . L}
" place the Affair in the larger context of 20th century his- )

- tory9 The extracts are concise probably because they are
. v . & o~

selected from the conclusions or introductions of those at-
thors included in the survey. Kedward's work is a col-

lection of primary sourceé extracted from the press, me-
. R . , - A
moires, pamphlets etc. Maurass, Jaures, Drumont and Cle-"

menceau take their place beside less militant partisans T

.

on either side, e,z . catholic priests who supported Drey-

fus. Kedward\lntroduces\each extract with a H&ief expla-
\
’ \\
natory note, and in a lengthy introducti\h‘~exp ains his

\ —— .
_JilIiSlQn_Qf the Affair into a,serles of topical conflicts ' s

x

as anaattempt toﬁexplain that the Affair_cannot be under: . :
5 4 - - \ :
stood outside the context of French sotietal fensions.- ‘

. : ¢ " ]

There are several books that deal, in whole or'in

large part with the press in the Dreyfus Affaitr. The most

general of these is the survey of the Press in the Third

Republic wr1tten by Raymond, Manevy. Aside from a few sta—”
>/

tlstlcs on the effects of hlgh speed press development and

n

the growth of the 5 centlmes newspaper, Manevy's book has™

glittle to offer those doing a detalled study of the press

hd .

and Dreyfus. The preceding cannot be said for Patrice

Boussel s book L'Affa1re Dreyfus et La Presse The book!
of the feellngsashared by avid newspaper readers in th
1890' .' BouSsel‘reports the incidents in’ the Affair
the order in which they appeared in the press, adding, - little'

'explanation to ;xcerpts selected from French and foréign o AR
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newspapers. xTﬁT%\i of explanation is the book's main "
‘flaw, it suffe;;\from an almost“tota ‘Iéek\g\\g- ysis of St

b \ ) .
the motives behlnd the actlons of certain newspaggr ditor§7‘~~\7\\~\\\

and thus can hardly be’ cailed the definltlve book -on the

=3

*
—\\

role of the press in the Affaxn:. . T . ,\\;\:

Sevgral books dealing witﬁ\épecific newspapers,

editors, or writers fill some of the gap left by Boussel.
e >

Pierre Sorlinis La Croix et les Juifs inc151Ve1y'traces - v

i

thkidevelopment of aﬁti—semitism and anfi—repﬁblicanism in-
the Assumptionist mass daily (La Croix), which played a

prOminepﬁ'role in the Anti-Dreyfus press. Roberf F. B&rnes

&

dealswiththe‘deﬁele%heﬁt;of Edouard Dwumont's”journaliétic

personality in his study of Anti-Semitism iﬁ Modern France.

4

Hannah Arrendt deals'withythe world Catholic press in her

hlghly debatable ana1y51s of the Dreyfus Affalr and ant1- i

semitlsm, while Michael Marrus studles the mlnute Jew1sh
" press in France, in his recent study of the French Jewish ) ~

community and the problems of assimiTation in late 19th

~

N
century French society. - - /ﬁ

» 00 -

Emile Zola originally began his career as a jouf—
nalist, reviewing the arts for L'Evenement wand~continued\l ‘\\\\\\\\

" throughout his life to write for the press. His career as
; — _

a journalist is traced by Henri Mitterand in'a b published

in the ﬁkiosque" series. The book will no doubt come as
Tevelation to those who believe that Zola- was first driven-
to the press by his desiref%o have "J'Accuse" reach-as wide

N : R ' ‘ .
an audience as possible. ‘ » : -
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‘ ) ’ Perhaps thé most crucial of those books,needed to

supplement Boussel'éﬁincorpl e study is a $émall volume

- v

entitled Dreyfusards, edited by Robert Gauthier, the fdrmer
— . . . . : \\ ‘..,- > .
—-assistant editor of Le Mondeé. The book contains the - Y

moireS'of Mafﬁ?ﬁﬁ;ﬂreyt\gl Alfred's older brother and "

staunchest defender. Mathleu describes\hls desparafe at-
.© - » « \\
tempts to convince newspaper editors (those editors who ™ ‘\\\\\\\\\
e ~ - would receive him) that .his brother was innocent. Hei' ‘

'“\desgrg§e§kyls encounters 'with Yves Guyot, Henri Rochefbrt,

.,

aund then details his, 11fe w1thi the friendly confines of .

L'Aurore's edltorial.offlces. The memoires, however, ‘ ‘

N

understandably omit mantion of the financial assistance . -’

“__\\.:\ I3
. - \Mathleu ;§~§Egposed to have given to-certain newspapers. ]

4
¥

Several other books—deserve mention because they
e1u01date the roles of 1nd1v1dua1s or political groups in
France. Eugen Weber and Edward Tannenbaum have both wrltten v

"books on the Action Francaise. 1In their opening chapters

L)

these books provide insight into the mind of Charles Maurras

- /

who began hlS rise to promlnence during the Dreyfus Affair.

At the opposite 1deologica1 pole, Harvey Goldberg's excel— .

lent biography of Jaures~provrdes glimpses of the socialist

press, in particdlar La Petite République, during the Drey-
fus Affair. 2 x f

- The foreign press is treated indlrectly in Maurice
. " - Baumont's study of the dlplomacy_surrounding ‘the Affair,
(:>_ o Bauront'quotes extensively from French Embassy reports that

outline preSSAand popular antipathy toward France in many ®
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.. . | . -
countries. The French foreign ministers generally insisted

[N

that their ambassadors launch unoff101a1 protests. ‘The rep- CoY

. lies to this 1nsistence make 1nformative and at tlmes .

Y

amusing readlng. ‘ J
< . A description of sourcés used for a television .
scfipt would hardly be complete'without'some mention of . ¢

visuai material. The- majority of the qartdons Qere ph&ﬂiﬂ
graphed from.two books by John Grand Carteret: the larger
a " -of the two is called L'Affaire Dreyfus et L'Image and is - .4
\\f\\\\\\23531391e<9n 1nter—11;;a;§\Ioaﬂ\idmm:the Unlversity of Al- LN
— . berta. The smallef\EBT}ectiggi\aptly'na;EE\ﬁéhréux les | B

—

peuples qui n'ont pas d affalre, contai‘s\eartoons, post\\\\ e

T cards and reproductlods of other objects that contalneP —

- —— - ———

Dreyfus draw1ngs. Grand Carteret did an admirable JOb

selectlng newspaper cartoons but shgpuld have contented h1m-
self’ with the occasional comment on the cartoons,. instead. !

of attempting to suggest that the newspapers in France

would not haVe had as ﬁuch impact if fhe supply of newsprint

g . . . . ‘

’ had been controlled .

Microfilm from the Blbliotheque Nationale in Paris o
’ ~ and the Library of, the University of Toronto provided ne- ’ | |
’: t : gatiQes fop many more graphics, the number of which was in- | .
’ - creased with the copying of pictures'from'oyer fort} books "/ 1
’ on French history. The films which began and ended the ‘
| - programme were proQided by the Conservatoﬁy of C{nematograph%C‘
!,‘ . ' Aftrat Sir George Williams Udiversigy wn%}the-ﬁibrary'of the :f
i O g ‘ . &

City of Montreal. Editing of the. films was done by tfansfer
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" A PARTIAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON E.T.V. AT THE UNIVERSITY

%

a hl
. . .

. - ¢ A

s Ll ‘
‘ 3 . ' ¢

} The litefature on teaching and learning at the uni-.

| : . versity is_in the sensori-mopor stage of infancy, and .the

.
| - *

literature on the use of media in the university teaching T A
‘ g .

1

-

. 7 ¢ '
of social sciences.and humanities is sfill in embryo. The..

N . “ =] - -
. . ’ ‘
\ . ¢ e
p

situation may be déscribed by suggesting that we know what

N

.
we don't,know, i.e. almost everything. For a long time re-
sparchers/wege concerned with comparison between film, 3

.,kteleiisioh ahd convéntiongf teaching. Cogent criticisms ;
* T % -

have however, dlscredlted this approach to_ research. In

many. of/the pro;ectS‘ the flnallexam was used as a b351s; ;
. "I

for comparison of medla‘effectiveness. This method did not ™
. o
control 'for the student who felt.that he was at''a disad-

. : ¢ o . o
vantage because of his assighment.to the t.v. or conven- ) /

v

tional group and so studied harder to compensate. There .
goup P

- A . )
was also ho control for the studeént ‘who never came to class
) S .

L)
.

I
]

and borrowed lecture notes.
- v . j
A leap.ahead of the above style of research is con- . |

. : . Lo .

tained’ 1n a reportaof a project by :-George Gropper entltled,.

+
.

AR Expcrlmental Evaluation -of Methods for ;mprov1ng Con-
ventibnal Television Lessons."2 The experiment was designed "
_ il R , A

’ . R : . .
‘to see whether the application of the principles of pro-

/ -
grammed instruction‘w%gid improve the effectiveness of

° &,

. ' : T 17




'ponse.

ventional programmes,

/ . .
{ . s . N
L - . -
f
iy » . 4-

. -
) v

Y

18
Educatlonel T.V., programmes. ‘Conventional programmes were \

placed in segments, and each segment was placed in sequence
e L
ja?}
Yo} that 1t subsumed the prev1oW§:$egment
’ N 14
duced in e lesson to encourage "ant!clpatory responding",

Papses were intro-

and confirmation was-" prov1ded 1mmed1ate1y after each res-

Although Gropper and his team were thus able to

-

improve the-instructional effectiveness of these two con-

' . : o . ' a ‘
he was not impressed with the results,
which compared unfavourably with the high standards of

effectiveness normally set Ffor programmed instruction.3

be ;epllcated without use of the exact same programme, be-

—— There—areseveratbasic prybtems—with Gropperts-

A study of conventional T.V.

¢

approach.
e .

programming cannot

vy

.cause every professor or producer has idiosyncracies that,

'catch—aal of convention.

I3

.university.

tional teaching",

for\research purposes, defy Beiry = (acovozed under the
. . s »

This notlon obv1ously holds for

] ~ =)

'class%oom .teaching, whlch .is equally at the mercy of the

vagaries of human character. However, to argue about’what

constitutes convention (if it exists at all) is to deal. in
) " ’ ' . ,

an irrelevant way with theissue of media's place in the

. This issue should,revolce around .a student

.

centered -instructional context, in which the whole nature °

of university teaching and learning will change. "Conven-

transmitted through T.V. film or any

other medium, is still the same inadequate response to th

needs of the-learner.
ot

designed”arOund c%early delinea}ed goals and objectivee,:

It is only when curricula are re-/ /
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that we will be able to'point to a. new system of uni&ersity Q
education. This approach will take into- consideration the °
. ' media hypothesized as best, able to serve the individual edu-

cational function.- required. ith .a somewhat limited selec-
. ' \ ‘,Q ¢ . s N
tion of media, the above é&du¢ational approach is presently )

/ : being used by the Open Univerlsity in England, but the work .
of the course teams has yetlto be evaluated in detail.4
¥

~ . .

Innovdtion 1s dlfflcult in any large institution &nd

university professors; and administrators seemuparxicwfaryuf

rgticent about the_adoption of fundamental educational

change. If the tgacher of a university course is to jus-

e tify his position as a feachef 'rather than solely as a *
8

1fscholar (Mackenzie points out that there is no real data to '\'

support the assymed connectlon between the good researcher‘

and the good teacher), he must be prepared to apply the .

“ esame intellectual standards to ﬁls teachlng that he applles

to his research.
. »

. . ) '
" ’“’P’ :

Unlwer51ty med1a producers. have 11tt1e in-the way

~—

. )af usefuh psycholog1ca1 data at their: d15posa1 Little t. ' o

-‘ .
is known about the effects of visuals (excepi;fg science

r. ‘ s '}

and medlclne where it is obvious that camera close-ups
' can help ﬁhe demonstrator in a large class or in an opera-

. * v
¢ \ . v .

. t1ng room “where the students would not be permltted to crowd

")

PSR - LIS




h/
’

.with elaborate visuals is no more effective than bare Col

around the table). 1In general, it is Suggesﬁed that visuals

can be used to cue responses, but surely any stimulus can

~serve-that purpose.6 Te%t; have tended .to show that T.V. . '

’

bones television, j .e. iecturer'and camera.7‘:The résults of ,
the'se tests are ofdubioysl value for two reasons: .fhere.
ﬁgs no control over the.qualaty of the programming, and‘ho (
Qay of knowing whethaf the visuais used were really rele-

vant or useful. 1In ahy case, there is Justlflﬁble doubt

ahdﬁL_LhﬁﬁahLL11¥_a£~cannant;gnalaue:baL—tes;_ta—measupe

3

e

lea}nlng that comes from V1sua1 st1mu11. Almost nothing . )

' . . .
-

is knowd/about the transfer of visual st1mu11 'to a ver— g

. / g ¢ N r LT )
bal mode.8 Equally dubious tests have also_shdwn that in-. '

tellectual abflity doesh't. seem to make a dlfference an the °

/

) .
relative effectiveness g§f T.V., while other tests have 1n-«

dicated that T.V. is les effectlve the more abstract the -~ i

subject.9 ) CL ¢

- \ . > “"' o

- Ky

General flnd&ngs seem’ to 1nd1cate that telev151on 15

less effectlve i unlver51ty than 1t is, in hlgh school
B . .
and much less effectlve than it is in elementary school.10 S
Rather than fying these-&gsults to factors like a continuing
[} ]

lack'of'sufficiqnt interest .in teaching me}hodoiogy;lpsycho— B

.
L e ar

logists'persistzin’émphasiiing the’ difficulty of teaching -
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the more abstract material found in dhiversi&y arts curri-]/f\\?
- 7 - , ® ) e
cula. This approach has some validity, particularly in' re- .
L . - . . , '

~ °
1

ference to television and film use. Gropper points to the

. fixed pace character of, television and the lack of feed-

back inherent in the medium, as distinct edq}ational handi-

>

*y ; caps.11 These problems can be alleviated. Review sections

in@egr4$ed into, a T.V: prnﬁ;amme can provide‘consolidation
of learning within & tightly padked lesson. However, the
feedback and fixed pacing ﬁfoﬁlems“will only be satisfac- -

- ‘., - V4 )
torily solved with the integration of television into wha

.

Trotter and Mackenzie call "a systematized approach to cur-
12

- N ¢

riculum"”. In this épproach, the problém of media selecgion .

’ o ’ 03 - 13 )
« andjuse would not be one-of choosing a medium and adapting
. L - : ~ -

. "« the subject mdtter, -but rather one of using the entire e '

range of‘irstructional methods and media, if necessary, to

o .
. -

. .
.suit The subject matter, the audience, and the environmiaf.
. & - a » o : 3 (‘
Whatever the methods and media selécted, precise specifica-
. . . »

tion' of objectives,"rigoréus formative evaluation, and a’

—

- -t . s . : ‘
certain human "intuitiveness, warpth and enthusiasm; must
w o . : 4 . . 4
’ play their part in’ the learning process at any level in
» Y ' hd ot , . /”'\ ,
4 . 3 - ‘
olr educational structure. ' . .
- . e ' )
. S @ . :..! LN K .
. - . ' > - . .
“ < ‘ “ ; g @
< ‘ & 3
A ¢ n { 3 . p— . . .
- 4 . ; . .
i o - | SR .
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ay, NOTES ON EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES - et
- . _Aimlessness is the single most important cause .
T . . of ineffectiveness in teaching'and of frustra- .
o, . tion of educational effort.l Paul Klapper .

. In the fifties and sixties educators beqan 10 recog-
nize the .validity of the ideas expressed in the above state>

ment. The methodolbgy for establishing objectives, and an at- .

.

tempt to ovexfly categorize objectives that may have been L ‘

either covert or even subconscious, becam? a prime concern-

14 - .

of those studying and working in education. .

-

The publication of the‘Taxonom} of Educational Ob-

jectives by Bloom and Kratwhol was an important event in the

above educatidénal awakening. Bloom defines 6bjectives as

|
© . . i

"explicit formulations of the ways in which students are ex-

N . pected to be changed by the educationai process"z, and di- |

.vides them into three areas, the cognit{ve, affective and
X - psycho-motor. The cognitive is divided into two fieldsi%or
"discussion purposes": the first of these is simple beha-

4 .

-viour, i.e. remembering or recalling knowledge, the second ,

covers the more complex behaviours manifested &n abilities
L4 - e - -

o
¢

) and skills.3 Bloom's cognitive taionomy moves along a con- .
.‘\ l

! tinuum from the simple,to the complex, from the concrete to -
- «

the abstract.. Although Bloom emphasizes the need for know-
. .

'ledge, he feels that it is '"frequently emihésized as an edu-

o cational objective out of all. proportien to its usefulness

- [

23

- i

.
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H

or its relevance for the developﬁen: of the individualn.?- '. (“\.H
. - v
- Teachers, h0wever, tend to. take the easy way‘out: Pulfilllng </f’
. 3
Lnowledge obJectlves 1s the maJor goal Qf most educatlon . %

’

systems; abalities and gkill play a secondary role. The
A . £ % .

preceding is only acceptable .in a relatively stdtic socjety;
. L€ ‘ ,

3 v

but Bloom suggests that in the twentieth century industrial =~

society, rapid cthange necessitates an emphasis on generaa}zed
- ' . . B ~
way of attacking problems, and on knowledgé mwhich éan be
. ’ o, : . ' ( '
h\\ipgiéed to a wide range of new situations. , .
- ) Y N ’

\\\ In the affective domain Bloom and his associates see ;
a desperate need foy more precision in objective selection.

- L . 2

In this domain they have accepted a continuum basgd on inter-

———— ' . . ‘
‘na%ization of attitudes,s values, "appreciation and interests’

One begins by trying to make the person aware as a first
step on thgﬁlong road to making the attitude value on;aﬁpie- -

ciation his life's'outlook. Affective objectives require
- ' N e R . 4 3

their own learning expgriences according to Bloom, who claims

that there is a general myth in education that states that
¢ affective behaviour comes automatically with the acquisition
of knowledge.6 Not many'educators are, however, willing to

suggest methods of ellcltlng affectlve behaviour. One of the

’

few is Jerome Bruner who concentrates on the development of

. \ -

an attitude toward learning and inquiru. . . .
’ ' .

Bruner emphasizes the necessity of teaching-the struc-

ture cf a d1sc1p11ne, its fundamental ideas. Learning should + =~ -f

s 1

not only take us somewhere, it should pilow_ﬁs latef to go




's

a

;Q?ven in those disciplines where it does, there may not be a

€ excitement about disc@yery;g\\ﬁe discusses the "lure" of

“ment which mnormal teaching brings dnly rarely.

_{iples, but also the development of an attltude toward learning

k, ~

7

25

further more easily."’ A person must learn'to take the ba-~

-
«

sic ideas and see whether they-apply to new situations; and

td do this -he must understand the nature of the phenomenon ,
B v ) /
with, which- he is dealing.8 In certain disciplines, a con-

-

- y . : - .
sensus on the '"nature of the:-phenomenon”" doesn™t exist, and

. 3 ) o - - .
clear relation between the u§efu1ne§§ of a structure for a 7

scholars and its usefullness and meaningfullﬁeiwfer stu-

* N a
dents. ~ .

»

Bruner sugge&%s that mastery of the fundamental ideas

of a field involves not only. the grasping.of geheral prin-, "

-~

and inqulry. Education does not know enough'about the creation

of such attitudes, but Bruner feels that one of the eléments

that must always be present at the creation is a sense of

challenging a student to hse‘h;s\full powérs. to gain intrin-’
. ¢
! ' ) . ‘
sic rewards., an inner fe‘&ing_of competence and accomplish-,
' ' 10

4

The Brunerian .approach 'has been criticized by David

Aﬁsubel, who arguel thet phe'emphasis on problem solving ,

l
P

seems to preclude the 1nc1us1on of the acquisition of know-
l; N . |

ladge as a legitimate’ educat10na1 ob;ectlve.loh "Studenty

( . Kl
dg not independently have to solve the intellectual problems

. . ¢
! .

‘they perceive in the content of the learning materials in

order for the solutlons to have meanlng and transferablllty

for them."11 Ausubel in faet suggests ‘that students would - . -

\ »
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‘ . ) .neverﬂ%ggrn enough content~foQ;f3fur§ aglecatlons,_lf thex
;‘spent all their time problem-Solving and discussing. 'He be- :

. lieves that in presénting established material, a teacher

can use an inductive approach, and the student can ac

the material crifically, as the best available approximation
of the truth.123 ' ) . T PR ‘

‘ A quick glance at the script will be sufficiefit: for
’ . & ,

4 3 t

| . * a reader. to note that my approach in this programme was es- )
: . - —7 . ' 4

-

"sgﬁtiarly that ¢of Ausubel. The programme is designed to in-

“ductively prese

Py

nt a large amount of material from which the *
- L4 0

student is expectedato grasp the dutline~of»the role of the
= ' ' . ) ‘
press in- the Dreyfus Affair.
o .

N :
. full it wild hopefully create

.

'If the programme is success- :

the attitude that -Bruner spoke:. &~

-
1

of, an étpitude,fgat.wourd iead the stfudent toward the de-
siTre to "discover" more about the topic -in question and.the

. " - I . . s N . . . .y . . ' .
prohlems raised. v - C e T S .

. .
-

-t ",
*s
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an Mackenzie, Michael Eraut, Hywel C. Jones,
(Paris,. 1970), p. 37 ° .-

Teaching and Learning

- + - ’

-~

0 o 2Edwin Fenton, Teaching the New Social Studies in . . -
Secandary Schools (New York, 1966), p. 22. ‘

.
1

. 3Fenton,'gR. cit.;: pf. 22-26 -

.

o ‘\l

! ‘

Mbid. S ‘ |
. SFenton, gp. cit., bﬁ. 51-53 - ) |
o . : - 6Fenton,ﬂgg. cit., p. 49. . . | . .
- 7Fenton; op. cit., ‘p.n83. ) |
' "81bid. e N .

) 9Fenton, op. cit., p. 90. . . L

. v 4 o ‘

. 10Fenton, op. cit., p. 137

1l1pid, ' T

» '

‘ Ibid . Ausub§1 seems to carry'Bruner;s argument to
ite\logidal extreme. A cénsiqerable amount of.kpowledge would " °
be brogght to bear on mast problemréolving'situations that
.o Biup;r might deqibn;  Bruner ddes not-eliminété_knowledgé“or

negate its importance to the extent that Ausubel implies.

- 2 t
-

- - .
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PROGRAMME OBJECT IVES

T

The primary oojectiVé of the programme is to bring
the student to an understanding of the vole thé"press played
in the Dreyfus. Affair Thls obJectlve c01nc1des with thoqe.
on level 2 of Bloom s Lognltlve taxonomy Subsumed on level
ﬁwo is fComprehension" an? "traoslation“ as the programme .
'aimS’to,achieve what Blooﬁ has called "interpretation'". At
this level‘ihe student should be able to 'grasp the thought’
of tho}work [programme] as a whole ;t any. desired level of
~gener'al'i1:y.".1 In order toeréach this level, the student is
oglled upon to absorb certain facts about the Affair. that
are presented’and‘emphasized‘in the programme: e.g. divisioﬁs
in French society, persistent.pub cation of misleading,
oistorted informatigpn, ohé role of the press in kindling and
‘rekindling the Affair both oeﬁore and after "J'Accuse".
Thélstudent'o absorbtion of this matefiol was testeo in two

S

short essay question: the first - of these asks the student

to synthesize a theme for the programme while the éecond’asks

)
3

him to weigh certain elements in pronouncing judgement on

1 .
s '

"the role of the press. . i

The programme "also 'contains aff%ctive objectivés, the
) : o
nature of the subgect matter demands them Elimination of

such objectives would imply that the wrlter-producer had no

28 '. l"

t Y
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attitude toward the role the prei§/p1a&ed.in,the Affair.
s - 7 ./”/ <
To have no attitudgi/;n/tﬁfé case would almost imply having

no understanding of the nature of the material.

In my juxtaposition of sections of the script and
. .

Fead

- shots, and in the caustic tone of certain seéments, my con-

témpt for parts of the French press is very evident. I

doubt that students can come away_from the frogramme\thinkiﬁg
highly of men like Rochefort and Drumont, or thiqking that

most FrenchAnewspapers acted in-a mannef ponsonant_ﬁith the
trust that the public placed in the information they pfesented.

The level reached on Bloom's afféctive scale vis a "

v

vis thé above objectives should be "willingness to reépond".‘

The .viewer is, at this level, sufficiently committed to the
- . ‘{‘A
ideas to respond voluntarily with.the beliefs expressed

-~ 1

2 : -4 .
above. ) - . -

(N

A

.-
My secondary affective objective is -my intentipn tq
impress the étudeqt with the bqrsistence of the need to exanfine

inforﬁation hé‘receives from the news media. "Willingness to

.respond" will again bé called upon. This somewhat long-term

objective is tested with-one question, - -designed more to re-
inforce the prog;amme than to arrive at a' conclusion about
the realization of the objective. Studies seem to indicate

that a test immediately after a presentation seems to aid

retention.3 4

" Bloom himsélf has pointed ‘out. that the division bet-

Yeen the two '"domains'" is. somewhat artificial, and that each

" .affective behaviour has its cognitive counterpart. Each. do-
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U * main is sometimes used as a means to the other, although ) ‘ \;:
" . : the' more common route is from the cognitive to the affective; o ;
| this is the route my: programme; has taken. My affective ob- i
L . . !
Jectives rely on cognltlon of the programme material for : v T
. , ]
. their realization.. | S o
- 7 - . - - . '
. ' ' . ) . “
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PROGRAMME USE AND POST-USE SUGGESTIONS

(3

. » ... - .
. 'The programme ' was designed for an audience of~first

,
.

year unlver51ty students), and can be integrated into several
courses.' It is equally relevant to courses in mass media and
\courses in either .Modern European History or French History

since the Revolution. ‘ . o

- r
«

- For mass media'students the prbgramme'was conceived
as a‘sterting poipt for discussion and analysis of problems

.related to objectivityyreliabi}ity and public reaction to the

. press: (In fact the programme served af such a catalyst in

ProfeseoruBoyd's couree ). Students intgrested in the bole
\

of media in history should‘be attracted both to the coﬁfEET'“— .

and- approach taken by the programme .and post viewing sugges—

tions fpr these students woulg naturally 1nc1ude the analysis_
. . E L e

of other more recent events in which the role of the press .

" was ‘crucial. -~

- .
v 7 . L f P

In using the .programme, the history pro?essor can

'simply integrate it into a course on Modern Fraqpevﬁuilding
lessons oﬁ.the breyfus Aifair around the presentation. A

professor who takes a more topical apbroach to thg'stddy '

: of the historical discipline ca easily link the programme u; o -

toﬂd‘abre generel discussion ‘on khe development of the in- C

.

" stitution of the_press in mbderngEuropean History. The pro~.ﬁi'.P




- &

2 L. ‘gramme lends itself equally well to the specific study-of
‘n)‘ i . \
political cartooning.in the 19th and 20th centuries

A -

The student of histp{y can be encouraged to Use the

. ~

© programme's: approach to a%alyze other s@ecific events in

¢

French or’European History: For example, the role of the

.

/

press in the Boulanger Affaif or in the outbreak of World
War I. A stogry proféssor could suggest other topics

dealing with, for exampie, the role of music, pfbpaganda

-

\ films, ete. in the historical development of peoples and

’

governments. - . , \_\vl/ ou

.. ‘ . Whatever use wthe programmg is put to, the actiéities

LY

and the téacher wi material and “time sufficient to pursue
9 — . ' N
- » ° the ideas emanéting from‘thé viewing of a programme such .

N LY

as "THg‘E?st and the Dreyfus Affair." =~

must be organized in prder to present phefsgédeni—ieérner -
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SCRIPT OUTL INE S T

[

Robert M. Gagné has uttered what should be 'a truism“‘

in audig-visual education. The arrangement of instructional - ,
conditions is still the key to effective.instruction regard- , ) |

less of the medium or media employed Gagné points to.a series !
1

of "events" that should be 1ncluded in 1nstruct10n. Fourn

of thesel"eyents" are particularly relevant té my the'sis-'

equivalent. The first "event" copsists of gaini;ig the atten- T

-

tion of the audience. The second calls for the instructor

3

to insure recall of previously learned knowledg“. Guiding
“the learnlng through ,verbal* or pictorial material that pro-—

vides cues is Gagné's third '"event" and "the closely allied

4.

fourth event. is the establishment of conditions for remem-
~bering and {ransfer of leatr‘i'x:ing.2 In the script outline that

.follows, the dbove four "events" will be emphaéized_ because

each forms. an ‘integi'a.l f)art of the programme concept.

' The scrip]; begins with a superficial £ilm dramatizing

~

.a few of the major events in the Dreyfus Affair. \The film is

designed. to serve several ‘functionis. Because o:f its age (it._
» f ¥
was produced in 1906) the £ilm serves easily as an attention

getter. A music track composed by Warren Cohen with an t\ssist L.
from Chopini edits that shortened the £ilm and in one instance ’ ) j

made it more humorous, and a tongue.in cheek commentary add

. o . 34
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G‘) - ' to the film's attractiveness. ﬁhe film is also used to point

v &,

‘sto the low 1evé1 of preéent general knowledge about the Drey-
fus, Affair and the superfic1ality of manyﬁfilm and literary
analyses of the Affair These analyses generally concen-
trated qn the dramatic detective aspects while excluding the

Q 7!
.role that French pubIIC{OpIUIOD and the French press played in

i

this bizarre aberation of the .1dea of national justice and T

national human decency.

o

- -

The next section is partially designed to review ma-

-

, terial that the student shbuld coyer before viewing the pro-

‘gramme. This section outlines the tensions in French 3001ety

4

A °

'during the 1880 s and 90's. However, this portion &f the

& o
. programme also 1ntroduced/ﬁhe French press. Particular em-

phasis 1is pfaced on newspaper editors. Edouard Drumont; who. -
played an important role in (he Dreyfus Affair, is singled

‘out for spe01fic anaIy51s This)first section sets the stylp

for™ the,programme,'w1th its intercuts between film sequences

\

f \ : . . ! [y
and an announce] 1n the studio. Cues, in Gagné's termino- ¥,
“lbgy, are provided by the narrative“which tells parts of the

T story and the graphic animation which provides impreSSions

. ana- 1nformation.wh1ch £ill in the detail. The animation P
Y : N

C - technique allods'one to hidé\certain information,”"cue" the - -

. viewer and sprlng 1t upon him %égh a split second precision
-« . " a
> .- that nQ‘other technique approaches If surprise is not de=

~. Sired, the technique offers unparalled control of programmeA ot
- 3 ( - v ) L
’space to those who understand visual pacing.’ s
s ) . . : ' « R
Y : ” ~ . v ¥ (1 o ~—_ '
A ’ ¢




. ' . F@rthef‘information and analysis is provided by a'
¢+ studio announcer who adds an analytic historical perspective

that'would have beenrimpossible to present voice over, be-

cause 3§ a 11mited number of avallékie prints, and the. dlf—

ficukfy of presenting an analys1s with contemporany visual
i . ! B
material not desjgned to fit into a programme ozgthe press.
. . f )
As well, the fixed pacing imposed by’ an all-visual programme.

would have made detailed analysis 1mpossib1e
There are those who would argue that the “ta%king

face" has no place on a visual medium with telev151og s

g . : s . e ces e
technological capabilltles.3 This is utter rubbish! Hal Lo
.Holbrook's "Mark Twain Tonight" stands as.a monument to the

ta%king face and visual simplicity in television. I am -not

érguing that the "talking face' should abound on educational

a

television, but where rapport, .or the fixed pacing of filMm—

*

material, pose difficul%ieS‘for a producer whose aim is ef- -

a

i)

fectlve learning, 3 capable on camera announcer can be a great

*

asset to an E.T.V, pfesentation . ' . ‘
In my programmé\the two léngest on camera sectlong ‘ ) | |
were broken by quick; hu%érous cutaways designed to eluc1c}ate~ "
a poin\\belng made’ by the narrator The on-camera sections ' ;‘ ‘
oy ‘rare also used for reviews.’ These reviews coincide with Rgrt
" . of Gagné's fourth event whlcg insists on the necessity for
. providing aid in the recall of iearning. The review built
:_ ingp'my programme is both visual a;d aural. While the anf‘
nouncer on camera.is summing up g‘sectipn of thgpprogr%mme,,~

. the..camera pulls back to reveal a large rear screen, where 'ﬂ ' {,

. . . R . RE
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‘ ? slide .qopies of selected cartoons and prints ‘that appeared

in the graphic animation sequences are presenté/'in a montage,

-

‘ that reinforces what the announcer.is saying.

-

Gagné's fourth "Event" ‘also insists upon a transfer

of learning, and this provides a difficult problem for the
Y

agademic historian-producer. In‘%ealing with a'specific ' L "':
‘Ristorical question, the historian must be careful to eluci-

date the problems petuliar to that question and only genera-

lize about other historical events with the utmost care. »

Facile coaparisons only do the study of history a great dis-

sérvice. Therefore I have limited ﬁy secondary affective

.objective to’ the eliciting of thought about the role media.
.ha# played in pagt events, and can play in those of the fu-
. ture. . .
« After the initial review section, the introduction .

to the “Third Republic, and the beginnings of the case, the

: : remainder of the programme deais fith the role of the press

in the movement for revision of the verdict. Announcer on
~camera sequences become shorter and there are two graphic”
’animation sequences that run for:seven minutes each The
Dreyfus Case became an "affair" in late 1897 and early 1898,

the flames‘being truly fanned by Zola in "J'Accuse".. The

great proliferation of political cartooning that greeted
; — = - Zola's, article previded ‘a mine of uiv1d visual material . l"
‘; .1-- The cartoons speak partially for themselves, but 1nwmany

..

.

ij, instances the narrative explains the context of the drawing,

{. .
In no case, however, was a cartoon totally described. Un- S

S . t &, o
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.‘-} . , hecessary repi{&tion éoes not aidtprogramme‘quality, and:can B )
| " be an insult to the sfudent-riewer. : . ‘ C o
v The graphic animation technique’is used throughoctj
) " the programme until'the final minute Qhen documentary footage
of Parie in the "Pelle Epoque" ie used. This footage serves
'fwo:purposgga fg provides .a iight balance ro;the old footage
o o at che"begioniog of‘fhe programme, and to the serious tone
of the animated sections, it also euggests that the programme
.ﬁae progressed from the superficial dramatization of the
opening film to a somewhat more realistic view of French his*
tory. After the announcer makee his fina1~comments;3there is /
a short montage of shots from Lumiére films. 1In this brief
'e & segment, shots of marchingesoldiers and cﬁarging cavalrymen
are cut together ‘with a frenzied group of”’ Par151ans grasping
for newspapers. -As the crowds in the shot surge down the
sidewaik, the frame is frozen and the programme titles are
superimposed. fhe juxtaposition of these short filﬁ clios “
was’desiéned to serve as a visual reminder that the military . R
and the newepaper—reading public were two of the ﬁost impor-
~ \;\ tant elements in the Dreyfus Affair. The elements as depicted

L)

1n the Lumlere segments also share an 1rrational elan, typical -

-,

oY those Frenchmen who refused to- recognize the p0551b111ty

of a judicial mlscarrlage.

v
PR
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lRobert M. Gagné,

YTheory Media and Instruction" in
The Curriculum:

Cantext, De51gn and Development, edited by

| ' TRichard llooper for the course team at the Open University R
| ’ . (Edinburgh, 1971), p. 303. - ) )
] . 2‘ N ) . . . .
| ) ‘ Ibid., p. 313-314. o
. : -~ T .
| . 3Thls idea was presented' by none other than the Vice -
' . Chancellor of the Open University in conversation with the
L : author at a McGill Un1vers1ty Conference. )
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VIDEO

">4

Zeccy film edited on VTR

[ [ ]

,. Fade to black,

Fade in to Announcer in

Studio

4

.seemed to take place in a vacuum.

' "press handled the Dreyfus Affa%r.
. We'll look at France before the
» Dreyfus Affaif and point to pos-

. "AUDIO - .

In 1894, Alfred Dreéyfus, d Jewish
army captain, ‘was arrested for trea-
son, tried; and quickly convicted.

v

Stripped of his rank, among other
things, Dreyfus was sentenced to
life imprisonment on Devil s is- ]
land. . -
After a few years of vegetation in
prison, he was granted a new trialy
pardohed and eventually cléared of

all charges..

v

4

You may have noticed that the film
exceérpts you say didn't exac%ly

&

4

give you ah in depth analysis of the
Dreyfus Affair. The French film
maker showed you some of the main
actors® in a Dreyfus Drama ,that

He only'left out French politics,

the French press and French public
opinion. So he neglected to tell

you that the attempt to clear Al-

fred Dreyfus of a treason convic-

tion shook much of French society.

But films at the turn of the cen-

tury were a novelty made for en
tertainment . The French people * _1, -
were supposed to be recelving re-.
liable information and analysis on
the Affair from the French pres
What we are going to do in this;
programme is examine the way the

sible explanations for the mental

outlook of French society at the -~ . .
time of ‘Dreyfus' arrest, a mental EE
outlIook that was of course ref- L
lected and .played on in the French |

o

b




VIDEO

-.Fade to black

.Fade in to Graphic Animation

Sequence

v
%" |
.

‘Fade .to black

Fade in to Announcer in
. Studio

‘

4

AUDIO

press. Many papers stressed na-,
tionalism and militarism. Others
wooed their readers mainly with
anti-clericalism or anti-semitism.
All these isms played. thejir part

in the Dreyfus Affair. For cer-
tain historians, anti-semitism was -

‘ the most crucial. They usually.

begin thelq~§tory by talking about
Edouard Drumont. .

.

Drumont was a leading anti-semite
and gutter press editor who became
a celebrity in 1886 when this book
was published. he book, and
.others that followed, described how
Jews had been controlling France
and leading her to disaster. Pub-
lic response was enthusiastic and
La_France Juive alone went through
201 editions. In 1892 Drumont.
founded La Libre Parole, an anti-
semitic, anti-government mass ; ‘

daily. One of its first features
was a study of Jewish officers in .
the French ‘Army. . : I

7 '/

Drumont and his writers attacked
everything they didn't like and

blamed it on the Jews. A story a- =
bout a poor starving family became ‘

. an attack, not on capitalism in

L

general, but on the Rothchilds in’
particfilar. La.-Libre Parole's .
readers were told that all Jews
were wealthy, powerful, potential
traitors. For thosé readers not
completely convinced, the arrest o
of Alfred Dreyfus may have been a .
decisive factor. . In any case,. the °




Fade in to Gréphic Animation

I

Fade to black

—

-

-

- Sequence

’

.. Fade-to black

- Fade in -to Announcer id

-Studio~

rd

- .1look at ot

.AUDIO .

~arrest boosted Drumont's circula-~
tion. "But--the few historians who
argue that anti-semitism was the
basis of the Dreyfus Affair are
being too simplistic. Anti-semi-"
tism was important, but we have to
Eer factors that glso

helped to mold the outlook of the
average‘French newspaper reader. o

The French were crushed in the
Franco-Prussian War, but defeat
couldn't be blamed on cowardice.
French troops didn't shy away from
rushing at the Germans. So:French-
men concluded that spies, bad
leadership; lack of morals, or one
or two foreign plots, must have
caused the defeat of the invincible
French Army. Conspiracy theories
had been a handy part of ¥French
political life since before the re-

~ volution of 1789. The Third Re-

public kept up this time-honoured
tradition., Republicans accused
Catholics of. trying to poison the
minds of the young in &chools run
by priests, while Catholics screamed
that the Republic was trying to
dechristianize France.

The French bourgeoisie was afraid
that anarchists and socialists were
trying to destrqy French society
and most' Frenchmen weré€ worried
that the Kaiser had hired French
traitors. \ :

WO

L
°

s

The basic message was that France
~had to be on guard. Crooked poli-
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ticians, spies,
were everywhere.

and subversives
The government,

the war mlnister in particalar, and

‘the army, .the pride-of the nation,
had ‘'to be watched. The job of pub-
lic watchdog fell mainly to the
press. The newspapers ldved it.
They featured long, .involved re-~
poits from.their parliamentary edi-.
nd from their military cor-
respondents. Mass hewspapers, a
few with circulation in the mil-’
lions, were generally read by wage
earners and the lower middle class.
These papers competed with qne. auno-
ther for the Jbest insults or for
the juciest scandals.

4RATE MALE VOICE What' no scan-
dals today, give me back my two
sous, you're rbbbing me!'l

In the years before the Dreyfus Af-
fair, the hungry reader wasn't
cheated too often. Newspaper edi-

From .the 1880's an etonomic reces-
sion affected wage earners already
disillusioned with an ineffective
and corrupt parliamentary system,.
with employers who paid low wages
for long hours, and with govern--
ments, that used police and soldiers,

to harass strikers and protect fac-

tory owners. General Boulanger was
going to get rid of the corruption,
change the constitution, and stand
up to Bismark, Europe's bully. But
Boulanger loét his nerve, his mist-
ress, and his mind, and disappointed.
his followers,,left and right. Soon:

' _the ‘Panama scandal added to the .
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growing .distrust for parliamentaif’
government.

Y L)

.

Politicians of all parties
ven newspaper editors were brj

When the Company collapsed, taking.
the savings of many people with it,
investigations were launched; but
the courts, and the government,
were lenient with those implicated.
The Republic and ¥fs politicians
lost a great deal of respect, while
the press quickly recoyered from

‘its involvement in the scandal.

Public suspicion'remained high as
the papers continued to deliver
their daily dose of indignation
against Germans, Jews, Freemasois,
priests, the working class or the
bourgeoisie. .

By‘1894 everything was ready for
the Dreyfus Affair. The French
Army obliged by arresting the wrong
man. .

14 days after the seoret arreSt of
this man, Captain Alfred Dreyfys,
the public got 4 hint that an ‘ar-

" rest had taken place. The govern-

ment cqnfirmed this story in vague
terms. On October 31, 1894, Drey-‘~
fus' name was leaked to.the press.’

. As you can see La Libre Parole made

the most of the headline, but Dru-
mont was worried that the war mi-

'nister, General Mepcier, might hush

the whole thing up because Dreyfus
PO .
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was a Jew. 'His article also said
that Dreyfus had made a complete
confession, when faced with the evi~-
s dence. The mass circulation Le
' ’ Petit Journal, Le Matin and the
) highbrow Le Figaro spread equally
o ridiculous rumours. Most papers
. ‘ took Dreyfus' guilt for granted,
' and tried to outdo each other in-
) , " dredming up motives for the crime.
' In his popular rag L'Intransipgeant,
Henri Rochefort carried on an attack
on General Mercier,  accusing him of -
being responsible for the treason,

Meanwhile in the army's secret in-
vestigatioh, this letter was the
only piece of supposedly solid evi-
) dence against Dreyfus. Experts

] couldn't agree on whether Dreyfus
had written it,-but the General .,
Staff still belLeved that. Dreyfus co
T e @4‘ was guilty.

Fade to black .

Fade in to Announcer-in I o o
Studio '

b i - . . ‘.

oL , . The leak: of Dreyfus' affest caught

. " ' the ‘govermment, and the wWar minister -
+ just as they were deciding whether -

/ . to order Dreyfus to stand trial.

. At this point, pressure from the

. ‘press was probably quite erucial.
... After all, the government was put
: : on the spot by false reports in the
< ;) : . press that claimed Dreyfus-had con-
, fessed' to selling vital secrets, to
-- the Germans. A few historiaps ar-
" - gue that someone purposely leaked
information to the ‘press, eigther to
, protect himself, or to forcg the
o . " . - .government's hand. It's a possi-
S .bility, but we really don't“know.
N mun) ~ What' we do understand is.that news-
paper comments that the Jews were
e v . ‘ bribing Genetral Mercier, or that the
A o .j ‘¢ . cabinet didn't care about Sleﬂg,a. S
. : L B put the government. on.the defensive. ..
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g It had‘ko show that it was Liviég

up to its patriotic duty, aldut:
that included not being ope11y ro-
Jewish. 1If Dreyfus hadp't been {in~ ‘
dicted, many papers:would have®
screame& that Mercier was ‘incompe-~’
tent for having had him arrested!in
the first place, while Drumont, and
okher overt anti-semites, would
.L S - hhve dreamed up a"story'abo§t Jewish

b

N ' bribery. The government instabi--
- lity in-France meant that m shand-
ling of the case could easily cause .
the defeat of the cabinet and could
make or break the caréer of General,
Mercier. So despite some reserva-
) P . tions, Dreyfus was indicted. \ The -
army and the state had begun\to put
themselves on the line,

N A | \
Fade to black . - . |
to Graphic Anlmation ‘ . -\ ¥
‘Sequence. - ; _ ‘ . ' o "
3 e . |
£ . ~ Mercier must have lost the evidence.

wrote La Libre ‘Parole, why els
would the trial be delayed. Tﬁying
to solidify his popularity, the\waf
minister replied that the army Pad
absolute proofs when he -gave a
v SCoop 1nterv1ew to Le Figaro. . bnly*
. a few newspapers, including Paué de 4
Cassagnac's L'Autorité proteste !
- .this blatant intervention in a c¢ase
about t0 go before a court-martijal.
Edouard Drumont praised the. ‘war |mi-
. - nister. Finally on December 19}
. o T 1894, Dreyfus'" triaI’began behind
. : ) closed doors. The prosecution and
only a few papers }jike La Croix/ and
Le Petit Journal demanded and
 h e ' secret trial, in the interests jof
' national security. Demange,
fus' lawyer, wanted the press
the: public to know that’a letter
" . was the onky piece ‘of evidence.
: _ .. 'Many Frenchmen didn't find out 'till
U ..+ +1906. In 1894 the unanimous guiity
e — Verdict was praised by the press
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and newspapermen joined a large, .
angry crowd at Dreyfus' degradation.
Soon after the degredation, some
‘papers began calling for the ex ul-
sion of all Jews from. France, hut

~

because, ‘after seeing Dreyfus off
to Devil's 'Island, the French press
went on to other storles and scan-
dals, and, became oblivious to the
ex-captain, except, La Libre Parole..
Drumont just' couldn't drop a case
that seemed to confirm his wildest,
anti-semitic charges, so he took to
printing stories which said that
Dreyfus was living in-luxury, and
could gescape any time he wanted to.
In - fact, Devil's Island was a maxi-
mum security hell.

. .f -

L4

M -«

LTS
4

Moves for revisiow’ .of the verdict
started right after the degredation
ceremony, but there were overwhelming’
problems,lnvolved\\n trying to

change press and public ‘opinion.

There seemed to be no way of gettlng
at the truth. The newspapers never
had ,it. :

The¢ secrecy surrounding the arfestk
evidence and trial meant that the
pre&ss had to depend on supposedly

: reljable leaks of information or

their own imaginations.

'}héy‘used bbth pretty freely.
After all, it!s not everyday you

" find -a German spy on the French -

general staff, especially a wealthy .
Jewish one at that! The public had .

~to know all the details. .

. :Even after the verdict, a few pro~
minent newspaper editors weren't

<. -
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privately convinced of D:eyﬁf;'
guilt,  But how in ‘the misinformed.
France of thes¥890's could you Hub-»"
licly question the unanimous verdict
of seven honorable army officers?- -
Thls was the questlon Mathieu Drey— -
fus had to answer. -~ T .
5 . L
A v ; \

Alfred's olderq2§dther wasyde~- =~
is family money,_ .
‘and connections, to try and gain
entry to the fgshlonable salons
. where society ang-government, the - ~
military and the press, mixed. ‘

Mathieu also tried desperately to .
. keep his ‘brother's name in the
- press. { This X was designed to .

do Ju at. 8L,a Libre Parole

élways\w1 ing to be11eve\an

_escape story. One minor problem,

. both the captain and the escape 5
ship e fictitious. But. Alfyred .~ .
Dreyfus\existed, and part of the . <
press was to become aware of him )
‘agaln. An article in L' Autorité - _
expressed - slight doubts about his, f

L'Eclair, using leaked' 1n—'
formation,"respOndeq by printing a
long -and false rehash of the Affair.

The,article thaugh, did make pub—
1ik the fact that durlng Dreyfus' -
trial, evidence was ‘passed to the
judges %}thout the, defence seeing

-
'.
f

. . L e
12 - s . « o,
T . . o A e e
Fade /in-to Aﬂhouncerzig ‘ ‘ , : ; o . oo

¢ l_ . .“
So now some of the public and the
*press were 1nformed thdt the minis-

ter of war had done somgyhgng ille-
gal ‘dt. Alfred Dreyﬂus' ial. Few

I 4

people\beldeVed the 1nformation” and
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most of those that d1d dismlssed

‘1lished a book claiming that his
"brother was innocent’.

\

) ” -

o 50

the whole thing as a mere proce-
dural point. So in 1896 and early
1897, the occasional article in the
press confirmed Dreyfus' guilt.
To get more attention, Mathieu pub-

He got some
publicity for the book by convincing
a few editors to review it in their
papers. They all attacked the book.
Still, through the press reviews, °
the book was able to attract a few
people who became disturbed by in-

consistencies it pointed out.

A

o

*

SRR

It's autumn\1897. Scheurer Kestner,
an elderly moderate sehator from
Alsace, was attacked gn the' press
for trying to convincé the govern-,
ment that Dreyfus was innocent.

;The gutter press called him an agent

in the pay of the Jews, and even the
more responsible press wasn't much
kinder. Many papers spoke of a
Jewish-German conspiracy. (-
) . - p
The case became more heated when
Mathieu Dreyfus discovered that
this man, -Esterhazy, was the real .
author of the 1ette§~f0r hich his
brother was convicted. The yellow
press thought that ,Esterhazy was

* ~being used as scapegoat for the
_dJews,

and called ‘the. minister

.a traitor for not protectiyg him.

to destroy France. So desp
dubious background, Estérhazy be- .
came such popular hero that a
-sarcastic cartoonist’ suggested
promoting him. Instead, the gene-

In La Librk Parole, Drumont\screamed 3
|
\
|

Q ral staff begap protecting and
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helping Esterhazy, and this angered
at least a few Frenchmen. The pro-
Dreyfus paper L'Aurore, edited by
Georges-.Clemenceau, opened its

doors to -Mathieu Dreyfus. Les
Droits de L'Homme, Le Figaro and Le

I3

Fade. to black

Fade in_to Announcer in

Cut to ‘Slide 'in Teleciné

Cut to Announcer in Studip

»,._.)

Siecle followed, but these pupers

seemed to be flghtlng a 1051ng bat-
tle for public support. Pressure
from subscribers forced Le Figaro
to abandon Dreyfus; and”so only a
few papers contradicted idiotic
anti-Dreyfus charges, repeated by
Rochefort' and others. Rochefort
informed the public that the Kaiser
wrote letters to Dreyfus while Drey-
fus was on the general staff. The
Germans- responded by suggesting.

~that Rochefort be sent to an asylum.

er and December 1897, which-
figures; partly because the public
is.keénly interested in the things
it fears, and the public always '
fears conspiracy. The'anti-Dreyfus
Press played on fears of a German-
supported secret Jewish conspiracy
that was spending .millions of dol-
lars trying .to dishonour Esterhazy -
and the French Army.- The French
public believed, while the press in

. the rest of the western world ge-

nerally watched it amazement. It
was quite cvlear to most. editors -
outside France, that Egterhazy was-

not an honourable officer.

' FEMALE VOICE My goodness your

sheets are alwqys soiled ! Just °

._walt till I.get my hands. on the .
. 1litt%e rascal who's doing this.

The Germans, the English, the Aus-_ -
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trians and the ‘Itdlians supporting

Dreyfus, what better proof that he's .

. _ guilty? An expert who claims that

. Esterhazy wrote the bordereau let—

' ter, had to be paid by the syndicate.
The Dreyfus Affair was becoming a
classic example of how almost any
fact can be interpreted, twisted,-

o . to justify any belief or prejudice.
This type of distortion was to re- .
main a little more characteristic

" of the anti-Dreyfus press..

The camera .zooms back to La Libre Parole, Le Petit Journal,
include rear- screen on L' Intransigeant, and L'Eclair,
which several review provided over two million readers
slides are flashed and " with reassurance editlng whatever
then zooms back in to information wg, leaked to the press.:
announcer. ’ - ; . :
” ’ Anti-Dreyfus rumours that had been

.officially denied or proven false ‘
kept appearing in. the newspapers,
sometimes with the full approval of

N people on the General Staff. Lo
- . Fade to biack . . . : -
Fade in to Grnphic Animation o - , ‘ - -
M Seguence - . .
g - Esterhazy, realizing that he was
‘ v, . fully protected, asked to be court-
. W ‘ . . ~martialled, and he.was acquitted

behind closed doors. Dreyfus sup-
. porters seemed defeated, -but this ’

., man realized that authorltijould
have to be coerced into action.

LT A revolutionary act was needed;*it '
' . came' through the press.’ .

L4

e .

Fade to black o A ', R L

Fade in to Announcer in .  °
Studio holding facsimile .
of J'Accuse . : \ ot ,

: , Zdla accused the General -Staff of -
- ‘ , keeping Dreyfus on Devil's Island,
. - - even though they knew he was inno-
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cent. He accused the army of acquit-
ting Esterhazy, ‘even though they knew
he was guilty. -He accused the army

of attempting to manipulate public
op1n10n, throughznewspapers like
L'Ecldir. And he didn't exactly’

endear himself to most Frenchmen by
charging that it was only the gutter .
press and the Paris scum that sup- "
ported the General Staff.

4

a

o

-

Zola's-all-out attack on the '
General Staff made the Dreyfus Af- )
* fair the center of French attentdon,
and created a great deal of excite-
ment in Paris, both in the press,

and on the streets. There were anti-
semitic 'riots in many parts of France,
the parts coloured black on the map.
The riots occurred.mostly in Catho-

lic areas, where La Croix and La

L1bre Parole sold well?

' The mass,neLspapers generélly at-
tacked Zola as a prize agent of the
Triple Alliance: the Germans, the
Austrians dnd the Jtalians. He was.
also attacked as a tool of the Jews.
Clemenceau, his editor, was accused
Editorial
and cartoon polemics became more
savage aqg stereotyped than was
usual, as“the anti-Dreyfus Le Psst
and the pro-Dreyfus Le Sifflet were
» founded. The attention given the
Affair created a tense atmosSphere - .
in certain hom » Slightly exag-
gerated in tlis cartoon. '"Above
all let's not talk. about the Drey-
fus Affair'" 'says the father, 'but
they’ spoke abput 1t" -~ 80 did they.:..

After J'Accuse, Zola was the center . .

—

of French and foreign .discussion. 1
He was laughed at and denounced by

»
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most Frenchmen’: ‘His supportfrs
were also ridiculed, but as $¥his

"German cartoon suggests the more
. Zola was insulted in France, the more
.he grew in the esteem of his many

admirers -in- the Western world'.
Americans, Germans, Belgians app-

lauded Zola's fight fof justice,

his courage, and his anti-clerica-
lism. England also joined the some-

. what self-righteous chorus. ' /

Within a month of J'Accuse,’ Zola |
was brought to trial for-<libel, and
was mocked for iot being able tag .-
present proofs for his allegations.
The anti—Dregzys press, and large |,
cheered Zola's con-
viction. Dreyfus supporters were’
not enthused. During the trial, ’
the chief of the General Staff
threatened to regign if Zola. were
not convicted. "'Wyen Zola was con-

* victed, the pro~Dreyfus press

couldn't resist commentyng on the
preéssure tactics used. \The anti-
Dreyfus press saw the Zgla trial
in a totally different Jliglhtt. "

T

Is it a cross or a sword? ‘The

" Dreyfusard press began to present

the theory of a clerical-military
conspiracy against justice, the Re-
public, and-Dreyfus who supposedly
represented hoth. Accordlng to

the theory he General Staff egged
on by the Jesuwits was responsible
for the Affair and associated evils.

- Our two favourite edltors, Rochefort

and Drumont, -were attacked for pro~ .
widing major support for the con-
spiracy. They were pictured as a
new general staff, as deacons of a
religion that put"the state before
justice, as gredt lovers of -the
army, and as undertakers trying
their best to bury the Dreyfus Af-
fair. . .
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. . -As you may have,noticed, visual. ‘
p o . clichés played an important part "in .
’ : Dreyfus cartoons. Here is a sample
of recurring themes: tryth rising
from the well, the Affair as 4 khot
that couldn't be untied, the key to
~ .the Affair, the pen and the sword;
‘David and Goliath, France the cry
baby, la Francegand ‘her dirty laun-
o dry, France crufibling, as witnesség
' - by the United States, and finally
Dreyfus as the last mnail in the
French coffin. The most widespread™
clichés were those associated with’
Dreyfus, either as a martyr for
Jjustice, or as a member of a dis-
\ ' Co honourable, sneaky and ambitious
A ' . race. The anti-Dreyfus press fought
Vo e desperately to stop any growth in -
sympathy for the Jewish captain. -

<
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) Fade in.to Aunouncer in . ) .
. . . _ Studio ° | . ‘ ' !
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e e e L " * With most Frenchmen, they succeeded. -
C el The public was solidly anti-Drey- .
' ' fus, and since 1898 was an election
] year{ only a few of the politicians
.<~‘c\ who had doubts about Dreyfus' guilt -
: had enough guts to express them:. °
So until September of 1898, the pro-
Dreyfus campaigh was carried on in
the salons and cafés of French
‘'society, and, above all, in the
press by men like Clemenceau.
. Clemenceau, the Radical politician
e : was not a member of the Chamber of
QT " Deputies at that time, and so could.
‘take an unpopular stand in favour
of Zola, without -the Radical party
holding him back.

e —_ v ———

.

»

It was the press'that kept the Af-

SN \ " - ' fair from dying after Zola was.con- . |
N \ . . victed. The anti-Dreyfus .forces T
" AN ‘continued to shriek about the ho- -
-~ N ‘ .. nour of the army and the Jewish . :
' N ‘ plot, while the Dreyfusards i;?me
. N | A ’ ' 1
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and talked about justice and truth,

~ and screamed about a clerical-

military conspiracy. Drumont and
Rochefort demanded that the Army
defend itself openly. So the new

" war minister, Cavaignac, opened

the defence by making public some
of the documents in the. case.

Jean Jaures, and other Dreyfusards,
publicly denounced the documents as,

.a pile of forgeries. Cavaignac was
- puzzled. The pressure from the

press caused him to examine the do-
cuments. He discovered that one of
them was forged by this man, Colonel
Henry, who cut his throat soon af-

.ter his arrest. Dreyfusards were

jubilant. Esterhazy fled to Eng-
land. The chief of the General
Staff resigned, and the government
finally asked the Appeal court to’
hear the Dreyfus Case. But despite
this cartoon from Punch, the Affair
was, hardly over. The generals’ con-

-tinued. to believe that. Dreyfus was

guilty, continued to suggest that ]
more evidence could be produced, .
and continued to demand unques-

tioning faith from the French people.
The Army and dts supporters would -

" accept only one type of revision

for Dreyfus. Trying hard to keep

“the 1id on, they began the most

concerted press campaign of the Af-

. fair, in order to discredit the go-

vernment and the judges /hearing the
appeal . Drumont began to collect
money for-<Colonel Henry's widow,
while he joined the nationalist

. press in screaming that revision

would mean the destruction of
France. !
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.During the fall and winter of 1898-
! 99, there were many public meetings
- ' organized by pro- and anti-Dreyfus .-
\} ’ leagues.. At these meetings, the
* g fature of France was discussed in
. e S terms of the outcome of the Drey-
' ’ : fus Affair. Despite large turn-
: B ¢ T . ‘ outs, the press was still the. main
| . - ; platform for such discuissions. °
‘ ' : A
- j , ¥ " The nationalist author Maurice ‘
o - ‘Barres wrote that Dreyfus' worst ‘
f ’ T T . crime was to be the tool of a canm- ‘
: ‘ ' . paign attacking the French Army,
and the French nat1on ’

Georges Clemenceau countered in
) . " L'Aurore, the nation and the army
i ) . had to be just 1n'order to be
. ’ ' . worthy of anyone s devotlon r

For Charles Maurras, the Royalist ;
an individual's fate was 1mmateriql,
the “idea of injustice.was irrele-
g . vant. Faith in hierarchy and au-
e thority were the basis of a nation"s
' ‘ survival. . '~ ’
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. 1 : ) ) From the editorial offices of La
3 . Petite Republique, the great so-
’ . cialist Jean Jaures replied, the
"+ economic basis ‘of the-social hei-
rarchy must be destrdyed, while ba-
.sic human freedoms are a great he-
ritage that must be preserved.’

) 8

4
.

Another new government this one
conscious of anti-Dreyfus public
. ) L. © opinion, refused to.defend the
oS ~ o - Y Jjudges. The generals still enjoyed
e great popular support. So ,despite
"the fact that -the Affair seemed to
. L ) . be -drawing toward Dreyfus' exonera-
. e ‘ tion, and despite the fairy tale
. . . . Ty ' quality of these cartoons, Dreyfus'
o g ‘ - ’ "« more lucid supporters were worried.
- ' , o : . .They had good reason to be concerned. .
- S o, Co ) " * Though it was shdken the General & .
&;) S : . Staff never crumbled;.not even after ..

'igl-:-p‘-u?u.-
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The camera zooms back to -
include rear sdreen on
which several review
slides are flashed and
then zooms back in to
’ " announcer’.

’

. to return to normal. p

. AUDIO

hearings before the appeal court

disclosed new irregularitics in l
the original Dreyfus trial, or af-
ter the judges quashed the 1894 |
verdict, .and ordered a néw court- ‘
martial. o |

i .
\ .o : ‘
. , ,

There was no reason for it to crumble.
Despite the new evidence, . presented
.in only ‘some' newspapers, the average
Frénchman still bélieved that Drey-
fus was guilty. )
For five years most newspapers had.
been telling him just that. So'what if
. there was something illegal about the
first trial, the generals were
still convinced of Dreyfus' guilt,

* and where the army saw smoke there

haqd to. be fire.

The nationalist press continued to
make the case a choice between Drey-.
fus and the army, or betwegn the -
Jews and France. While the growing
pro-Dpeyfus forces made the issue

:'a_choice betyeen Jesuits,. generals,

and a just Republic.
€ b .

The reading pdblic’ in France, and
Dreyfus' new court-martial, opted
for the army, but with extenuating
circumstances. There was a sym-
pathy for Dreyfus, who looked like

a broken man. There was the fear
of a secret goveirnment of. priests,
but above all, people were jult
#tired of the Affair. France wanted °




VIDEO

Fade to -black e - »
" Fade in to Lumiere Pilm edited L . : L S
3 on YTR ’ . ’ ' : .
) , . _ .
Fast Fade in to Announcer in ~ * : . {

Studio. | N o '

.
' v ‘ . L}
,

o, So after a new’ government pardoned
. Dreyfus, most newspapers daopped
the whole issue, and the press -
s finally stopped being crucial to,
.. , —— "an affair it-wds .instrumental in
' ' ‘ creatlng in the first k}ace.

-

4

’ Fade to black - - . : : o . .

. . N

- .
o

Fade 1n to Lumlere Film edited . N
on VTR ' . , :
> Frame Frozen in Film - ~ -
' ‘ ' ] ' N B . . ) =
Titles Supered L - / :
- Fade to black

. : . .
d . -
: . N ry
’ {’ . )
. < =
. ,
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, " EVALUATION

J

Bloom, Hastings et. al. in their book on evaluation
- , : R : . n -
distiﬂguish three general types of evaluation procedure.

/

The first of these is t?e least crucial for this pro;ect.

<

"Inltlal Evaluatlon" déals with the student s prev1ous know-
ledge and apt;tpdes.l Since the programme contains a highly-
specialized subject matter previous specific knowledge is

¥ confsiderdd” very unlikely. The programme is based on the as-

- ht ¢ R
suiption that a student with sufficient aptitude to enter

unrver51ty and W1th a 1Ltt1e background in French history
|

.'should have no trouble dnderstand1ng the material in the

14

] » -

presentation.

P

Bloom's second genefal type of evaluation is called

"Formative evaiuatidn" and is in my'opinion'the most impor-
Vi . Y + : .

. . . - »
‘tant _.evaluation procedure, Formative evaluation consists” of.

an attempt to isolate what still must be learned and the
methbds that have failed to produce results,as prescribed’ in

the objectives set for a particular section of a curriculum.x\

M D

The impetus foT the development of formative evaluatlon has

;

L F cpme from men P ke Gagné, Mager, Stolvrow and Glaser alI of

whom have shown an interest in why as opposed to whether-an

’ 3 bl ° T & 2 . ’
. instructional programme worked or didn't. 3. This type of_ ap-
4 s
' proach must chaxacterlze evaluation proqedure for educational

9 vo©

~1 \

y . 60
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< . 1 ©

' television if the medium is ever to reach its potential as

an educatipnal tool. Certain questions in my test were-

-

~therefore designed to test features of the programme's '?ea- -
c},fing methodology ieo.' the use of visual communication only,

~ or the effectiveness of the review sections. ‘ . -~

: : The requirements of the'thesis-equivdlent are

nestled under the third heading "summative evaluation", a . g
procedurei’used at the-gnd of a unit of instrucpion to ascer-

| '.
. , tain '""the extent to which each learner'or class -of ldarners, .
.- has attainéd the specified objectives,"4 The Education Depart- -

ment at Sir George is naturally interested in whether the

’ . ‘ .

- subjei:ts learn from a thesis-equivalent, an interest that

3

must be shared by ‘the student-producer. However, anyone

o

.

¢ .

interested in continuing- to work in educational television :
. T ) ' . . O . ‘
should endeavor 'to make his evaluations as .formative as pos-

- . N

sible. The Thesis-equivalent regulations o not require pro-

gr?ﬁnme cofreétiqn and retest and I would be the 1last person

& LT

to advocate .such an added b'urden.‘ However, an analysis or ~

éttempted- analysis'of the sections of a programme that were

. - ur
effective and those that were not should be crucial to the . -

‘ / student and is in general important for the development of .-

.

s ' . a body of knowledge about educational teleyision production
: - ‘ t

Y
M ‘o

.. techniques. A heavily qualified°generyz"mlizatioun, formed .from -

the results of questions about important teaching hypothes'es T

t -y @ !

built into a programme, will provide eduq_?/tional television R

‘o o Py 4 - e s

- . - -.producers with more information than they seem to.possess at

v

present.: ‘ . T U ~—




1Benjmiuin Bloom, et. al., * Handbook of Formative ’
.and Summatlve Evaluation of Student Le,a.rnlj_ (New York, 1970),

.p- 14, 28. N T - :
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N, . 3 . I ‘ - “
5 ‘o Sbme sﬁudents learn in spite o{ "bdﬂ" teachlng and
J » » . - ’ - 1Y v <& N o :
i , . 7. .others fail %o .learn in sp1te of "J'good'). teac_hlng. The'a,mc‘)unt :
' LY . ! " * L . s 0 o T
3 - “ - 3 b - - ' - . ' ob " * ’
A and quality of 1eann1ng,are thus neithern the sole nor neces-- .
.k \ . . - . /7 .
i ! o sarily the most important c 1terla of teachlng efgfgtxveness.
’ - > g . ’ .
. When ‘dealing w1th human e;ngs onewean be 'confronfed with an
’ * S 3 e e J .
. . .o ‘nf1n1te number of. varlables that '’ may at one time or another L
‘ . 4 . £‘M . ' »
i 4 - "”{* 13 Gy . . . . i “ .
F ... npvdegaearn1n§f438§p1te ‘teaching meqhods that are generally - .
A // effective. Although these variables can mever be completely p-
"»—\ < L : ./: , ° ' ./\‘
; - discounted, they«should not stand in the way of learnlng eva- '
f“ 1 at10n,_wh1ch ‘is still, the most 1mportant method for glvung @
%_ . ‘us.a useful, indi'cation of teaching effectiveness. - .
R}" :3 . . . ’A R ’. ) " N . . . i S ‘ ) o
bt e . An’ evaluation.procedure USed in ,education shou&d : ‘
;1"-‘\’0 . Ne T . . . i '
A 2 provxde ‘the student w1th an“outlet for expressmn of. his ‘ !
M pilael 3 ~ e / AN
i A W - a ,
oo , v1ews on the teachlng methods .and his attltudes toward the
Ll Lo E . - “~ g \
v v mu%erlal preseqked ‘These attitudes may prdv1de an accurate N
4 é“ R . 4 K . o x, R
o ] Q - .
A e 1ndxcat1qs ‘of . future compreh%n51on in the general subJect
ared e & mathematlcs They may also reflect the. teachers ST
‘inability to stimulate the student tapd the student's attitude' ‘ﬂ/i
towdrd*$school learning i ‘general. o - { o
The | precedlng indTowtors canndt be gathe;ed solely , N

. ;v’ M o ,
through the use of an obJectlve tbst, a more Var{ed form of.

testlng is necessary There are'other difficulties involved .

. N - ' .
. .z . ‘
- * : ¥
Y . . - b ¢ i
L = X *
. - . N 1 v, ,J\: S -
.
- 4 ’ \ v e
. <
- < * ” . . . :
e ‘- . ¢ . .
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Lﬂ/the:use‘of g‘stp(ight objecti&e teet}"Objective teste can _ &f.
.geneteyly satisfy the needs,of‘evqluatfbn‘jn simplq_cognitive_.
‘areés ﬁmt are'ohwiously ?éfi;ienn in'festiﬁg a student's eb%-
i}ty‘td create hypotheses of his own without‘being’provjdeé “ .

with a 1ist from which te choo§e.1 Th% objective test also

J
N N .
,presumptiously suggest1ng that the teacher has ant1c1pated

-, - - L4

them.all.h Even .the best teachlng can lead to mlsconceptlons |

C. s A ' PR . A,
««\\\- reflecﬁs a rigid attempt to 543c1fy,a11 outcomes in ‘advance, ..

ande mlslnterpretatlons @pen-ended questlons are the only
."-1 Ex . L3
method of d15cover1ng the varlety of vays, in which supposedly
C, : .
unamblguous statements énd concepts are v1ewed by those less

‘fam111ar with the subJect matter be1ng taught'lue._the stu-’
I,

dents., There*hre 1nterpretht1ve dangers involved- in evalua-

-
™

' . 3=
ting "supply anéwers". Extranepus considexations such as a
e \3 - L4

stident's dlfflculty 1n expre551ng a concept "tiat he may un-

derstand or the blases of a person read1ng the answer can . f

‘cloud the results. Questpon objectives must be clearly de11—— .
- \ .

. neated and a un1for¢/;et of evaluatlon procedures must he ins-

¢ 1}
AP
- tituted o 11m1t or virsqglly e11m1nate the b1as.2‘ SN

AN " } .

T The test used’ for this prOJect combined both sub—

Jectlve and , obJeetlve techniques.. Some questions were de~

f“ 'SLgneq,to e11c1t responses about programme style and struc-

g t '! "~
'g%' ‘ ture, while others examined the depth of student comprehen51on
(A
of the m@terlal and the extent of retentlon of facts pre-
r : . . - , e -
- : ‘sented both v1sua11y and aurally, L ¢
1 L‘i . P o . ) - ) oo
= - . P "’;..' X 'o .
cr- * 7 h I . ;" . i B
' AN - >: - \\\Lﬂ' ; ¥ 4 ,
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"THE TEST )
. . . : 5.

_The test consisted of 18 questions 11 of which
were objeotrve questions, requiring either checks or one’

word answers. - The 11 objective questions. were oesigned to

-

) ' ascertaln the level of factud retention from the programme

< °
; v ’
.-

and therefore attention was ‘paid to a selectron of questlons
covering the heglnnlng (eg. questlon 5), the m1dd1e (eg. ques-

o t1on 7) and the end (eg questlon 8) of the programme. Thé

questions also varied in the estimated degree of difficulty.-

I anticipated, for instance, tha; students would have little . ~ -
P . l.'trouble w1th questlon 2 on Henry s su1c1de and a great deal

¢of trouble w1th question 8 on qures' phllosophy. My’ hypo-
thesis(wasxbased on-what I felt to be a ciear r presentation. . ~

. ’ MU <o N o3 ) ' ),
in the programmé of relevant cues for respondi to question

2. ‘ ‘& ‘ . v ! . ;
. . o ~ ¢ ) .'_ \‘— - T - ,

' . z ‘ ) - - 2. . - . B . . - ‘- s

’ The objective questions were also divided into 3 °

s . ‘ . \ . ! ! \\ - B \ .

categories according to the mode in’ which the‘Te;ponse had

.-

N i _

"been prksented in the programme. Questions were designated—“ .
1 : ! S C e F 4

A.Vl.when the response was presented both visually and aural- -

lly, V when the reiponSe was presented visually and A, aurally.

The author does not maintain that this d1v1s1on constltutes L

N
S Ay .

coLe a va11d test of the’ very complex mode. problem inherent in the

6

work of Severrn, Flem1ng,b9nd others. A valid comparlson
. o .

test can only be made+if.the modes transmi} the same infor-

R ‘ <\pm_“ P . . v .\) 's R & ey s

' " mation: Since the programme was designed 'to discuss and:
- . - ’ ' C .
. ~, 4 K N 7 M Y.
/‘ - analyse the rol'e of the press in the.Dreyfus Affair, the
. . R , f . : * . 5 L.
» 4 N
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’nlng is best achleved by a110w1ng the student to express “hi

67
. ' ’ ) :
message took precedence over the medium, and a truly valid

¥ M -
)

" research design was not created. Tge‘comparison attempted: . .-
“in the test was merely expected to give the author a generalu

“indication of the effectiveness of his communication of se-

A Y

lected facts. Generalizations from the results can form the

[ * -

hypotheses for future research or can certainly force the

author to justify and -analyse his use of one mode as compared

«

to another in future producfions.' The preceding theme will
) . \ ’

be#pursﬁed in the results séction, : ' '
Q o . ° ; . ! B
Two of the objective questions (numbers 4 and 6)

* /

"demanded that the respondents synthesize a response based on

A .
3 o . ‘ . . .
their interpretation of the .programmes orientation.. Thdse
: - l‘- .
questions constituted the'only two interpretaﬁ&vé questio

»

é ’ j/
scored on’ an "obJectlve bas1s" and were suo%lemented by two-

quest1ons requ1r1ng answers of a sentence or’ more. The four

;nterpreéat1ve questions were de51gned to test the students

understanding. of th&.programme themes as opposed ‘to his re-.

a bd > -

tention of certain facts. AS'suggested above it is thlS~aUr

)
thor s f1rm belaef that the testlng of Lnterpretat1veoleaf/r“

1nterpretat1on or m151nterpretat10n. - Questions 1 and 13

*y

prbv1ded an oppornunlty for student express1on and thus foru
the formatlve”evaluatlon necesSary for mod1f1cat10ns in pro-
‘

" sduction technxque and programme content.

‘As the author has suggestedtin his generh} comments

a N r

. on testing, an evaluation proceﬁqré Ehould,allow fha'oubject ‘.

to express his views on-the subject and presentation style of

. . .
* A

n

2 . . ol T
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s

an educational communication. The test therefore asked the

R . A .
]

student whether he found the programme interesting'(Qpestion -

.

.

15), whether he liked the on camera aﬁnoﬁnéer (Question 16)

<

2

and ththg@ he thought- the ;ontént:of the programme was im-

<

portant (Question 18). The studént was also rquﬁsted to

'3

¢ . express any additional comments about the programme.

Statlstlcal treatment of the results ‘focused only

.

on the objective part of the test. A total out of 11 was~ o

s gt & o oS i e S 8. At At s 2 . R, - A st e S D

- .

tabulated for‘ehch student and the‘péftentage of correct ,:‘ e

1Y

4 ' ' answeTs was tabulated-by computer for each question.C.A :

4 L]
‘reliability test was run on.the basis of the total scores.on

- ' . . . -
. - 4

the d0bjective portion of‘the test. The 61 subjects wvere -

i

g ——

Y

-~

-~

P

Bt o e 2
£y

> i
.-

I

.o

WAt L PRI « 2= Y e

randomly divided into two groups of~30 subects and the

puted for the mode c0mpar150n, dlscussed above and %or ques-

tion 9, 14, 15,

and - 16 wh1ch,e11c1ted student att1tudes on

and content;

- groups were compared by'computer.

Percentages were also com-




’ , . .. -+ THE SUBJECTS = - . :

'{ . , i’ o ‘ c o, b ) . C N . -,

! s ’ . ' + The student group thosen as subjects for th;s_ex-uj 3{
|- periment consisted of sixgy-one students in the introductory‘

Social Science mass media course at Sir George Williams Uni-

versity. The students were to begln a un1t on the press and’

;5 . v its 1nf1uence on soclety, and so the 1nstructor offered-to ] .
i " - . i s ©a
l‘ ’ show my programme, whieh fitted conveniently into the,cutr -

'l - riculum. - The students were first year CEGEP students w1th

little oT no background in. h1story, and ‘because of the pre- . ’

| . © " dominant hlstorlcal emphasis, I was concerned that the stu- -

dents m1ght be ‘bored w1th ‘the programqf. As’ the test results LT

"~show, boredom did not develop, and many students were quite

!

J

%

? oo < attracted to the historical. nature of the subJect matter.
{ " The, students saw the programme 1nd;zieua11y 1n
{ . 2
}

}

!

L

-, . study carrels at spec1f1ed hourq\ Fhey were then asked to
pick up a questionnaire, fil& it inzimmediately and’haeg\ft

in to their'conference-leader, who had announced that stu-

dents would get a perfect score ‘that week for merely handlng

‘ © © -« the :test in , ’

1

B . ¢ - . .
4 + . . . - o ;

‘ . ' - ' . - o akd ¢
I . Coie P &

» . . .
i - ‘ - , . . » Lo N PR .
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-~ fication or additional‘cues, the’ re'ultzwill be a ‘net galn‘

RESULTS S

<

7 The results of the factual section of the test s

.

demonstrate .that the students learned facts présented in the

’

programme without a great deal of difficulty. As table no 1
- -

shows the averdge for the 61 respondents ‘was 8.0 out of a

. . ,
r . - . ‘ ’

"' possible total of 11;. 27.9} of the students ‘got 10/11, 23.0%
' 9/11-and 13.1% 8/11. As tables 2 and' 3 demonstrate, the
refiabii%ty test by random divisién presents fwo éroups that

are almost identical, suggesting that the objeetive test can

be accepted as statlstlcally rellable.
s K .
" The results of the mode comparlson are contained 1nQ\\

tables 4, 5, 6. The audjp-visuel questions were answered

[
r

correctiy in 93% of the responses, mbst,students scoring 4

o

out of’ 4 on the A V. quest1oms. .The relafiveLy strohg audio-

«* v1sua1 scoré is not surprlslng 1f one accepts elther the

\\»ih\pry of add1t1Ve effects orLthe p01n¢ 1n Severan s -Y'cue

¢

\
summation tﬁeozxf, which: argues that when information presen—

. . T e - . "
,ted.in one mode is suppol . (not repeated) by elther clari-

—

din learning'1 Con51der1qg Severln's theory theor "of
8 L} .
add1t1ve effects _the gact that the Audio score was 19%. -

l

*lower that the A.V.,ecore should not be disturbing., The

[y e

. ' : . .
* large amount of verbal information in the 42 minute programme

2

.o ’F#__,_,_ihgnld_alsn_he~taken?into consideration in an interpretation
\\\\*e£w1h1£~_;ore.' \/. o ) o e T T

.

_,d————fThe’VTHEG quee?iﬁns pnagd the most d1f§acul¢y for
\A

-

e
. -

\

.
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* : ' [
the students and thus provided the author with a totally.
unexpected result. Ihe'videolquestidns were not considered -

" to. be among the most difficult factual questions,‘'and because

. 7

the” sub jects were\"children of the television era", I was ’

‘led to overestimate their visual learning abilities, utilizing

i

th hypotheées of men like McLuhan and Gattegno. As table 6
t

es, 32, 8% of the subjects scored 0 on the video section,

Lo . " 42.6% scored 50% and only 24.6% gat a perfect score.

r

- RESULTS ON ‘INDIVIDUAL' QUESTIONS

.

, Table 7 1ndicates that the subJects had very 11tt1e
d1ff1cu1ty answerang questlon 2 (How did. Col Henry commit

. su1c1de?) The near perfect response (96 7%) ‘can_be expla1- @ ’
,: . ned by the fact that the subJeets were given qulte a few

’

‘verbal and v&vid visual cues.. The students were shown an .o

- image of Henry lyxng dead in h1s cell, while the commentator - ‘,.‘

. .
[ . ”

g

i

}

|- . mentloned that he had .cut hlS throat after h1s arrest. The , =~ ‘
| . ! .

: next 1mage beglns with a close-ap of a razor.- -

o *

v

" Question 3 (What<2ewspaper was forced by 1ts sub- : |

4

,/’ ;b" ' scrlbers to abandon Dreyfus2) was expected to pose greater
! ) difficulty than Question,2. As tablw\otes, 88.5% of the’

R . subjects got tn; correct answer. My expectatlon of greater

difficulty was
‘ v , 7
3 . pa551ng reference to Le Plgaro's faxlure to malntaln rts 1nte-

U = ‘ .

,

I ”gr1ty and on “the fact that’ the v1sual used was a line drawing

’

ased on the fact that the programme only made

of the offlce\of Le Flgaro with the-name'of the newspaper'
N . ‘ ’ A : \~0 ! a- ° ‘

. . . -
4 v . N -~

©Q

»
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1 . . i} . . , . |
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‘ printed in barely Legible letters in,the window,

o,

in wh1ch the letters were the only useful cue, was not ex-’

The visual, .

pected to be as effectlve as the 1mage showrng Henry's razor,'

’
.

,however this hypothesis was based .more. on intuition than on

the results of 4 confused body of research on the subject of

,

retention from aud1o-v1sua1 preSentations. Accordlng to Se-

verln, the mere dlsplay of the word Figaro should not have

‘aided 1earn1ng ““Severln argues that—when—the—vrdeo-rs~&~

i

mere repetition of what is presented in the audlo, there will
. & - -~
be ' no gain in 1earn1ng ovex presentatlon via only one channel.

Those who support the theory of add1t1ve effects do not agree

w1th Severin, they argue that there is a gain-in learning whe-

never informatiop is presented simultaneously in both channels.

Question 4 (Anti-Semitism was| the mdst important
’ S .,
cause of the Dreyfus Affair)ewas designed to probe the stu-

}dent's understandlng of a ba51c point of view presented by {
Instead of demand1ng stralght factual 1nfor-

7

matiwﬁ,'the subject was asked‘to synthesize some of the in-

‘the programme.

P

’

formatlontand analys1s 1n the: programme, in order to conclude

Whether or nut antl semltlsm was the most 1mportant cause

b “

Hon

L of the Dreyfus Affair. ‘Nowhere in the programme was the ‘sib- -

- ject presented with a direct affirmation on-the issue, The

.

programme, however, spent a considerable améunt of time poin-

ting out that the affair was the result of a number of his-

- R4

torical developments, with which anti-sémitism became inter-

» D

I3

.

wjyed As expected the’ percentage of correct answers (32 8%)

con51derab1y lower that for the two precedlng questlons

) o . . ~
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(s;l table 9).  This lower score may be exp}ained by severalf .

factors: there are certain historians who maintain that anti-

‘semitism'was the most iqgortant4causé of the Affair énd their

theories,cannot be dismissed as total nonsense, therefore,

“-some suPjects could haVe very Well used the informat\jon pre-
sented in the programme, perhaps;combineg with their o
EiiéiEEPEEEEP“:“to reject the programme arguments. The'Se-~

- cond possible explanation for the above score is the gap 1

o

sense between the faét“retentidn ability of freshmen univer- o
sity students and théir relative inabilitty to synthesi}e in-. ¢

tgrpretations’from factual information presented. /Iﬁ discus- -~
s 04 * P
s1ons with students who “saw the programme I found support = 4

i

for,thls hypqt2551s.

‘Quest;on*S (What'ﬁewspaper headlined the story about
\ . |

-

“ Dreyfus' escape from Devil's Island?) was expected to pose

£ .

“ o difficulty for the majority'of subjécts. The images oj - : - ‘

La Libre Parole were held for aeroxlmately twenty seconds
x

wh11e “the announcer explained the s1tuat10n; 88.5% of the _

students got the right answer (see table 10), :

s

Although question 6 was an interpretative question
similar to question 4, the programme hardly mentioned the ;/”ﬂ\

church and thus left-littlej doubt in the subject's mind vis

a4 vis question 6. Eighty-six and nine tenths percent cor-

. Tectly resﬁonded‘;hgt the church was not '"most responsible"
)fof the opposition to*thq'Dr%yfus Affair (see géble)ll). ) . "
My hypothesxs for .question 7 (In' J'Accusel, Bmile

»

Zola suggested that the support for the Generdl Staff came

<

r e

%:’“ﬂ‘- o ~.v
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French Army and the French nation?) de

- ‘4_.“4‘.‘:.;.&.&.___._—__ PP
.
~
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'fwords in question 8,

%
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" . from whitch of the following groyps?) was that it would pro- -

4

. ’ £ " .. \
vide subjects with greater difficulty thah they "had encoun-

tered in other factual questions. The information needed to. '

e
i

reSpond‘to this question was presented solely in the audio
) - ’( . ) . ., '
channel, by the commentator -who was on camera in the studio.
. ’ /'
Furth'ermor'e, <the coémmentator was holding-a‘ facsimile of the

January 13, 1898 edition of L'Aurore,

;he edltlon in wh1ch

Zola's J'Accuse appe@_Jb/ﬁ‘_? Severin' is correct, the ea51ly :

-

regdable headllnes cou}d havejcauses a distraction, redvcing

the possibility of retention of the information’presented via

o

"the'audio.., Only 63% of the Subjects checked both the "Paris

scum" and ‘the '"gutter press", the two right answers (see

“ . . “ ) ’ ' 5 -

table 12), . : * L s
’ Question 8 (Who said.that Dg@yfus',wofst'cfine was

to have beenrthe tool of a campaign aimed =at déStrbxjng“the_

nded another response

o .

re

for which the 1nformat10n was presente ‘solely in the audio - J

chdnnel. Whlle the commentatpr spok of Barres, the camera

vertically panned a p1cture of h The image,’ however, pro-

(yld d nothlng “n the way of wuseful ‘visual 1nformat1on and I -
tqerefore de51gnated this quest1on an “audlo quest1on" Re-
. .

sults were better -than thoseAfor question “7, but were still

lower than results .on factual questlons in whlch informatlon

was presented in both,the audio and v1deo channel. Seventy- o "

1

P

two and one tenth percent of the students 1dent1f1ed the

as those of Barres. I had expected -the .-

questfon to poeena greater degree.pg élfflcultx for the sub-
. , ) . oo o ‘.

I L . it ae . M.
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jects because of the density of audio info:mation transmitted

e

L e w s camevd e e b W U dmacmerin ek gl sad S
.

in the section which contained short resumés of the thoughts -

. S w o
of Jaures, Barres, Clemenceau and Maurras. 13.1% of the

studénts were confused enough to‘gheqk Clémenceau's name.

a

Thi/yiews of Clemen%eau and Barres were totally opposiié (see

[y

p ) B Y . . . * !
Because the review sectlons of the programme vere )

- tabtle 13). <

— e

i " o ~"de51gned to both a1d §etent1on and cIarzfy programme .inter-

i - °

,pretathn, it was felt tHat thé subjects should be requeSted T
\ ‘ ¢

! Ny to g1Ve thelr opinion as to ‘whether- the sect1ons were helpful.

‘ ‘ - The results as presented in table 14, ShOW’that these sections ’
b

i

' ’

g did not. fudly serve the1r 1ntqnded purpose. The maj%f1ty of '
{ - , % .

; /” students Q72 1%) found the sections’only partly helpfulXs- t :

@
02

s » s
. A
‘ "

) . . N
o .to insure greéter usefulness._ : R \

e ‘ N

$he results “of questlon 10 (Whlch one of the fol-

e L Both commentary'and v1suals can be 1mproved.xn/}€ese section

:/// .lowing was not a c11ché used fn the, Dreyfus Affaf’?? were

5 . V,qulte surpr151ng. I had pbstulated that mosx students would

N 1] 4 L]

| T be able to respoﬂd correqxlf& but I dad'not expect a percen-’

~

H' ‘ tage. as hlgh as 98, 4% The percentage indicates t \t the

)

. subJects paid close attentj

pn to the section on v1§ua1 cllr

. .. . A
segtion was oné of the lighter,

| chés; not surpr151nglxkqg
| ° : i
|

1. . . more dlvertlng segments of ’ programme (see |table 1§).
. . ° "

P » . \ . .. . .

i ¢ ° If the results on' question 10 were considerably - . \

~ .. ;e ~ . . ’ e . -
f - e {° higher than: my eipéftationé,»i féund the pércgntage @f'cor7
! ), 5ji ) reFt responses&to quest1ons 11 and 12 astoﬁlsh&ngly TYW. Lo ;x?;
| ;"?/h s '/J‘Bbth questions requxred responses for uh%ch the 1nformatloA’. S
| o , . - . . ° . :
i T . i ] v " . ‘¢ ‘
h b t “ oo . o .
| -
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‘. was presented soielyé%% the visual qhannel. QuEStion'll -

. .
A ¢

{

| :
i ’ gﬂnat type of rev151bn were the ant1 Dreyfus forees w1111ng <
% . i " to prov1de Dreyfus with?). -had two. dlstlnct v1suals of a

| .

f

i

H

-

» f1r1n squad assoc1ated with it. . The visuals were 1ntroduced D o

‘in the programme with a statemeﬂ? using wording almost iden-

v T .
/ LI - . . .

tical with that in- the question itself. Thus the compéritii
t ' : vely low score on this question cannot be explained by sug- o

‘‘gesting that the answer wad obscure, it was; in fact; any-

| ‘ t . , e e e ‘ L
. L L\xhﬁng_bu% oB&cu;e. Several students misredd the question, .

- . . PN

A1

. L ' and. respondeéd by speaking of oppositiow‘to.nevision; ot’of -
the slander campaign'against the“judées of e éﬁpealicohrt. . ‘

_ ‘ .‘Other students responded w1th the word ranging", ‘I presume . ’
o . . .‘ ‘-f ~ v
P »they were u51ng tHe word as ‘a synonym for tvﬁ‘general term '

(2

L 4 ¢ . /
. ‘"exeop¢1on". No other explanatibn sprlngiito mind because-

IS , . . o ’
. - P s

. it'was not difficult to n&tiee the firing squads in the two °

A ]

.
. . Bl .

'f. ‘ _graphlcs shown (see table 16). : :3\ “m : ;" {
N SR S For question 12/ (What did the 2arcestac éartoonlst I

P ,', : suggest‘Esterhazy be.promoted to?),ﬁ{Gchepted'three requﬁ-

- . ses: ngoleon:'Emoeror, or d@ct;tof?fnsfng’Negoleon as ekamﬁie.; .

{ The gndphié that pro;ided the info&mationafor'the'resp

K " it; parodylng Napoleonﬁs constant use of his first- 1n1t131

. n 4 °

e L N. These tw:;j}gﬁs have become gisuql cliché&s and I .was .

¢ e

1
.

P
- .

D ., therefore syrprised to see that so_manyTStndents didn't reco-

- gnize t e'reference to Napoleon. Qulte a few. students res-

i

g .

l

|

4 T R ‘, ' . : \/(
LT /\ :
’ii .
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.
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- ot // Quesu&pnulxasked students to write a sentenge out- - “ .
I U e . R !, -t

11n1ng what they thought the theme of the progma me was. : v

Most studen;s went rno further than a gene;?h statement abou;

Voag

LIS - . o ,
R " ., . _the influence of thefy?ess on’ 5oc1epy, or a moremspec1flcf

o . . ’

statement about the role the press played in the conviction

¢

g " '. . .and persecution of one man, Alfred Drexfus."Tyh Tesponses ) ‘

*. -% ° to. quebtion 1 dempnstrate that the subjects did not attain:
R A T Y
f’ tb} objectives this'author had+.set before making the pro- " . ‘

. gramme.‘ The s

» -
0

ents seem only to have grasped the programme

.

.t
1

e E on a factual T ther than on an anglytlcal level. Few sup-

3
- cod

lects Seemed»to understand the idea that.relations betweem~

¢

P . ‘ : . o ' v,
S R : the press and the pub11c E%nsiﬁt of a two-way.commdnications > L

- o £ - "
5 network, in whlch the publl& state of m1nd is both,constantly

‘e ‘w ‘u

reflected and,cbnstantly 1nf1uenced by the press. One of
ey o ”
a0 ’ 4 the feﬁ stude&ks who undersfood thls notion wrote:

v - e . » « - .
) o s . .The¢ main’ theme was how, the press can influence fhe
T C oplnlona of their readers and also vice-versa in a . .
e ot ot 51tuat1@n where the press 1is operated to make money

" ;o The above p01nt of view was expressly stated only once 1n

R o " the. programme, homevér the, producer d1d take great3§a1ns tor

v o pstabllsh the fhct th' ’ttte 19th century France was a yd\\n-

IS ~w
|
. try rlddled w1th polltical confllct&and general susplclon, g
. . 4
" - & p&knxlng out, fhat th;s 51tuat10n was reflected in the press.

¥

*acuts “rgirlrn B
. - -
=,
'
PP
.
.

B

[P ! ‘.

! . -The resultéfof the questlonnalre 1mp1y that the

<y
. £

- v
-

. . : ' €
K 'above p01nts zere presented in toe suthe a ‘fashion and thao

\ f . $

PEURE o the demand for synthe31s seemsoto have posed a more d1ff1-<

r ¢

;::p‘. W i P2 o

-

I cult task than: the author had antlclpated Other prodﬂcers

v

1
and researchers seemmgo haye arrivedat the same conclusion

v

-

ot s D K.
3
~

.
N
-
—
»
N
-
’
-~
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7 - % about the'level of mmbtlety in e‘film., For example,fa Prll -
{ ’ N -

; Jeunesse study of tﬁe award~w1nn1ng "ngf" states the fol- .

$ . - ' 1 . “ T ' ) = : -
U : lqw1ng. T e - ;' . -

i 2 ‘ ~ ‘ l ' ' g Y * N
{ From an. exam1nat10n of the comprehén51on of spe- L -
j " cific sequences it appears that a considerable - e
| . mejority in all countries (Prix Jeunesse tests are ) S e
| -~ administered in sevéral countries) completely . - = = " .

§

misunderstood the messages.... ., Clearly then, *° ° - .. .
‘ Wiegand had failed ‘to communicate his message BN '
' . even to the more sophisticated 16, year olds and  in, o

|
I N _view of..the reported popularity in all, countries | ‘/,.
{ P . . - of the f4r less subtle Blafra/poodle sequence (a ! g
;“ i - JY. ‘contrasting Juxtaposltlon) it might seem that yet . - ;
‘ N /n ~ a more direct and ‘obvious. approach is neéessary to .
- x/ . make an impact’ on a xyung audlence. X - T
f‘ It is this author’s contention that the above conclusipn can \ .
- . RS T . B . . N oo -
ol . . be applied to all audiences, including the subjects’ of.this:
’ Lt £, ' ’ ) . ’t ’ . ) - 3 . i c oo
Lo thesis, whose average age‘Was 17.2‘wears (see’table 18) C '

Ny - I . N

. ‘ . Questlon 13 asked the.subJects whether the state—

- 4 3

../'; - I : L - ¢
‘ - responde yew and &upported thelr answer by ela1m1ng that

QA , '
- the press has no. 'choice, 1t must_prlnt what the pﬁhi1c wants

A . . Aol v ) ,
‘ oL 'ment "the publlC gets the type»of press rt deserves" was 4 2 |
H PN ' ° T/ '

i Y fa1r way to descrlbe-thexrelatlonshlp b%tween the press. and- I
) o . g - L ¥
E‘ public. Forty niné& and two tenths percent of the,éub;ects 7 \
¢

A ‘to read-ot go out of bu51ness (see table 19) ‘Those who " ?‘:

s b -

-‘rﬂ,,l *

'a S respondedtno geherally approached(xhe\problem phllosophlcally,

© s bt e . s =

oL ) suggestlng that the pub11c deserves/the truth but ‘that theo L

press JUSt doesn t g1ve it to th?m. Students were'alsé“di-

.ot R s .

. s V1ded in thelr cholce of a spec1f1c or. general approach to .

‘ ' : AN SRR
? i

. . “%% the questlon.A Approxlmately half the students mentloned the ‘

Bt e o ki
<
—_—

wy , . L
?7‘;‘ T Dreyfus case wh11e the other half of the subject group‘spoke
t \ £a' f~ . i L ‘

¢ 5 3 R
; 3 E& of the press in: genergl waéver, whether the students chosq :
e Ve | sty
' ‘_; s Y N v
Jg':‘ .\ (o ‘a SPGCIfic or genefbl approach the) were un&blq to look at‘ o /
i T ' T.\ 'x' "' “ . 3 ' v ¢ " 3 ‘\’ '

e ‘o \ - { : . - -
S . ' il ’ \ : . .%, ) Vel - [ \ . , 1
] . L. \ ‘ o , . oo i ¢ 's | ' v \ . . ¢ \
v B Ve L\. . f b ‘ - ) ’ \ \ k .

' ~ ' \
. . A ¢ I . P [
. o e - . ‘I io. ‘ A B L. . " \
N B LIS - ’ . o . n . g
PO 2 Tl o] e L) [oandR Y LI v A e . T .\ o e e b LI \.\ LRI BN . 1w b A



the press ffom an analytical, standpoint,suggesting, for- exam=--

ple that the public may thave been bigoted dr‘ignorant_but that

% ; . P e : 4
this hardly justifies a Jodrnallstlc attittde which merely

°

. o »"adds fuel to the~flame; In the llght of the "Baffn research

c1ted above and. my encounters w1th many of the subjects of
\, ’ «) .
" ' thlS test, it would seem that my Jt51re to see the sub;ects

, ‘, . s \t\ ¢
s ; o : reach BIOOm“s “1uterpretat10n" lTevel falled becausé thé pro-

14

gramme polnt of: v1ew was mnot presented clearly’envugh

o Questlon 14 asked the students for: an opinion on

B -
» .

. TR whether they wbuld be ''more wary of 1nf0rMat10n recelved via

A v ‘e v

, - ’ﬁthe:media as a resTlt of having seen this progrimme". Fifty-

. seven and four tenths Jpeércent answered afflrmatlwely, 14 §

et e
[ .

et

- a2

respondlnv "deflnlxely yes" and 42 6° réspdndlng probably‘"k

v *, . yes (see Eﬁble 20) . "However, the purpose of ‘this questlon :

wps not’to,gather statistics; (which are meaning;ess, because,
\ . - l 'q‘. L_ . . . Pep ot ’»' ., ‘ RN
of»the virtual impos%iblllty'of ver1f1cat10n) but to present ’

- . .

: ;/”_j the students with -a remlnder ‘that a more wary attltude,toward

L the media ﬁ:; a secondary affectlvc obJéctlve of the pr£gramme.
L s As.. has bec¢n mcntloned prev1ousiy,,the preceding tactkc Was \°
. . . . !
based on flndlngs that a-test ﬂmmedlately after an educatlo-
\

‘. ‘nal. communleatlon seems$ to 1%prove retentlon.'ﬁ e
L sae ‘ e oot e ;B
3 . Question 1S5 asked the subjects’whethér they found

. — o . . R , t . e
the programme 1nterest1ng. ~The résults were as follows:

-

"‘1 P " '.; ‘ L
‘é i 19.7% found the programme very 1ntcrest1ng, 6f”3%Aqu1te inte-

H',' .festxng, 13 1 .quite boring‘and 4.9e very,bon;ng.‘,fhe ebove

. L -h ‘

L B \ statlstlcs 1nd1catc very cleafly that sfudents were attracted~
AT N | ] \ - Cy

'c\'3 by the prbgramme style ahd connent i. e. they 11ked the pro-~

. . x T ) . :
, il B . L t \ i' . , L. [l . .
ST —— Lo . . I o
. . 1 . .
. . . . { . ) ) .- . . ] s
. . i . § - R
T . b
: . i kS . » )
s '

~
“
-~
s
B
e
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¢ o . ‘o ‘
gramme (see table 21 ). The - next question asked ‘students
ne / ‘ . o ’ ’ . ,
whether th}lliged'the‘”on-camera announcer".  This aquestion

;. ‘ . . y c . B ‘
was includéd for several reasons, among which.were the com-

> .

ments of a few peaple who previewed the programme and sug- !

. . . - “

gefted that thé "talking face" was boring, unprofessional,
. - - : v

and should ndt be seen on television. In fact only 11.5% of

. . Y
v
v, , . . .

the subjects stated thﬁt they did not like ;be annbuhc%fg.Bdt;';

\

v I ) .
thls attitude or, reactlon in no way affec ed th ir nesulxs on

J‘ -

.®

' the test. Another reason for 1nc1ud1ng th quest’en on the
e

uncer was the fact that the scrlpt took -a commltted in- =

»
. e

14 .

formal apﬁroach spec1f;c§l%z\ée51gned to parallel nelther

.
LIRS

. -

C B. C Natlonal ‘News or the Queen s Christmas Messagg. It
a’l oy ‘ '
> is- thl author's flrm be11ef that .one communlcates mofe effec—

‘.

© 7 KA
. 4 4
tivel w1th subJectShlfjone s messa@e 1s pnrased in a 1an—

Y o -

. ’

gguage and style 51mllar to that used by(i&e subject (sec S
v’

o talle 22) R ‘: ' T . : K
. - . - U . o .
T The two flnal questlons asked the sibject to com- .
, . ® ‘ . |
ment on the 1mportance'of,ﬁhe'programme and on.any‘cther as-‘ S

M B
' vt s . '
“ .

peQ$ of the prbgtamme.“fRe‘ansq§ to questions 17 and 18

o
-

were almost alyays in line with those of 15, and thus most -
. . r o b .

students emphas;zed the 1mportance & the prdgramme 1n res-

Ty , .

pondlhg’to question 18, and many stuﬁen%s compllmented the

A
\, I3 W

producer in respondlng to q estiom 17. Certain sufjtcts res-
4 . ) to .
9 ‘ e
ponded>to question 18 by\sw geatlng tha the theme of the . o+ -

p!ress was 1mportamt but th t the\pﬁ'ogzx‘ mme :.hould not have°

SN “0'

been de51gned around a, épqc1f1c example. Because of the . *i‘ -

4 %

/ N . - »
K

kature of the Suhject populatlon thls 1aék of enthu51asm for ‘; -

‘e L.




the historical discipline is'understan&able? As onevgubjéct

L

, ’ succ1nct1y put 1t "if you are a history freak then you would
. i ‘
like the programmeﬂ. HlS classmates, howempr, for the most
. . N ‘ . 4 $ :
y , T . part tolerated the programme's historical@orientation,~ :

.
T ‘ . ' >

o e a—

N

SUGGESTIONS FOR PROGR&&M% IMPR@VEMENT AND

I ‘ ‘ .
i

3

e C BETTER PROGRAMME USE " N L
T A . " N . - . 2 RO R '
’ & TP S C~
, - *. 7 . : . . ? \ . . : & 4 . \\ : i
:5_ o R . The results o€ the obJectlve secélon of the test ’
= “ Ah‘ M oo o . ' ¢ -
© suggest that students learned factually fromwthe programme,h e e
f'{ - ) desplte what I felt to be a great den51typof faotuaf materlaI

O .

¥

"“The amount,of fact does not segmﬂt? nped reduqt10n,~but Td- | o

’ .. PR

» .

’ k3 . o ! ‘
" ¢ .

i . ;Her seems téhréquite better organizétion, because students

‘e - : d L4 o « - ‘ ' 4 .o .
. .- T T PR N s .
seemed dhableoto formv1nterpre thﬂS on the baé}s of facts \'1 ‘

P , iearned. The organlzatlon and 1nterpretat10n was, supposed to’ :

v

o« a ~ : ﬂ" i\“

have been faci tated‘b the rev1ew sectaons, but as sugge .
Y £8
co PR |

+

. ted in, the results Qﬁumerated abovq, mos't studgnts foundathe '\“
. ' 1
1

D e oo e Gt
N

N
”~

Y ~ . ~5°

reulew sect1oﬁ§ only "partly helpful" ‘The author 's. iqter-

_ .\ LA .. ‘it . r , l '. l‘ ’} \'I:
Cow s pretatlons and syntheses were, elther too subtly presented, S

. .~ B \

¢ e T
~ -
3

o

oi were 1ost in a maze of more of 1ess usefu% fact “The pre

! . P . ‘ LU

7
.

,gentathq of ‘the rqvi

¢ - 4

% . ) ¢
. taking them in close-

Yo ¢

from ;! '
b
!

~

sual’s éould also be mero[?d by

p and e11m1nat1ng the announc
amera. -The cut- aways qould hav¢ thus'l

een pl?ced .mlteleL

c1ne~wh1ch would have resulpeﬁ in.a clearer 1mige. ‘ﬂ
. : . ' - 'l

gl
i |
} .- Lo R The' ﬁev1ew sectlohs wére ag attempt to ar10v1at‘

L) - ‘ X L . v £

the problemsoa

e S ﬁ'.,and the - Iack ‘of opfor\?ni;y far con%olidation of‘lﬁ%rnang
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In Hiscussion with students, the programme length was Crltl-

cized several ‘times and therefor& in future the guiae. to

[l

programme use would suggest ‘that the progr?nne be shown.in

W

sectlons and stopped, for d14c35510n, in @étween sectlons,

7
s

_oeherally after comments from the on-camera annoﬁncer. ~The
/ -

dlSC ssion would have to be lead by a competemt .and knowled—
'geab e anlmator prepared to answer the questlons posed by

ms;udents, and prepared to stimulate discugsién on thﬁmes‘in,

the programme. B ‘ ’ P <
' ‘., ., ! ° R ) o

‘The étudent's interpreiatiﬁe abilities may haVe

been hindered by a lack of prepardtlon in the hlt?ory of the

»
Thlrd Republlc Desplte the ‘faet that the programme!&ev1ewed
i
the French polltrcal and soc1al problems that were ‘1linked to.

‘

¢ e

r l .\
the Dreyfus Affalr,\\ —student’_ﬁo Nt STem-to_ ave,grasped

s

\ «

lack o) 1nterest a5 suggested by some students, or lack of
~~ - .

.
I3

.in.courses other\than history, the uséer "will be .advised to
T R N : ., s i
provide'thefolass\wi%h an introduction to French history- S
4. - ' ’ ¢ - ’ . ’ .

17041894, o

R If the programme were 'to be Fénade, the au&hor would"

X \< LIRS

be wary oﬁ rclylng on the ablllty of v1sual> to communi-

\ ; A%

caté w1tho\t verbal cues or’ cla icatien as.4n the case of

. »
. l

.i
'tﬁ

flrlnéds Eﬁ\egeEéterhaﬂy as Na oleon. This "m%§b;en
: Ty [

- L

é 1son added to the programme testlng procedurel

. |
rgarde ‘ig kli dmly*%onclu51on one.could pOSblbly draw from
| N 1 Y]
. the mbdd comp
he

s sedtlon notes thb studants "sort, .

3 ﬁhe reglities—af late lgth gﬁntury French hlstory, elther frq)'

e P ) 4 P . . e ’ [
histor;cal background, Ip the future if ‘the’ programme is used

N . ' .
. . . -
\, . - hd 4 FANS
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..asked the student what he liked least about'the progr.

- ‘ » o
‘ .~

0 .

-
'

‘necessary. The students in genera1 thought the programme

!

was interestlng, and. I would thus argue agalnst mod1f1cat10ns
e -2 .

'in presentation Style. ‘Students were°yarticular1y preaséd

W1th the use of old film footage, cartoons, and with the mu -

- L4

51c, all’ of which were con51stentiy mentloned in dlscu551ons

a1 .

the authof;ﬁéld W1th those who had seen, the‘p?ﬁf?amme. . Per-_.:
hap& ‘the questlonnalre should have contalned questlonJ wh1ch

mme, and

'what'he most en}oyed. The responses would probably have been

.

more. ‘relevant 1n the con51derat10n of ehanges to be made in

. 5 .

,xr, - P -

a future,vers}on of;the programme. o ‘,

of" liked the on-camera announcer,\and thus-a change is not -
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. ' SOCIAL SCIENCE 001.1 -oe N : 29. September GMB
EEPES PROBLEM . SHEET - YOUR NAME ___ -
& R . - T, fbring this to . ..
N . A . section s class FRIDAY, ‘
o o oo e “late sheets don't cé&af{?
’ A L. ’ . ageﬂ male female : :
; , 1) erte a sentence outlining what you thought 'th'e .main theme i
’ . o7 of the -programme was. - - S : - ’
.. . o ~ 3 .
i - Z)wHOWMdecCol ..Henry commlt suyelde- . . ) .
{ . ' 3) What newspaper was forced by its subscrlbers to abandon s 3}
I oo , ;Dreyfus° . .
- .. - ‘a)'la Pibre Parole ‘ e .
> . - b)) L’Eclair - ' '« d) Le Petit Journal”’
L ... e) Le Figaro____ " . . e) L'Aurore__ T o
j,' '~ ‘4) @nti-semitism was the most 1mportant ‘cause of the Dreyfus -
1 - ’ ffalr . 4 . . co
! . b s . . R : 4
! L yes ‘ : 7 ) ho S et &
. C- ‘ 5) What newspaper headlined the story about Dreyfus escqpe o o
SRR ..~ from Devil's Island? ‘ J . i . .l -
o . T - . PR oot © ’}, o C
' e : . oa) . Ia 11bre Parole ‘ - e
i - .. b) L'Eglair_. - d) Jie Petit: Journal . [ C.
1,7 - ) Le Figaro . . e) L' Aurore . ,
R ; . A § ' g i
f - 6)'The church was most responsible for the oppbsition to re- e
_— 7. --vision of the. or1g1na1 Dreyfus Verd1ct ) iy . N
é . . ‘:. : . . v '
IR g yes___., L . no__ - :
N ' s “ ’ : ' K . ; ! ‘ » ‘.
ilﬁxa 7) In J' Accuse, Emile Zola suggestedfthat the support\for thn
¢t 3L General Staff came ‘from which of the follow1ng groups° e
P . ,-' ,‘ :14‘ -t g'} “ . 3‘ - “ . w'
4 . s a) thg workisg class ! e e T
v o by the Pa¥is scum i - 'd) the gutter press ‘ oy v
;;§49 ‘ ~¥f: .. ¢€) the prch} .. e) the{bourgeoisie . § =y~[L ‘
O T L T A N N P
"? 1{ " ‘.lr" Y“, \\ ./‘ . \ “‘,«7' LIS J " . ", P T \l { ‘\ ‘I" . ., |
L } I \ : e /\'/ ‘ } 1@' ' e ' X g “ | e L
) DT n . 3 Xl \ P\\ B ~‘“l‘ " 3 A L \ LR 3 ‘e }
| .,',,l’ .o ¢ » ./ . ‘ ~l\.‘, «"9 x\/ ,| ‘\"l ~ :" \' X ! ‘l' » ;*\i"‘
iz':Lp*.v"-. I r N - ‘: x,i \ ‘ .Jl [V :. rd %U TH - 'j:: :)l’, W @ et g2 8 , ﬂ N ') '« .
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8) -Who said that Dreyfus"® worst crime .was to have been the-
tool of a canipaigh almed at destroylng the French Army

and, the French natlon /

a) Jean Jaures - L LT s
b) Maurice Barres - - i
¢) Charles Maurras '
d) Georges Clemenceau

g

C

N

L3
P e e el s e S ety o o s

o 9) Do you find the brief review sections very helpful
Py ° - .o ’ .+ partly helpful -~
. . ’ g . . ’ ‘ very useless
S . . .. useless__ -

Al
.

10),Wh1ch one ‘of the‘following wad not a cliché:&Sed in the
Dréyfus Affair? L -

a) the’ pen is mlghtier than the swond
b) the light’ 1t the end -of the tunnel ‘
. ¢) the well of truth . s -
N 'E P ©od) the last nail ln the coffln

11) What type of rev1sion were the anti- Dreyfus forces willing
to pro%1de Dreyfus w1th”

i e e .o
\

12) What d1d the sarcastlc cartoonlst suggest Fsterhazy ‘be 4
,plomoted ta? 57 :

g
L& 4 ¥ - 13) It has been suggested that the press merely reflects the
T ’ society in which it exists, ive. the public gets the type

} 'f of press_ it deserves. Do. you think this” is a fair way 1t ~
H e - describe the relablonshlp between ‘the press and the public?
3 “» ’ N . . ) . , Y .
{ S ~yes . . . . no : ' .
. . ., . why™ . , ‘8 . ’
. .’ . L . + 4 K 4 \

y . y ¢ e . . k- B ! t 4
( ‘14) Do you think that iH the future you will be more wary of
. .». information received Yia the media ‘T.V. press, etc.) as

P e a result of ‘having™sech this.programme”
‘m“definltely not__ ¢ ; probably yes:
F oA probably not__ - -definitely yes
15) Did you flud the programme ‘ L "g;,' T
very 1nte1gsting » _quite boring h Al e
qulte 1nterest1ng j verx boring i .' -

'C.lj' 16) Dld you .like the oﬁ-camera announoer“ not at a}l

[ S . . .o sort of
‘, - \s\‘— [ 4 ‘- . “ . ————— t
S ‘ ':‘\f;f\\;\\\\ ‘ i veny.much
'y , 1 . . y "\' ‘_o“\’\t“ . S ! . v . -
\ l' _ \A » ~ o S :‘\‘k‘\\?‘

. - ) . ' ‘ H
L k) - ‘. . - . . : . \ “
. . ’ . . g . A .
l ' [ i R S CL) ey, . K \ . .
. i\g/ ) 3 \ X i : F Lo \o ‘ . . . )
s/, Lt | . . . Lt T -
4 Coad e 'l R

M» e fv\w\nnﬁ-u LS | iy e




on
L]

ik im-

87
amme

| .. 2
| -
- . , s
2 b A
N o o
- P g
2 E
[44] [+
Q B -
= o~
o o]
| . e B

.

*have on the progr

. ~ 2,
. -0 C
o n
" = -
. t 0 &=
. -~ P,
o “ Qo
» g o]
mt
. o
. PR TR -
. e .0
. oz "
. -S> €
= o}
.. nad O
S tte
. o 0 Q
. - O =
.- . E +
£
. oQ -~
! owm. o1
= =
' ) FE N
23
. RO M
e =
o) -
. | T a
. o P&
. A ) "
. . (=] jo B <}
nw_ o«
' P
. .00 =
e 00
A A QR
B ~ ~
ar ~ 00 -
- o
« ¥ ' R »..
'v §

.

y

“va

L8

i
H

. :\;
IR, . W

N

Lol down it i

«
!
v
~ L.
N -
. F ol
d
.
S
»
. p
LN *
.
‘e 2
[ —
A 2
- .
N
¥
I T, +
> ~
-
- 4
X...ﬁ
a
o -
. v
&
A
ey




1 * ¢ &\;k‘,f‘" e - )
A i W ) N
- ,' - X . i
, APPENDIX ‘B
R TABLE 1 - .TOTAL SGORES )
f v - . . ’ < ”
e LRy . o o K % .
4 : © Value Absolute- Relative  ° Adjustbd¥‘“/1CuMﬁﬁative,.
RN Frequency " 'Frequency '~ Frequency adj freg
. ' . 7 . (percent) - -~ {(percent) (percent)
{ S . . T @' -0 1 L \ ’
'% . - ' ‘
I . 5,00 ST i 7 . 1.6 PR
'! ‘J N ” . . i '3‘ "' ) "
y 4.00,. . -~ 2 3.3 . 3.3 -~ -~ ., . 4.9 7 )
i . . / Kot ° -, . ’
: 4 ; ¥ - ¢ S . Y
' : : . 6.6 . .- 11.5 .

. 98:4~

’ io’q:‘o ¢ . ' €
N \ e ' - c.

~ e

' . . ) ' ] ; F ’ S8
, ,fSTAL 61 . 100.0¢ . 100.0,° N\ 10000 -
i , .. — - . T . ’ '.'." - . “ ' ‘ b K
g . - . _ 'Mean 8.066 .Std error -246° . Mgdiam - 8.607
v . e - . .. "' .'; 5‘," ) 4 ‘,E L. -.'. .
; T MOdiﬁ ~10.000 Std dev - 1.922- - -Variance 3.696 ’

i

b7 -+ Minimum 3.000 - Maximum . 11:000

‘Range

N . .. - . .
M . . . B . -
-, -~ 4 o, .oy . ‘. .
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TABLE 2 = GROUP’

’

. ~Va1ue; ) A‘bsolu,te‘ Relatlve AdJusted Cum‘ulatiye’
: ' Frequency Frequency Frequency adj freq
" (percent)”® " (percent) . - (percent),

s

Mean 7. g0 Std error ,..366 - ""’Me\d}an 8 soo

v

. Mode 1@‘000 7 std dev - 2,006 .. | V’z;'r\ian/ce' 1. 024 *
o8 ) v L - ) . p . - 4
Minimu‘m‘ 3.000 v, Maximum  10.000

£e 1 . h

Valid " obs g)*ve}‘_c i-‘o.ns_

L A
Miss$ing o\b
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R . 3 - - P " ., . o . ‘
T ‘ ’ ‘ . - ’ ‘ I . " P , D .
5« . . < TABLE 3 - GROUP .. . C o ;o
. - . .: ' . . "' * B H . ! cos
. . w [ .
< .

e

. . B © Value-” .- Absoluiv ‘Relative Adjusted - Chmulat;_\ie"

.

s . Pm“q‘u‘en‘ci' . Frequency  Frequency adj: freq :
o] ' B (percent) ~ (pércent) _ - “(Percent) ™
R 5 b T - 'hl —;‘ ¢ ’~ i ”" : ! ) s 1. i ,4 s ‘
B 4.00 - L 1 3.3 3.3 » -~ 3.3 ,
- v * toe . A . , ’ o . : Lo ¥
. es.00 2 6.7 . 6.7 < . 10.0 ]
. N 1 » 4 .. 13,3 ° "15.3° 233
‘\ * ! 7 d X ' C k 'L" - L - ' . . —/\. 4 s i ” :
S LT 1000 .3 . 100, . 10.00 - - ..33.3 .
; },> - - 'i . /. ~ ‘ . ‘ : . K . . V7 ) LS ; . . P '.. . ..,, K
L UNL - 800 L4 13,3 . . .. 13.3 TS 4.7 L.
P N . . T L . . P
] - \\ . . . . T . ' ' . e - .
I y o900 2 2313 .. 233, C70:0 L, .
. . " P . ' i L . .
s T L 10,000 Tt 26 0T 2607 6T )
.ot v - 3 vro o o , »
< o . ., ’ PR - T ! * *a
. 11.00 2 10 . 3.3 .7 3.3 . 100.0. .,
., 4 ) oo , e ’ N ST e .
- - . . - . D A Siimee | ey — . “ .
’ N ‘ ‘_l_‘ ) " ‘I AR ' § . ’ '~ .. e €
o . TOTAL - 30 . - 100.0° ©108.0- ‘ 100.0. - o
oL o Y I ', . ) ,' "‘".' . . ’ " . - " - .
-, _ o o v i ) E X ) ,1- . - ",P E o
4 ,’ . to . . . * t,ox . . S ," PR - o ) - T "\\.’ ) s,
. K S, ) 0 . T .- ~
. © Mean ( ° 8.167 s§td& error ., .339."" ' Mediam.  -8.643 .
v i . . . . - .o . ‘ " . ! ‘ ’
: .. Mode '\ 10.000 . Std devy .,  1.859 : Variance -3.454, ' =
Lt Minidium 4.000 ‘¢ . Maximum:® 11.000/.  Rangé .  .7-.000. « .%
L, ° . 7 A . i - B od . . ‘-
o . . . ' . R ! - / . . L . . .
s A ‘ " . R Rt
Lo Valid ‘Ob‘serYE}tZ;LO’nS."— .30

’ ’ ' Missing observations - 0
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. ' N ;IABLE 4 - AUQIOJVJSUAL¥QUES?IONS , o T ‘

|
f
© N. . ' . - - - \‘d > [// . " ' 0y \/-r. _.,' ‘
) ) . . o ~ N . ' /- ' - Iy . ‘
n . Value Absolute Relative -, - Adjusted | Cumulative . - -,
- .. Frequency , Frequency Frequency - 7 adj freq L
-t L - (percent) .perc¢ent) (percent) S
- . . . : e
N E ' .' C
2.00 T T . 3.3 TF3 N 3.3 "
A v, ) 1 y - o~ '
. e 300 13 21.3 -, 2.13 24.6 L
: o >~ - - ’ . . ' \ /
4.00 46 75.4° | 75,4 ALOQrU ,
: : e ¢ - = .
TOTAL " 61 100.0 ‘' 100.0 100.0 o
k s N q . . - '. -,
~ ‘.‘\ ) - * -~ ' s /——"/.j—
) , . , o b - - ,.. /_/////r.: . :
Mean, 3.721 ‘5td error 1067 __ Medidn 731857 S
. J ) ' L ‘ ‘ ¢ X - . - % R
o ‘Mode 4.000 Btdodey | .521 . .Variance .27%
. . Minimum 2.000 Maximum 4.000° Range +2.000 B
. - ‘ ,‘ . , .' ‘e !} , v . . ;
N .ot ] . v B ’ - i
s~ 7 Valid observations * 61
, . Missing obse!l\'r'vat'io.ﬁs' - 0 ,
- - S ’ ,: 1‘ !
- . ' o N
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Abéolﬁtek . Relative .Adjusted . Cﬁmulatiye .
: : , Erequency  Frequency = _.Frequency - adj freq.. - .
T : o , P . (percent) (bercent). - (percenty“\\<‘

;o : : 0.00 . A Pt I ﬁ:;“ M 74XK$;1;

AR 1,000,130 T 21.3 v 21,3 26.27° " T

L 200 ¢ 12 9.7 ; 1%.7’ N 4s,é: o
'l/,/f,/ézif’zfoo»“;\ © 35 . . saa1 . 54l 100.0. .

g L e : — B e

: .. "TOTAL- -6l . 100.0 "100.0 1,00.0 ,

N . - ! ‘ ! ¢ \\ . ° ,l .- .
- : - \\\Q . Cl . * .
Mean ~ 2.230 | .  Std error ~._.122. Médian  2.576
, | . _

“'8td dey 7, .95 . \Variance . .91+

Ao
o

S Mode:  3.000

v

’ " “ N s > oy
i - ' : .. : . i . ~. . ,
. Mintimum—0-006———Maximuom——— 3.000 : ‘Range . 3.0060
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Valde Absolute v Relative ‘Adjusted -Cumulative |
. ' -vFrequency *“Frequency, Eréquencyl adj freq e
__-__Nﬁuh“;w“:,ﬁ‘h_kh___N__M-f _(percent).  .(percent) - (percent)
, 0.00 . 20 32,8, . 32.8 . 32.8
. e : . A i e . .
.. T.00 26 42.6 R 42,6 75.4_ s
Tt 2,00 To1s 246" ©24.6. .7 * 100.0
TOTAL 61 : ) .”100.0 100.0 - 100.0
' Mean ,918°  Std error - ,097 ‘ .Median 904" " .
" ﬁ . MO . . "' . ooy '
o Mode "1.000 §td dev /759 Variance 577 s
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[ : ) i . TABLE 7 - QUESTION RO, 2~ - ’
40 * st C o - - - . ~' -~ ”~ . . \ .
L ' . - Value Absolute Relative Adjusted Cumulative ‘
. ' L Frequency Frequency frequency adj freq’ oo x
' ' o : (p\e\rcem)mcpw (percent) L
f_LT?_» N ' . , S
! ° S — - ” . e <.
‘ . Correct , 1.000 ' 59 °  96:7 96.7 96,7 , °
X Incorrect 2.00 2 3.3 .. 3.3 100.0 - .
B . . i f .
\ i ——— K - . *
, ‘ 's . ' ' ' “‘ . ‘ . )
: . TOTAL . ' N ) 100.0 * = '100.0 100.0 - : ~
N ' . 4 ¢ : . .
: . - ) ’ k ' \‘ ; .
Ry A ‘ ' o
r . Mgan 1.033 $td error - .023 . Median 1.017 - ,
: Mode 1.000 ~ Std dev . .180. Variance: ,032
f}- , Minimim  1.000 Maximum  2.000° - Range . 1,000
i . Valid:observations - = 61 ‘ : .
; “Missing observations - 0 . ‘
1 o ! . N , s p . o
! ’ ' vy s ‘ . .
»} . 1 .‘ ‘:
L. N "4 . .
4 \ ¢ , ke . i * . \ . I'
T T ' L S
4 ) . . 2 . N ' , V o\ - . .~ N
J . - ‘ ’ ' ) . . 'l°.
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3 L e ‘ TABLE 8 - QUESTIOGN NO, 3 : - -

R : } . . C .

| _p ' :

. . T . Value Absolute Relative Adjusted Cumulative _ .°

Vo , - ‘ Frequency Frequency Frequency adj freq .
e

) : i . (percent) (percent) (percent) : ;
. ' ‘

© La Libre. ' ' oo - ' L
’PaTOle 1.000 1 ' 1.6 1.6 \ [ 1.6”

- '
. . . . LA
.

E ‘ Le Figaro 3.00 54 ° '.. 88.5 ' 88,5, 90.2 N

, Le Petit - to - R . o
. Journal 4.00 S I 4.9 .- 4,9 -° ' 95.1

-

. A -
- . . . . by

i

} . .
i . L'Aurore 5.00 3 +4.9 4.9 100.0 ‘
i , ; . )

1

[l A~ - . : -y \ 1. .

- " 'TOTAL~ 61 ° 100.0 , 100.0 100.0

. B ' . R s .

Fy ; e — \ T . .
e - ST ‘ = ' e y .
{ -~ Mean  3.115 = "std error, ° .071  Median ‘©  2.819 “
i L ~ o o |
H - ‘Mode .. -t 3,000 . Std dev . - .551 Variance * .303. * . "
4 ' o, o : - - -
L “° * Minimum = 1.000 Maximum 5.000 Range 4.000 ' &
d "‘ Py ‘.. .. - . ¢ ~ . . - ) . . ' ‘ L
L B ‘ ' ? T~ L
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. ‘ TABLE - 9

v QUESTION NO., 4 a L -
. - ,Value'Absolute ' Relative 'Adjhstgd Cumilative , .. )
. . Frequency Frequenty Frequency adj fregq Co.
: ‘ (percent) (percent) (percent) .

| o :
Yes - 1.90“ 40 - 65.6, . 66.7 66T
Nq\ : "2.00 20 ;ﬁt;‘ 32.8 1 ¢ 33.3. - floo.d S
. 0.00 1 j_ " 1.6, MISSING 100,00 " . -
© TOTAL 61 100.0 10050~ 100.0 -
. i - . ' - e
Mgén . 1.333 Std error® -l .06l - Median, ° 1,250 :
Mode— - 1.000  seddov— 475 Variamce—226 —
Minimum 1.960” . Maximum. ©2.,000- Ramge 1000 +

' L]
- ' ] . LR C 0y \ - . . ,,,.‘..»n»»: ) ‘ .
» . . ’ [ ol .

P . : ., “Valid observations - 60 - o

. . . h(‘ - . c N % 3
y N Missing observations -. - 1. o oo e ..

. o s t -

{ . : '

P ] - ‘ . ’ . .
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.. ' "TABLE.-10

i /-TVETE§—~

54
hil, ;
v 3,
A T
—_—
61

-

Relative
Frequency Frequenc

v

o

W*““ -

o

%

| RSV PP I Y

Mean,

Mode ~

; .’000

1.361

!

Minimum '1.000

.

N

Valid observations -

.

[

Std error

‘Std dev

« Maximum

v

*Missing observations -

¢

.
.
s
.
.
“« e
2
R
.
-
L]

[

136

1.065

.s.boo"

»

-. QUESTION N0. 5 ., ' v

(percent).(peréent)

H ) - ¢

. .

Adjusted Cumulative

"_ady ‘freq -
(pe.]:cen

-

{ ?5‘1 , .

100.00. - .-

’ T &

100.0 : -
O T
Median . ”4~0§5
Variance 1.134 !

" Range ‘. ' 4.,000""
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=Y ;' . TABLE 11 ~-QUESTION-NO. 6 S
. I 4 . e
[‘ r . » ) "’. ."'/.-\ - . ‘ R l' " . ‘. .“ ia ‘ l~ -
’ Value Absolute’ _Rélative - Adjusted Cumulatives
T ' Frequency Frequency Frequency adj f£req - -
- . . . (percent) (percent) (ggr,cent} - . l
’ ‘M ' . : - ' . - .‘ ¢ ’ e *
| - SEPETEITS B o
. Yes ©11.00 8 13.1 - 13.1 - 13.1 | ‘
No - 2.00 - 53 86.9 ' '86.9 100.0 o i
TOTAL ‘\ N 61 100.0- 100.0 ' 100.0 " ;
- | ' .»-': . . ,.'. R ° v - ' ' . > . ‘( Q"
‘Mean - - 1.869 Std error . 044 Median 1.925- -7
N q ° f - ., PR A A
Mode 2.000 Std dev - " ..340 Variance. .116- A
. Minimum 1.000 Max imum '2.000 ‘Range . 1.000 -
NS " - . hd . "
valid observations' -' 61 B e { S
. . - t, .'v*"_ N . . 1 ;o .
Missing observations - 0o .. ‘ ] ° ‘ .
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Co ~"TABLE‘12 - QUESTION NO, 7! :
. ’ . L / ' » M . . X ) 1] .
- : Value bsolute Relative . AdJusted Cumulﬁtive
* . Frequency Frequency Frequency ad j freq
. v . "(percent) (percent)’ (percent) .
' \ ) . - ¢ ’ ¢ ' .
,T%é;working R .o , T :
class ¥0.00 2 3.3 ;3.3 3.3,
. B . * - D . ] . S . ! ’ Q
The warking  ° o " T T
‘class,.§ Pa- ' X \. _ | ’
. T1s scunm 12 00 1 .6 1.6 . 4.9 1
" ) ) \\ * “ N -
The Paris, . ° - ., A\ L .
4 'Scum 20.00 2.V 3,3 ~—=..3.3 v 8.2
The Paris ' . - } o e e z
Scum & the’ Y v o ‘
‘Church 23 .00 2L 3.3 © 3.3 11,5 .
The Paxis ~ - AU T . K P
, Scum § the . ' L “’i : ..
Gutter - . | - “n . i'z . ) .
- Press 24,00 .. 39 . 163,9., ' 63.9 ; 75.4 .
a I B 0t
. gl . y Voa . i )
The Church.36:00 44" 6.6, 6.6 :82.0 i:§
' ) R .. . o . . \\Q s ’ .
The Gutter o o : \ . o, : ‘
.Presk, 40.00 . 9 - 14.8° i 14.8 %?'7
. H ' ' | #
The Bour- - L. ' . _ '
_geoisie , 50.00 20 7. - 3.3 3.3 100.0
- ¢ TOTAL . 61 ™, 100.0 ° [100:0 100.0 .
. / 3 [ 9 ) 8 ~ . IS .
"}i‘ """ < , ‘ ’ . . , . .
uean{ - 26.787 Std. error 1.132 Median 25.609" .
S . N - . o
Mode/ +. 24,000  ‘std’ dev . +78.058 " “Variance 64.937
Minimun ' * 102000,  Haximum 50. onu\\ Rangc 40.000
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- TABLE 13- QUESTION No. ‘8-, | '
; . .\\ . B . . *
o S K . \ i . IJ
. - |Value Absolute Relative Adjusted Cumulatlvé
’ e Frequeﬂcy Frequency Frequency adj . freq! '
. ’ : (percent) (percent) (percent)/ '
.t s ) ) ." . ;" ’ -
. Jean Jaures 1.00 1 - © 1.6 1.7 S O 4 ; CoL
Maurice ’ . . .f
Barres 2,00 44 72.1 74 .6 76.3
Charles ¢ . . ° KY .
Maurras 3.00 - 6 - 9.8 , 10.2 86.\4 !{. -
Georges oo o _ .
Clemenceau 4,00 8 13,1 13:6 100.0 b .
C oy v.;  0l0o 2 T 3.3 MISSING 10070,
: TOTAL 61 100.0  100.0 100.0 - . '
\ : : . SRRRIRE
\\\- a - 0 - -
.’ ." K ' ' .
' Mear 2.386] std error - .096 Median  2.148°
_Mode . 2,000 ° Std deV .737 . Varianpce - .544." .
Minimum , 1.000  Maximum  4.000 Range 3.0000 .
. p‘ ‘ ¢ d . . . . ':’:‘
- . °- X iy
'Vé}i& observations - ~ 59 ° - : C

Missing obsexvations’ -

S




‘Relative ‘AdJust d.° Cumulativ
: Frequency Frequency Frequency adj freq :
- L. c “(percent) (perc t) 4percent) .

o' - Very S e . { R . ' ..
o helpful -  1.00 10 16.4 cA7.2 0 1702 .
- - -Pa‘rtly - ‘o T . / ‘ ‘ .. as .
helpful . 2.00, 44 - 72,1 - // 75.9 . 83.1), i

) . » . L

: C , . . . o
. . : ) . . / -, .

2w Nery ‘ , . - . T . . <o
uselesss 3.,00 1 1.6 1.7 94.8 7 .
! . . . . ~ 1 ) ’ ". L} ! ’
‘ Useless ' 4.00 - '3 - © *4.9 v 5.2, 100.0 L
.\ -wo.0 . 3 ' 4,9 = WISSING "100:0 |
SRR R SRR 3! 10.0. 100.0 . foo.0" . . :
. - “. . “*_ ‘ R ‘ - . .(".J
. N Mean’ 1.948 - Std error ' . °.083. Median 1.932
» N R b . . - ¢ " - . ‘ , R t
Mode  .2.000°0 - 'std fiev . ,.633° Variance .40l
T , T . . /’ e ) . ot
* Minimum\3.943 . - Maximum ~° 4.600- Range ~ 3.000
¢, . e B ' ‘ / < :

o B ' he - ’ / ‘e g .
- ' ) . .‘ - A ‘ V "/ ’ [ * ~ ] . ‘
Vali_d observations - 58 . o

’ . c‘ - /o ' ’ ) .
AR Missing observations - 3. v o
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B B e

'”6 AR | ) - Frequency Frequency Frequency ' adj freq

‘ LI . . r ! e
. / Cw .
' 1The light’ ¢ : -

' . - "

'I‘AB'LE‘IS:{,- QUESTION‘T&O. 10 - ~

— L -
4 . f b
. . . -
e . . . LN - -
Ay

[ ]

" Value Absolute Relative Adjusted.. CGumulative

] . ' (percent) (percent) .(percen”t)'

. at.the end S ’ : Lo -
of the - ‘ . . ' oL
taunnel’ 2.00- 60, 98 .4 98.4 .98.4 /

. The well., . " , . . : ot

.". of truth '3.00, . 1 1.6 1.6 100.0

' 61' 100.0 100.0 100.0 - . .. -
- ! £ ’
&

. S N T .- |
Meap . .2.0%6 = - std e?ro&;‘ ‘016 Median ' -2.008
Mode | 2.000.  Std dev . .28 " Varisrce.,'.016 . 1
.Minimum . 2,000 - Maximum  3.000  Range i.000 - .-
. y X T . ~ - .. , N '*’ |
v s o ) ¢ : . K : LT !

.e 4 Y "
- ¢ - Te . - . ,' ' ""1

Valid observations - -
Missing obsgrv.ations -

LY
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L g © TABLE 16 - Quss'rrau ‘No i1, - e T
- e . ..’ et ‘-' e . c e e i, o ) . . ] . . . ,
; . A .» Value Absolute Relative AdJusted Cumulat1ve
- - ot . Frequency Fréquency Frequency: adj freq ) :
. ) . L2 , v (percent), (percent) Qpercent) .. v
I N ’ l ' . ‘ ) 4 j o " 3 o ) . . K B v . l ’. ' .‘
’ - ‘ tl v ' . ., . M. , . .o .. .
L. Correct 1..00 28 . -~ 45.9. 7 .45.9 ' 45.9 . ;
a ¥ L ., s . Y 4 ) . . . o . . '\
I Incorrect 2.00 33 © s4.1 ' $4.1° - 100.0 - '
CO o . . TOTDAL, 61 . 100.0 - 100.0 . 100.0 .
b . , - N . « .
‘ o O , . . .‘ ) . 3 . ' ) I
% . Mean 1.541 ' Std error . .064, Median - 1.576 oo
o Vo ,,'Mode o 2 000 ] Std dev : .502 " Variance 0252 ) .-
4t - . : L . o e .- 3
N ‘ _ Minimum 1. 000.- -Maximu .© 2,000 _  Range - '1.000, . '
h . . ~ . . v o ~ N . 5_1 . o
K v ¢ . b * . . v v . »
‘" ; ‘ . “, (":: . ° ) - .— ' o . 1 - ' 1 : . “
} M ’ . ;“"M ! "‘ s ° T ', , -'. ’ . ! s . ~ . . ‘ ';
‘ . . .~ 7 .Valid ob-s}ar.vations - 61 S ‘ ) / . ) .

i . -~ - Missing observations - 0 ' L ; 5 ..
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1 : x ‘
Fij/k. 1 S L N R - 104
g ‘ ) 4" L-l‘ 4 ‘ ' ’ . -
AP - . TABLE.17 - QUESTION NO. 12 ' - :
1 Y L . . - " . ' / T ‘ « ,
". ' - ., ) . . ) . . ' t
N o . B Value Absolute Relative Adjusted ' Cumulative 3
Frequency Frequency Frequehcy adj freq
. , e . . (percent) (percent) (percent) °
?"; . . ° N v - ' :
‘ A ’,,' . X . 1
S Chrrect  .1.00 28 45.9. . 45.9 45.9
A ' ‘ .
: o Incorrect . 2.00 .33 54.1 54.1 €100.0, » \ o
o - TOTAL 61 100.0 _—109. .-100.0 ° . - .
e T . ) . . jﬁk)) ) .
VoL . \ ~ ) .

o ’ o ' ' ‘ ' ’ 1+
Vel ' ¢ - p N . L .

(‘ . .
" R A —_ —— P v «E\ s - ’
!“ » _Mean | 1.541 "»Std error .064 Median 1.576
, . v ‘J . . \ ' “ ) ———
VAR Mode 2.000 ' Std dev. © ,.502 Variance, .252
. © . Minimum. 1.000 jMa}imum " 2.000 Rénge /1.000 *
3“ | | | | ‘ . | [; B '
1 X L3 openr o - L e 5
t . Valid observations - - . 61 T~ e . - 3
\! ok " ‘ . E : . ég' ‘ :
.g K R Missing observations - : o - .o ‘ ' S
e . 5’-51;‘?-,:" R . . . ) . ) ' e . K . -~

¥ Ty . w 4 v !
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"TABLE 18 - AGE

i
. . .

Valid observations -

- Missing observation

Vﬁlue Absolpge Rélative. Adjusted -
Frequency "Frequency Frequency
) . 3 ¥ (percent) (percent)
- . .
‘* 0,00 3 4.9 T4
16.00 1 e 1.6 BT P
17.00 " 14 - 23.0 ‘ '23.0 .
18.00 25+’ a0 : ii:o
19000 13 _ .. 215 _ - 21.3
20.00 . A 6.6 “ 6.6 -
21.00 R ‘ilé 1.6 ‘
“TOTAL 61. . 1000 "100,0-
o T R T
B ‘-~. ' ! ", . | ‘ ..:
Mphn 17.246  std qr{oﬂ; '.gél Median .
Mgﬁen 18.000 std dév |  4.069 Variance
Minimum 16.000 Maxi;um“ :51.000 Rg:é; '1”

Cumulative’
‘adj freq
(percent) ;

IR

r.o9

6.6
29.5
7045
91.8,

°

98,4

18.000

16.555"

21.000




. ' ' TABLE 19 - QUESTION NO\ 13 ' o
1 ’ : ) '$ - ™~ \\, -7 . |
) o : ‘ \\ \~ ) . . .
i Valua",Ahsnluig__Relatlveﬁ_AdJusted Cumulative

_ - . Frequency Frequency Frequency adj freq

v . ' . ' - (percent) (percent) {(percent)

- - s \
. . v X

e - gt tan o b 8
—
.
.

L Yes 1.00 30+ .49.2 . 49:2 - 49.2

O R 2.00 31° ¢ 50.8..  50.8 100.0 '
T TOTAL 61 1100.0 ~ 100.0  100.0 ,

. . . N . - ‘-\- 1 4 . . ' ) N !

t ‘ T . . s U . . ’ -

% 4 “ ' . . ’ ’:. k] , .

.18, . . v . .‘

—“+ v . — Mean.— 1.508 "“““ﬁtﬁ‘éffﬁf; 065 . Median 1.516

i Méde: ' 2.000 Std devs - .504  Variance .254
! . _.'q' et oot .~' p :‘l-\ N -‘,','.. [3 . ) ;-
5 .. - Minimum £ 1,000 /Maximum .~ -, 2,000 Range . 1.000 -
ke B /. o . ¢ ~
| - . ) -/ o . .

P 2 T
.
s
-
~
-
>
S
~
.
.
5
»
]

. Missing observations' - 0 . T s e , O

.'v‘,.
s o
(wﬁ
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| TABLE 20 - QUESTION NO. 14 ;.
. ’ QQ “ | A \' , '
. Value Absolute Relative Adjusted mulative :
t Frequency Frequency Frequenc adj.freq
, ’ (percent) (percent) ‘(percent) ,
/ " & , .
l’ . N ] ’ A‘\
‘ definitely . .- y) }
not 1.00 3 - 4.9 5.0 . 5.0 . \
: probably . . . ‘, ! ,
not 2,00 , 22 "(3%.1 - 36.7 gy 41.7 \
L SR ' -
probably - R . ’ﬁ/_
X yes 3.00 ' 26 -, 42,6 43.3 85.0
T definitely - ° : : ' o
SN\ yes”© 4.00 B 14.8 15.0 100.0 -
: 0.00 ‘\1' ‘..}‘6 ‘V‘MISSING_ IOO.Q‘ .
. A , , :
Ty TOTAL 61 100.0 100.0 100.0 . ,
. ‘ B ’ ' ‘ )
B T L& '
. A - i ! . - | - ' ) i b -.. ) .
Mean 2,683 Std error .102 .Median = 2.692
Mode 3.000 . Std dev .797  Veriance  .627
Minimum 1.000  Maximum 4.000  Range 3.000 :
“ : 9 < ‘ I k‘ ! ‘e
- X . -Valid.pbservations - - 60, R e : R }
. Missing observatioas - 1 ‘ Sl ‘\iiF\“~ T
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R \ o . TABLE 21 - QUESTION NO. 15 .

<

! . : |
‘i ° ‘V\ > ' S
i, .T;/}/ ! Valhg Absojute Relative Adjusted Cumulative ,

) i ] Frequency Frequency Frequency  adj freq
b - M _ (perci?t) (percent) (percent) )
i . . . S W - . ’ ’
. Very inte- ) _ i i . -
) .o resting 1.00 12 19.7 19.7 19.7 ’
‘ ' *  Quite-inte- ' . ‘ — c L
| .. resting -2.00 - 38 6233 62.3 82.0 -
L Quite _ , " ) . . ) a '!
a boring 3.00 8- 13.1 - 13,1 95.1 . 4
; ., Very ' . - ’
T R ~boTring 4,00 3 4.9 -, ° 4.0 100.0 .-
! : TOTAL 61.  100.0 °  100.0 1000
‘ﬁ ’ . Y P\’ . ' . " * ! -
. ~ .' R ‘ ) . .. . . g r 3 ,
; Mean. - 2.033 ° ' .Std errors .093 - Median - 1.987 |
: . \ = “ PR , - . A
! S Mode -2.000 . Std Aév .730 Variance' *.532 |
3 Co . ‘ e .o . . ﬁ ’ .
! T Minimum, 1.000 -  Maxiun 4.000 - Range ~  3.000 .
’ '-« A . ‘ > * NN ' . S ‘ .
o~ y S ' . ' L
. Valid ¢bservations - 61 * ] CR et i
ER Missing“observations - = 0 - ) oo T : T
¥ l. . ..‘- + \'~5 ‘\\

e B B A s U6 L Lk i . Gt b T <
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- TABLE 22 - QUESTION NO. 16 L
. + N ~ ‘ E
. - } . R ‘ ' ‘ , ® ) A
’ - P . ’ 'Valqe Absqlute» Relative Adjusted ggmulativey
— -y Frequency Frequency Frequency ° “adj freq
(percdent) (percent)  (percent) ) )
‘ ‘ ) ) o
, . - T <
_ Not at all 1.00 7 . 11.5 ™ 11,5 11,5 -
N ' ’ . . \ . - A'\; .-' ;, . . ~ . .ém “
. -2 Very much 2..0 . 5 : 8.2 8.2 19.7 o ..
. : ) ” . S . )
Sart of 3.00 49, . 80.3 80.3 . ’100.0 .o T
\ TOTAL 61 100.0 100.0 - 100,00 .
’ . . " - —‘-— ) ‘ t"'
| _ ) - T . .
: "+ Mean 2.689  Std errdr .086  .Median_ 2.878
- “’ ’ - . . . . E
" Mode 4 3.000 Std dév .672 . Variance 45~
— ‘h - * . “ “ “ ‘-
L ..~ Minimum  1.000 Maximum  * 3,000 - «Range - . 2,000 _ v
* . . ;Var'd observations -

N P . 's/'\
Misging observationg = -
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