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The Impact of a Formativé Evalnatlon Techﬂology g
; . on Posttest Responses v . . .

‘ T » a3
Suzanne Daningburg ( :
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Two studies examined the interaction between use or

P

non-use of an electronic formative evaluation.tool, the
’ " Program Evaluvation Analysis Computer (PEAC) system to

determine what effect PEAC usage has on the cognitive, S

o #ffectivg and evaluative aspects of college students'
B pérception of:an ETV program emphasizing cognitive

learning. Spatial Visualization(;ptitude and verbal
fluency aptitude were a;sessed as control variables, . A < L

specific real-time evaluation question was used for Stuiy 1

s

Q . .
and a more global question for Study 2. Cognitive scores . DA

.

for the short answer test in Study 2 increased)from pretest
to posttegg for non-users and decreased for users,

b ' L indxcatlﬂ/ that PEAC usage‘'hindered cognitive recall

: L iﬁvqlving comprehension. No other PEAC effects were found.

e The results suggest that while the PEAC system may be well '

‘

,? ¥ . --m;ulted for évaluat1ons involving ‘emotive aspects of ETV

] ‘ progtams wh1ch elm;rt greater real-time response rates, it f

may not provide useful evalu?tion 1n§ogmation when

P

objectives emphasize cognitive changg, and may . -
actuaily interfere with learning requiring comprehensionh.

Recommendations to producers for impfoved ETV productions

.

) are discussed. | |
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A

' CHAPTER ONE ’ . .

Rationale ’ ' )
P
The geneial concern of this thesis is'how formative
evaluation can be .used to improve gducational teleyision -
(ETW). Of Spgcific interest is the qbestioq of whéther the
actual process‘of formative evaluation influencés thé
cognitive and afféctive aspects of people's viewing
experience. Does the act of evaluating alter learners'
petcep§ions §ucﬁ that d;ta aré n;t rep:ésentativg of the
non-evaluating target ﬁopulation? fﬁere is a substantial
literature wh%ch suggests that it "does, (Coldevin, 1980;
Gropper, 1965; Gropéer, Lumsdainé & Shipman, 19%1; Palézgi;h

1979). Hquber, a new eva;uation system has been deve;oped

which is said to overcome many of the confounding task

° demands which have made previous formative evaluation

. tephniéues so externylly invaliad (Corgération for Public

- -

Broadcasting [CPB] , 1980f Nickerson, 1979; Paluzzi, 1979).

The purpose of this thesis is .to examine this evaluation
G
system, the Program Evaluation Analysis Computer (PEAC), in:

eret to begin determining what effect it has on learner

A Y ‘
‘perceptions. , o

The PEAC -System and Fotrmative Evaluation

The PEAC system was developed in the late 1970s as a

formative evaluation tool. It is a portable, microcomputer-
¥

—

based data collection system which records secondey-gecond

- 3

responsae from viewers of television programs. It consists
. . - N

of apout'24 battery-powered response units, each about the

N »
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8 g

Rt

/,/examine television v1ew1ng behavior ori & moment-by-moment

~—

~ L)

size of .a hand-held'calculalox; 'Each unit hasi 16 response

keys whlch can be covered with var1ous templates, such that

- any number of keys in various arrays are accessxble and

-visible to the subject. Viewers may registez continuous or

discrete teactions (CPB, 1980). Typical questions would
deal with, for example, viewers' like or dlslike of, various
characters xn’F’drama or cartbon, v1ewets' ongo1ng level of
interest, and so on. Following an 1nstruct10nal warmeup

period, the p:ogram is shown,’ and v1ewers simply respond,

_unprompted, by pre531ng the appropriate key. (See Baggaley,

b

1982a, 1982b, 1982c; Baggaley & Smith, 1982; CPB, 1981; and
@\ouebec, 1985 for a sei'ies of formative evaluation

v
Radi
sfudies employing the PEA& syétem~andfChapter,Two of ‘this
thesis for a more detailed.descriptiond

. * Two examples of other methods of real-time recordinq of
stndént responses during viewing are interpolated quegtions
and conjugate analysis. " Gropper X1§67) and Gropéer, Lumsdaine

& Shipman (1961) used the former technique, interrupting the

" actual program to ask questions. This type of formative

@valuation situation, hdwever; is logically different from the

natural act of viewing a. program, because most educational

telev131on does’ not contain interpolated questions. Ho (1981)

‘and Mitchell YiQJQ) used the cJ;Jugate analysis technique to

-

basis and concluded that this technique yielded fruitful ETV

A

evaluation results. . ' °

The PEAC system marked an important- change '

—

.'”
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in the application of formative evaluation 1n television

. -
and in its measurement techniques,(see Cambre, 1981 and

[y

1982, for a historical review of formative evaluation, and

o . ’ .
Weston, 1986, for an overview of approaches to formative

B

evaluation). Hoﬁever, this very change inevitably implies

yet other, perhaps more subtle influences on learning and

3 [}

evaluation processEs.\'Thg question remains as to precisel

.

what are the influences and effects proughf about by this

new measurément technique. It is clear that.the act of

responding to an evaluation rating question with one of the

N ’

more primitive techniques, such as interpbfated«quéséions
affected the evaluation and/or the degree of learning
and/or the léarner's‘attitude about the material viewed.
Has the hore.soppisticated @ethodoiogy‘éf the PEAC system
gliminated'Fhose_effecfé? ’

i S

b

The need for basic research. specifically Jnvestigating °

the external validity of the PEAC system is stated

—

concisely by Radio-Quebec (1984), "Toutes les fais iqu'on

.sutilise le systémeé PEAC il faut'enjambef un amoncellement

5 . ‘
de questions. qui sont autant d'incertitudes par rapport a

la vglidité de cette mesure" (p. 1l).. It is the precision

Py .

"of real-time recorded data which makes the PEAC system

worth Further research, as described in the following:

excerpt:

L'usage d'un instrument du ge -de PEAC récupére un

aspect de la réalité du téléspectateur, goit la
" réactivité imm&diate des impressions en cours de

<
1
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visionnémerit, Celles-ci. correspondent au flot de

perceptxons qu'une” emlsmon produ1t, lesqueiles sont

dlfficues a recupére/t uné demie-heure plus tard, et = . H

b

* encore plus lorsqu'il faut les traduire \gerbalement s 5
. B ) . A

(Radio-Quebec, 1984, pp. 1-2). , ) |

Learner Aptitude . , £ . }

»

At present, ;he characteristics most often used to

define a target a dience are overall deﬁiog:aphic ones, such

as "adolescent" or "white urban midd&e class", without any
reference to such factors as interest, motivation or '

‘ Va"ious abilities. 'Why is this the case? Demographic
variables such as 'age, sex and educational level are

apparently considered to be*the only relevant and o , . 4

. . , v . [ . a \ hd : H .
accessible.set of factors. It is known, however, that many P 5 -
‘factors other than d.'emographie features préfoundly’ ) ( S 5

influence learning (Bracht, 1970; Cronbach & Snow, 1977).

Examples of such factors are individual aptitudes and entry ) -
] | . .
Ski].lS. ’ ' ’ ) .7 ¢ ‘9 /

. ' o ‘
& Since these factors hafe been shown to influence

learning, why aren't they studied and used ;by educational - B
’:‘/ . . /,_4 »
‘television producers?. Three major reasqjs for this failure
are suspected. ‘ I .
’ A\l

1) Jétos't:. -Determining an individual's apfit‘ude for, l_ .

-

( _say, spatial visualization, requires t'esti‘ng, coding RN
and qualyzmg of the responses, as well as someone to

The

i admini ter and interpret the thkst. 1}11 of these ' '

things \cost money (not to mention time), In contrast,




s it e ae

. obtainidg demographic levels is simpler, requiring
. relatively little-extra expenditufe and almost no
“time. ' . ' , .

~2) Training and orientation of television produéefi.

The modus operandi of most educatignal television
production to date hgs been "¢reativity" displayed in

the absence of "evidence".. In other words, cn

'

production has been unscientific, rglying‘eiclusively
~on the producet's cacit kﬁowiedge of his cx Her

craft. - In addition, the'rélative glamor of

television as an instructional medium has distrgcted

‘educational designers and educational media producers

M
\N;;XF any attempt to collect empirical ev1dence about

A 1ndlv1dua1 aptltudes which may be related to

. - ’ i
evaluation. -

~
~

: ] : .
3) 4 Technology. The means for gathering evaluative
1nfoxmation whxch has demonstrab{g external va11d1ty

have been’ yacklng. Even with the marked 1mprovement
“in data gathering techniques by systems such as PEAC,
empirical ev1dence has yet to be gathered to bu11d

‘the theoretical and practical éoundations of such
» » . . .

methods to give them credibility. Only after
' : 3
AN . i ‘
" --evaluation per se makes significant inroads into the

-

pfoductlon process can‘variables such as learner

dlfferénces be accounted for.

Thq above li%itations notwithstﬁnding, the question

. A ' : . :
remains, does the level of formative evalwation in

1

o

cep

R PP,

v
'
|
5
i
§
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educationgl :élevision production need x@%&j@reasai-and if
yes, th jpd how? There are two primgry reasons w;y the
answer .is’indeed yes. X '

- | First, it is known tha;lléafnﬁhg is bffecged,by 2 X Bo
individual differences:(éfonbach & Snow, 1977). Since"

. such factor; as individuar’aptitude and level of entry
'skill influence the results of traditidénal (e.g., written)
instnﬁctional material, it seems reagonable to sugéegt

that these séme‘factsrs affect ETV resﬁlts. Television is

a part of'ohf.dailiAlife and ‘a pért of our educatiopal

§ystem2 In order to:improve the quality of televiiéon as

an instructional tool, it is necessary to increase the

a -

. level of formative evaluation conducted. The.results of
formative evaluation can influence the production of
programs in several ways. In terms of educational cable

television, for example, remedial inserts in the¢form of"

- supplementary program_tapes may be made available to
learners needing or desiring them. Alpérnatively, written
,ﬁgterials may be created to gccompény'mass presentation of .-

N

‘@ program. Produgctions could also include cues)

. organizers, reviews and the like to assist those less

‘ﬂdg’bapable while not seriously imposing on the more capable;

| Recent technology allows us to go even further.
Vidéodiscs permit random access of information and
"separate" programs can actuall} be made availetle for

each individual learner.

The second reason why both the amount and nature of

r') S
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e b P R

o e ST

;
e
Lo




(\, formative evaluation must change cqncexnsithe'nature of

'ETV. Although commercial television has Feveloped

.

successfully without the benefit of formative evaluation, . o

" the same cannot be claimed of ETV. Commercial television

e e e m

has been based on the numbers game”, that is, the greater

the number of v1gzets, the morefsuccessful a program ig

R e e

considered. - This system works for the lowest common ’

"denominator of audience appeal. But‘ETV'cannot be looked

N

upon in the same crude fashion if it is to be used within

L]

PVOT SUURPE SE PP RO e

an educational context. “Popularity“ must be coupled with

" .effectiveness. = And again, costs associated with superb

v

productlons are prohlbitlve for ETV.

i ' .

*

o oA
. The Corporatlon foz Public Broadcastlng (1980) has 2 P

- T

recognized the need,for ional televi51on-resea:ch in

P e

the following statement:

Al - ~ “
" (3

1f future gualitative research efforts extend to the - ‘
gtudy of éognitive, affective and behavioral'impacés . :
L of‘ppogggms; correct interpretation and application
\of‘tﬁe data will require an understanding of '
potential interactions amoﬁg such viewing responses.
Vafieties of qualitat;ve éesponse'may summéte,

. ' interact and/or directly ‘compete wiﬁhtoﬁe another,
Appropriate use of sucﬂ research results will have to
be quided by relevant theory and research findings.
The qualitative research movement sufferg, in

general, from the‘lqek of a theoretical base with

ich to identify key qualitative research variables

¢

-




. -

and guide analysis of their interrelationships (pp.

27-282 . . ' kil

’

‘Having said that the evaluation scenatio needs to

.

change, there are three key variables involved in actually
1

implementing a change Q“ educational television
production. . . . :
! 1) Learner variables must be identified, assessed for
ﬂ reiative importance or usefulness and telated with

v .-

program content;!.

-
»~

'&

production system {tself must‘become

2)
recept e éo utilizejggy'eihlﬁative'&htputl, This
means: ' ‘ ;
'”- (a)’re;educating the brodzction system;
. (b) introducing’formative evaluation at the
aopropriate po{nt(s) in the production seqﬁence
s ‘. ~ to enable'it to influence outcome;

{c) estab11sh1ng the means (the budget) to
, implement the changes.
(3)’An‘educational/instructional system which fullﬁ
utxllzes the results of these efforts needs to be

created, 1If, for example, certaln learner ab111t1es

significantly interact with the rate and/or quality

of specific content acquisition, the remedial

-

_alternatives listed above must be used by both the

producers and the learners.
. These suggestlons devxate 51gn1f1cant1y from the

commonplace view! of television as a medium of passxve

/

-~
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reception, but consider the contrast. Research on the
. N : .

process of reading or learning math is a vast, socially

o -

P

fsupported,enﬁerprise. Reseafch on learning from
teflevision is negligible. Onhe must therefore conclude
that aj we are universally capable of properly utilizing
the meqsum. or b) the ﬁedium is trivial, and not worth
exﬁensive study. T6 éeject both these alternatives
necessitates serious, scientifically based studyiof a
medium which praobably more profoundly iﬁfluedées more
peoplé than reading and math cémbinéd.‘
b Tg summafize, before one‘sfn'convince émaducers that
- -evaluation: needs tdube.intégrét;d irto thé educational
production system,kope has to jdéntify Vvariables which
have some influence over the\fihal auéﬁence response.
That is the pqrp;se of this thesis. The specific .
questions which the thésié attempts to Answer are:
Y 1) Does the process of evaluating a television
program on a moment-by-ﬁoment basis, as imposed by
the PEAC system, alter the television viewing

experience, hence affecting an individual's overall

~

program evaluation rating, atfitude toward content
and/or cogniti§e recall?

?) Does a student's.famiiiari¥¥ with the topic
in;eraét with’fgé formative evaluation responses?

3) Does a specifiec individual aptitude, such as
spatial visualization or verbal fluéncy, affect

1
either cognitive, affective or evaluative responses'

v
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in the formative evaluation of egycétional television
~

. g
o . % programs?

The Study '

In order to’ begin examining the above three

" questxons, this thesis attempts to- explore the
relat1onsh1p between the tasr demands 1mposed by the PEAC
gsystem and the specxfic content being evaluated. For'

'Vexample, 1f thé evaluator were to ask learners to assess
the ;isoal quality of ‘the program, the increased |
attentiveness of v1ewe55 to that aspect of the content

3o .would likely enhance the1r subsequent recall of 1t,

probably ‘to the detriment of othex aspects (Rothkopf 970

X

" Watts & Anderson, 1971). While "this attention factor;??

fairly obvious, the process represents a dilemma for the

o \ /

evaluator. The mare prec1se, and thus prescr1pt1ve/3nd

useful the - 1nformatxon, the more obtrusive it becomes,

regardless of the measurement technique (PEAC om
otherwlseL The evaluator is tgerefore left w1th measuring
either global responses whiph preserve external validity,

/ ;

or specific questions which by their very/nature prime.

attention to certain aspects while interfering with others.

-

Thus, formative evaluation must bot carefully specify
: - precisely what it is that needs to be learned, and
recognize that that decision will impact. to a greater or

lesser extént on the generalizabili&y of the results.

It has been stated above that one of the PEAC

system's -main contributions to the process of formative

3
+ v




?

I
.

eiraluatiqn is that it significantly reduces many of the - .

' obtrusive aspects of rthe evaluative process (Nickerson,

L

197§), but ‘it is also maintained that cert;ain "cognitive
obtrusiveness" (e.:;., selective attention) cannot be

overcome with any existing technology (W'a‘tts & Anderson,
1971): \In order to examine th‘is effect, obtrusiveness is
fassessed by utilizing two levéls of PEAC usage, learners \ i
using the technique and learners not {;sing it. Assuming i
_that attention is selective, the key to asggssing b
differences between the groups as a 1':esu1t of treatmentl -‘ ’

depends- upon the sensitivity of the dependent measures to

‘effects .resulting both from evaluation task demands

(critical information to which attention is drawn) and

B

from aspects hot directly addressed in the evaluation

. . . , .
" process (incidentalgjnformation) (Anderson, 1972). , \

As indicated ‘a ve, individual differences irgevitably
impact on the_ex;aluation process, and need to be taken
+ into account. Content far‘nili‘arity is one of the . ' ‘
- cornerstones of the ins_tnructional design. process, and
should be a primary consideration when éealing with

)

learning from ETV. A complicating factor in agsessing the . %

H
3
3
{
3
!
‘.

¢ . influence of content familiarity is its suspected

interaction with virtually ‘any task demands imposed by
rd

evaluation. For example, learnegs displaying a medium

o

level of fa}niliarity may be better ahe to implement and
accurately respond to production quality evaluation

gyestions than will their high and low familiarity

-




Aptitude in verbal fluency was thus employed as a control

. 12

counteiparts because the process of viewing and learning

"is neither too.easy (boring) nor too difficult

(distract':i‘mj or confusing). At tl;e s'anle tin{tg;"i\aata from '

] oy s f
low familiarity learners may be equally 'Ot more useful for '
other purposes, such as content ‘revisi'on or remediation,

qiven tHat the PEAC system ne%:ess,itates 2. high degree ‘

c) learner involvement, learner aptitydes might be

—— T e s s

critical in information dcquisition. 'R exanine the

¥

nature of these relationships, two aptitudes, spatial

visualization and verbal fluency, are employed as control
‘variables. | . ) ‘ - o -
spatial visualization has been defined as involving
imaginary movements, transformation, or other changes in ”
‘ )

three-dimensional objects (French, 1951; Guilford &
Zimmerman, 1956). Winer (1981) noted that, "This ability ;

seems to be required in various perceptual-cognitive tasks . :

. f'nvolvi,ng the mental transformations of visual images"™ (p.

18). Given the reliance of television on visual images

for its message design, it seems appropriate to ¢

investigate spatial visualization ability in relation to

- - ‘ °

the evaluation of ETV.
Verbal fluency has been shown tobea critical factor
R :
in an individual's ability to leatn from a given

instructional treatment (Anderson & Kulhavy, 1971).

.
'

variable in order to explore its relation to the evaluation

of ETV.
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Summary of Hypot\heses
The stud‘y is exploratory inthat it attempts to’

int}egizate several areas of inquiry which seem to be

logically related. The major effect expected was that use

‘

of the PEAC system would influence cognitive recall'in

certain conditions, ecifically, an interaction between

the Familiarity and Usage factors was expected to indicate

that Usage facilitates.r 11 (for subjects who have a

{moderate deg}ee of familiarity with the program topic, but
decreases recall for students with high and low
familiarity. This is because studen{:s whose scores

]

indicate moderate familiarity were expe&ted to be more

conscientious while using .the PEAC system and thus pay more

attention, | Studer;ts with high or low famil—iarity,' on’ the
other hand, were expected to be either bored or
overwhelmed, respectively, by the combination of the
cognitive task dérga and their'level of prior knowledge.
~The mainef fect for the presence or absence of the PEAC
os‘ystem was expected to produce suf:er“ior' incidental recall
for. those undistracted by the evaluation process.

h Spatial visua‘l.izatio‘n and verbal fluency were :
considered important examples of individual.aptitude, both
related to.a student's ability to b;anefit from certain

types of instruction. To the author's knowledge, no

previous research has suggested specific interact ions or

effects in relation to an evaluation tool such as the PEAC>

Déystem. It was, howéver, hypothesized that studengs' low
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3 - s
in either one or both of these abilities would show

¢

greater recall ,wh;n the PEAC system was used than when it

_was not used, because students would be compelled to pay

‘more attention than they normally would. Students with

: ) . . , S, . /
either moderate Or.high ability levels were not expected

. R . ,
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CHAPTER TWO

, ' ; (;\\ . Review of the Literature , . ‘
: . In the late 1930s, the emerging field of mass ‘ .

communications and its accompanying marketing strategies °

' ' . made two major contributions to media evaluation:  a) an

N .._,. understanding of instructional media ip the light of °

et J( 4””?‘ N . . .
. 4, communications theor¥ and b) new methodologies for data - ‘:}

ol r ol

e

8
collection (Cambre, 1981), PDPespite this historical

Ea

" footnote,” program evalwation and the developmént of
research on_formativé evaluation in education is often

mistakenly viewed as a recent phenomenon (Madaus,
. ‘\—r

' Stufflebeam,.&zsériven, 1983, p. 3). <Ef~f:;%, if was only +

in 1967 that Michael Scriven coined the term formative -
r ]

.

evaluation. Evaluation research has existed /far longer

-

than it has’ had a name. Like most other areas of"iesearch,:. .
persﬁective has been dépendent‘on the zéiﬁgeist current at’
fxfthe time. A look at' the historicél progression of |
u formative evaluation research shows that work has ranged o "  .
* from the examination of military training filﬁngn the
.1920s to the aﬁalysis of childsen's television programs in
‘the 1980s. Formative evaluation methodologies have often
been by-products of creative experimental reseirch
techniqueé, and methodologicalfpatternsl;s well as . \
theoretical strands have emerged. o A
The main concern of this review is.with fofmatiye L

p evaluation of ETV. The first sectfon defines what

formative evaluation is and the contéxt in which it is best

. v
C R W ) .
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used. The second Seption looks at the development of the

PEAC system. Thé third section discusses educational

.

e et — Tt
~

television while the fouith section looks at individual 2
éptitude. F1na11y, the relat1onsh1p betwggn the evaluation
methodologyb content familiarity "and 1ndlv1dual aptitude is

2

, examined.

Formative Evaluation

i
Although the term formative evaluation was only

resently coined, concepts leading to igs development began
as early as the 1920s with Wworld Wwar I training films. . .

What is formative evaluation? Its dynamic nature has given

rise to several working definftionsi Cambre (1981) defines

evaluation as the act of détﬁizinipg the value of* '4

something, and educational evauation as the process of

.

determining the value of educational programs/ma;erialé.
) P Gooler (1980) distinguishes.between formative evaluation

techniques @d strategies. The former term includes those ..

‘ . . »t

_— methods or procedgfes used to gather, analyze and repert
evaluation'data,‘such as rating scales, interviews and
regression. models. Strategies, on the other hand, refer to- i'qs?
more generic notions of the conceptuallzatnon of evaluatlon
‘1ssues. The results of formative evaluation'techniques are

not qenera11zable in nature but are rather of direct and

immediate assistance to those who haye to make crucial >

decisions in‘a giben situatioh:? Nickerson (1979) has
9
) written thpt formative evaluatlon is best defxned as that

process whereby 1nformat1on represent1ng feedback from
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members of a potential target audience is acquired during-

the production process to help shape the program into its

.

‘most effecti form. ~ A rationale for the use of formative

evaluation has developed from the fact that all major '

s o H BT

e St ST o i, i
f

. . models of instructional desxgn rejuire identification of S

ﬁ\“‘desxred outcomes and the vast major1ty also require the try

» out and revision of .instruction (Dick, 1980).

t ' One of the first large scale evaluations of an

1nstruct10na1 f11m was csnducted in 1921 by Lashley and

1]

,'& ., Watson, The1r effort was a noteworthy forerun%er of oL "T

',forma&ive evaluation even though carried out on a completed .

£ilm because (a) authors .expressed the belief.that findings ‘w}
would be of value in planning future‘productions and ib) ‘

v the methodologles employed greatly resembled those an

evaluator would use in pretest1ng, such as expert ]udgment, /,,1}////

Co ' tes€1ng"on samples of target audience and so on (Cambre,.

1981).: ° ’ B = C

In terms of theoretical developmente, ‘three. academic” SN
movemgnts of the 19405 and 1950s had an 1mpact on audio

)' - v1sua1 educatlon and evaluation! psychometrlcs, the growth
of psychologists' interest in evaluatlon act;vxtles as’ a

form of applied resea[ch' and the emefyence of the fleld of

mass commun1cat1on (Cambre, 1981). Two of the hajor : Yo

h flgures in the audio visual education and eval atlon field ‘.

" in the late 1940s were A. A, Lumsdaine and R. !w. Tyler.
B %I ., ‘ ]
i» / o Lumsdaine (1947) suggested that appropriate measuring
3

{

|

{

g ' / ) instruments for determinifig whether a teaching film is’ ‘ ) - i

* -
-, “
P . . R ,
P AT , .. R .
N ' s ’ -
N 3
5 . . - ) - . . . "
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¢ successful in accomplishing its intended purpose were -

ey facfual tests, attitude scales and/or ihdices for measuring
- B L

~ interest. He incorporated these ide€as into a pretest/ - - i
- . . ~ o ]
v - posttest experimental design. Tyler (1942) focussed - . ]

D attention on the importance of clear educational objectives |
E

o

© : in the development process. The works of both men gave

\,

v some public exposure to the concept of evaluation as a

@

S st R

— continuous process and hinted at the need for a systematic

pﬁproach to broducg{development. Ngvertheless, the results

©

of evaluation research from the 192Qs to the 1950s were not

+ well publicized. For the most part they appeared in

PO

w . ¥ l PSR T N A SRS

relatively obscure technical reports }Cambre, 1981).

®

In 1956, Hoban, then editor of the AV Communication'

Review, listed six reasons for the failure of evaluation

'

. research to take hold. Evalyation research, he noted, was: * &

TN

neither understood nor accepted as necessary; expengi%e ahd,

3

-

time consuming; restrictive on the researcher; not

L TNCT

professionally rewarding; demanding in terms of skills such
' %

as human relations and group processes which were not

Sk sl e

’ taught in gradudte training programs; and a process often

s

leading to unwelcome and threétening negative findings. . ’ "o

A .

Despite these determents, hoyever, the rapid growth of the

» . mass communications field, with its emphasis on the -

[

audience, established a need for data collection strateéiés \ o

"

f a , :
that wﬁuld improve the communication process’ by improving:

methods of feedback in evaluation.
, . . ot .
e E one such improvement in feedback was the Program L,
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~

‘Analyzer, devgloped'in 1940 to evaluate radio programs. It
» - 't ¢ , N

was the first major mechanical device to influence

o

evaluation and it allowed for simultaneous and continuous

¢

- data collections from 10 to several hundred respondents

- .

during the course of one'program. Profiles weta;Pasedvon‘p
statement of like)dislfke, géarnggglnpt iearning, or some
. variation thg{ebf (C?ﬁyre,‘ISBI).‘ 0f specific interest to
this thesis is Twyford's (1954) attempt to establish.the.
feliaﬁility ﬁpd;yaliditi oﬁ'these prafileé by,develop}ng an
audience rating piofiie th§t'correla;eé siggificamtly with

-the objective test results. He compared the efféctivenes§

.

of six different rating scales for meaéufing lquning;
subjective indication;‘like/dfslike;'prediction,of learning
by classmates; clgrityi goodness; and terminal‘knowleage;
The most eﬁfecti?e(was found to.be a scaled subjéctiye ;
indication such as "f am learning"? which produced a degree.’
of accuracy comparable to testing (C;mbre, 1982). Forty

F) N .
years later, however, in reviewing research on formative

evaluation advocated for materials development, Weston

(1986, p. 6) noted that, "In general, there does not ?eem

‘to be an indication that ,aqy\one method of gathering

student‘feedbacxéss superior to another, only that the

materials that h undergone formative evaluation with

* B
§tudents_were superior to unrevised versions."
h S

In 1967,»Markle noted that consumers of educational

products were exerting no pressure for empirical

N -

validation. She wrote, "A brilliant presentation is

b

v

~
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¢ defined by its impressiveness to colleagues, who can

apprec1ate its artistry, and not by 1ts effects on

o

students, who may not only be unable»to see why it is

br1111ant but, indeed, may have falled to vaUIZE even\

/

lesser behaviors from‘itt>Xp. 105).
Geis, '‘Burt & Weston. (1984) reviewed the litefate:s in

an attempt to delineate overall, standardized guidelines

~

for formative e;%luation. Amidst a myriad of inconsistent
P

~ findings, they managed to group‘the guidelines'inéo a set

, of_organiziqgncategories: the type of learner to use in

testing; éhe role of the learner during testing; the role
{

. " of the developer during testing; and the kind of data to
collect. It is the latter category which is of interest -
here. "When discussing the kinds of data to collect,

however, reference is made to-records of learner/developer

interactions,,pgetest and posttest scores, attitude

quest1onna1res and debr1ef1ng sessions. No‘mention-is made -

, of contlnuous, real-time data, or data gathered by any

electronlc means. . -

19?3, that while the‘humber,of good exaﬁples of formative
evaluation 'is expanding, the level of research into the
process is relatively lipited. Expanding on the same ,
- theme, Dick (1980, p. 4) asked, “"If formative evaluation
procedures and techriques ﬂave‘been‘in use fer almost 20

years and are included in almost every model for the design

of instruction, why then is there not more research on ghe

”~

A r

- ~ One migh@ well reflect today, as did Baker & Alkin in

Y}

[

i
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effectiveness of these techniques?" Dick goes on (1980, p.

4) to list five factors which limit formative evaluation.

research: a)‘lack of funds; b) genéric problems associated

with conducting experimental research on the components of
A : ,

a total system§¢c) lack of a large pool of designers.needéd

to integrate various approaches; d) perceived lack of time

".on the part of organizations which use systematic design;

and e) personal factors related to receiving negative

. feedback from formative evaluation results. B : ﬁ%

.
°

~The' "feedback” notion of communication models greatly
influence@ the programmed instruction movement which was .
closely tied to Skinnerian learning theory. The notion of

' £
feedback was integral to the process. Commonalities .

) » ‘ ' (3
. ‘between the programmed instruction movement and earlier

film resgarch fstudies included the guidance of student

Ve
responses through aépropriate stimulus tééhniques. The |
rules that promised to ihpro&e instructional materials so

impressively were intricately tied to the behavioral

learning theories of Skinner (1957), who believed that .

L e . .
educational ‘'subject matter could be analyzed logically.into

. a number of small steps. Much of the formative evaluation

L3

reSeaggh'wés conducted with paper and pencil instruction

and was considered an outgrowth of the early research on'

- programmed instruction (Dick, 1980, p. 5).

s

Concurrent with the development of formative
evaluation methodologies and.theories was the rapid

development of computer-based evaluatiqn technologies, and
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*

the increasingly widespread use of non-traditional

educational media such as television, video and computer,

This in turn led to evaluation questions which were more .

focussed. How, for example, can the cogn1tive and

attitudinal impact ef educatlonal television upon spec1f1c

”

~1earners be improved through formative evaluatxon} _What

factors would influence a specific formative evaluation
! g

rating? The need for formative evaluation of educational

products dramatically increased, and with it rose the need

for more sophisticated formative evaluation' tools.

The PEAC System

The development of computer-based evaluation
methodologies led to greater emphasis on scient1f1ca11y .
rigorous formative research and evaluation. In the late
1970s a new ele;tronic technique, known as the Program
Evaluation Analysis Cohppter (PEAC) system, was
commissionéd for development jointly by the Ontario
Educatfonel QOmmunication Authority and the Children's
Televisien Workshop. The eygteﬁ, consisting of .a seriesd

manual response units programmed t¢ record momentary
1 -
s '

changes in audience résponse, marked a significant'change

in the application of formative evaluation and in its

measurement and quantification techniques. Produced as a

. formative research tool, the main object1ves of its
development were to meet both the time and the cost

' ‘restrictions of the production process (Nickerson, 1979).

. R
In addition, the tool "overcomes perhaps the most

ek o it 477
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f* . A intransigent problem oflall -. that of taking communication
réséa%éﬁ\methodé out of the laboratory and into the field,
where éll can understand them" (Baggaley,.1982a, P. 70).
_Coupled ‘with these advaétages is a problem common to all
untrfed new discoveries which is.the unknown aspect of the

- o methodology itself. The pardmount importance ofxthe\ngéd,

for basic resea;ch about the Pi’::l_&(:‘ system is 'stated‘ Sy \

»éadio-ougbec (1984), "Ces questfons auiquellesvnous

' i aéportons une réponse pratique sur la base d'intuitions

reéfléchies nous laisseront des interrogations aussi

(p. 2) and again, "Ainsi, & nos incertitudes par rapport a
la mesure elle-meme et a son caractére dérangeant
. g'ajoutent des ‘incertitudes ‘au niveau de l'analyse
‘quantitative des données. Cette situation invite donc 3
; ' }deé vérifiéations méthodologiques de base" (p. 4).

-’ Certainiy the PEAC system allows a quality and degree

' !

data reporting techniques present viewer reactions time-

s hlockeﬁ to the programming~which evoked those reactions.

4
o~ -
sef,

) o This is important because, as Baggaley (1982¢, p. 70):
v‘notes} "Audience reactiqn can shift and cﬁange ftoﬁ one
moment to the next, and overall reactions to a prbgramme
can be due to an isolated moment within it which even its

producer cannot predict." Fine-grain analyses are \

possible, with visual representations of viewer

»

involvemgnt,.campzehension and/or enjoyment directly linked

.

' longtemps' gu'elles n'auront été vérifiées systématiquement"

of evaluative detail never before possiblé; ColBr graphics’

>
emenan.

S -darr Lo
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to’program dynamice (e.g., specific script lines,
appearances of a given personallty, scene or format
change). Data ere stored and accrued by a central

. niczocomputer on floppy diskettes and are retrievable
through hard copf or color video display;T_These data
reporting methods, including the superimposition of real-
time viewet responses over an entire program or segﬁent,”
‘are specia;iy desiqned forkmeaningful input to program
production decisions (Nickerson, 1979). , i "’ _J

For formative research purposes, the device is usually

used in a group setting, with a group leader overseeing the
viewingJand simultaneous evaluation of prog;igﬂjng

material. Hoyever, with“appropriate panel Jinstruction, .

PEAC units can be geographlcally d15tr1buted, with v1ewers

tak1ng units home for progﬂ}m evaluat1on. Respondents
would have an electronic qualitative dxary, entering
program evaluation judgments on this dévice, 1nstead of in
a traditional paper and pencil diary. At the end of the
diary period, PEAC devices could be picked up by field
intetviewers and data from each device aggregated in a
central computer for analysis and report1ng.

Conflxctlng hypotheses may be made regardlng the
influence of the PEAC system on learning and attitude.
dsing‘Festinger S & Maccoby's (1964) worﬁ on the theory of
cognitive dissonance, it could be argded that the PEAC
system reduces comprehension and recall. Inversely, it is-

possible tha he task, by forcing participants to evaluate,

t
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the content continuously, acts as a reinforcemeptﬂand
increases the attention of the resppndénf. The problem is’

recognized- in this statement by Radio-Quebec (1984, p. 2):

La débisioﬁ d'dtiliser 1% EEAC s 'appuie également sur
ie fait que le comportement de visionngment.de la v -
télévision implique un réactivité tréds immédiate. Ce |
co@pottemept demande une participation réduite.dés

processus cognitifs et én particulier de' ces procgséus

auxquels qn fera appel dans la séance de recherche:. .

formuler ses impressions verbalement, remplir un .

questionnaire, analyser une Emission en fonction de

‘certains aspects précis, etc. Il y a donc intéret 3

Fw St

cépfér les réactions selon un mode qui regquiert peu dgh_l,a\

.- participation des processus cognitifs et expressifs,

25 i e ek

ce que permet dans une certaine mesure lé systéme

PEAC.

o)

The degree of influence of the PEAC system on the type '

. . ,and level of learning involved seems logically‘to‘be
’/, related to the task demands imposed by the formative

evaluator. For example, rote learning would be improved by

s
!

a real-time question dealing with verbatim recall of

" material presented, while éqmprehension would be

~ facilitated by a real-time questiongrequiring ’
comprehension. Theé task demands are cognitive. This is an
extension of the work of Watts & Anderson (1971);.

«Regarding attitude, several psychological theories may

explain either a positive or a negative response bias. For
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example, Festinger's)(l957, 1962). theory of cognitive

dlssonance and the work of Zimbardo, Cohen, We1senberg,
© 7
Dworkin & Firestone (1965) on the role of distract rs in

.
~ - N
iy s

communication sitbations would predict an increase/of

content. appreciation for PEAC users. The respondent, whp

ot S b

must devote more eneréy to comprehend the message,

P
-

justifies this effort by attributing more value to it and

giving the program a more positive evaluation. On the
14 . ' .
other hand, it is possible that the more difficult task

entails a certain amount of frustration that results in a

.

Lo Zen Yad Rk

more negative evaluation.

- Caron, Giroux & Mayrand (1984,'p. 3) note two factors 2
exemplifying tﬁe simplicity of-the PEAC methodology as - * é

' compared to the cqmplexity of the stimulus. First, reel- é
time data,gardered is based on only one- overall scaled ‘ g
evaluation question, due to the\structure and technology of ‘ ‘ §
the system, even though the object of evaluation is ;
' multldlmen51onal. Second, tradltlonal data gatherlng e - i

techniques such as questionnaires have a discrete number of 2;

questions which are determ1ned by the researchet. This
means that, for each dimension studied, there are an equal
number of responses. With ‘the PEAC system, on- the other

v

hand, the measured dimension is continuous. ‘Although the

PR

researcher preprograms .the system to accept responses at

particular time intervals, it is the respondent who

ultimately decides the moment and frequency of his or her

response. It is impossible to dietinguish between the

A}

X
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viewer whose reaction is stable from one whose attsntion

~

wande;s and/orbone who simply forgetg to respond.

A e .. Theoretically, "any measuré of audience response may

- S

' be collected via the~system, from interest value and -

clarity, to complex factual responses prompted via

[ N

multiple-choice routines" (Baggaley, 1982b, p. 20). The
possibility of-the task demand (thé overall evaluation

question)ﬁinfluencing the .data ;bglected,whowever, has led *

O sl U T

most researchers using the PEAC system to simplify the task

,demand as much as possible. Thus, most'evaluations\collecg

(L NP

- . only responses based on global real-time questions. Even

thisgsimplificatioﬁ is not without problems: A global
judgment on a like/dislike scale must be considered a
multidimensional variable. Yet what factors gnderlie a ]
particular judgment? Caron, dirbux & Mayfand (1984, p.
7) provide the example of two subjects expressing the same ' é
re'sponse at the same time ‘point. How is one to know, they . ‘-
~ask, whether each subject's_?u§gment is elicited by the
same content elements? An‘individgal's response may be in

~ _ . reaction to’'a character, the dec9r, the values, and so on.
‘Ehe consddérable.loss,of information makes the opinions ' | i

\ expressed difficult to interpret. To understand the

i effects of television, Baggaley (1985b, p. 7) stresses the

[N

usefulness of attribution theory, which "examines'man's

N desire to attribute causes to the events and phenomend he e

encounters, and the bases on which his attributions may be
* P . \

predicted." In reference to attrtbution theory in an

PLI P VA PN

)
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earlier work, Baggaley (1980, pp. 110-11l and pp. 162-165) '

& ""\D. P (] . 3
lists four factors to be examined in an evaluation of

-

television's effects: 1) individual d'fférenceé, due to
_— . '

psychologigal and social factors, between the responses of

audience members; 2) differences over time, in the
responsés of individual viewers; 3) technicgi effects, such -

as differences in audience response due to.the manner in

‘
ST SOUTREPAD-JP DR S APt

which teléviséd‘material is mediated; and 4) parallel
infiuences upon audience responses by the wide range of . " ~ )
alternative factors thought capable of such effect§5

In formativecevaluatioﬁ research with the PEAC system,

' Baggaley has used both general (1982a, 1982b) and spec1f1c

(1985a) questxons to collect real-time data. 1In all cases ot

a0

only one overall evaluation quesdion was used. The reason ;

for this latter choice is at lea;t partly techtiical. At ‘ | o

the present time, the response analyzeis are not capable of -
-» aégregating real-time data on more than one guestion at a

gime. Q{ the 16 keys on each hand-unit, only 5 -- the

~

letter keys A through D -- are meant for continuous data.

The remaining keys, numbered 1 through 11}, may be used for O

v

g> responses to questionnaires. Due to the fact that only one
real-time question may be asked of a vieyer, Baggaley

stresses the imporfance, for most puiposes, of collecting

-
1

data with as broad and far- reach1ng an effect as possible,
/

that is, 1nformat10n based on a global questlon.

Exceptlons to this occur when the purpose of the formativé . :

evaluation étudy is the evaluation of a specifié¢ factor,

—




29

~ . . 3
»

- ' 'such as the comparison of a range of characters used in

current educat10na1 media programs for chxldren which

,BagQaley reCently examzned (1985aL

One solution to the limitations. 1mposed by a s;ngle
~—. =~
_ overall evalua ion guestion would be to have subgroups of

the sample respofd togdifferent and more focussed AR

g

evaluatiomhguestions. This, however, raises the issue not

.

ERPARENE

only of whe'ther a viewer could effectively éoncenttate on

S

only one particular, predetgrminj? aspect‘of the program,

o

L e weah

‘ but also of the.results such aco ;(entzation would have on

* the cognitive and affective responses., Even the evaluation .
qf a specific'program aspect might be contaminated by, for
example, a general attltude toward the whole program. In :
addition, the art1f1c1ally imposed focus\\sforced on’ the ' .
viewer mlgnf modify his ér her general comprehension, ' é'
Since only one real-time question is pogsiblé, an
ideal representation of real-time questions would

‘necessitate a separate sample for each of several

&, ,
questions, including, for example, questions of a geqeral

8

nature as well as questions focussing on particula;tdetailg ' »
of tﬁetggpgramﬂ While' in theory phis is a good idea, ipn . . '
practical terms it @s often difficult to supply one ) |
appropriate sample group, let alone the mﬁpy that would be

. needeé for a deEign of thiélaézure. The most parsimonious

- .

solution would seem to lie in*déterminind.pt ciselj what
shOuld'bé eVaipated and cpnétructipg”?ﬁé\t k demand(s) as
well‘és'thé post-viewing questionnaire(s) to reflect‘this.

B
IS .
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Vi The evaluation scefiario represents .a strange.

e

circumsgtance of research des?gp. fhe experimental factor
- thj;indegendent variable -- is’usually known, with the
dependené variable being the subject's response. With the
PEAC systemﬁkoﬁ the contrary, the éxperimental factor must
be infetied after the collection of data. That is, the
researchér must determine what in the program provoked the
responses.: The attention thus is shifted back to the
educationai program.

18

Eduicational Television . Ty

Izl

The idea that student feédback could be used to

improve the effectiveness of educational television
programs wéé investigated” as far back as 1961, when ' o
Gropper, Lumsdaine & Shipman showed that the effectiveness

¢

of televised instruction could be improved based on student
responses to post-viewing achievement tests. This study

di}\not deal with evaluation rating by viewers per se but

rather focussed on an eval;atiﬁh derived from cognitive ///’“\ N

"

recall of televised material. This is important in the - l (
¢ context of this thesis because it guggesteé that the\~

effects-of educapional televisiop could in fact be improved
througg fo;mative evaluation. The authors argued that ,
post-viewing achievement tests were 3nherent1y suitable a;
a formative evaluation measure because they did not destroy
the continuity of the program. .Essentially, the sStudy

‘exemplified the try out and revision procegs. In a study” & -~

several years later, Gropper (1967) investiga?ed-whether - j

® -

-

1Y
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'pdst—viewing achievement test were higher for students whg

'1982, p. 20). Although the situation described in

a1

)

cued recall questions during the program itself increaged

" the program's effectiveness, -The_study‘demonstrated that

the success of-programmed televisiép instruction was
influenced not only by program design, but by active

responding (during viewing) on the part of the audience.

!

In this now dated stdﬁy, hbwever, active responding
consisted of the subject's answering of questions
interpolated throughout the viewing séquence. Scores on a
had had to regpond to questions at various point ing
the program than for students who did not have interpolated
questions, In other words, although questibﬁs'interpolated'
into the program ‘altered the continuity of the program, .
they also increésed learning effectivenéss.

Requiring a response of the learner }s f;equently an

attribute of programmed instruction and may take the form

" of overt, covert,“or reading modes, or a combipation of the

three. The claim is made that overt résponses require
greater attentiveness én the part of- the lgérner. Other
studies indicate that covert responses may:y§e1d companablé
learnihg gaing with considexable“time savings (Juggemeyer;

-

Gtopper's study cannot be considered tygical of educational

television d§ it exists today, it did raise questions which

to date are not uhcontentiously answered. Does any type of

learner response during viewing affect cognitive recall?
iy ‘ ,

Does any response affect learner evaluation ratings or
. " A

-~

s
3
i
1
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A}

learner\httitude‘toward the content?

Much of the work that has been done on'the evaluation

of educational television has tended to focus on user
! [ 4
surveys, a priori analyses and recommendations, and

occasional studies employing berformance on a standardized

achievement test as the dependent variable (see Chu &

~

o

Séhramnn 1979, for an ove:vigw of research on ETV). Little

emphasis has been placed by most investigators on the heart

'
e e SR gt 7 e i et e

of the matter -- the behavior of the learner as it relates

to\fhe attainment of specified educational objectives.

50::1 1966, p. 364). Although written 20 years ago, Orr's

L, . ) . . .
(1966) advocation of the necessity of theory building still

applies today:

.

-

Once standard and dependable evaluation techiques have

R T T

been developeq to a sufficient degree, it will then,
and only then,-become possible ta subject educational
ie}ecasts’tq ;cientific study involving the
experimental determination Bf.the effectiveness of
various prograh content and techmiques in achieving . ;.
specific educational goals. Only then will it be " -
"possible to.resolve the conflicting codélusions ‘ ( T
. regarding the value of educational television which
presently abound in the literatée (p. 369). y

- Formative -evaluation is used.to determine whether or

not the educational objectives of a program are being v
accomplished. In order 'to provide an accurate indication:

of the degree of attainment of them, therefore, the

. [}

.
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educational objectives must be clearly defined and criteria

-

for their assessment agreed upon. The importance of -

P

precisely defining the terms used cannot-be overemgnasized.

For example, Romiszowski (1981, p. 43) distinguishes -

between—goals and objectives in the following manner. An . “
P .

educational aim, goal or purpose may be stated in terms of

P

inputs or processes, such as teaching or solving problems,

a E

while an educational objective is more prec;sely stated in

et

BN mens

terms of outputs or products (p. 43) Formative eveluation '

o may be concerned with both processes and products. The L

present study explores‘the processes involveq:in the
evaluat1on of a glven product. ' The educational objectives
' W and the¢cr1ter1a for their assessment are des1gned for the
program, whith is a product. ' S : ;
Whag are the educational oojectives of a program and .o -
‘how are they determined? 'The difficulty most often is not Lo
with the writing of the objective(s), but with the
achievement of agreement among teachers on a partlcular set
. of behav1ors being - 1ndlcat1ve of jts presence at a
determlned level of intellectual knowledge or skill
L]

(Romiszowski, 1981, p. 86). Part of this difficulty

. ) .
results from a real divergence of opinion as to the aims of

T
education, but part has also been caused by communications

problems,’because of sloppy concepts and misunderstood

.

termenology. Educatlonal objectlves may be’ clasiaf1ed in a «

variety of ways. Romiszowski (1981) cites three of the - i

most common: immediacy (long-term/immediate); performance-
g : N ’ %
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type (cognitive/affectiee/psychbmotor); and sourceé (life

skill/methodological/content). This etudy deals with the
' ~

immediate oojectives of program content, as measured oy Fwo
performance-type objectives, namely cognition and attitude.
The overall cognitive objectiveo of the preésent program
are, u51ng Bloom's categor1es (cited in Romiszowski, 1981)
|
to prov1de knowledge and comprehension about.the materlal
presented and the ability to apply, analyze, synthesize and.
evaluate the basic cancepts of the material presenteo;
Arthough it is necessary to establish a test standard
in oroer to determine whether the instructional objecrivée
have been -met as effectively as planned or hoped for, such
criteria do not absolutel§ provide proof of amount of
learning. "It is poseible, for example, rhat‘a student

’
1

chooses to respond incorrectly'for'any one of a variety of

reasoos which could include affective factors. For

example, Anderson (1972) noted that an 1nd1v1dua1's ablllty"

* to process meanings (and hence, by 1mp11catlon, to perform

on a given criterion) can fail for reasons such as fatigue,

boredom, time pressyre and/or difficult material..

-

] . .
Within the total evaluation, the relative importance
of attitude objectives is of concern because attitudes can

\ i
1nf1uence an individual's cogn1t1ve responses},_/7 In r

/4
T

addition, a positive or negative attitude to d the topic

of the program may well influence an 1nd1v1dual's ratlng of

‘

the program itself. It is d1ff1cult for any but the most

highly trained professional evaluator to separate how pne

’
!
n
E
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-

, . reacts to a given event (or instruction, etc.,) from how one :

feels about it. The direction of the influence depends .

. - 1 logically on the specific topic. Therefore, it.is

.

-

'iqportaht‘that the program have affective goals and

[~

" ecriteria to measure them.” ’

. i " In an educatdional context, an attitude is defined by’

. Gagne (cited in Romiszowski, 1981, p." 190) as an acquired

L
B

internal state that influences the choice of personal

T R TR T e YRR A LSRR

acggon. ‘Romiszowski ‘indicates 'that Gagne is "critical of
‘the use o the term ‘affective domain' (as, used by Bloom

and Krathwohl in their taxonomies) in that it emphasizes

AT Y
the emotional component of attitudes at the expense of ' 3

their cognitive or behavioral aspects" (p. 190)™ It may be

g '

argued that feelings are essentially unteachable. It is

PR T S R

possible, however, to transfer or attach certain specific

feelings to certain specific e énts by, for examplen
classical or operant condi{;;;j;g'techniques.‘ Whatever
. method is used, the environment is manipé&ated ‘in order to
| condition the learner to exhibit the desired attitude when
N\E?ced with a given circumstance, Often short-term . .

attitudes are controlled or transformed by long~-term values

or goals., As‘RomiszowsRi (1981, p. 226) writes:

g Whatever the nature of the'goal, the problem for the
person is the same, namely to control his own

behaviour so that it leads to the long-term goals, o

despite the fact that in'the short term this may not .

be the easiest-or the most pleasant path to follow. '

.
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. : Those who do this well may Q;uite justifiably '‘be said

to have developed a skill - a skill of self—ccmtrol,

v

~or of 'self—actuallzatlon' (to use Carl Rogers'
terminology), or of living according to their value

system (to use a term from Krathwohl's and Bloom's

taxonomy of the affective domain). : \

1t jis interesting to note that the types of behavior
d scr_ibed above have the characteristics of skills, that !

is,)they require perceptlon, decision, action and

.

evaluation. In this sense, the categories of.the affectxve

domain's taxonomy do not describe different kinds of

S attitudes, but rather outline the dlfferent stages ot\
- \
levels of affective development. As such, it seems mOSt N

logical that the measures of attitude focus on the
Ee o

processes rather than on the outcome of a{:titude

development. In prac&ice, however, it is difficult to set

criteria for processes which are, by their very defini;ion,

L
in progress. An example of an outcome question is: "pid

IRV BEEY
the program promote the desn:ed attitude?"; while a process

question would be: "Did the progrem contain the materials
and activities it wasWupposed to?" The shift from

outcomes to processes requires that a portion of the
evaluation be designed to determine whether the classroom
" oinstrlction adequately reflects the-theory upon which the >

program is based. The formative evaluation is then

conducted to monitor whether the program "looks and

operates as it is supposed- to" (Henerson,' Morris & Fitz-

[; . "
f . ' \
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{5
Gibbon, 1978, p. 17). ' This inforMation is used to keep the

. program on track. The (immediate) attitude cbjectives (and

measures) for the program used in this thesis were selected
to focus on outcome or product. Also note’that this
decision must be related to whether or not attitude

objectives can be realistically achieved by the time of

measurement. When they can, then measurement of outcome is
appropriate, whereas evaluation of processes should be
emphasized when the objectives are not expected to be

achieved by the time of testing. For the present study's

program, "Out of the Mouths of Babes", the main affaective

'

objective is to provoke a demonstrated interest (that is,

an interest indicated by some overt behavior) in language

.

. | e .
acquisition in children. This objective can be categorized

\

in the first and second categbries of Krathwohl's taxonomy,

v

- which are receiving and responding,.respectively. The

other three categories, valuihg, organization and
characterization by a value or value complex, cannot

realistically be attained in one lesson, but would require

' 1

a series of lessons to determine. ‘Hencde they do not form

objectives of the pres¢n€ study.
Individual Aptitude

/

not guarantee that all learners will benefit. Bracht ¢

- The specification of objectives in and of itself does

(1970, p. 627) notes: . o

"Given a common set of objectives, some students will

1

-be more successful with one ipstructiénal program and

' \
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v

other students will be more succgssful with an

alternative Tnstructiongl program. Consequently, a
greater proportion of studehts will attain the _
instructional objectives. when instruction is
differentiated for different types of students.

The problem of, discovering interactions between
ind}vidual charécteristics (aptitudes) and ipstructional
t.re:'rtments is nét new, and is treate'd at length in what is
_known as Aptitude x Treatmegﬁ.Interaction\(ATI),reseafch

" (Bracht, 1970; Bracht & Glass, -1968; and Cronbach & Snow,

. 1977). - Snow (1978) defined aptitudes within an educational-

context as "student characteristics that*predict response
. to instruction under a given instructional tre;tment" (p-.
2271y, ’
. This recognition of audience receptivity based on

group heterogeneity must be considered one of the
“cornerstones of fdrmative evaluation. It is especially
important when dealiﬁé with educational television -
because Qﬁ the time and cost restrictions of this
p;oduction'p:ocess. In order'qO maximélly imprové ETV and

benefit all .learnérs to the utmost, it is essential to

-

.

consider -individual learner characteristics when evaluating
a given educational’ television program. But how can thi%

best be done?

Accordlng to modern theory and research in text o
.

»

processing, one's original 1ntent1on wh11e readlng

determines what information w111 be pracessed. Information

v c 5 . I ’ ~ ‘
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fx

retained which is not central to the educational objectives

. is ‘termed incidental learning. The intention one has in
" ~ ¥ ";"; 8
mind when processing the material can be influenced by

)

- advanced goal statements (Klauer, 1984, p. 324).

-, . Intentions are assumed to have a motiﬁatihg effect, which

.

would lead to a greater amount of material learned.

However, these same intentions may selectively influence

what material is actually retained. Material relevant to

‘the intentions is learned, while material ‘irrelevant to

them is not. ' ®

improve learning by steering, or dimecting, thelleaqner.
Rothkopf (1966) argued that questions asked during the

course of a lesson shape the student's attention and

\

- proééséing. According to this matheﬁagenic ﬁypothésis,
asking queétions before a person readg a passage should
cause him or her to search for the answers to these

C s ' questions and'theFefore wouga ndt bg expected to fé&i}itate

'perfoimance on new questions. Mathemagenic activities are
those student activities that are relevant to the
~ achievement of Qpecified instructional objectives in
et ’1 specifiedﬂgithations or places (Rotnkopf, 1976, p. 327).
The coﬁceét of'ﬁatheﬁagenic activity implies tbat the

1

to learner's actions play an. important role in determining

what is learned. That is, what a student does with a '
particular instructional material influences to a large

extent what he or she acquires from it (leagning).

A .

. _ \ ‘
It is helpful for a moment to look at past attempts to.
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comprehension.

40

It is iﬁportant to note, however, that until the ear}y
to mid 19705, mosﬁ'mathemagenic research dealt with
verbatim recall rather than with comprehension (Andersoh,;
1972). Wwatts & Anderson'I1971) argued that inserted
guestions requiring comprehension would in fact iﬁquce

meaningful processing of text and thus improve performance

‘on new criterion test ‘questions which also entailed

Groups which received inserted questions .

that required them to apply the principoooooco new examples

performed significantly better on é-posttest than all other

. groups, includihg groups which received inserted questions

that repeated examples described in the text. The

mathemagenic research cited above relates to the effect of

imposing overt manipulation 6n given instructional
programmiﬁg. Th; assumption is that a ﬁanipulation such as
inserted questions does indeed affect learner response to
the program. The ATI research relates to the effect of
such overt manipulation on 1nd1v1dua1 learners.

Implications of the Research

%p formative.evaluation, it is essential to undeistaqd‘
the effects of‘manipulated or artificial treatments, not
only in terms of possible‘applichtioné, but, more
1mportantly, in llght of their jinfluence on basic research
to the

methodology. Use of. a tool as extraneous

. educational program as the PEAC system is
s . ' ’
a tampering with, or manipulation of, the

L%
Riitself.

Does the use' of the PEAC

may be viewed as
educational

system function

[y
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in a manner. similar to that, 'say, of Rothkopf's"‘nserted

questions? That is, does it enhance or hamper cognitive

r -

recall or affective response? Does its effect depend

o P

solely on the overall evaluation duestion asked? This

‘'study was designed to explore these questions.
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( ‘ © " CcHEKPTER THREE

. ‘ . " Method

Design . + -

A2 Usage (use or nonuse of Peac) x 3 Content
Familiarity (high, medium and loy)’fixg? design was used,
with both factors bet ween subjects. Thé pr;test uséd t6
determine content fémiliarity was used again as the
posttest, leaving open the possibilitylaf including a
repeated measures'cmnparison. Aptitudes in both spatial

visuvalization and verbal fluency- were assessed for use as

N control variables. ! The same design was replicated on two

populations, described below as Study 1 and Study 2.

' Va

Subjects . i !

The subjects in Study 1 were 55 students from a

o

A private English—language college in Montreal. For Study 2,

69 students from a public English-ianguage Montreal college

were used. Since subjects' pfior knowledge of content was
assessed via a pretest rather thaﬁ manipulaﬁijgtréndom
assignment of groups was preserved, thus avoiding the
limitations associated with{an ex post Egégg design. .

Materials

The instructional stfmulus consisted of a 27-minute
\ .

'ETV program entitled "Out of ' the Mouths of Babes", produced

in 1975 by the/Canadian_Bfoadcasting Cgtporation (CBC) and

'previously aired on the weekly "The Nature of Things"
television series. The brogram, recorded eg,i$3/4-in.
AV - video, cassette, examined the theory that a child's ability

.

o
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"from what they hear spoken around thém. This particular K *

'pretestf, an attitude questionnaire, a spatial

e——

" 43 4

" ‘to talk is partially innate;‘thet'babies'axe'bornfwith the

capacity to extract not just words, but rules of grammar,

A-

-program was selected for sthree.reasons. First, its content

'aﬁd level of production were aprbpriate.for college-level

students; Second, it was believed that the content would .-
be familiar to ‘some students and unfamllxar to others,
allowlng an adequate number of learners in each level of

content familiarity. Third, the program was considered a

good repreéentétibn of a'"typical" ETV program in that it - .

L \

was of relatively high production quality and it dealt with

“an academic, though popular subject matter.

A

The pre-experiment measures consisted of a two-part

prior knowledge cognitive test (content familiarity . .

v

visualiiatipn‘test and a test of verbal fleeney, Péior
knoy&edge was assessed b; two composite measures, one¢ based
on 6 short a_newer items and the other on 10 multiple choice
items. The items tested levels of knowledge, comprehension
and application of progfém content 3see Appendix A). The
attitude measure consisted of 14 scaled Likert-type ‘
questions which wereé related to subjects*' attitudes toward
the impo;teyce and relé€vance of the topic'of language

ot

acquisition in children (see Appendxx 5). Each attitude

item dealt w1th a discrete toplb and was therefore treated

’individually.

The results from “the spatial visualization and verbal

L - \
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1
fluency tests -had been designated as potentially useful
covariates, - These abilities were measured because

different individual aptitudes in these areas were thought

to affect cognitive performance and poésibly attitude

” 0
/L’\\qcores were also examined in light of their ability:'to

a

towards eithef the visual medium of ETV and/or the content

of the program. Spatial visuvalization and verbal fluency : ’ t

identify a possible interéction between treatments. g

Séatiél visualizati;B\?btitude waé assessed Jy the
Spatial Visualization Test of the Dajley Vocational Tests
(Dailey, 1965) which measures the ab lity ‘to vfsualize
dgjgcts éresented two-dimensionally in three dimensions.
The'test consists of pairs of drawings, one of which is a
fiat pattgrn andrtﬁg'other a sofid object made by foldiﬁg
the flat pattern. Small arrows qﬁ each patggrn and its
object indicate exactly the same position on both. . | ~
Subjects must,Aecide which of.certain marked edges on the ° . Y=
s0lid object correspond to the same edges on\the flat

pattern‘(see.Apéendix C). The Wide Range Vocabulary Tesé_

(French, Ekstrom & Price, 1963) was used to determ#ne -

verbal fluency. It tests knowledge of woid-meanings by ¥
presenting one word, followed by five other'words.

Respondents must decide which of the five alternatives

-~

approximates most closeiy the Qeaning of the steﬁaword {see
Appendix D). ' ‘ : . o

/“the introduction, instruction$ for each of the pre-

.

. \ ,
treatment -measures, information about program viewing in

R

S
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, one week, ard the request to complete-.a post-view@ng
‘questionnaire vere printed ‘and delivered verbally to all

. A .
groups by the e;perimenter (see- Appendix H). This pre-

treatment oral presentation was identical for all groups.

2

For the experimental sessions, which took. place exactly one
week later, printed 1nstruct10ns were agaln used by the
experimenter for an oral p:esentatlon to 1ntroduce herself,

request that stuqents watch the program, and 91Ve

instructions regard1ng each of the post- v1ew1ng

t . }

quest1onna1res. In add1t1on, those groups us1ng the PEAC"
system were 1nstructed verbally from printed instructions

1n the use of the PEAC dev1éés (see Appendlcesfi_and J for

4 f'

Instruct1ons to non—usage and usage groups, respectlvely)
"For Study 1, all subjetts were told that the- ouerall

question to be usgd in evaluat1ng the program was: "How

v

i ' effective do you think this'program is in demonstrating

lénguage acquisition in. children?" Subjects not using the

PEAC system simply were asked to keep the questxon in mind "

)

as they viewed the program.’ Subjects u51ng the PEAC system

were asked to rate the program in terms of this overall

Lge e

Y question, using their hand-held'devices. ﬁbssible

responses were: "very effectlve"-'"fa1r1y effectlve“' "not
2

4 very effective"; and “ver%_ineffectlve“.. It was initially

intended to utilize the same overall (real-fime) quei%ion

¢ . N \

for both samples. Howéwer, during Study L it. was -found

]

,
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thewiou:“pOSSLble—real-t1me :atlngs were written on, the
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discriminaﬁisg evaluation. Nearly all subjects usxng the
PEAC system rated the film as "very effectlve" or "fairly
effective"” at all times and in fact used their hand-held
PEAC dev1ces very 1nfrequent1y.' The decision was made to
change the overall questxon for Study 2. All subjscts for
Study 2 we;% told that the ovsrall evaluation question was:

"How good do you think .this program is, based on your

overall reaction?" Once again, subjsgts not using the PEAC

-

‘system were asked to keep this 1n mind during viewing.

Subjects u51ng the PEAC &;stem were asked to: "Rate the
program as good, fairly good, not very gooa or poor. Use
your own judgﬁent to make the evaluat%on, based on anything
thatlstrikes youi overall reaction at any given momgnt.”

1t was hoped that the change of questlon would accompllsh
two goals. First, the more global nature of th1s question

a

would encourage students to be more d1scr1m1nat1ng about

\dlfferent aspects of ‘the program (J. P. Baggaley* personal

éommuhication, January 25, 1986). Second, the s1mp1er,

more understandable phrasing would make the task easier and

thus enqourage more frequent responses.

-

For both studles 1n classes us1ng the PEAC system,

4
»

‘blackboard as a reminder to Eubjects throughout the

o

rF4 . ' : ™
a

programs Lo '
The post-presentation dspendent measures consisted of
five parts. The cognitive and‘;ttitude measures given

/ M ~ .
in the pre-presentation session were readministered (see

L\

“

/
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' evalpation questions tapped opinions about the presentation -

° ot
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Appendices A and B). An additional section was attached to
the cogn1t1ve component .of the posttest. This section

consisted of 11 "fill-in-the-blank type" gquestions desxgned
AY

\

to tap incidental learning (see Appendig E). It was
thought that this measure might provide a more preciif
indication 6f the relative obtrusiveness or unobtrusiveness
of the PEAC system. Subjects' own npinion abdut the
effectiveness of the nrogram was sought through 20 program

evaluation rating questions (see Appendix [F). These were

different from the attitude measures in that the program

of Ehis”specific program whereas attitude iﬁems probed
opiniona related to the general topicf-- that is, language
acquisition -- apart from the ETV program. Finally, lé
demographic questions ascertained infornation such as age
and sex (see Appendix G).

Procedure N
—_ Y

\ o ‘ ,
Study 1 involved three’ intact groups, two experimental

(n =16 and‘n = 13), and one control (n = 26). 'Studyc T

i

also involved three41ntact groups, two experlmental (n = 23

~and n=17 and one control (n = 29).  The three groups in

-

each of the studies con51sted of dlfferent Sect1ons of the

same. course, and were taught by the same 1nstructor. The

’

students had been placed in a given section\based on. their

" - college's scheduling system. Any potentially.different

learner characteristics were assumed to have been

distributed to classe’s in a more or less randbm fashion,
b . ¢ ' .

-
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and condition assignment was made to most closely equalize

n-sizes in conditions (the two smaller classes were the

experimental groups and the largest class was the control

EY

group) .
y o :
* ~ The first session for all groups.was held during the

PRI re R TS

rd - first class period of the winter term. The experimenter

" was introduced by the regular instructor, who informed the

g e b

class that no one was ohliged to participate, and that the

. experiment was not in any way related to their actual
|

class. Tgé experimenter then provided‘a brief introdubqion'

R,

FN;» about the study; and explained that any questions related

L ¥
'

~

to the purpose and rationale ¥f the study would be answered
at the end of the experiment. She also told the class that

results would be made available to the instructor in -
) ¢ o«

geveral weeks time.

a

>

nehen e il 5

>
2

-t

v i : After answering any permissible quest s, large

-

y . *. envelopes containing the three pre-tteatmen questiopnaires
. ~

*
¢ i > Z

were distributed. Students were asked to write the last
four digits of their telephone number in a box provided on

‘ : ' the envelope, as a means of coding responses while ensuring L

)

anonymity. Students were asked to remove all three . .‘
questionnaires from their envelope and se; aside the‘;econd
43and third. The experimenter then asked students to begin ' o
by readihg to themselves‘fhe instructiéns printed on
* Questionnaire 1, and then write tﬁeit answers to the ’

questions in the space pr?vided; Students were r*minded to

" complete all sections of the first questionnaire, but not -

. . »

.
I . . . ) .
. ’ “ | ' <‘
. , . . . .
' ) . ; . .
. » N
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¥ . . - ' . .
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to go on to Questionnaire 2 until told to do so. They were

told they would have 15 minutes to answe;‘Questionnaire 1
(which included the cognitive and attitude items). The
experiﬁenterfremindéa‘tne'class when only two minutes
‘remained. Whenitheﬁls minutes had elaosed, students were

asked to put ‘aside the first questionnaire and look at .the

second one. The experimenter read aloud the instructions

LN

!
for Questionnaire 2, which was the Spat1a1 vlsual1zat1on

Test, and informed students that thelt time llmxt was 10
m1nutesﬁand ‘that once agaln ‘they would be remxnded of the
time when 2 minutes remained.. The experimenter reminded
the class when only tno minutes temeinea,. After 10 minutes

had elapsed, students were asked to set aside Questionnaire

[N "\

2 and begin the 1ast,§uestionnaire; which was the Wide '
Range Vocabulary Test. " Students.wete_sskedbto'readftne
instructions to themselves and begin.ﬂ Tney were told‘of
the 10 minute t1me 11m1t and were reminded when onlylzf

minutes remained. For all quest1onna1res, students ‘were

told to put up their hand if they' had any d1fficu1ty and

the experime would help them 1nd1v1dually.: when all“\

three questjonnaires had been cOmpleted, ‘students put them

s

back in the\enyelope and envelopes were collected

@

Students were told that the second sess1on would occur in'

IS .

'
v

- The'experimenter‘returned in one week All groups

were given identical 1nstructlons 1ntroducing the

!

presentation and’ 1nform1ng subjects that they would be

-
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‘were reminded to complete all sections of the first
questionnaire,_ but not to go on to Questionnaire 2 until

. N , 4 : 3
“told to 4o so. They were told they would-have 15 minutes J,

: ( 50

¢

asked to answer.a number of questions after viewing. Th%b
experimental group also recegved a standard five-minute

session on the use of thé;PEAC system (including an '

explanation of the overall real-time-question ;s mentioned
above). Thﬁs.procedgre was one yhich_is ﬁoét commonly used
in formative evaluationvsituation§ employing the PEAC
system (Baggaley, i982a,‘p. 4). When any permissible

questions had been answered, the 27-minute program was B

o

shaown. rmmediatély following the program, envelopes were.
distributed to the students. Students were asked to wrgfe

the last four digits of their phone number on the envelope,

to take out all three questionnaires and fo,%et aside the
second, and third. The experimenter then asked students to

begin by reading to themselves the instructions printed on

-

Questionnaire 1, and then ansyer'the questions, Students

ho'angwer Qbestionnaire 1 (which again included the

~

cognitiQe a attitude items).  The expérimentét reminded
the class}whgn only two minutes remained. whén the 15 T

. ' : R . ; .
minutes had elapsed, students were asked 'to put aside the ..

first questionnaire and look at the last two ’

»

. [ '
questionnaires: They were told that since there would be

~no time limﬁt for the last two questionnaires, they could

begin -the second one. (which wag the ‘program evaluation

ratings) and go on to Questionnaire 3 (demographic '

¢ \ N -

.
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variables) when they.had finished Questionnaire‘z.

Thg experimentef explained that although each student

s KA

/ ' would be allowed to-leave the classroom for a b'téak when he -

\ or she had completed Qﬁestiopnaires 2 and 3, she herself
- would be available to answer any questions once all k

© v students were finished. Students were asked to replace -all :

‘ v -

3 T three questionnaires in their envelope énd place the
. \

. ] SR envelope on a table near the door on their way out of the

"classroom. when all students were finished, the
experimenter thanked them for their §articigation and

1 answered apy questioﬁs the-stu&éq;s ésked.
Mf‘ ) . . . . 4 . : .
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' - ‘  CHAPTER FOUR | "\ SR

" »Results . :

A}

Scoring Procedures for Dependent VariablesgApeitude Tests

- The~spatiallvisuallgation test and theﬁ:s;bal fluency
I 4
test were scored’ for total correct responses, as prescribed' .

in their ‘respective manuals., Each of the 33 1tems on the

spatial visua11zation test had a value of one p01nt for a.~_

' correct response. Each of the'48 items on the verbal

fluency test had a.value of one point for a correct
)
response. N - s o N

1 . . ‘ . The two. cogn1t1ve tests, the short answer format and

the multiple choice format, were used as measures of

coﬁsfn;\familiarity in the pretest. The.,six items of the
short:anﬁwer test were assigned 2 points.each'and scored as

correct responses, with 12 p01nts possible. Partial credit

(1" p01nt) wa$ given to responses contalnlng less than the
\

[y

total concepts.tequired. Strlctaapp11catidn of model

-~ answers was used. The multiple.cholce.test was also scored

¢

c

-
. i
' .

for the number of correct responses. - Each of the 10 items-‘

e

was assigned 1 point, for a total of 10 possible points.
1 4
Due to the potentially subjective nature of scorlng

v

some.of the 'short answer 1tems, an 1nter-rater reliab

N N P

was calculated T6 obtain inter- rater rel1ab111ty results,
¢ ‘a selectlon of short answer. tests was . scored by two.‘
indxvxduals, neither of whom, had any knowledge as to the

tests' group membership. An inter-rater reliability' . \

coefficient of .91 was obtained. = : -
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- The attitude section, designed to measure attitude

A

about various aspects of the topic of language acquisition

in children, consisted of 14 ﬁikert-type questions. Each

question was coded individually, giving a value from one to

five to each of the responsés.“

. * i {
As mentioned in Chapter Three, an attempt was made to

i

-

gather real-time data via the PEAC system during the actual

viewing of the program. This was done in order to

determine whether anysdifferences in frequency or nature of
real=time responses were related to responses made on the

criteria (dependent variables). However, malfunction of .

.

* the data,collection units or their programming breVented

\

real-time data frequency counts for Study 2. Note that

o~
N

failure of the units in no way influenced the independent
variable of PEAC. | '
The ‘first two cognitive posttestsaconsisted'of tﬁe
same Qwo that were used.in the pre-treatment sess{on, and
'were scored the same way. The third test, designed to

further explore the relation between ﬁse of the PEAC system

- and different types of‘iearning, consisted of 11 incidental

questioné of a "fill .in the blank" type. One question (#1) .

was worth 5.points, ahott\ler (#11) was worth 3 points, with
the remaining nine questions‘worthuz points eaéh, for a
total of 26 points possible. Partial fredit (L, 2, 3 or 4
points for #1; 1 or 2 points for #11; ;nd 1 point for the
remaining 9 questions) was given to responses Eon?ainiﬁg

fewer than the total concepté or words required. Strict

~

[
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apglication of model answers was used.

The attitude sectipn of the post-treatment test was
. identical to that of thé pre-treatment session and was
scored in the same manner. ] i '

The  items ih fﬁe program evaluation rating 5gction,
designed éo measure opinion about the ;c ual program,.
varied in nature, with sﬁme (Section I, #1 - 3) having a

" short answér format, some (Section‘li,-#l - 4) a mﬁltiplg‘
choice foxﬁat, and others (Section_iII, #1 - 7 and Section
1V, #la and #lb)va Likert-type scale format. Some
quéstions (Section II, #4, Section III, #2, #4 - 7 - and
Section 1V, #1; and #1b) allowedlfor a\mid-scgle'respo?se
' (S-point scéle); others (Section II, #1 - 3, and Section.
I11, #la - le and #3)/we;e‘of a forced-choice nature (4-
point scale). Responses to the threé'shoré answer
questions were not analyzed statistically due to the
variety of possible answers, none of which could be déemed

correct or incorrect. Responses for all other questions'

were coded and given a value of from 1 to 4 or 5, depending

.

.on the number of possible choices.

'Various demographic information was also collected and

_tabulated. “

Y

Tests of Assumption .

Prior to the analyses of effects, several tests of
assumptions were .necessary. Due to the need to employ

intact. groups within each study, equivalence of groups was

first assessed. \Analyses of variance (ANOVAsS) were

.
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completed on the three groups of each study on all five ' .
pre-se551on dependent measur1ng 1nstruments (the spat1a1

v1suallzat10n, verbal fluency, cogn1t1ve short answer, ’

cognitive multiple cho1ce and att1tude tests). No

differences emerged in any comparisons, thus verifying

group equivalence.

It was also necessary to test for homogeneity of |

» .

13
regression for analyses involving covariates. The test of

interaction showed no effect for either covariate iu Study
l. However, because the verbal fluency interaction was
found to. be significant (F(1,65)= -4, 88, p-.031) in Study 2,
1t was not used in any analyses ‘for that study as a
covariate, but was treated as a blocking variable.

| Tt was initially thought that the content of the
proérem/:?uldvprovide a broad, discriminating range of
érior knowledge: .quever,'régylts of the cognitive-
pretests in both studies yielded a narrow and somewhat low
level of achievement. Use of this variab}e,would.therefbreq\

. be statistically dubioug given standard jmeasurement error,

o

‘so content famlllarlty was dropped as a useful lndependent

: varxable in both studles. ’
\ . .
) Study 1 C:‘_
. - Study 1 involved data from the éample drawn at the

. private college only. As will be seen below, differences
in the samples of Study 1 and étudy'z beyond design and
surface (pr1vate vs. publlc schodls) con51derat10ns emerged

‘in all pretest performances, further amplifyxng the need

ok
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for separation of the two groups initially thought to

possibly be eﬁuivalent.

Cognitive Tests S ' -

Means and standard deviations for the two covarlates

-- spatial v1sqallzatlon and verbal fluency -- and the

" three. 'cognitive varlables - short ‘answer, multlple choice

~"and incidental learning scores -- are listed in Table 1.

Results of multivariate and univariate analyses of vegiahce
or covariance yielded no significant results.

Attltude Tests

. shown in Table 2. . C0

2

-Since each of, the attltude 1tems dealt with different
components of the program and content, they were not
clustered to form composite scores., Rather, they were )
examined 1nd1v1dually u51ng non- parametz1c analyses.

Nelther Chl-square tests nor Mann Whitney 9] tests yzelded
any sxgn1f1cant differences between\gtoups for either the
attitudes expressed on the pretest or those expressed on ,

the posttest. Medians, means and .standard deviations are

' Despite the ordinal nature of .the data, a repeated
. i '
measures analysis of variance was conducted in order to

. determine whether or not any changes occurred from the

ptéteét'to the posttest between the treatment and the
control gtoubs. Due to.the nature of the ﬁg;eated measures
analysis, pairs with at least one nissing cdse were eeleted'
from the vanalysis. A total of 7 cases were deleted from

the exper1mental group, reducing the n size to 22 from 29,
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Table 1 L

Cognitive and Aptitude Measures For Study 1

57

-

m(
R YA
Dependent
variable . With PEAC Without PEAC
- .
B J -
X SD n. X SD n
) ' . ' . 1
Spatial ' ' . :
visualization 23.14  6.05 ~29 22.42°  6.37 26
Verbal fluency 26.17° 8.45 29 '27.08  6.20- . 26 _
% . . ; " ‘ ) e * . -é
Pretest ) - é
. 7 - . ’ , . %
Short answer 3.83 1l.42 | 29 3.50 1.45 . 26 4
' Multiple choice 3.10- 1.57 29 T 2.81 1.50  -26 %
o ' 3
. . ) 'gr
' Posttest \ §
Short answer |, 4.38 24 29 3.77 1.56 26 \ j\
_ Incidental 15.59 | 2.77 29 16.12 »30 - 26 g
. . ‘ !
- N T :
. T, iy
, . %
7 i
L 4
1
" E _ L ’ P
v,
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interested in children.
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} f Table 2~ - N ' ~ . ' f
Medians, Means and Standard Deviations for All . o ‘ C ‘
Att1tude Items For Study 1 ' i . %
" ‘ Question With PEAC Without PEAC 1
. ' ’ _ \b/‘\,, ) v . . ! . . K
. ; !
. Pre- Post- Pre-  Post- i
£ test test test test 4
1) It is important to 1.71 1.91 1.83 1.94 J
b \ * _ understand how an © 1.66  1.86 1.92  2.04 s
individual Tearns a (.55) (.52) (.94) (.87) é
\ language. o e b
} . ~ & ) to ° ;;
2) Kngding how children 3.94 3.87 3.70 3.75 ,
learfi to talk makes - 3.86  3.79 . 3.73 . 3.77 ’
one gore socially (1.01) («86) (.83) (.71) S
,» attra txve. ; : e . é
. K . : Lo i
3) Chillren are 1.69 1.83 1.75 1.88 ]
usually an’ ; 1.64 1.82 . 1..85  1.89 i
.interesting topic. i (.56) (67) (.88) (+71) 3
4) Knowing about how 2.00 2.25. - 1.83 2.38 ’ ‘
children learn language 2.11 . 2,52 v 1.89 2.46 . .o Lt
will help a person to (.96) {1.09) © (.82) (1.10) ek
teach~their own children ‘ ) - ' «
to. speak more quickly,. ' T
and effectively. . o o LR
‘5) At least one course ' ) ’ '
in child development : ' -
would be useful for . . . : ,
- everyone - . ’ . '
il r:l
"a) for those who plan 1.67 1.77 1.31 .1.87 ' 3
to have children. - 1.63 .72 1.46 1.85 . !
. _ («57) (.59) - ° (.71) (.61) y
. . . 4\ ‘ ,‘
b) for those who dom't  2.50  2.55 1.97 2.19 '
'g\ \. plan to have children. 2.58 2.59 2.12 2.42
X . (.86) (.84) {(.99) (.95)
6) It is unfair to " 3.89°  3.73 3.79 ' 3.89
expect people who are 3.70 3.52 3,46 3.73
not parents to be (.99) - (.95) "(1.14) (.96)
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 Table 2 - contihued - . p ;~
¢ ’ ' e T -sr
7) Documentary prgrams 32,04 3.68 ‘ 2.00 . 3.23 :
: on various aspects of . 2.28°  3.62 TL2.17 3.15 , .
chilad development (1.10) (.78) (1.01) (.83) R
should be shown .
S gegularly on televsion, 3
- . 8) The importance of 2.27 "qiss; © 2,83 3.57 )
. : how an infant learns: 2.42 M8 2.83 3.39
© _ his or her mother (.83) (.63) (.87) (.80)
tongue is exaggerated. g
" _« 9) Knowing whether 2.35  2.34 2.71 1.89
- speech is culturally 2.38 2.21 o 2.71 1.96
. or bzolog1ca11y (.58) (.68) . {.69) {.92)
v : . determined is : | oL
¥ irrelevant. P '
\_ﬁ. . N ¢
-10) Parents should use 2.14 4,28 2.00 4.29
correct grammar when . 2.25 . 4.21 2,08 - 4.31
- speaking to their (.79) (.90)" - (.83) -, (.62)
- children. - - '
' 11) Knowing about how . 3.75 2.71 3.00 3.00
children learn language “3.52 2,79 3.21  3.04 - -
will help a person to {1.08) (1.18) (1.25) +  (.96)
be a better parent. _ K
. 12) . The problem with 2.44 3.82 : 3.00 3.83 \
- television 'i8 that all 2,70 3.55 "3.00 3.69
4 the information goes (1.19) © (.99 . (1.14) . (.84)
- hy so quickly that you . L
-can't remember very et
» much, . ' oo
13) Television is a 3.19 2.67 3.20 © 2.14 1
. better way to lea 3.13 - 2.66 < 3.21. 2.23 .
about topics like (+97) (1.01) - (.83) (.82)

language acquisition . ' : !
. because it makes : . o '
. everything concrete , ‘ .
and interesting. . ' ’ '

o . . ' » \,: /
e ‘ Top digit is the median, second dig1t is the mean. and
. ) is the the standard deviation. -
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7. while 2 cases were deleted from the contré—l-g'zq,up. .rfeduciﬂig

the n size to 24 from 26. The adjusted means and standard

deviations used in thé repeated measures analysis are

‘-presented in Table 3. None of the response distributions

L )
f S

. . , o J - ,
was statistically significantly skewed, thus enforcing the

o s, b T

~ interpretability of the results. Results showed

7
significant main effects for repeated measures for
. s .

e AR et 2

Qu'esbipns $#4 (F(1,44)=11.19, p<.002), #5a (F(1,44)=17.60,

. p<.001), #7 (F(1,44)=33.66, p<.001), #8 (F(1,44)=24.04, .
p<.001), #9 (F(1,44)=12.90, p<.001), #10 (F(1,44)=250.16, | |

. 'E<'°°‘1)""12 (F(1,44)=16.64, p<.001), and #13
< =~ l" .
. (F(1,44)=29.10, p<.001). Three of the eight items (44, S5a,

Ta oy .

and S)kﬁow that both groups gxéressed a mo're negative

’ 14 )
attitude about the importance or relevance of language
4

acquisition in children after viewing the program, while

o
AR N B WY

results  for Questions 9 and 10 indicated the opposite.
Both groups were'more likely to think that television was a
—w-bett‘ér medium (#12) and a better way tb‘leavarn about topir_:s . o 1:
nl,ike language acquisition: (#13), but the groups expressed ) ,

’ : more negative attitude about documentary . programs ($#7)
* . after.viewing. . Vﬂ
. ¢

Program Evaluation Rating Tests-

o

s .

7 i . As "mentioned in the Scoring Procedures for Dependent
3 : ’
A Variables sec¢tion above, the three program evaluation

rating short answer items of Section I were not -

PRNRE. O NP

g
2 . statisticdlly analyzed. A tally of the responses,

however, indicated that a mérﬁogity of 40 out of 55

'
f
o
' . :
‘
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e -

. o ~ .
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N ) v ' v Vo : ! « 0

fAdJusted Means and Standard Dev1at10ns For All Atthtude

. Items for Repeated Measures Analysis For Study 1 PE
- ; - ‘ pa B ; 'b ‘
Los . - question , Wi;h ‘PEAC . ] WijthOut'fPEA&:‘ L
O S .. ‘Pre-’. 'Post- - Pre- . Post-
. ' \ U, E "o test test ‘ test - test {
T I) It is Jimportant- tq 1.64 - 1.77- '3 - 1.96 ,2 08 o,
e +. .-understand how an " . (.,58)° (.53) .  (:95) -(.88)“ L
' - * individual fe rne a . = s o . _— '
%] : E language. - .- X S
X' ] ‘ oL 2) Knowmg how éhildren S 3091 3,86 . '+3.79.. 3. 83
0 ¢ learn'to talk makes - (.97) (.94) - . (.83) (. 70)1
> e one more socially . , S ~
- > . attractlve. S ‘ . , ' .
" '3) Children are © . . _ Lé4 1, 7 192 . L92 , 1
Cusmally an ' - o T 7T L58) (:53) 40 . (.88)T  (.72) - ., 3
interesting topic. _ . _ ‘ I o w
4) Knowing about how ‘2,14, . 2.\64 . “1.88,‘ ':2."50 ‘ :g
children learn language (.99)  (1.14) ' (.80) (L.10) % &
- will help a person to -. . . - o .
teach their own children R H R
to speak more quickly C TR Yoo x
and effectively. o S : N 'K y - %
' ’ - . ] v, \ - s ‘. . .
AR 5) At least ope course ' o S f
: in child development o X . —_—
‘would be useful for ' AN . oo e R
O \ everyone-—. s A .. ¥
- a) for thosg ‘who plan 1l.64 . 1.82 ,,/ 1,50, 1.88\‘ SN ’
‘ »  to have children i (.58) (.59) 7 . (,72) - (.61) . MR
! "b) for "those -who dom't . 2.55.  2.59 217 7.46. o
. 'plan ta have children (.74) - (.80). (1.01). " (.98) 3
: 6) It is unfair to 73,91 3.50 - 3.63 .79 .
- - Wple who are  (.87) (1.06) (1.01) ~ (.93) . ' A
. N t parents to be . . ‘ ‘ o 35 R
: interested in children. o ’ ‘ A _ . g
. . . . ) . ' .‘. ; ’
h) + hY .
\ : 4
. 4 .
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‘Table 3 - continued.

I

: 8) The importance of

. his or her mother
’;ongue is exaggerated; .

- izrelevantﬂ

Te

“7) Documentary programs

.on various aspects of
-child development
should 'be ‘shown

regularly on telegasxon.

"how an 'infant. learns

9) Knowing whether
speech is culturally-
or biologically
determined is

10) Parents should pse

correct grammar when

\ ‘speak:ng to thelz

chlldren.

11) Knowing about how

‘children learn
language will help a
person to be a )

Q better parent.

12) The p:obleﬁ with

televisjon §s that
all the information
goes by 80 .quickly

. that you can't
remember very much.

13) Television is a .
better way to learn
about topics like
language acquisition
because it makes
_everything concrete
and interesting. | ..

Fou e A
Top digit is th& mean,

. 2.18. 2.17

(1.10)  (:80) (1.01) |
3.50 o 2.85
(.67) (.87) ',
S
2,18 2.71 .
(.73). '(.69)
218 4.27 2.08 .
{.73) (~70) . (.83)°
.50 2.77. . 3.20
(1.10) ,(1.19) (1.25)"
2.73 3,68 . 3,00
(1.20)  (.95)’ (1.14)
3.18 . 2.64 13.20
(1.009

. (.96) (.83)

PAIENY

62 -

3,08

" (083"‘)

2.00

(.93).

\

4.38

(.58) .

3.08
. (97)

3.71

(.86)

2.20 -

() is' the stapdard deviation.

-
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students thought that the program's greatest stfenqthg({l)
: .was the.use of children as examples, while 20 out of 55
gtuden;s.found the greaﬁest weaknegs (#2) was the use of

)

the narrators themselves. Other responses to and tallies
for Question #1 included: “the program was informative and
'éiear;'lq; aeq the topic itself was intereéting, 4. Other,
responses to and ‘tallies foi Question #2 included: the
program had no weaknesses, 5; 1ncogg§ehen51b1e verbal
éesponses from chxldren, 3, too clinical, 2; and borlng, 2.-
Tweive.stuﬂent5”§$§rgot answer th1s queétlon. Responses to
and éallles for Question #3 -- ‘the best way to 1mpzove the
program - varzed, with 15 students not answerlng, 5 saying
o o ;t was fine the way it wes;.ﬁ suggesglng the additian of
. more examples;.and tbe remainder offering a Varieti of . ’
© .-unigue coﬁments ranging from “adélgraphics“'to';eirect the

. program to pa;enes" to "outline the important points at the

beginning and end of program" to’"eéit out the narrators as

'telking heads'". . ' ' | )' p

. Each of the other 17 program evaluation rating items

dealt with different aspects of the actual program.
/Thegefore, each item was examined indivjdually. Respbnse

frequencies are ptesented in Table 4. A Chi-Square test
was. performed for each variable to determine whether

’

T dlfferences ‘existed between the treatment groups. No

s1gn1f1cant differences were found for any of the

’

questions. o Lo

.
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R o : Fréquencies of Program Evaluation Rati’nés For Study 1 * g
> Sec- Question o ' Responses . Frequencies : ,
tion. . , s o . . . - 3
v - With- With- 4 "
: . ( © PEAC out ,
t PEAC ’
‘ ’ ‘ RARERS 5 S S How effectzve do you ' ‘ {/ .
AR T think this program was ' a) very effective . 14 7
: R ., as an introduction to b) fairly effective 15 18.
P o the topic of language c) not very effective 0 . 1
S " acquisition in ‘-d) vety ineffective . 0 0 )
- . children?- '
: T 2) For iyour’,self, would a) ve;:y effective 11 %
" 'you iudge the content - b) fairly effective 17 17w
- of the ptogram as ‘- ¢) not very effective 1 4
i being ‘ d) very ineffective’ 0 8
3) Do you feel that too a) way too much 0 0
much or too 11tt1e._ b) too much ‘ 4 0
. information was ) just right ' - 15 16 -
- presented? o d) too little o1 .9
' o 4 e) way too little 0 1
. o ) ‘
4) Would you recommend a) strongly récommend 3 1
', .to others that they’' .- b) recommend .16 11
_watch this program? "> @), neutral 10 14
_ , ' ' d) discourage ') 0
A . e) strongly discourage 0 0
. II1 la) narration " a) excellent 5 3
: _ . - .- b) good 15 13,
. : S - c) fair 79
" o ‘ d) poor N A 1
' 1bj ‘content ‘ a) excellent 2 4
) ' ‘ < b) good » .15 17 ;
. c) fair K . o2 - 4
d) poor S 01 ‘ : ;
,,ic.)lé‘ontinniti( . a) excellent: 5 3 -
. N b) good . .. -20 15 . !
¢) -fair s 4 5.
’ d) poor ' 0
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Table 4 - contimuéd -

v

1d) pacing

7

le) children uysed as
" examples . .

:2)

The phoéography in

- the program was

"3

4)

5)

6)

aesthetically K

"ralking heads"

(narrators talking

" directly to the . -

. a)-

“b)
c)
d)

a)
by
c)
a)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

a)
b)
P

camera was:.a technique

used in the program.

Do you think i® was
used ‘

The content was
logically presented
and well-organized.

-In general, the
content was easy
to ‘remember.

On a continuum from

dry to fascinating,
how would you rate
this program?

7)\If tﬁis were a

weekly series, and
you "accidentally"

d)
e)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

a)
b)
c)
.d)

e)
a)

. b
c)

watched this program,d)

would you

e)

excellent

good C
fair \

poor

excellent
.good

fair

poor

excellent
good «
average
fair

poor

far too often

too often

just the right
amount

too rarely

far too rarely

strongly agree
agree

neutral

disagree’
strongly disagree

strongly agree
agree -

neutral
disagree

’

strongly disagree .

very dry
dry
average
slightly
fascinating
fascinating

definitely tune in

maybe tune -in )

neutral

probably not tune
in , .

definitely not ,

, tune in ,
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.+ Table 4 -~ continued ' - " )

A et e e

T

IV  la) I learn more from a) strongly agree
. an educational- b) agree ' : 1
television program c¢) don't know
if I_have specific -d) disagree
.. questions to answer e) strongly disagree
" - 'beforehand because . .
1 only concentrate
v on the questions.

-0 N W
,

S oouNN
T4

1b) I learn less from a) strongly agree 0 2 »
an educatiofal b) agree . 5 6
" , television program c¢) don't know . 6 7
if 1 have specific. d) disagree 17 11
;© questions to answer e) strongly disagree 1 0
beforehand because
I only concentrate
on the questions.
A ‘
_— : L
‘ ‘ SR A
. .;
. ;Qi ‘ .
, S ¢ b




Real-Time Data from PEAC

| Subjects used their hand-held PEAC devices an average
of 1.24 times, after the initial setting, per student for
the entire‘program. Response rrequencies_for real-time
data are presented in'Table 5. . - |

Demographic Variables .+ 7

Demographic data are shown in Table 6. . }«a
. ‘ tuex 2 |

The results of Study 2 were based on data from
students at the public college. Data were tested in three
sets of apalyses (one for each éype of. crlterlon variable
category) in the same_manner as Study 1. \ . S

The first of the three sets of analyseskexaminedethe‘
short answer, nultiple choiee and incldental recall scores:
Next, subjects’ separate atii&udinal responges were
analyzed for overall group differences and for changes from
pre-treatment scores to post-treatment scores. fhird,\

subjects' program eValuation ratings were examined'for

group differences, determlned by students' responses to

questlons probing opinions about various productlon aspects.

of the pnogram. The specific tests and scorlng procedures
-,

are 1dent1ca1 1n£?11 respects to those of Study 1.

Cogn1t1ve Tests

LN

Means and stan@ard deviations for spatial

‘vxsuallzat1on and verbal fluency scores, as well as those

' for the three' cogn1t1ve var1ab1es -=- short answer, mulgiple'

cho1ce and 1ncldenta1 recall - are listed . in Table TJ. A

<
+
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Table 5 -
Real-Time Response .@‘reque'ncies (PEAC Data) For Study 1

L .
A . ’”

Response Total frequency

A) Very effective . ‘\29 '
’ B) Fairly effective ' ' 51

_C) Not very effective - g
D). Very ‘ineffective ’ Lo 2.
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Table 6 ‘ - A
Prequencies of Demograpﬁic Variables fer .Study 1 ‘ i
Question - Response Frequencies o 3
‘ With PEAC Without. ]
' PEAC
1) Sex : - Male 3 10
: ' Female =+ ~ 26 - 16
2) Age ' ‘ Under 18 yrs 15 3
: 18-20 yrs | 14 - 23 .
3) ‘P‘aren;a'l status i1s a parent 0 1
- Not a.parent 29 25
4) School Major ' - ) Humanities \ y) <3
. Sciences 2 ~10
Business - 1 10 -
Fine Arts . 14 .3
{ Other - 2 0
\5) Previous course - R ‘ . k
o in psychology - ‘Yes 18 .18 ;
R No _ 011 8 3
‘ ! ' ‘ ’ ’ “3
6) Hours per week.of ‘ ¥
ETV viewing . Less than 1 hr 14 11 3
- 1-2 hrs 12 3
3-4 hrs * .3 ?
. 7) Hours pér week of i . ,;
» commercial TV . Less than 1 hr 7 3 3
' *viewing 1-2 hrs . 4. 4 H
. ' 3-4 hrs 10 9 .
. 5-6 hrs - 5 5 j
More than 6 hrxrs 3 5. 7.
. ; ;
8).. Owns VCR ~ Yes 21 20 h
o ’ No < 8 6 H
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Table 6 ~ . continued . ‘ o e ~ . -
9) Hours per week of . | L .
movie viewing onl Less than 1 hr g g
- VCR (if applicable) 1-2 hrs | e
; ’ . E&\-— ' ° 3-4 hrs " . 7 .
LI : "+ 5-6 hrs 1 1
' v / More than 6 hrs 7 0 -
= 10) Most important reason .
for TV viewing Entertainment 17 13
: ‘ Relaxation - 5 8
Learning 2 Vo2
RelPief from '
" boredom 1 2
Keeping up
: socially’ 2 ‘ 1

'11) Considers TV a goo 1, '
' instructional medium Yes . 28 . \22 S
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Table 7
‘Cognitive and Aptitude Measures For Study 2 )
Dependent E . .
. vVariable With PEAC Without PEAC
\ '
X &% X . s n
Spatial ' . : ‘ T
visualization 15.70 - 7.48 40. ©16.89  7.26 29
" Verbal fluency 18.63 6.87 40  18.38 . 5.38 ' 29
: Pretest h
Short answer 2.65 - 148 40 2,35 1.2 .29
.Multiple choice 1.90 . 1l.1§ 40 2.36 1.25- 29
Posttest ~ *
Short answer , 2,05 1.65 40 341 199 29 3
- \Multiple choice 5.60 1.78 ' 40 . 6.18 .1.49 (29 §
. ;

Incidental 13.23 4.46 40 13.66 .5.02 29

1
RV T
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.
. v

multivariate analysis of é@varianpe (MANCOVA) (Spatial ' :

. Visualization oNly), using’ the short answer and the
) . ”w

» \
multiple choice scores, of the-pretest and the posttest as

dependent variables, gesuited in a’signrficant Hotellings
test (F(2,65)=6.12, 2=.Q04)wfor the main effect of‘PEACh
; ' . ' No other overall effects were significant. Within the PEAC

effect, univariate analyses showed the short answer scores

<

‘to be significant (F(1,66)=10.26, p=.002), while the

multiple choice scores only approached significance '

. (F(1,66)=3.5, p=.066), both on the posttest only. Table 8

represents the multivariate and univariate comparisons for

‘

. . . "
~ these dependent measures.

’

The analjses showed that, based on the short answer

posttest scores, non-users of PEAC (the control group)

outperfofﬁed users of PEAC (the experimental group).

Subsequent analyses using various alternative comﬁinatiOns

[4

e L el D i Y RN s Ao AR S

of variables yielded the same main effect for PEAC. These
analyses included: thé above multivafiate analysis '
(MANOVA) and univariate analyses which dzoppea the
‘covariate; &halyses which used,content fami;iarity in spite
of its narrow range (the pretest short .answer scores) as a
control factor (three-level blocking); and analyses'whicﬁ

.used’ either spatial visualization or verbal fluency as a.

o,

control factor (three-level blocking). . .
N R . . . , , ’ -
The above MANOVAs provided essential information

o regarding the central'hypofhesis of the study, namely, that

LS SR

use of the PEAC system influences cognitive recall.
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Table 8
Multivariaté and Univariate Tests .on Short Answer
Pzetest-(S?R), Multiple Choice Pretest:(MPR)p o
Short Answet Posttest (SPO), and Multiple Choice
‘Posttest (MPO) Scorés For Study 2
‘ e . - : l M) AY
Effgét Multivariate test ~ Univariate tests
. . (Hotelling's) _ ’ Error Mean Square:
SPR - 2.27
* MPR"/" 1-39
t SPO° = 3,24
MPO - 2,84

-.

.F df P TP

)
.
(=)
w

PEAC’ 3.73 (1,63) .009 SPR
' ' MPR - 1.89

SPO ,66) - .002

3.50 _(1,66) ..066
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- However, a true test of the repeated measure becéme useful

.3

r with the loss of prior knowledge as an independent

» i ) ' ) . \\
variable. That is, rather than using pretest performance

hd h N

as a blocking varxable, overail pretest performance was

P used as a baseline and compared to posttest petformance.
N{Fhe data wgre' thus submitted to a BMDPZV repgated measures

analysis of covariance with the‘short’answei pretest and

posttest scores as the repeated measures.and PEAC as the

’

treatment factor, The results prodnced a significant
* interaction (F(1,66)=11.6fe p=:001). While both -

s experimehtal and control groups performed at the same level

- :
)

on the pretest, the-coﬁtrol group, which was not distracted

by the PEAC ebaluations, improved significaﬁtly»(Tukey, *
) kq(67)=4.06. p<-01) and the experimental group actually ,
perfotmed slightly worse on the posttedt! On the posttest

g

. omparison, the conttol group also p formed 51gn1f1cantly
* - '

better~than the experimental gro

(Tukey, (67)_5'56§§
R (E<'°i)- A graphic representation of this interaction"
aépeags_in Figure 1. - . R -’
‘ ;‘ No siénificant effects were found for inciQental

.
- »~
1

» ‘- ~ ‘
¥

Attitude Tests * . o ;

» . learning.

As }A/Study 1,'attitude items were examined

0 1nd1vxdua11y u51ng nop-parametric analysegre_Mann-Whltney U

', - tests on each .u:em revealed 51gn§f1cant dxffe)ences between
. 'grodps on the pretest for Items #2 (U=306.0, p<.009), #4

(u= 286 5, (ﬁ004)' $#9 (U=300.0, p<. 007), 5‘% #11 (U= 324.05 -
{

P .
“
- kY . J
- . .
‘ 4 .
. . .

»

.

—

s R

o

rd

A ARe i s, sy AR @m;‘:w;;‘&amw mr

ST el A RS ISR R

3 et R

M RENEL

O

-




!
ih

X A
:‘t%:"

§

ot

I

. - N \ .
. \ .- s . .
- .
. -
y 2. -
I N 1 - .
. t ‘e
¢ ' - - ' N ' . L ‘e
x . “
i - -
3 N en 0 v, - .
: - > = N‘A
. v N .
4/‘ B o
' ' . ) ) ¥
» . o W
» . e
o . . b
f . B
e v P
¢ ? ¢ . g 75 Ry
. .
]
* - '
. -
* r ' N
) ’
3
o
- ‘ '
- .
& - .
s °,/ , —t - .
[ . \ e -
5, o .
~ A L . .
, v ¥
B
ey - . R . ' \
' KR
. A h . s
v - ?
o~ . . ‘ 1
P R \.
- ‘ N 3 [l
b - N 1}
- d T '
N PN
.
- \ s
- ‘
N §
N ’ - K
-
X - ] h Y >
[ BENG :
4 -
! \ A ~
.
4

1 M v -. . ¢ .
3‘. 5- \‘ . . N
’ M . . .
R . . e Non-usage
: ; S »° . >{Control) - '
! L4
, * .

2 mL 3.04 : : ¥ :%
.8 : ct ~ L
‘? .. . LT 4

) : L . . A
A . . . ? R
v : ‘ . £
e . ‘ ' .t .
2.0 Usag s v ’ §
J : 5 (Experlmgnfal*) S
. }r . -— - 2 e M Vo 4.‘ .',) W4,
. ‘Pretest . Posttest \ R
. . A . N ', R ; i
: : ' SESSION - . 4
. v “ Co L -
. . o ) DA
O U
) o - . , - - o L
‘Figure 1. -Mean scores on-short answer pretest and = . Coe g
o ' v . ' LTy .
: posttest for usage and non-usage of PEAC:. . Lo
‘for Study 2. . . ‘ s : T
> . " 4 . . ; ,
) ' , ‘ v R |
N . ) i . C .
. " . N 3 , 4 . N
’ B X S RN k B
1 s, B ’ ; N N [
\ Y . . N « ,«." ..
R o I I L ot - Y
R / .. L N s ¢ N , "” : ¢
~' f RN ! - C .
A R IS . ' . N - L5 N ! ’ " ' ¢ b



76 -

[N

g=.d4). Medians, means and ‘'standard deviations for all
attltude 1t;m% are shown Ain Table 9. Resuits~shdwed that
on the pretest the experlmental group attached more value
to the 1mportance of language acquisition in children than
did the control group; No significant differences between
grtups:were found for attitudes indicated on the posttest.
.(A,mpre conservative Chi-Square analysis produced the\same
' results.) : . n ‘ . \ L
I In order to assess ehanges:in attitudes from pretest
to bdsttest between groups, a repeated'measures analysis of
-covariarnce wasiperformad. Due to missing d;ta, 12 cases
were deleted'from the experimental éroup, reducing the n
size to 28 from 40, wh11e‘6«:ases wererdeleted from the

R X1
control group, reducing thefé size to 23 from 29, The

0

adjusted means and standard deviations used in the repeated

measures anélysiS‘are presented in.Table 10. None of the
response distributions was statistically significantly
.skeued, thus epuancing the interpretability of the resplts.
ﬁesults suowed.signifﬁeant ﬁain effects f;r the repéated
‘measures for items #1 (?(1,4’9)=4.4s,‘ p=-04), #7 .

(}(1 49)=49 55, p<. 001).'#8A(F(1 49)=50 97, p<.001), #10
(F(1,49)= 192 11, p<. 001), and #12 (F(l 49)=18.22, p<.001).
\ Results from 1tems 8 and 10 1ndlcate that after viewing

the pr49:am, students in both the experimental and the

control groups expressed more negat1ve attitude toward the

]

1mpqrtance and/or relevance of langquage acquis1tiqg in

PR TS

"chi;dren. For item #l,(hdwever, students iﬁ‘bbth groups

r

e S

v SNl RN e
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‘ Table 9. , K
‘ ‘ .He’dians, Means and Standard Deviations for All 3
Attitude'ltems' For E‘ptudy»z"r ;
. H
. | 2 ; i 3
Question . With PEAC \ Without PEAC ) .1
L . ' Pre- Pogt- Pre-  Post- S
R : . a test test test . ‘test : 3
Y ' ) Al ;)
1) "It is important to 1.82 1,77 1.88 1,88 ‘ .
_'understand how an 2,00 1,77 2,08 1.90 1
R individual learns a (1.03) . (.71) (1.12) (.72) +
language. , . i
2) Knowing how childzen 2.79 <3.07 3.61 3.60 3
learn to talk makes 2.69 90 " 3.40. 3.24 H
. one more socially (1.08) (1.18) (.76)  (1.02)
.attractive. o ‘ ' &,
3) Children are  __ - 1.39  1.65 191 1.84 iz
usually an ©1.67 1.77 1,96 1.90 s
interesting topic. Y (.93) (.87) (.79) , (.82) 2
v 4) Enowing about how . 1.41  1.82 2.04 . 1.85 ;
- children. learn language 1.55 1.97 2,12 2.03 .
‘'will help a person to (.72) (1.04) . (.83) .(1.05) -
teach their own children ' ' e I B
to” speak more quickly ' ) ‘ t
and effectively. o . , 2
, 5) At least one course ‘ i
' o in child development-
would be useful for . : , {
' everyone - N i
a) for those who plan  1.53  1.68 . 1.77 1.80 i
-to have children . . 1.54 .79 * 1.88 1.83 §
) » ’ N {.56) (.88) . (.93) (769 s
= " b) for those who ‘don't  2.36  2.41 ' 250 2.46 A
: ’ plan to have children 2,53 2,51 , 2.67 2,63 I
(1.05) (.85) (,87) . (1.01)
6) It is unfair to 3.96  3.80 3.73 3.9 o]
people who are not 3.76 3.39 3.37 3.69 . o I
parents to be (.91) (1l.41) “(1.08) (1.17)
: interested in children. .

1
4
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Table 9 - continued ¢ ;
. \ . . %
7) Documentary programs 1.89 3.96 2.12 3.72. k
on various aspects of 2.21 3.90 2.28 ' 3.55
child development (1.32) ) o (1.02) (.83)
should bhe shown ) T ]//) _
regularly on television..
. 8) The importance of 2.00 3.76 ‘ 2.46 3.65
i how an infant learns 2.03 3.69 \ '2.60 3.38 t
p / "' his or her mother (.72) (.73 (.82)  (.86)
- . tongue is exaggerated. , .
’
9) Knowing whether . 2.50 2,25 -+ 2,88 .2.56
.speech is culburally 2.50 2.36 2.80 - 2.69
or biologically . (.83) (.74)" {1.00) (.93) ‘
determined is \ , ‘
irrelevant.
.10) Parents should use 2.63 4,47 2.10 4.26
correct grammar when 2.58 . 4.44 2.17 4,35
speaking to their {(.86) (.64) . .. {.70) {.48)
children. ' : ‘
11) Knowxng about how 2.83 2.89 2.35 2.88
children learn o 3,03 7 2,85 2.76 2.90 ;
language will help a (1.33) (1.04) (1.07) (1.15)
person to be a . Co
better parent. : . B
“12) The problem with 2.41,  3.61 .14 3.54
television is that all 2.60 ° 3.23 2.33 3.21 \
. the information goes . (.99) {.99) o (.92)  (1l.15)" @
by so guickly that you . %
don't remember very ;
much. ’ i
. : , { &
13) Television is 2.95  2.38 2.50  2.39 f
bettdr way to le 2.92 2.54 2.79 2:66 :
‘abou’t topics like (.95) - (.79) (.93) (1.01) P
language acquisition : * b
because it makes i
everything concrete . - ’ .4
and interesting. ‘ ) o }
, A N ‘
o Top dlg1t 1s the median, second digit 1s the mean, and () %
B N is the gtandard dev1at1on.’ .

v
A
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Table 10

79

Adjusted Means and Standard Deviations for All Attitude

Items for Repeated Measures Analysis For Study 2"

Question With PEAC Without‘PEAC
Pre- Post- . Pre- Post-
test test test test

l) 1t is important to - 2.00 1.64 1.96 1.83

understand how an
individual Ieatns a

(1.05) {.49)

language.

2) Knowing how children  2.82 2.89
learn to talk makes (L.06) (1.17)
one more socially ’
attractive. . )

3) Chiddren are .71  1.82
usually an (.98)  (.94)
interesting topic. .

1,54 1.96

4) Knowing about how
ghildren learn language
will help a person.to
teach their own children
to speak more quickly
and effectively.

+5) At least one course
in ¢hild development
would be useful for
everyone =

a) for those who plan
to have children

p) for those who don't
plan t¢ have children

‘6) It is unfair to
expect people who are
not parents to be
interested in children.

(.74) (1.00)

N

1.57 1.71

(.57) " (.76)
2.61 2.46
(1.10)  (.88)
.71 3.46

(.98) (+65) -

¥

339 3.21,
(.78} (1,00)
1.87 1.96
(.69) * (.71)
2.09 2.09
(.85) (1.04)
1.87 ' 1.83
(.97)  (.72)
2.70 2.74 -
(.88)  (.96)
3,39 3.65

(1.08) ,.(1.19)

B L. - .
By a2 e 0 s
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‘Pable 10 - continued

7) Documentary programs 2.07 3.86 ‘ 2.26 3.48
on various aspoects of (1.30) (.65) (1.05) (.79)
child development ’ . '
should be shown '

~regularly on television.

R 8) The: importance- of 2.04 3.79 2.57 3.39
A A how an infant learns - (.74) (.69) (.84) .(.94) .
o ‘ " his or her mothery~ ' . T
' % . tongue is exaggerated, ‘ ‘ ' .
9) Knowing wheéther 2.61 2.36 . 2.74 2.91
speech is culturally (.79) (.83) (1.01) . (.85)
. or biologically" ' :
determined is : , . ¢ S D
irrelevant, : S
L * :
. 10) Parents should use  2.54 4,36 . 217 4.35
correct grammar when (.92) (.68) o (672) 0 («49) i
" speaking to their ‘ * ‘ .. g3
children. : : . ’ - %
' 11) 'Knowing about how .21 279 2.78  3.09 o
children learn o (1.40) (.99) (1.09) (1.16) . RN
language will help a R T 4
person to be a better . &
parent. ' , N o kR
i ‘F ~
12) The problem with 2.43 3,07 2.35 3,09 Lo
television is that all {.96) (1.02) (.93) (1.16) %
the information goes by - ‘ . ] R .
so quickly that you ) S !
. can't remember very : ‘ . , . . B '
much. - :
13) Televdision is a 2.92 2,50 . . 2.78 2.65 S

better way to learn (+94) - - (.84) (+95) (.98) o

about topics like ‘ .

language acquisition '

because it makes Lo
everything concrete K . ﬂ\
and 'interesting. ' ‘ ) o
. ‘ e

b

* Top'aigft is the mean, () is the standard deviation..
\ ‘l\
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showed that they attached more value to the 1mportance of

the toplc of language acquxsltlon after v1ew1ng. Both A

groups showed a more favorable attitude toward the medium

"t -

of televisxon after viewing (#12), and a more negative

‘attltude toward documentary programs (#7).‘ ' Z;

©

Program Evaluation Rating Tests

As for Study 1, the three program evaluation‘rating
ehort answer items of Section I were not statistical}y\'v
analyred. A tally of the responses showed that a majority
of 50 out’of 69 viewerswthought that the program‘s\greateet‘”
-strength (Question 1) uas the‘number of éxamplesrof |
children used, while 16 out of 69 students’felt the

program's greatest weakness: (Question 2) was the nature of_

the narrators themselves. Other responses to and

freQuenciee for ‘to Question l-included:‘ claritynpf
oreSehtation, 5; and the topic of language acquisition
itself, 8. Other responses to and freguencies for to. . - ;
ouestion 2 included: no weaknesses, 9; too much ' E !
repétition} 5; and bor1ng, 3. Responses to the. best way to ) 3
improve the program (Question 3) varied, yith‘23 students ‘
' not answering this question, 8 saying‘gt was fine as.is, 7 :
. suggesting better narration and 7 suggesting more examples_

of chlldren.»l

M\,M~Ch1 square tests were performed on all of. the ‘ is

%
other varlables to determ1ne whether differences ex1sted
J ~ - i
) : between the treatment groups. . The response frequencres B \3
| . i
1

‘are presented in Table 1l. Results showed a L
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. Table 11 .
Frequencies of Prégraﬁ EQaluation Ratiﬁgs For Study 2
i B Sec- Question '+ -~ Responses Frequencies
s ~ tion C - '
S With  With-
g : ‘ PEAC © out
{ | 7 : . s v . PEAC
J R
‘ e 11 1) How effective do you'’ \ ’
' think this program was .a) very effective 19 10
as an introdué¢tion to b) fairly effective 18 18
the topic of language c) not very effective 3 0 B
acquisition in . d) very ineffective 0 0 N
children? -
.2) For yourself, would a) very effective 18 12 : %
you judge the content b) fairly effective 22 14 =
'of the program as c) not very effective 0 1 . sy
being ' d) very ineffective 0 1 - :
3) Do you feei that too a) way too much 1 0]
much or too little . . b) too much 4 1
information was ¢)-just right 25 24
presented? d) too little k .10 3
e) way too little 0 1
4) Would you recommend a) strongly recommend 6 3
to others that.thgy b) recommend - 22 12
watch this prodram? ¢} neutral 10, 12
A d) discourage . 2 1
e) strongly discourage 0 0
III la) narration a) excellent ' 6 4 L :
~ - ' b) good ' 16 11 x
‘ c) fair 14 10 s
' . d) poor. 4 -2 T
lb) content, . " a) excelleat - .- 8 6 . ‘
o b) good . - .27 19 §
c) fair ° 5.2 §
d) poor o 0 0 §
' : !
~1lc) continuity ~ a) excellent - 4 3 ;
< b) good | - 18 13 ¢
c) fair: , 16 8- !
d) poor L 2 2
- ‘l
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Table 11 - ¢ontinued . 3\?
1d) pacing < "a) excellent ‘ 4 4 é‘
’ ' b} good g ) l6 10 g
¢) fair .16 8 &
d) poor 4 4 ¥
"/ « ! ‘ * * ) . . 4 "
le) children used as a) excellent 3e 19 A%
examples . b} good 4 5 &, X
o c) fair .0 2 ¢ k
d) poor : 0 1
2) ‘'The photography in' .a) excellent N
the program was b) good ‘ 21 12
aesthetically c) average - 14 < 11
. : . d) fair , 4 1
L Lo ' e} poor - 1 3
3) "ralking heads" a) far too often ‘ 3 0 i
(narrators talking b) too often ) 14 3 B4
directly to the c) just the right f : R
camera) was a amount 22 21 &
4 technique used in d)' too rarely 13 i
#o ; : the program. .Do e) far too rarely "0 .0 3
“you think it was - > o
used ’ A
4) The content was a) strongly agree 4 1.
logically presented b) agree . 27 18 (’*
, and well-organized. c¢) neutral 4 6
2 _ d) disagree 5 2
S . e) strongly disagree 0 0.
5) In general, the a) strongly agree ) 2 .
content was easy - b) agree 27 16
to remember. , ¢) neutral 10 8
d) disagree 3 1
e) strongly disagree 0 0
6) On a continuum from , a) very dry - 0 1
dry to fascinating, 'b) dry 5 .3
) how would you rate c¢) average « 17 316
. this program? 4d) slightly
— C ‘fascinating 15 5.
: e) fascinating 3 2 .
% . : ! , 3
7) 1f this were a . a) definitely tune in 9 1 ¥
_ weékly series, and  b) maybe tune,in 16 12 g
o + your "accidentally" 'c) neutral 8 4 :
s - . watched this . d) probably-not tune {
: ‘ program, would you in 6 9 i
. ° ' e) definitely not :
: : S tune in 1 1
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Table 11 - continued
. \
IV 1la) i learn more from _ a) strongly agree 4 2
‘an educatlonal 'Ab) agree 15 16
television program, 'c) don't know , 1 4
_if I, have specific- d) disagree 14 5
questions to answer e) strongly dlsagree 4 0
. : ) beforehand because . ’ "
X 4 I only concentrate o o
’ on the guestions. v
1b) I learn less from - a) strohgly agree, 2 0 .
an educational b) agree ; 11 5 3
teYevision program .c) don't knoéw .1 5 3
t if I have specific d) disagree. 16 16 . 3
questions to answer e) strongly dlsagree 4 . 1 . R4
beforehand because . . £
R S I only concentrate _ SN £
RN on the guestions. . ‘ : o T
‘ ' g
: A
1 ) é{:{% n l j:};
. -
v
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significant difference (XY3; N=67) = 8.96, p=.03) for item

#3 of Section III; The results show that the PEAC users

were more dissatisfied,ﬁith the "talking heads" narration

.
'

than non-users.

Demographic Variables

* Demographic data "are presented in Table'l2.
’ . ’ e

R
. . ” +
i
B ;
!
5

t
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Table 12 .

T AT T e

Frequencies of Demographic Variables for Study 2

Question ‘ Response Frequencies
With PEAC Without
PEAC
1) ', Sex - Male , M 14
. Female 26 15
2) Age « - ‘Under 18 yrs. 1. | . 6
: ‘ ‘ 18-20 yrs 26 .23
S 21-23yrs .- 6 . 0
C Co 24-25 yrs ., 2 w0
Over 25 yis 5 0 ¢
; 3). Parental status Is a parent 1 1
: t Not a'parent. 39 28
4) School Major ‘ Humanities 1 4. s ;3
' Sciences 37 5 &
Business 1 17 3
Fine Arts 1 o1 ) i
Other 0 .2 5
5) Previous course . ’ %:
*'in psychology Yes 9 29 4
No 31 9 n_}
9 v . ) ' ..?
6) Hours per weekof ., , - . ) 4
R ‘ETV viewing Less than 1 12 . 11 - "
5 1-2 hrs 18 11 ‘
S : : 3-4 hrs | 7 4 . Yo
.5-6 hrs ' 3 1 , . i
. o More than 6 hrs 0 2 : 3
7) Hours per week of ' : j ¥,
’ commercial TV .. Less thanl - 7 3 3
~viewing ' .. 1-2 hrs 8 6" i g
oo ' 3-4y his 11 3 3 I
_ 5-6 hrs o7 4 : 3.
More than 6 hrs‘7 13 "i, :
. \o 8) Owns VCR - " Yes 28 2]8- a :

et i} " No { 14
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Table 12 - continved

Hours per week of

' movie viewing on .
VCR (if applicable)

Ty

t

for TV viewing

'

D
-

* "11) Considers TV a good

_Less than 1

Most important reason

1-2 hrs
3-4 hrs
5-6 hrs

3
10
9
1

More than éhrs 1l

4

Entertainment .18

Relaxation
Learning .
Relief from
boredonf
Keeping up
socially
Other -

‘instructional .medium Yes
te N . A,
o o *
. - 7
P
s . ‘ A
2 ]
.
. a . d a
” ['%
ﬁlé
. .
R : - * /'
[y ' .
. .
- e "
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*
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\ oL .~ CHAPTER FIVE
\ » A - J
\ . Discussion \

i \

\ Wh11e the central hypothesis of this study was

supported under certain conditions, ‘the results qzesented a ' .

v

number of surprises and methodological complications, The -

e e
1

"maia H&pothesis,\which stated that use of the PEAC system

‘would 1nf1uence cognltxve récall, was supported for

1
O

critical content when a very general real-time evaluaqlon
question was used. The more techriical, or spec1f1c

question of Study 1 yas‘nqt influential bécause it was
VoL . ' : c o -
\sxmply ignored. Regardlng the incidental material measure,
\

contrary to the initial hypothe51s based on time honored ~ .
\ ‘
mathemagenic effects so frequéntly found in prose research, ’
o - ‘
no effects were found ‘under any circumstances. However,

thxs outcome would be expected in light of the learners'
v1rtual non—use of the PEAC hand-units] The major
methodolog;cal setback of the study was the failure to

‘\\ obtain discriminating levels of prior knowledge on the
* ‘. : T
AN f ) ’
b pEetest. Thus, the,predicted imteraction between' the

\ .
\\gamiliarity and' Usage factors could not be teSted._ ¢

inally, the transferab111ty of results from prose to

'+« video-based media was dealt anéhddltlonal blow when the

individui’ aptltudes of spatial vlsuallzatlon and verbal,

fluendy did not prove to be effective predictors with any .

af the dependent measures:s The implications arising,.out of .

the ébove\results are diseﬁssed below, - o °
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P%AC Usage
When con51der1ng the ef‘ﬁct of PEAC usage, t is
essential. that one first look'at the freguency of real-time
responses made w1th the hand-units. In pieviouﬁ
evaluations with the PEAC methodology (Baggaley, 1982a, .
1982b, and 19825;r Baggaley & Smith, 1982; CPB, 1981),
“wiewers hfve ;esponded relatively frequently while watching
a program. This is in sharp contrast to both the averade
*of 1.24 responses (after the initial setting) for the
_entire 27-miﬁute(proqram in Study 1 and the observed low
but unrecorded frequency of responses for_StudQ 2. Two
questions must therefore be addressed: why did this low
level of response frequency occur for bath studies{ and why
did th¥ apparent rate of average responsag for Study 2
incrgése over those for Study 1? Several factors may have
contributed -to these events. ', ' -
First: in ;ﬁy evaluation, there must be at least one
.guéstion on vhich to base the evaluative judgmént. The.
opportunity for a viewer to overtly evaluate is én event
sepat;te }rom that of sihply viewing. An individual viewer
chooses to partlcxpate or not participate (CPB, 1980, p. C~
16). The d1rect1ng 1nf1uence of the evaluation .
questlon(s) may be~cr1t1ca1 not only to the‘:aéure of the
responses, but also to their frequency. As noted in —l
Chapter Two, most researcheré.employ a glbbal questidn,for

'a variety of reasons, including genenalizability of data

and technical aspects of the PEAC syetem. .

]
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For Study 1, in an attgmbt to more finely explore gﬁe
link between the t;sk demand of evaluation and the
paréicular;effects of PEAC usage, a somewhat more specific
evaluation question was employed, namely, "How effective do
you. think this program is in demonstrating language

-

acquisition in children?" Although it was initially

PR

intended to utilize this question for both samples, results °
from Study 1 showed that the interaction between this

question and the characteristics of the program not only "ﬂ' .o

.,

failed to provide for discriminaéing evaluatipn, but did

not elicit the ffequency of responses essential to the

evalu;tion process qf the PEAC system. Nearly all the ‘
subjects using the PEAC system rahed“the ﬁilm as "very
effective" or "fairly effective" at all times and/in'fact
ﬁseq their hand-held PEAC devices very infrequenﬁly. The
specific and rather lengthy phraéing of the ev f;ation'
questi;n may have.Beén ignored or.fbrgotten b§ viewers.
Sincegthe question éppeared, in effect, too complicated for
ﬁyiewers to keep in ﬁind while simultaneously watching the
p}ogram,,they seemgd to choose siﬁply to watch the érogram.
In other words, they chose not to particfpaté in the
eQEfu;tion. I1f, on the other hand, they were aétively‘
evaldating,lapd siﬁplf never changed their opinion, the

. . -

same conclusion must still be drawﬂ: that the question was

inapp:gpniatg%,ngs_pggcséugglggQgided no useful - ©

——

!‘

',infozmation: Since in Study 'l the PEAC users hé?ély dver

~

. . ‘ N e
used their hand units during.the program, the main ~ b

o
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By

difference between the treatment and control groups, that
is, the use or oon use of PEAC, in pzact!tal terms

) 3 - ' ' virtually disappeared. Th1s*ﬁ6uld certainly account {or

1 wfffhe lack of dlfferences between the groups on the dependent~
[ meaSures. i 0

]
' The guestion employed for Study 2 was global and in-

"keeping with previous research: "How good oo you, think f
_this.program is) based on your overall xéection?" It Qas

\ hoped;that the natute of this gquestion wqQuld encourage
students to be more dyfé;1m1nat1ng about different aspects
of\the program and that\the 51mplér,hmo:e understandable
phrasing wou1d~make the task easier aqg thus encourage more
frequent responses. 1In light of the fact that the only
manipulated design difference between Study 1 and Study 2
Qasithe question, the'obsetved increase in the frequency'ot

53 . ' #

responses for Study 2 suggests that the question itself

plays a crucial role in whether people reSpond;L Besponse

.rate, in turn, appears to influence .the obtrusiveness of

the PEAC methodology, as seen by the effect produced on '

cognltlve recall. The act of holding the hand units and

being asked to evaluate seems not to be what differentiates’

-

the PEAC methodology from traditional tecﬁniques nor what

defines the task demand of evalyative viewing. Instead,

¢

the task demand seems:to be defined by the overt request of

directed attention in the form of the overall evaluation
question. ‘The resulting activi¢y then determines how
v t e L2 "*(‘ [N - -«,\14, . e - -

varlous types of 1earn1ng are 1nf1uenced.

. e b ga
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From the standpoint of this sefies of experimgnts, i€

was the change in the real-time question which produced

both an increase in response rate and the overall gffect
for PEAC as initially hypothesized. However, it is obvious

that a second major factoré held constant across both’

'
.

- studies, was the likely cause of general low response rate,

that being the nature of the program itself. As mentioned
‘ e
in Chapter Three, one of the reasons for the selection of

the particular program used was that it was cénsidered a
- §odd‘repzésentati;n of a typical ETV program. Viewing of
ETV is not, in gene:al; a highly emézave agtivity. a |
. tYp;cal program would probably nét elicit the individual
attitude peaks and valleys of a program dealing with a ‘\\
controversial subfﬁct matter or a program desigﬁed largely
to entertain. 1In Bther words, ETV does not usually bring
- out strong opin%bns. The PEAF’Eystem} however, is use%ul
in formative évaluation pre;isely because it records

measurable moment-by-moment changes in reactions to

specific program segments which are then compared with one

e another as well' as against a baseline. It is this type of .
i’ Y 2 R - . .
coordinate data-which_ allows the producer and/or designer to
Q . \
-

make revisions and improve the_prdgram.~~1f the program does
: M .

not stimulate this type‘of continuous discrimina£ing reaction,
the primary strength of éhe PEAC system appeafé to be lost, -
‘unless of course one wisheq Simply tg ensure the presence of
an” attitudinal plateau. Without access to frequent responses.

ih real-time data, the researcher is unable to tie cognitive
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.learnihgfto viewers' reactions. , Prodfams and/or questions -

which do produce frequent responses may ‘in fact be useful. - .

3 ~,ﬁgdr cases in &rich frequent iesponses are not elicited,

post- presentat1on evaluatlon techniques seem the best

kv

altetnatlve. Whlle the . use of the PEAC system ‘does not

-
.
.

| 3 preclude the use of post- presentatlon techniques (in fact,

.

to the aughdr's knowledge, -the system is always used in

N -

conjunction with post-viewing questionnaires), the cost'and

SRS

BB

effort seems worthwhile only if useful additional

e s PR T mte

information is obtained. Furthermore, the level of '

X

obtruéivenessh}ehpecially at increasing levels of
respondiegwﬂagy ?bscure the evaluation 9f the principle aiml
' of the pgfogram, that is, learning. If the bEAC system is
used because the ETV program 15 'felt to have suffic1ent
‘attxtudlnal vaz1ab111ty, the measuré of cognlt}ve

4 effect1veness should probably be conducted sepérately.

A,

.The strength of the above argument relies in part on

the aséumption that the léérners ofStudy].and ﬁtudy 2

O

performed in a relatively equlvalent manner regarding the

treatment.‘ I{ﬁ;as 1n1t1a11y expected that learnexs from
Study 1 would outperform those ofrsfédy 2, but.it was not
expecteq that the difference would 1nteract,w1th t@g
presence orjabsencé of the PEAC d¥stem. To examine

potential differences, tests were performed between sample

% e

performahcg only to detect any differential effects. As

\ « ' ¢ ’
was noted,\there was no PEAC.effect on multiple choice !

items. \Thud, the interaction between samples and multiple
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' 1 .
'l‘hios result would be a genuine dilemma/if it were the- o

.

" statistical standpoint, a floor effect tends to. reduce the

. : ’ 4 - . . i
.y ‘ . ‘ v
v N ’ “

¢

“‘/o ,' ’ /.
choice sco;:Q\gE}cg\aﬁd emerge obviously had no direct

effect on the independent variable. The short answer test

94

which yielded the PEAC effect did not piodudé an

{ﬁteréction. . The PEA& effect therefore re‘ainea

uﬁéontaminated.by'any~differences between/the groups. .
The last thentially significant fly in the ointment ’ .

is the apparent floor effect on the syo t answer test. C

~ v

outcome of a single source, that ig, on-learning.

However, three separate features of fhe cognitive measures

suggést a dffferent picture. First; purely from a

likelihood of finding differenceg. Thus, it is indeed
suiprising that any effect coul haQe_emexgeq at all, and .
presumably did so because it was "real". Second, while, .
short answer rééponses rémained somewhat depressed. .

following the preséhtation, ultiple choice performance,

improyved between 200 and 300 percent, thus. indicating that

a reasonable level of leatrning of one sort (recogpitién)
occurred. The viewers yere iq fact paying some kind of,.
atténtion, and did leafn something. Thiré,<the lack of an
effect in Stud;ll woyﬁd be expected in light of the non-
participation of 1eérners. ,Howeveg, in Study 2; short
angwer performanc7 f&r~the PEAC grgup’actually deéreased
marginally even ﬁhough their mu}tiple choice answers

improved 300 p7tcent, while' the non-PEAC group improved to 4

a significant/ﬁegree on both measures. Thus, all of the

»

Ly
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. ‘ «
learner performance on all measures of both studies was
reasonable, and would be expesfed under the sircumstances.'

*It would therefore be unreasonable to assume that the short

A

.anqéir test results were anomolous. The large n-size

further supports the validity and reliability of the data.

tom

That the college students?;eagned little from the program

is an issue addressed‘beio . but the substantive %
significance of the PEAC effect is seen t6 be on solid,
albeit undramatic ground.

Selective Effects

The effect of the PEAC system methodology.raises several
' {

.’ 2

important issues about the n;ture of measuring cognitive
recali in a formative evaluation context. The issue of
c0gnitive récall deals with the degree to which information
presented in the program 1s assimilated by the student in
terms of. factual, comprehensave or applled knowledge
(Anderson, 197?; Romiszowski, 1981). In both studies, three
measures were ueed to~aesees cognitive recall: short answer,
mu;tiple choice and "fill-in-the-blank" types of tests. In'
distinguishing the three formats, non€ is uniQersally '
appropriate as a measure of recall..>R%ther, the
eppropriateness of their use depends/upon the educational T
ebjectives of the ETV program, Previous research, however
(Anderson, 1972), has indicated that ehort answver teets,
which teduire the student's own words, are mote o
discriminating of knowledge which ineludes comprehension
and applicatioq. This is because these types qf teets are

ko -

.

. ) .
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\ . [ b
more likely to require cqgnitiée processing than multiple
choice or "fill-in-the-blank” type responses, which are
moreﬂlikely to be verbatim pheases or paraphrases.. )’
Assumlng then that short answer respénses entail the ) [74/
reformulation of assimilated knowledge (1nto wrltten

answers), this measure of recall provides an xndlcatlon of : -

the effect of PEAC usage on the processing of 1nformat10n.

The contention that short answer responses are in fact more - . E
d1scrn‘§nat1ng of comprehen31on and application was

! f l ‘ supported when results reyealed the short answer posttest
. scores to be the sole contributing measure to‘the‘overall

main effect of PEAC. This result suggests that gse of the

PEAC system affects an individual's "deepef“‘processing of.
information as opposed to Smele xefg;matxon acquxsxtlon.‘
While the 1ssue of constructive versus reconstruct1ve ‘ .
memory extends beyond the scope of this thesis (Zangwill,
1972), it is worth noting that the perennial Ebncern‘over

o* " the passive nature of 1earn1ng from telev1sHon (whléh would

. encourage surface learnlng and discourage deep learn1ng)

may have manlfested its&Rgg in the :ecognxtlon versus recal}l

‘differences. A
A

‘ Extrabolating further from Anderson (19f2) and :

Rothkopf (1970), the task of continuous real-time

)

AN S

evaluation may further éncdurage surfafe processing and
' -
5, . recall of verbatim material,” at the expense of, materlal
B e
g 1nvolv1ng comprehension. Given the low response rate,
i Co. -
?' however, any increase in incidental recall could not be
£ ' v
E 4
¥ ]
Y 3.
7
". N . ' %
4 b i \ .
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exéected., The use of the PEAC system does not seem to

-

Al . N " ‘ ° . )
influence recognition memory, at least at the us‘a\ge level

o

: found here, as was dem@pstratgd by the multiple choice
scores. Thus,' the kind of incidental material -mgasyred'in

the study (all baslcally surface, verbat1m-type questm{s)

[

did' not requ1retconsc1‘ous cogn1t1ve processing in the same

manner as short answer material 1nvolv1ng comprehénsion.

»

Reflecting on the results' obtained for the multiple choice

» items, recall of this 1nc1denta1 material would not have
been expected to be reduced by the PEAC system in either

study. '

Attitude measures. There were no differences between

-

PEAC users and non-users for any~of the attitude items. t

- The only differences which did emgrge were from the pre- to
- the posttest. In Study 1, all three items which dealt’ with
te,levi‘si'o'n. as a medium for information dissemination (‘#7,

12 and 13) were significant, and showed the greatest .
substantive change.’ It is interesting to note that two ($#7
y and 12) of these thtee items also produced effects’ in th{f
second study. Follomng. the presentatlou, viewers were
.more pus’étive about the use of TV as an iustructibnal tool
(#12 and 13). “However, they v:rere significantly less ‘
positive ‘about using a documyentary to accomplish the
.instructional task (977).£l These results. suggest that wh1le
the experlence 1nclined" students toward a positive view of

using television as a learning medium, they seemed to

dislike the documentary format. These conclusions’ are

[

—
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nevertheless strange because students did like‘thisf K

)

,,”Jdocumeﬁiary (see Program Evaluation Ratings, section 1I,

5

Q

items #2 and 4). Therefore, one can only conc%udé‘&hat

D . .
they don't want educational documentaries "shown regularly

.

3 ‘ '- . u‘ »
.on television", as the question specified:. However, viewers

appear to both approve of and recommend the documentary.in
the- context in which they found themselves, that is,

watching‘ETv in the classroom.® Unfortunately, this

favorable,diféosition failed- to result in a favorable level

Aéf learning, as will be discussed below.

1

Changes were also revealed for some items which dealt

. ,
with opinions ahout the value of language acquisition (#4,

5a, 8 and 9 in Study 1, and #1 and 8. in Study 2). These

differences, though statistically significant, were small,

A i

with responses remainigz positive on both the pretest. and

“

posttest for Questions #1, 4, 5a and 9. These results
suggest that students respect the importance of language
acquisition as a tdpfc.and thus were favorably inclined to

watch a ptograt/ﬁn—$hat topic.

. Curiously, the only "attitude" item which directly

referyed to information content in the program (#10),

.evaluatioh ratings indicated that, overall, students liked

elicited‘éﬁanées in béth studies. This item was, upon- ..
review,/detérﬁined to'be as much cognitive as affective,
and in fact produced some ch‘ange in both learning and’
attitude as 'a result of specific informatién dissemination.

Progrdm evaluation réting measures. The program

: -
&,

g

o T TS
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the program. Thgse iteﬁs,which required short answers

T . -~

revealed that host~vieweksuliked the program very much,.

especially the segments involving examples of children. It

f igd eiesting-thgt quite a few viewers could find nothing

- thzgzmplify "thé ;reatest wéakness“ nor even could they
sJégest an improyement. However, dissatisfaction was
. ) e§pres§ed about the narrative technique of "ta}kingYheeds“, .
: w1hich is a s‘tyle often used ’in ETV and doEu&nentary

program

o effect of PEAC usage was demonstrated for any of

‘prbgram‘evaluation rating items in Study 1, and only

Qne item (#Wowed dlfferences between groups in Study 2.
T is. one 1tem indicated that users were more dlssatlsfxed
wg h ‘the narration technique of Ytalking heads" than were’

Overéll learning. One final issue worth noting is the

\leyel of overall learning. While surface performance on

a

R T

Y R -the posttest was fair, as shown by the multiple choice n i

. scores, comprehension was low, as evidenced by the short |
answer scores. This seéms to suggest two guidelines for

‘the improvement of ETV. First, collaboration between the '

insttuctional designer dnd the E?V producer needs to be
: FOON . .
. encouraged.” Specifically,

~

must work together to develop solid, effective material L

V}
the two professionals (or teams)

which really meets the pre-determined objectives. As has

. "been mentioned, .the program used in this study was selected
bBecause it was deeméd representative of ETV. The actual - P

(R
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educational objectifg;‘of its original producers were not

e
H

"known, so for the purposes of this study, the program
[ ] . T

objectives were defined by the experiyenter (see Chapter .
~ ' . . \
Three). Thus, the described objectives may not be those of

TEA

& the original producers.at all. ‘'This liberty of defining

R the program's edﬁcational'objectives was taken to ' T

g el e Y SRR

illustrate a point. Namely, most ETV is produced either by

: instructional desigé@%s or ETV broducere, seldom- by both

/

together. The situation 6f an educator imposing ‘objectives

on a program is not a rarity. Teachers, for'example, often

P .».‘.w%'ﬂfuii"‘uﬂ“\-;‘- e

select a film or.wideotape-fer elaésrobm viewing. from a
. catalogue. They then/show the progrem in the"contdxt of
their course, presumably_on the assumption that’studentsﬁ» : 3:'
. will obtain eome meesure of cugnitive aS‘Well as other "4 o é
. N ) 3
types of learning from it. - ETV producers, on the. other : ,
. hand, may have created.a program with the prxmary objectlve P s
of enjoyment or entertalnment. Learn1ng aﬁfJ;nJoyment are e
not mutually exc1u51ve, but to ensure an overlap, prbdugers
and educatlonal de51gners must work together. ‘ g

. The second guldel1ne suggested by‘the 1earn1ng

v performance is the need for the specif1cat10n of - ob]ectlves B

~ .
-

for ETV. Whlle much has been written about object;ves for .

o

traditional educatlonal«med1a, such as prdnt, 11tt1e is BRI
. ia ‘

-
-

available as a guideline.for the development and

~
>

1mp1ement1on of ETV objectives.. If producers do not have

’
4
.
+
H
3
3

precisely deflned objectives, they can hardly be accused of

. . F :
- © .failing to meet them. ‘ “& \\\

<
»
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Impllcathns ) ~

s L

The PEAC system methodology %ey "be useful for -

’ measuring affectlve varlables, but only for programs‘whose i

obiectlves includ€e the attempt to change attltude. The
7’

results obtalned from evaluatlng attltude for an educational

', e 4

Y N program do not seem t7 be transferable to an assessment of p .
e ,

L /”\ %\p/,gram s cognitive

useful to assess attitude toward programs, such as the one

DS H s LB S I Pt e

learning effectiveness. It may not be

P o

~ " * ¢ used, which are geifed ‘toward cognitive change (see \e)

BN ! ’ discusdion of program objectives abové). The PEAC system
. - X . . & . .

- . - methodology has been advocated as not artificially changing T

o ‘ 1 " :

: - a ’ y -
) ~ the act of viewing (Radio-Quebec, 1984). This study has

%

RN ' ~indicated this to be true for attitude, the system's area “;

3 * : " 7 : {

t of strength, and false for cognitive aspetts, an area for 1
[ > , ' C i,
] . which the system was probably not designed. A % !

Two key ideas emerge from these rehul%su First, it e

would be inappropriate to condemn the PEAC QYStemﬁfor not . ’ ?y

1

l' r_
) designed. . In facﬁ% this study prov1des tentatlve support

functlonlng well under circumstance§=for whlch it was not’

for its use in the context of its properwenv ronment.

Second, instructional evaluators must takéfgreat care to ‘ :

use the system for its intended purpose, and not genefélize P
-+ L s ) . )
to variables beyond ,its scope. While this is obvious, the

.

~ main issue extendis just beyond. "The greatest»dangef seems

not to lie i e mlégse of the PEAC system. in a cognitive . k ‘

* domain, because

. w : ‘
_Rather, the danger lies ‘in evaluators' refiance'solely on

L%

- W,;pﬂ Pt Brdnuakited s .
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' the PEAC syst;am for:;:t;e ,for‘gna'c‘ive evaluation Sf ETV
Productions. The sophisti.cati'clm and "hard data" produced

_by the PEAC system may ;uil evaluétorg igto feéling-thatvD
their job is not only doné, but done thoroughly and well.

If the objectives -of a program are partially cognitive,. .y

however, then those ob]ectlves must be dealt with .
4 -

independently of the PEAC-involved evaluation. cognitive

"evaluation techniques are admittediy more difficult and+in

some respects less precise because they cannot pinpoint

performance tocspecific time fiarjles'of the program, Thus,
‘they likely fall very low in a producer's priorities, but
this .is exactly the pomt. The PEAC' system may convinée_ )

producers and 1nstruct10na1 des:tgners that they have

ident1f1ed all of the program's weak.spots, and

-

*

consequently, they are fully prepared to make any nécessary T

<

fy . « . °
r‘evisions. Howévec;, this happy task also serves to distract

them: from what sho 1d be (from an educa&.or s pomt of .

v1ew), dther essentxal ob]ectlves. 'nlzfjaffectwe

1nformat10n provided by the PEAC system is 1nher¢'n‘tly .

concrete, tang1b1e, and, from an "artistic standpoint",
‘ remed1able. Cogmtwe aSpects are far more. e€lusive and
difficult to address, yet 1f the medium of television is to
. _séxvé a multiple role in forpélﬁahd‘;informval eduLa\'tio‘nal
envifonments, jt must attend to the facts as well as the

opinions. ‘
In concbusmn, both mstructional de51gners and ETV

producers need to examme then: goals and the retlatmn of

ey

»
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thesq\éoais to the,media used. What does it mean to watch

educational teleyision .and how is'this viewing affected by

,evaluatlon technlques? Any eyaluatlon research must tﬁ*ﬁ@ﬂ

‘-~

place within the context of a multltude of factors, ®

e

1nc1ud1ng object1Ves, 1nd101dhal characterlstics,

s

motivation, environmentdl conditions and so on. Suggestions

I8

. , T
for® future research include closer looks at various types

\

of real-time evaluatzgﬂ qugsﬁibns and’ETV programs.
a AN

Concentration is néede both on the effect of the PEAC
mathodolaéy‘an attitudes ip strongiy emotive programs, and
‘on its utilfay_in aasesging aagnitive change when frequemg
real-time responding does occur. Since different audiences
may respond in dif}erent manners, formative evaluation
techniques need’to‘be explored with a cross-section of
target audiences. Individual ap@itudescalmOSt certainly

a [3
influence evaluation just as they-do learning; how and ‘under

what Circumstances they do.so needs to be explored.

To improve the instrubfional diversié&-and utility of \
‘ETV,.ﬁﬁat is clearly needed, is: first, an‘unéerstanding'by
all involved parties of 'the implications of what thay are |
doing;,sagapd, a willingness to-agree upon common objectives
and 80 whag?is ne¢essary to accomplish them; and finally, a
framework' for application (preferably based on theory) which
at once adﬂu?;Ses the constraints of the lnteractlon while
guiding the declslon-maklng toward the best possible quality.
It is toward the development of a ‘more comprehensive and

valid system of. formative evaluation that this study has

hopefully "contributed.
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Questionnaire 1 .

S L TN ,
. Section I - Short Answer Questions . K

Answer each question in section I in your own words. Be as
brief and concise as possible in the space provided. -

.

. .- . ’
! 1) Do parents generally correct their children's speech
errors, and if so, how? - :

! " . 2) Children have a tendency to look for general rules of:
language. -, This is c¢alled "over-regularization®. , Giv
an example. %& over- -regularization. Co S

s X , ’ . 4 o . r -

..

/ ) . f ) N N . . ' .v~' ‘ ;f

3) What 'would you consider the single most 1mportant
. . thing a parent does ‘to facilitate a child's language

_acquisition? - o Q

. o i

- ) !

AN . . . ' §

. f §
v oo D . 1

b ‘ 4) a) What part of a chlld's language acqulsltxon is ]

o - blologlcally determxned (innate), if any? a - y

v . .,
N . , vyt
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. R , " . ’
. i . ¢ . . s . - .
, ., ) . . .

4) b] what part of language acquisition is determined by a
child's environment, if any? .
# - . ‘ T . , & -l .
5) Does'language develop in qualitatively‘'different stages,
‘ vewr OF aS-#xguantitative attumulation of the same bagic
princffﬁ,esﬂ?' . Y
. )
“ |
- “ [
: &
, ‘
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- Section II - Multiple Choice Questions

-] ; N ~

Answer each question in section II by cireling the letter

of your response. Citcle only one letter for each

question. : . . - 2
’ : . . ™

N ‘ ' ' r~ W g,

‘1) The fact that babies percelve speech at such an early

age 1mp11es that this ab111ty is

a) passed on from parents to children all over the world

through practice
b) biologically determined
c) dependent on cultural norms and customs

d) qone of the above N ‘. .

151
2) A chlld‘s grammar is close to that of an adult by the R
time the child has reached the age of K

a) 2 years
, b) 3 years : p
‘) 4 years . ‘ iﬁ

/o

d) S years

3) The ability to combine words ?E?o two and three word
. sentences is called . . h
a) grammatical phrasing
”b) telegraphic .speech o,
_¢) horophrasjsg g ~
d) mastery . * :

4) A three year old ig, given a large brbwn cafdboard box,
with one side colored yellow. When asked to.point to
the front of the box, he is most likely to..point'to

-

a) ‘the yellow side ", , ‘ ) ‘ g

b) the side facing him ' . LN o

c) the top of the box ' . .

d) .any side at all . : &

5) Infants are highly respon51ve to the human vozce when

they are as young as— ) o
a) 1 day . s
b) 1 week . ) L, ’ . z
c) 2 weeks . L, . -
d) 1'month . S ¢ . -

C T, ‘ ) ) )
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6)*Gtammaticai features of English are acquired

. . a) in the .same order, although at different rates for
. different children”
_b) at the same rate, althefigh in dlfferent order for
, different chlldxen ,
‘c) in the same order and at the same rate-by all
children whose native tongue is English
d) at different rates and in different order for
different ch1ldren - "

P ormm——
7) In wh1ch of the following situations would a three year
) : 0ld be most likely to 1nd1cate the correct side of an

2

object as its front? *

[

)

a) .when the=object,is a Sgrson
. b) when the object has one side of dlfferent ;\:olor
<) when the object is familiar to(}
" d) wh the object is moveable o
i ) 8) When a child is given an incorrectly constructed
‘ ‘ . sentence, she will ) “\

a) not know what the errors are and repeat the errors in
her own°speech > N
b) know what the errors are but not repeat them in her
Yown speech !
¢) not know what the errors are and ‘not repeat them in
o ' her own speech
' d) all of the above, depend1ng on the c1rcumstances

9) Horophrase is the correct term for . <

4 a) the one word sentence )
b) gut&etal utterances of newborn’s . w
4{¢) the  two or three word sentence

"§d) none of the above

'y

ERE —

N, 10{t/The overapplication of grammatlcal nules is best

‘ » ; exempl1f1ed by a ch11d saylng , .
e
- , a) "open the door" inptead of "door open"

N B) "he went" instead pf "he goed" /
S c) "he goed" instead of "he went" : T
S, “d) "himself" instead of "herself" ) "
‘ . . o s
V @ ‘
\_ Ivf ’ v . .
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Questionnaire 1 Section II

Answer each questlon in section III by plac1ng a check ()
over “the term that best indicates your response. °

1) It is fmportant to unQerstand how an 1ndzv1dua& learns a
language. . '

, . . - ,
Strongly " Agtee Don't Disagree - Strongly”
dgree kndw . disagree

R -t 2) Knowing how children learn to talk makes one m%re

’ socially attractive. . .
A Strongly Rgree Don't ' Disagree’ Stromgly .
/. Tl agree W know I - disagree
- ‘ . . . ) e, \ -
3) Children are usually an interesting topic.
. Strongly Agreé Don't . Disagree g1y~
gree .

agree - know
. 4) Knowing about how children 1eatn lan%hsge will help a
person to ‘teach their own childzen peak more,qq1ck1y
and effectively. ' . ‘ ,
Straongl : Agree - Dan't ‘Diéagree.J
9ty : ° dlsaggez

agree know.

14

5) At-least one course in ch1ld development would be useful -
- for everyone - ] . . -

a: for those who have or who plan to have children

[y

Strongly Agree , Don't ‘ Disagree St:ongiy
agree ' . know ' . disagree
) b: for thése who don't plan to have childfen
Strongly Agréﬁ Don't . Disagree , Strongly
agree know v disagree
| g S~ gree .
. 6) The problem with television is that all the information
. goes by so guickly that you can't remember very much.
R . >

Strapgly Agree Don't -’ Disagree  Strongly

. ) know o disagree

agree

2
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7) It is unfair to expect people who are not- parents to be

. 1nterested in children.

Strongly ‘Agree ! Don't DIsagree Strongly
agree ¢ - know ' o . disagree

Ay

8) Documentary programs on vakious aspects of child
development shduld be show regularly on telev151on.

Strongly Agree Don't ‘Disagree Stronglyl
agree . i know A disagree

~J

9) The 1mpoztance of how an 1nfant ‘learns his or her mother
e tongue is, exaggerated. o

Strongly ’ﬂ’;gree .Don't Disagree Strongly
agree - 'know disagree

10) Knowxng whether speech is culturally or bxolog1ca11y
" determined is 1tre1evant. . o

h

-
\

Strongly Agree Don't Disagreée  Strongly
agree - know S disagree

11) Parents should use different levels of language when
speaking -to chzldren of different ages.

" ’ : ' ‘ “ ‘ 9. -\-:J"r .
' Strongly Agreg i bon't .’ Disagree  Strongly
agree - ' know I » disagree

12) KnOW1ng about how ch1ldren {fern 1anguage will help a
4 person to be a better parent.

' Rl

- s N

B r——— /7 ___.__.a__~ —-—’— ‘ —— . ’ L ——
" Strongly | Agree ° - Don't Disagree Strongly
agree . - know ' ‘ disagree

>

»

13) Telev1sxon is a better way 'to learn about topics like
language acqu131t10n because 1t makes everything

-~ + .concrete and 1nterest1ng. . %
Strongly Agree “ Don't | Disagree _ ' Strongly
agree know e '+ disagree.
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Spatial visualiz%tion Test
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‘Questionnaire 2

o .
This section is a test to see how well you can Ty

understand how the pattern of an object can be folded or

. rolled into a solid figure. In the sample on the next page
(after the answer sheet) are two drawings. The drawing at
the left of the page is.a flat pattetn. The drawing at the
right is the solid object that is made by foldlng the
pattern.

»

. Notice tbe small arrows on both the flat pattern and

b . the object ( ). These arrows appear in exactly the same

! position on each pattern and its object. For example, the
arrows on the solid object in sample show exactly the same
corner as the one marked with arrows on the flat pattern. .
Note, too, the dotted lines on the flat pattern. These
dotted lines show where the’folds would be in the obgect.

S Bach number on the solld object indicates. an edge that
corresponds to an edge marked with a'letter on the flat
pattern. . Look at the s¢lid object. Notice the numbers 1, . -
2, and 3. Each number is a separate question, so there are
three questions to answer in this drawing. You are to
decide which letter (a,-B, C, D, E, F, G, or H) on the flat
pattern corresponds to each.of the numbers 1, 2, and 3. on
the solid object. ¢

In order to answer question I3 find the number 1 on
¢ ) the solid object. When the object is unfolded, that edge
falls into the position marked A in the flat pattern/
Therefore, the answer to question 1 is A. On your answer
sheet, write the letter A on the space beside number \l.

Now find the number 2 on the object. What letter on
the flat pattern is in the same. p051t1on as the number 2 on
the-object? For question 2, write in the appropriate
letter., Go ahead with question 3. Write your answer on
the answer sheet. I ) .

The right answer for question 2 is E;' for question 3 i
it is F. If'you did not mark ,these answers, look at the f
drawings again to see what the right answers should be.

. Cross out any wrong answer you have and mark the right no.

Maxk only ONE answer for each question. .If you change
S . .your mind about an answer, cross out your first answer and :
N write the other one in the space. PLEASE DO NOT MARK ON _
.°THE PAGES WITH THE DRAWINGS. WRITE ONLY ON YOUR ANSWER
o SHEET.  If you finish before time is up, you should go back

and .check your work. ‘' N

5
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‘ ANSWER SHEET g
page 1 ' . pPage 5 (continued) :
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- ‘ ~ Questionnaire 3 ¢ Y : :
- a X "
L o This is a test of\your knowledge of word meaning‘s. fl ;
*”  Look at the sample bel One of the five lettered words - SR

\ "’ has the same meaning or nearly the same meaning as the C

_word above. .
jovial
\ A. refreshing ‘
- B. scarce A
* ' C. thickset’
Do Wise . k J »
E. jolly . t

The answer to the sample item is E.

For each word, circle the letter beside the word -t;hat
is closest in meaning. o -

»

N -

°

DO NOT BEGIN UNTIL TOLD.

A 1

~ .
v [ 4 .
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SR et s Bt

1. cottontai) 7. evoke iz.hplacage ' 19. curtailment.
© - A-squirrel - A-wake up - * A-rehabilitate A-expendifure
B-popular B-surrender B-nlagiarize B-abandonment
- C-boa o @ C~-reconnoiter C-depredate « C-abridgment
D-marshy plant - D-transcend D-apprise D-improvement
E-rabbit E-call forth E-conciliate _E-forgery
2. marketable ‘ 8. wnobtrusive ' 14, surcease : 20. perversity
A-partfsan A-unintel1{gent B A-enlightenrent A-adversity
- B-jocular - B-epileptic B-cessation _B-pérviousness
. C-marriageable C-11logical C-fnattention C-travesty
D-salable - D-T1ineal D-censor D-waywardness
< E-essential E-modest _ E-sybstitution E-gentility
Lo r . . 7
3. boggy 9. terrain % 15, apathetic 21.. calumious ) $
A-afraid A-{ce-cream A-vandering A-complimentary , “
B-false . B=final test . B-impassive - B-analogous g
C-marshy , C-tractor C-hateful C-slanderous 2
D-dense RS D-area of ground D-proohetic D-tempestuous 3
» E~black, * E-weight . " E-pvérflowing E-magnanimous ;
4, gruesomeness 10.capriciousness 16. paternoster  22. ilifberality ° 3
A-blackness A-stubbornness A-paternalism A-bigotry _' :
. ‘B-falseness ©+ Becourage’ B-patricide B-1 cf'l’_'ﬁy L
C-vindictiveness C-vhimsfcality | C-malediction P pibility ”
' D-drunkenness .D~amazerent P-benediction " De-caufery
E-ghast]iness . E-greediness E-prayer ~ E-immaturity 3
. 6. Toathing 11, maelstrom 17. opalescence  23." clabber ’f
- A-diffidence’ - A-slander | " A-ooulence A-rejoice §
B-12ziness B-whiripool ) B-senescence B-gossip i
C-abhorrence . C-enmity C-bankruptcy , C-curdle - -
D-cleverness D-armr - D-iridescence D-crow oo
E-comfort E-majolica E-assiduity E-hobble .
: o 4.
6. bantam . *12, tentative 18. lush 24. sedulousness v
A-fowl A-critical " A-stupid A-diligence N
. B-ridicule - | B-conclusive . B-luxurious B-credulousness ;
C-cripple C-authentic C-hazy . C-seduction i
D-vegetable: - D-provisional D-putrid aD-perilousness L
E-ensign = - | E-apprehensive E-languishing g-frankness }
,‘ . v ' Vg 3T
. - . N |
1 x i
: ¥
; ]
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31. demonizcal 37. corroboratory 43, aggraridizement
A-aloof A-plausible A-theft
_ B-mythical B-anticipatory B-inpeachment
. - "C-thoughtful C-confirmatory Cpderision o
D-sweetmeat D-fiendish D-explanatory D-amazement °
E-vegetable E-eccentric E-esoteric E-enlargement
26. hardtack 32, highroad 38. figurine .44, effulgence.
. A-nafl A-mountain road A-mataphor * A-rominence L~
* B-textfle B-right of -way B-vine B-outline
C-weapon L-main road L-poem (-change
' D-wood D-roadbed - « D-organ - 4 D-radfance "-%‘
E-biscuit £-concrete road ‘E-statuette E-energy i
. 27. commendable 33, befog 39. rancorous  45. aphasia g
. “ ¢ -+
A-pleasurable A-dampen A-ma) $gnant A-loss of speech ) &
‘B-charitable B+forget B-jubilant B-drunkenness z
C-lucrative C-whip C-abashed ' C-anemfa 5
D-proscriptive D-mystify D-inglorious D-loss of memory b
. E-laudable E-belittle E-careless. E-rash | x
’ ) 3
28, nonchalant® 34, platoon 40. inveteracy 46. panoplied 4
A _ ‘ .
Avsarcastic A-tableland A-habitualness A-philosophical ;
B-discourteous B-bridge of boats 8~-migration B-dressed in armor A
C-noble C-blddy of soldiers C-bravery C-panting '
D-unconcernsd D-commonplace remark OD-covering D-frenzied \ o
E-unsophisticated E-frigate E-hatefulness E-atavistic "
25. coloration .  35. dullard .. 81. choler 47.sacrasanct
A-pigmentation A-p2on . A-anger A-sacrificial° :
B.altemation B-duck B-chorister - . B-dormant 4 o
C-configuration C-braggart C-quard C-inviolable o
D-prevention . D-thief D-saliva D-superficial R
. E-taint E-dunce E-refrigerator E-qullible i
30. aridity 3. lrorrentu;usly 42, vacillation 48. prurience ;»"
A-bitterness A-frivolously A-purification A-modesty - o
8-surface 8-mcderately B-wavering B-sapience e
C-sonority C-waightily C-expulsion C-provender
D-dryness D-momentarily D-temoting p-lust - ;
. E-torridity ‘E-modishly . E-foolishness E-security e 5
/ * g 4:..
a- 3;
. \. :i

i

.

»



Appendix E

Incidental Recall Test

« P
v
.
.
-
.
‘
;
. . .
. -
‘ .
N
\
. . .
¢
'
N
. . .
[
- )
o .
' . -
. “
' - . ‘

- . " . R
. A . -
, g
N ' s e ~
A .
. P
i * f -
R . . -
. . .
- 4 - s
-
.
¢ .
a * . b -
. .
.
. . -
. .
.
'
T .
-
e '

.
. . .

PR ' ]

. ; 3
| |
.

) X
' “
. 1
. .
. o -
- %
SN > .
;
.
.
.
o s ‘~‘
.
: 1
N :
%
!
Yy
. .

~

\\
e

, o ; )
-
. !
g k?
2
. 1
r— k
T
s
. Co. -
' .
el .
R .o 0
. . .
N .
- . N
, -
-
oy .
. ..
. v k
- g



, Questionnaire 1 .

Sectionxlv*
Sectlon
. }

Answer each quest1on in section IV in the space provided. .
. 17 The ea:1¥)sequence of the prbgram showed examples of :
children's speech at dlfferent ages. List the ages .

used. . ., S

13

{ - o
,

2) What example was used go xllustrate the relational terms
“big" and "little"? . h'

o
4 <

. ~
3) In the scene showing a mother and her three children in
the kitchen, what kind of food or dlSh was being '

- - prepared? . - . C ; )
' ‘ \\ * 2 .
’ & . , N ) . ‘A N . ‘ . '

4) Did the ébening scane, that 15, the first: image in the .
program, take place indoors or outside? oo

. ' - N ‘ i

5) What was the name of the researcher who 1nvented the
"wod" test? ) ) .

—

M

Stneiotion, 3L L2 A s B Ve £ feSals e

»>

L)
’
'
-
T S Sl I I 5 R

6) aT“Was fhere any music during some or all of the i .
program? . o
Yes  No s(Circle one) -

’ b) 'If yes, how would you rate it?s ) '
: ‘ . ; g
5 Distracting . Neutral - Enhancing ' j
7) How many . examples were glven to illustrate the "wod" ‘
test? . ! ]

7

w Section IV followed Section 111 of the Attitude posttest
(shown in Appendlx B). .
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2 .

9) Was all of the narration (that is, the things said by

.the researchers who spoke during the program) in a '
Canadian accent? ' If not, can you name what country or
éountries their accents appear to be from?

o

N ' . . ' ‘6"«\’ Co

’ fO) W the ending of the program summarized by a q'fnafe ér a’

female?

A -
«
' o

-
., . N -

11) How we(e the terms "warm" and "cold" illustrated in ;Ei
{

s
Y
program? , ' v L
. . o
v" '}\:
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. ‘ \ , Questionnaire 2 ‘
'Section 1 ’ . . B . )

Answer each question in section I using one’or two

sentences.
Use the space provided. . ) e

'.' - ~‘1) What do you think is the pfpdrem‘s greatest strength? |

)
< ' ‘\->

2) What do you think is the prog®am's greatest weakness?

' : . . .
. Il

-
FRUUERRN
—

s L - 0

3) How could this program be improved to make it more
effective for instructional purposes? ' .o

\

* . A

LA et i RS i S i T A D - e L b a
. g o T, T T N S L
, . N

M ----:----- -------- -—ud--:-:(l-—-—-———-—-:-—-——-——-—-3 ————— o e - ——
Section II - -
' _ Answer each questlon in section II by cxrc11ng the letter
which best indlcates your response. .
1) How effectlve do you tugnk this program was as an
1n%roduct1on to the topic of language acqu1s1t10n in
' ch ldrenz , o

v

a) very effectxve

b) fairly effective .
c) not very effective
d) vetry ineffective

. .
el T Y T

vooe

2) For yourself, would you judge the content of the program

as being R
T ‘a) very relevant . , , . )

’ _ ' ~b) fairly nt ' T o
v c) not very xelévant L . :
N ~d) very i\relevapt ‘ . A .
. . Co s ' | . ’ .‘

‘ ' ’; t\ ¢ ' 3

\ A
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1]
L
el o, Farrnns s o i o BNl

. 3) Do you feel that too much or too little information was . F
’ presented? L "

a) way too much .

b) too much : o .
c) just right ‘

d) too little , ‘ )

e) way too little . ) :

4) Would you recommend to others that they watch th;s
program? - ‘

a) strongly recommend .- .

. b) recommend , ‘ oo 1

f ! ’ c) neutral . o

d) discourage )

e) strongly discourage

¢

A

Section III - ol

-

,Consider the followxng aspects of the program and indicate
how you would rate their quality by plac1ng the approprlate
‘ letter in the space provided. :

. 1) a) excellent
. b) good™ - . ‘ .

c) fair

4) poor

" nparration , : . ‘ N

content

b e D

A

. o contindity ;

pacing

ad
L

children used as examples

2 adretane s n

2) The photography in the program was aesthetically

Pt 2

s . s . . ]

D e

Excellept Good Average Fair Poor

T

[}
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L4

1

-

Strongly
agree

S N

Strongly
agree

Very dry -~

. week?
Defxnitely
tune in

<

Agree

3) FTalking heads" (narrators talking directly to the

b

L ]

‘ camera) was a technique used in the program. Do you
think it was used -

' Far too . Too Just the To00 Far too
often often right amountf,rgrely ‘ rarely

- ' 4) The COntené.Qas logically presented and wéll-orgaqized.

5) In general, the content was easy to remember. -

.

Agree

¥
.

—
.

'Stronﬁiy -

Neutral Disagree .
. ' disagree
Neutral Disagree Strongly
’ disagree

6) On a continuum from dry to fascinating, how would you
rate this program? .

Dry . Average Slightly Fascin-~
. . fascin- ating
’ ating

v

<

7) If this were a weekly series,(and‘you "accidentally" -
o . watched this program, would you purposely tune in next

Neutral

Maybe | Probably  Defini-
tune in not tune ately
2% . in not

‘tune in

spar.

Rl R e ceiaas o o
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. r . 3
Sectlon v . . ' <
: 4
Answer these questions by placing a check ( ) over the te:m
that best indicates your response, R
1) ar 1 learn more from an educational television program 1
. if I have specific questions to answer beforehand 3
L because ¥ am forced to concentrates : 3
4 RN - i B R
Strongly -~ Agree Don't Disagree Strongly ..
agree . 1+ know . disagree. ,

~

‘b: 1 learn less from an educational television program .
. if I have specific questions to answer beforehand
: . because I only concentrate on the questions.

Strongly Agree Don't Disagree ' Strongly !
agree ~ know disagree - ;

.
.
s
v
‘/;ﬂ
N
VoA R

&
F
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¢ - Questionnaire 3

Place your response to 'each question as 1nd1cated.

)

,1) Sex: B i
Male ", Female
2§ Age : i
* Under 18 - 18-20 21-23 24-25 Over 25 -
3) Do ysu have ény children of your own? j )
Yes T oo : ;
'4) What is yoyr major area of study?
. Humanities” \\\‘ )
' Sciences ) . . : . By
Business z 7 S o !
Fine Arts ) .
Computer Science . _ . . s .
Other -
“5) Have you ever’taken a general psychology or a Chlld
psychology course’ ’ R .
. » ) N
Yes : No
6) How many.ﬁours‘of edgcétional (or public) television ‘to
you watch a week? "
Under 1 1 -2 S = S 5 - 6 Over 6
’;7) How many hours of commercial television do you watch a
week? ' ' . : :
o ¢ . |
Under 1 1 -2 3 -4 5 ? 6 Qver 6
8) Do you have a VCR?’ . R '

Yes . No -

o o ’} - - | \;

BTV ethy s B

PRPPAERT R W N LN VSR TS s T

el w e, k;w{fm' o 7

B W mes B

S Gt an
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23
i N
- g

N :

9) If 'you answered yes to #8, how many hours do you watch a
week of movies, etc. (not including replayed commerc1a1s

" or ETV programs)?

Kol W o, AT e,
\ .

.

oy

S

10) Rank the following reasons that you would answer the -
', _ question "Ovetall, I watch TV...", starting with "1"
the most important reason and "5" ak the least -

* “~important.

2 ST

Use a rank‘only once. *
o for enterteinment . : ‘
or relaxation P . '
: for learning
for'relief from boxedom,
_.to keep up sociali%\&
other -- please specilfy . ) <

11) Do you feel “that TV is a good instructional medlum, and
whx? , ) .

~

o
.

'
-
=5

TRl § s ey,

-
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\
<
Lt S
&

X



.
>
S Y

,'\sgsnéfgaﬂ . T ‘ )

« D

'

. s .
Pre-experimental Session Oral Instructions For Allwgroups D

; B
Ve ~
L} . - 4 *

2 . .
. - .

S

"

v
S L 4 Rt

L

-

L}
P e e AR Ry YT




Pre-experimental session oral instructions.

. For All Groups . v

First of all, I'd Tike to thank you all very much for

- . allowing us{rfoi-take/up some of your time today. .
W e : ' .
. name is and I am a graduate
, » . e i
student \in the Educational Technology program at Cdncgfdian

et

University, Currently, we are conducting research .on the

’ . evaluation certain filmslgnd videa programs. Today we >9

PO

.

e . o would like to collect some prellmlnary information®and

S )

next Week we wi 1 ask you to evaluate a TV program in the

Vd

same way that is done at CBC, TvOntario and so on. I tp;nk ¢

# . -

*  you'll find it fascinating. -

‘ ﬂ : For anyone who i8 interested in the xresults that we

Cat s MR et ¢

T obtain from this particlular study, we.willfbe supplying a "

+ - copy of the final researc report to your teacher wten'it

is -tompleted. -

PN

As I just said, whatvl'd Like/yeu to do today is to

complete three'shoft questiOnna res. The first
-
n 1dea of how much you -
. ‘
know about thektop1c of next week's v1deo, whz}e the other.

- dquestionnaire today w111 glve us

e

L I

. two w111 give us some other general information which I
will explain when “we get to them. '} pass out the

Yquestionnaires now.

- ‘ ‘ '." +
[Wait until all learndrs have the foxms.]’
Take all the materials of the enyelope, and please

keep the form labelled "QUESTIONNAIRE 1" on our desks, and

.
EtimanNes b Mo B¥has achimahordio 4m¥m w Blll e L,
.

set the other two as1de_for now. Please dq not put your
. N . .




> . T ———— < —— T

. \ !
_nane'on any of the forms.

7 Now nhat I would like.you'to do is.puf the last four
dig\ of your phone number in the box on the front of the- LY
envelope. This will alléw us to match the forms you £i11° . DS

~out today .with the evaluation forms that yog/will‘be given
next week. However, note that all of yqﬁ?fresponses will ™
remain entirely anonymous. The number ﬁs for matching
purposes only. What I would like you’to do now is also put -
the last four d1g1ts of your, telephone number in the upper : /..:
right hand cormer of the questionnaire, once again to :
Y

engure that we can match them up laeer.

The fipst questionnaire, as 1 said, asks Qouqsome‘

questions about the video's topic - langauge adqﬂisition

My pa

" in chiidren.‘ Please s1mply do the best you can on these . '

-

uestions._ You wxll have about 10 minutes to complete this’

first questionnaire,. anhd- I 11 let you know when there are j

f two (2) mlnutes tem/:nlng. Now please ca‘efully read the ' f

i

1n$truct10ns and begln., Are fﬁere any questlons at thls

901nt? [Pause]‘ 1f you‘have any questxons whlle,

: completxng Questlonna1re ﬁ, pleasexralse your hand and I'11 7

come and help you 1ndxv1dua11y.

.

1

Vkemember to’ note the starting time.] - ° [After sight

? . . B \ 2
N . Ty . .. ST L 2
_mlnuteSoenl N [ )

There are two minutes remiining. ([Wait two minutes,)
. ' - i 3 -

Please stop, and set this questionndire aside. The. : R
next two questionnaires are designed to give ns a general o oo

idea about.your group's vispal,and'verbal tendenciee.'




I

", and\answer all your’ questions.- .

Television is, obviously, a manipulation of images and

<

words. In order to effectively evaluate how these images oo

and words dellver the message 1ntended by the p?oducer, it,

o o e Tk R

is extremely useful to measure group tendenc1es_1n terms of

.

interpreting visual and verbal stimuli. Remember, all this v
information is anonymous, so don't worry about your

<4

pétformance.’ Just do the best you can. Also, after the

PARTIES RN

evialuation next week, I'll explain all this in more detail

LA

L]

ot S e i, i

4

jow, pick up the form labelled QUESTIONNAIRE 2.. What
1'd 1j¥e to do is read through the instructions out loud
» you tead along sifentiy. If there are any questioqs

. , . 4
arding how to complete. the questionnaire, I'll afswer ™

T e S SN

them .before you begjnl 1'11 begiﬁ reading th structions
now. . ' ) : . o
[Read'{nstructions alouda) ' T -
— ® . ‘ R O

Are there any questlons? Ycu have about 10 minutes to - A

.complete thlS second questlonnalre, and I 11 let you knowe

[

when there are two minutes remalning If you have anf \\_\~ -
quest1ons, while completing  this quest10nna1re, please

raise your hand and I'll come help you individually. fjoté

thé starting time. ] ' )
. [After eight m1nutes".] ' . I

There ‘are two minutes remaining. [Wait twohminutéEJ
Please gtop, and set this.questionnaire aside. Pick

up the form.labelled QUESTIONNAIRE 3. Read through the .

b 2t 3Nty g rnan a8 Y

instructions. You hhvejlo‘minutes to cqyplete this- last
\ v
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questionnaire, and I'll let you know when there are two
‘ S ,

‘Minutes'remaining. If you have any questlons, whlle

completmg this questlonnalre, please ralse ngr hand and

I ll\fgme help you indav1dt_1a11y.’ INote "~ the starting tlme]

[After 8 minutes...] ™
A . * .
There are two minutes remaining.~ (Wait two minutes. )

Please stop, . and place all three questxonnalres back

in the envelope€. Make sure that the last four d1g1ts of

your phone number are on the. envelope, . ,

L

[c°11ect the quesftlonnaues and ‘check ' to make sure

that dlgn:s of phone dumber have been 1nd1cated 1

Thank you very much‘ for your time. I w111 be back

'

next week to ask you‘ to evaluate the v1deo program.n’ '

JFe—

e A
.
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Experimental session oral instructions

for PEAC non-usage groups

£ 0

Once again"I'd like to thank you all very much for

‘ \ ellowing Us to take up some of your tjme today. 1Is there

anyone who was not here last week?

[

[If yes, "You are welcome to participate in today's

‘\a

e I A

evaluation of a TV program. I'll answer any questions you

P

might have later. Okay?"]

As we mentioned last week, the research we are

‘conducting at Concordia involves the evaluation of certain

films and videos. Today we would Like your help in . r

’,

evaluatlng the effect1veness of ‘an 1nstruct1ona1 program.

g

EONILP /Sy

Th? program was spec1f1cally desxgned to show how children

~‘¢acquire language and is intended for a cegep course in
: :

N T

psychology or 1n child psychology. In other words, after L -
watchxng the program, students should be able to understand ©
the material presented. They should be able to analyze,

synthes1ze and evaluate the basxc concepts présented

et et S L E e -

While watchlng today 8 program, we wouf&~13ke you to assume -
the role of‘a student and learn as much as you can, as we
\ .
. will be asking you a number of questions afterwards about N

the "program.

\

B oy o U e

’ P

' FOR STUDY 1: The overall queetioo'we are interesged in is: o

How effective.do you think this program is in

e il

demohstrating language acquisition in

children? L
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+
FOR STUDY 2: The overall question we are interested in is:
How good do you think this pfc;'gram is, based
on your' overall reaction? )
The purpose of this evaluation is.to help the

*

\.prodﬁcers to detezmiﬁé specific poiﬁt$ wh;n the pr&graﬁ'is
véfy intérésting as well as those points which are not
-intéresting.' It)is'by seeing' the program's streﬁgths and
-weaknesses through your eyes that tﬁf program may be
improved.

Are';here’any questions before we bééinz .

‘fsﬁow program.i )

IWhen.the'program is over, hang out envelopes
containing post-viéwing questionnaires.]

Now that you've seen the program, I'd like you to-
answer the questionnaires being hanaed Aut. Take ail the

méteriabsldut of the envelope. Please do not put your. name

on any of the forms., What I would like you to do is put

the last four digits of your phone number in the box on the .

front of the eﬁvelope. This will allow us to match the

’.

fof%% fou £ill out today with those you completed last
week., Once‘a?ain, note that all of your responses will
remain entirely anonymous. The number is for matching
purposes only. ﬁhat I. would like you to éo is also pué the

last four digits‘of your telephone number in the upper
" right hand corner of each of the questionnaires.

; All the questionnaires are related in various ways to

o

P

o
ey b S
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the evaluatxon of the pzogram you Just ‘saw. 'Now please
keep the form labelled "QUESTIONNAIRE 1" on your desks, . and
gset the other two‘aside‘fo: now. The first questionnaire
toaay will give us aln idea of how much you remember about

the content of today's video, as well as your opinions

about its topic. The other two questionnaires will give us

some other 1nformat1on wh1ch 1 will explaln when we get to
them. " You will have about 15 minutes to complete the

first questionnaire, and 1'11 let you know when there aref

two (2) -minutes rema1n1ng. Now please carefully read the

instructions and begin. Are there any quest1ons at thzs -

point? [Pause] 1If you have any questions while completing
Questionnaire 1, please raise your hand and I'll come and
help you individually. R

[Remember to note starting time. Also, play the‘

amount of time by ear, depending on how many students

f1n1sh within 15 m1nutesJ

[After 13 mlnutes]

N

. (] 't - ‘ i . .
There are two minutes remalnlng, [Wait two minutes]

S

Please stop, -and set this questionnaire aside. The

next questionnaire will give us an idea about your

* ~

evaluation of specific' features of this video. " Remember,
all this information is anonymous, so-don't worry about
giving your honest opigion.

You will have about 10 minutes to complete the second

éuestionnaire, and I'll let 'you know when there are.two (é)

v'minutes remaining. Now please carefully read the

N
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LA P b s oW L brn

P

' ;
o et s renetn Since Fisannde * Fori hee

PR TR P W T P VLD

o b,

-

-



jﬁstructions and begin., Are there any questions at this
éoint? [Pause] 1f you have any questions while completing

Questxonna1re 2, please raise your hand and I'l1l come and'

help you individually.
{Remember to note starting time)

(After 8 minutes]

There are two minutes rémaining. [Walt two minutes]
Please stop, and set this quest1onna1re aside, The
oo ‘ !F : next quest10nna1re 31mp1y asks for some demographlc facts -
about each of you. When you have completed Questionnaire
3, take all three questionnaires and put them in the

envelope on your desk.
1

[Wait until everyone lqpks as though they've fiﬁiéhed
and confirm this by ask1ng } ) |
N Is there anyone who has not finished yet?
" [Collect all questionnaires, once again making sure
that the four phone digits have been indicated.]
o | X . Once agaln, thank you. for your time. The results will

‘be given to your teacher in the near future.

’, . . 4
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Experimental session oral instructions

8 for PEAC usage groups
. . e
Once agaln 1'd like to thank ‘you all very much for
allowlng us to take up some of your time today. 1Is there
<l : anyone who was not here last week?

{If yes, add "You are welcome to partlcxpate in

‘today's evaluation of a TV program. \q 11,answet any

b A i PRI v vk > O o S R s Fn W e Stk Cv Y

questions you might have later. Okay?"]

As we mentioned last wéek, lhe zedeé&ch'we.are
conductlng at Concordia 1nvolves the ‘evaluation of certa1n
Co T - f11ms and videos. Tod;y we would 11ke your help in ‘ ' A .

evaluat1ng the effectlveness of an instructional program. :

.The progra;\was spec1f1ca11y desxgned to show how children - o

acquzre language and is intended for a cegep course in
psfcﬁologx’oz in child psycholbgi: In other words, after '
wétching the program, stuéentslshquld be abIé“éowupderstand
the material »presented. Tﬁej should be able to analyze,
éyn;hesize and evaluate the ygsic cghéépts presented.

" While watching todéxb‘brog;am, we would like you to assume

the role of a'student, and learn as mych as you can, as we

R L T S S

will be asking you a number of questidns afterwards about ‘

the program. _.

°
“ PP ——

FOR STUDY 1l: The overall question we are interested in is:
R ..

How effective do you think this program is in

7

.demonstfating,langhage acquisition in

children?
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FOR STUDY 2: The overall question we are interested in is:

How good do you think this program is, based
on your ovetal} reactidn?
-
The‘progtaﬁ is 25 minutes long.
The purpose of this evélhation is to help the
producers to determine specific points when the program is
very effective as well as those points which'a?e_not
efféctive. It is By-seeing the program's strengths and
wéaknes§e§ through your eyes that the program‘méy be
.improved. —

3n order §o evaluate the program during viewing, we'll

be using the respon;é units which are being handed out now.

Tﬁey':e very simple to Qse and you will use them to record

your own reaction to the film while watching it. We'll go

over exactly how they work once everyone has receivéd one.
[Wait untii evéryone has a hand unit.] -

o ' . ‘ !
. Now, look-at the window display on your hand unit and

raise your hand as soon ‘as you see a little red dot in the '

v

right corner.  That means that the hand unit is ready to

use.

[If all hand units are not sjnchroﬁized, collect them

- and begin again.] ’ D

Each hand unit has been preprogrammed to record your

-~

own individual'resﬁonses throughout the entire film.

3

You'll notice the four buttons marked A, B, C, and D,

These buttons will Be used to record your opinion of

[T
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( . o
-

difﬁerent'parsg of the program. N

A i

FOR STUDY 1: If, while watching the prograﬁ, }our overall
reaction at a given moment is #hat the program
is\!gry effective, you press "A". If you feel

that it is fairly effective, you press "B",

wh}Ie‘if it's not very effective, you pres

"C" and.if, in your own opinion, the

FRETRE ey S
.

is very ineffective,. you press *D".

['A

FOR S?Upy 2: 1If, whiie,watching the program) your overall.
. reaction at afgiven moment is that “the ‘program
is good, you press "a". If fou fekel that it : 5
p a is fai¥Yty good, you- press “ﬁ", whi if it's

not very good, you press "C" and if,”in your

R I I

‘opinion, the program is poor, yoﬁ press “b".

We've placed this chart up here beside the video
- e \
monitor to remind you of what the letters represent. Use
. your own judgment to decide whether or not a particular

moment of the program ‘is’ggod or not. Fér example, you may (7

find certain things like the narration, or the scenery, or

the content itself, or the characters, good or fairly good

R -

or not very good-or poor. Once you have made a response by

SO

pressing a particular key, that letter remains shown in the

display window. Try pressing the diffetent“keyS‘now to see:

B i i T W T .

how they each appear in the display. [Pause] S you can
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" “See, it 'is not necessary to keep your finger on a key fo
register a résponse. You may, of cours€, press the keys as

frequently .or as seldom as you like., It is only necessary,

2

however, to press a key when your reaction changes. Does
1N

eyeryone see how they workz

W

Now, just beﬁfre we' start viewing, let's give the film
the benefit of the doubt by pressing the "B" key for 2
. .

e
3

FOR STUDY 1: "fairly effective”.
W . :
FOR STUDY 2: “fairly good". ’ ' -

w

This allows us to synchronize all of your responses

when we analyze the déta later. Once you have pressed the
’ . 1\
" "B" key, please make sure you don't préss another one until

"the program begins.

Again, are -there any questions abpué how to use the
hand pnits? . ’ )

; {Show program.] . .

[{Whén the progfiffjfjﬁver, hand out envelopes
' gcéntaining post-viewifig guestionnaires.] l

Now that you've seen the program, I'd 1ike'y6u to

L3

answer the guestionnaires being handed out. Hold on to

A

your hand units for a moment. Take all the materials out
¢ o . :
of the envelope. Please do not put you;\name"oﬁ’ any of .

v - -~
the forms. What I would like you to do is put the last

four digits of your phone number .in the box on the front of
‘ A

Ry

}u

L e N
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)

the envelope. This will allow us to match the foxms you

1574

fill out today w:th those you completed last week., ane )

’egggn, note that all of your ;espoqse%zwxllnremaln_eqfire;y

_anonymous. The number is for matching purposes oqu.' What

I wou‘_ld‘like° you to’do is also put the last four digits of
N : _ N T
your télephone number in the upper right hand corner-of

each of the quest10nna1res.

Also, I'd like you to notice €he nimber on the top of

2

Al

3

" your hand uo1t. [Hold master unit up in the air to show'

Y
where ‘the number is to be’ found.] Please write this number
just below the four digits of yoyr phone number, on the-
.envelope. fhis is to make sure Ehat your responses on the

hand unit and your responses on the questlonnalres can be

. related to each other.

All the questlonnalreg are related in various ways. to
the evaluatxon of the program you Just saw. Now please
keep the form labelled "QUESTIONNAIRE 1" on your desks, and
set the other two aside for now. Thé’flrst'quest1onoa1re ‘
today wiil give us an'idea of how much you ;emenibe: ai:out
the content of today's video, as well. as your opinions
about ies e%pic. _The other two gquestionnaires will give us

[y

some other information which I will explain when we get to

©

them. You will have about 15 minutes to complete the

irst questlonnalre, and I'll let you know when there are
two (2) minutes remalnlng. Now,@lease carefully read the

instructions and begin. Are there any questions at this

point? [Pause] If you have any questions while completing

)’I:\ ’ L L«

<y
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.

Questionnaire 1, please raise your hand ‘and I'll come and.

. help you individually. . - . Ti S

]

[Remember to note startlng time.: - ﬁﬁlle everyone is
. . fxlllng out Quest1onna1re 1, cpllect hand un1ts, making

sure that the 1éent1ficatxon numbers .are 1nd1cated on
éhvelope. Also remember ‘that students may' need more than
s s o . .

L ) lsiminutes.\ Play be ear.]

: I
There are two mlnutes remalnlng, {Wait two miqpf%s}

.

- ' -,

. . 3
Pt k4

' ' o evaluat;on of specxfxc featu;es of tH1s vzdeo. .Remember,

L

T

all th1s 1nfoxmatxon i5 arionymous, s0 dqn‘t worry about’

g1v1ng your honest.opinion. L

A

You wzll have abdut 10 minutes to complete the second
s " N .‘ , - ' ’

s

minutee‘remaining. Now please carefully read the

.

- ‘1nstructlons and bedin. Are there any gquestions at this

point? [Pause] ,If you have apy qpest1ops whlle completing

Questiodnaire 2, please raise your hand and I'l;igomé and
. - ’ . * ‘ Loy e

help you individually.. . ‘ o , .

[Rememﬁer to note starting time)

‘f' b (After 8 minutes] e o ' ‘
. ) .

Thexe are two m1nutes rema1n1ng. [Wait two minuteel

. Pleaee stop, and set thle questionna&re aside. The

7. next queetionnaire simply asks for some demographic facts

+ about each of you. 'When you have completed buestionnairé

IAfter 13 mmutes] S

v

; . Please stop,,and set, thls questlonna re e. The
. o [ RN : )
‘' ‘mext questionaxze will g;ve us -an 1dea about youx .o

questionnaire, and I'll- let you Know when theré are two (2)

.
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3, take.all thzee'ﬁueébioqdairgg and put tﬁem in the . " o
envelope on your desk.l o . o S ‘
[Waxt unt11 everyone looks as thOugh theyve f1nxshed
and confx:m this by asking ] . f o S K Y.
;f Xs ﬂ\ere anyone who has r;ot flnlBhEG yet? ‘ .- L Coe

. ICOlledt all quest1onna1tes, once agaln makxng sure- o

l.that the fon: phone dig1ts have been 1nd1cated] .,

[
v

‘f., 6nce again, thank you .for your txme‘ The results w111 A

- O
v h S o
be g} en. to 'your teac er in the near uture. « . .
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