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. ‘ —Agctract . -
The theery of reaéqmed action (Ajzed § Fishbein,
1984) kwas used to predicth a;é underztand . Univerzity *
students” attitude:z .toward uszing a computer ‘forv'word;‘
proceszzing, and —such attitude: were ébanged through ‘an
~intervention strateqgy, Canistiﬁg‘ of a- perzuazive
commuﬁ?cation and a word procetzing taczk.
Rezutts ;ffﬁm study‘one indicated that the theqry ot

1

reazoned action wa:s éﬁQéeful model for pw@d1cting aﬁﬁ,
und;rztanai}g httituQez toward w%fd procescing and &l
intention and behavior. Resulté from a computer attitude
questionnaire adminictered to 238 University studemts (189
males ;nd F38 female:z), who volunteered to participate,
suggested that intention to do wo;d‘processing predicted
participation in the word proce;sing tazk Qf stud%ltwai In
turn, intemtion was largely mediated by attitudinal
rather than na}maﬂjve considerations. Attitﬁde was
predicted by three hehavioral beliefz; the belief that
uzing a computer for word procez:sing would: be enjoyable,
zave Liﬁe and effort, and most impartantiy, be necescary
for work.

A totd@l of 60 students (15 males; 45 femalez) were

selected for study two on the basiz of having completed

study one and having volunteered for study two. Fiftean

S
%
- Y Yo “ %



‘ oY , iv
_rezpondent: ' were randomly assigned to one of faur
conditions: relevant perzuasive communication pluz ward

¢ . B . b . .
processing,  irrelevant persuasive .communication pluz word
‘.9

processing, neutr?i passage pluz word procecszing, and no
communication pluz no word processing.

Rezults from +the computer attitude queztignnaire
administered’ in _5tqu<Lﬁg4igﬁiggLed'that’ a s%én;?icant
interactioﬁ waz found for attityde between treatment ' and

time. Participant: receiving the relevant persuasive

communication, «containing belief: that ﬁredicted attitude

™

toward _word procezzing, had the most pocitive thange in
. . %
attitude compared to participants who received irrelevant,

neutral, or no communication. There were no difference:
in attitude” between thoze who performed the word

-

procezsing tazk and those.who did not.

*



1

)

Acknowledgement................... e e .
Abstvract. .. ... ...... e e e e e e et e ettt
Table of Contents. . .. ... . ¢c.u.ennne... e e e e e

List of Tables...... e

Study Ome. .. e e e e e e

Purpoie and Hypotheziz .« ... o i

: -
Purpoze and Hypotheze:z........... e

Methodf..... ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Subjectz. .. .. e e [



i
vi
Page

Procedure . . . L e e e e e 78

MeBoUTBE . .. .. e e 82

Data Analysis... ... . ... oLl 83

Rezulta........ P S 56

Discussion. . ..o e it "........,.. 99

! . ’ _ ‘

Final Dizcus@ion. ... ... ... ... ........1...... e 183
Refefences ...................... B s e e e e e i1l
Appehdices............. e }:“.............; ..... 113
Appendix A Computer Attitude Questionnaire....!. {13

Appendix B Relevant Persuacive Communigmtion.... l4&
Appendix C Irrelevant Persuasive Communication.. 148 .

Appendix 0 Consent for Participation in the

Word Processing Task: ... ............. 158

Appendix E Neﬁtral PESEATR. .. it e e e 152

- Appendix F  Participant Feedback. ................ 157

Appendix G Reactionz About the Weord —

Processzing Task......... ... ... ..... 161

Appendix H ANOVA Tfable for Attitude.......... . lo4

Appendix I ANOVA Table for Intention............ 156

Appendix J ANOVA T;ble for "Enjgyan1e" .......... 163

Appendix K ANOVA Table for "Coztly"............. 174
T Appendix L ANOVA Table for "3Zave Time and :
i”\\\\\\\\fifort"ﬁs ............................ 172
Appendis M ‘ANdUF\Tib+e\£gI;fInterefting" ...... ST

~ Appendix N ‘ANOVA~Ta§je far "Proﬁgﬁﬁﬁh“sﬁﬂiéi;;:;\iéé



A

Table
Tabie

Table

;Tabfe

Table

Table

Table

Table

-Table

Table

Tablg

Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

Table

en

]

4

g

ig

v .

v

e i e e i s i i

Behavioral Beliefs
Analysiz of 3Study One

Multivariate F-Tezts of the Effectz of
Intentian on Behavior )

Multivariate F-Teztz of bPhe Effectz of

Attitude and Subjective Norm on Intention

Multivariate F-Tezt: of the Effects of
Behavioral Belief:z on Attidtude

Muitivariate F-Teztz of the Effectz of
Normative Beliefs on Subjective Norm

Muitivarjate F-Testsz of the Interaction
tffects of Experience with Subjective
Norm

Multdivariate F-Tezsts of the Interaction

Effects of Subjective Norm and Attitude
on Intention

Significant Differences Betwgen Groups in,

Terms of N1IT1ngn=a, to Participate in
Posttest E

Analyz it of Study Two

Mean Scorez for Attitude:
e‘

Mean Séores for Intention
Megn Scorez for "Enjoyabile"
Mean Scores for “Costly"
Mean Scorez for "Save Time and Effort”

Scores for "Intevresting"

Mean Scorez:for "Promotion”
A |

[l
=3

1A
[T

g

6l



L)

Table

Table

Table

18

19

) -’y . ">
- viii
. .-
. . . T
Reactions to Word Processing Task T

Muiltivariate F-tezts of the Effect:
of Attitude and Intention on

Word Processing Behavior 98
Multivariate F-tects of the Effects a -‘Nap
of Attitude and Intention on T
Number of Errorz Made and
Number of Word:z Typed 49 .
* w
e } - -
i
-
\ ‘:,\,5‘ .

3



Figure |1

“?
»

"Figure 2

Figure 3

. Cag
13 . ‘._,4
.i
List of Eigures
‘ Pag
Model of Reatoned Action
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1988) 37
Model Analysiz Pathway 'V
Experimental Design o 76
. ] — - .
— P,
f
& — “
A ] . M
Ve
¢ .



'

»

1
r R
?
’ Chéngﬁng Attitudes foward,tomputers: \' . ) I
An Intervention Strategy :
. ¢ Cos . {

§

I'ntroduction

. " i ; £ -
. Since the introductien of the first computers, their

use has steadily proliferated. They now touch virtua)ly

eve}y grea of our ljves‘and are found 1n’sucﬁ environments
as  health care, work, .and'éducation. }n ’l‘ight.q o% 'the
widésbread use of’°computer3 there 1is ; gfeat need to
monitor aititudes toward the use of -these machﬁnea{
The%'researcﬂ ﬁuggests that nggatijL attitudes may

impede the effective use of computers*, while positive

- attitudes promote their uzage. For example, accorHin& to

McClure (1982), the most accurdte predictors of whether an

office éomputer Qas used included the belief ‘that work ' on
a Jjob requir{pg the use of an office computer would be

sétisfying‘ and .the belief that job performance” would

jmprove if an Jffice cqgputer were used. This suggests
— ' ’ ‘ d ‘ .
. &
& - ks
) ”

*Computers are defined here as electronic calculating

%

. . . N . ) .-
machines which accept numerical input information, proces: du

ig aceording to a program stored 4in its memory, and

produces output based on that information (Hamacher,

*

-1978) . | - " ‘

»
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that the willingness to wuse an office computer wag
primarily -a functiondef beliefs concerning the potential

satisfaction with the technology and.improvement of Jjob

pe

<A

rformance. In addition to this, Robey (1979) found that
- ’- "

.
there was a . significant positive relationship between the
use of a‘compuﬁer~based information system., in the work
13 N * \
ggbironment, and the perceived worth or usefulness of the

¥ ]
sysﬁem.\\{here are 38 number of examples of c¢omputerized
kY

information systems that havé failed to b%rs\used
effective by, -due -to unegative reactions by system
barticipant:\#Trute, 1983). kegative personnel reactions
-may lead to resistance (e.g., avoiding use of the zystem-
Schoech, 1982), projection (e.g., b1amin1’the system for
other administration problems 1in the work place- Dickson &
Simmons, 1974), and aggression (e.g., destroying computer
‘ eﬁj?}ment- Dickson & Sipmons,} 1974). These studies
suggest that tﬂe awareness of computer attitudes s
important in understanding How people adjust to the use of
: éompgters. ” s . e
S - Apart from these issugs there are also ethical
problems associated with” the uze of computers with
ingﬁvidualsuwho are antagonistic foward using them. For
i example, Carr & Ghosh (1983) Boted‘ that psychiatric
essmgB% by computer would be useful  but would be
€3hically justified only if fully accepted by patients.

y

<

-
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. Thus, for both economic and ethical reasons people
should be provided with experiepéea that foster the
development of positive attituﬁes toward the wuze of
“computera wherever they may be used (e.g., health care,
work, and school). This research consists ofltwo studie:
with dﬁfférent purposes: Study cone fécu&es on evaluating
the applicability of an attitude theory;(the tﬁeory of
”reasoned" action", Fishbein & Ajzen, Y975, Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1988, and Ajzen & Timko, 1985) for understanding

... and #redﬁcting attitudes toward the use of & computer for
word procesai;;. Results from this stddy Qill“’prqvide
4;nfarmatiqn toncerning the beliefs that underiie " attitude
towdards the use pf a computer for word processing.

The purpose of study two is5 to examine the
effectiveness of an interQention strategy designed to
develop a more positive attitude towards word processiné.
This strategy consists of the use of a combuter for word
procesaiﬁg and a persuasive communication, aimed at
changing wunderlying beliefs about doing word processing

/f, on a computer, %he befiefs ;sea in the persuaszive

communication will be bazed on information from ztudy ane.

O S
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Review of Literature
In the following sectionsz, the literature concerning

attitudes toward computers will be discuszed.

A. Computer Attitude Research
The following discussion outlines research concerning
peoples” attitudes toward computers in health care, work

)
(

and school settings.

1. Health Care Settings:’

—~

- There have been many applications of computers in

health «e§fe seétinQS. including automated management
information systems _of c¢linical data, computer-aided
interviewing of clients and campuﬁerized éecision—makipg
concerning ihe type of treatﬁént that - pafienis recgive.
Patients? reactiéna to computer-aided finterviewing aré
frequently measured and have resulted in mostly positive
"reactions by patients. Angle, Ellinwood, Hay, Johnsen,
and Hay (1977) developed a com#uter~aided interview for a
behavioral assessment of 26 l1ife areas. A total of 331
clients completed a  brief survey that aszessed their
reaction to the computer task. An intera;tive compu§er,
displaying questions by CRT video terminals to client: and
accepting clients” responses, was used to asses: clients”

functioning in life areas such as marriage, assertion, and

drug use. Clients” reactions to the computer interview

-



(5]
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were assessed Ey 6 questions concerning, for examplé, the
overall reaction to  the computer experience,
human/computer preference and interview length. Javera1l,
" most clieéta (abbrbximate]y 94%) indicated that the
computer experience was positivef Approximately 78%
preferred the computer interview to the human one. About
54% of respondents reportea no diffevence in truthfulnezs
between the persoﬁal and computer interviewing techniques.
~Approximately 25% of respondents reported to be more
truthful when answering questionz with the computer.
Questions of a personal nature were approved of by Lhe
majority (approximatély 808%) of respondents. Although the
computer ., interview was lengthy (4-8hrs.) a majority of
respondentz (approximately 51¥%) repogled it to be "about
right" in length, while approximately 3h reported thap
the compuier interview was "somewhat long“. Additionalty,
there were very few cases (approximately 18%) of clients
objecting to retake the interviéw 3 months later.

An extenszive computerized assessment was developed by

Carr & Ghosh (1983) to—interview phobic patients. Jhis
included categorization of phobic types, =screening for
concurrent depression or physical handicap, assessment of

intensity of specific fears, extent of avoidance behavior,
and ‘definition of precize behavioral target: suitable for
“use in desensitization therapy. The reactions of phobic

) £
¢ v »



patients to the coﬁputer-aided assessment were examined .
using an attitude measure, standardized by Lucas (1974).
The 16 idtems contained in the "attitudes to computer
interview" questionnaire were answered o; a S-point
response scale (B-strongly agree through S5-strongly
disagree). ItemS‘inc1uded such statements as "people will
eveqtual]y becpmé éhe slaves of mach%nea“ and ‘“"computers
shodld not be truste¥ with anyone’ s health".  Tqtal
attitude scores were summed and a subscale was constructed
by extractfné questionz relating to "efficiency". On the
@otai attitude sgale, approximately half of the patients
(23/45) preferred the computer to the clinician, 11 showed
no preference, and 9 %refe;%ed the clinician. Mozt ofAtﬁe
‘$atient$ (38!45)V felit that the ¢omputer would bei.more
efficient than the clinician. Patients reportéd finding
the computeri;;d asseszment easier to communicafe with,
more relaxing, “more helpful, and more informative.
Negative comments included: an impersonsd feeling with
the coﬁbh%er, a preference for a doctor and difficulty in
answering questions. A

Skinner & Allen (1983) compared histories of
ajcoﬁq1, drug a?d tobacco use solicited 'by three
asseszment formats including computerized interview, face-
to-face interview, and self-report. Multivariate analysiz

revealed no significant differences across the three



assessment forma in terms 'of vreliability, level of

problems, or consumption patterns. Results from Semantic

Differential ratings dindicated that the computerized

interview was rated shorter, more relaxiﬁ?? lighter, more

interesting, and faster. The only item'that suggested a

less * favorable attitude to the computer was the rating‘

"cold" on the cold-friendly dimension.

2. Work Environments:

User éttitudes are critical t;u the success of
computers din in the work environment (Chapanis, 1982,
Goldstein, 1982; McClure, 1982; Robey, 1979; Schultz &

Slevin, 1975). McClure (19?2) conducted =8 field

experiment to measure the effects of computer experience

N

on cognitive and behavioral responses to the opportunity

J

toa use an office computer. Computer experience was
manipulated through training experimental subject:s in the

functions of a computer and observing its influence on

. % y
subjects” beliefs and behavior toward office computer use.

Using the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen &  Fishbein, .

1988), eight beliefs about the consequence of uzing office

computers lwere tested for their influence on secretaries”
and clerks” ‘attitude about computer use. Multiple
regression analysis revealed that the béiief that wese of

an office computer would be satisfying and the belief that

g



job performance would Hmprove with computer use were the
most accurate pre&ictors of user attitudes out of the

eight beliefs investigated. Attitude accurately predicted

“intention to use an office computer, however, intention

- was only moderately effective 1in predicting actual

behaviors. The behaviors included registering to uze an
office computer (8% of variance exp]aiped by idntention)
and showing up for an éfpointment to use one (18% of the
variance explained by intentiof). Inténtjon did not
significantly predictAhow muéh time 1hey.§pent with the
ferminél.

User attitgdes toward management information sysztems

were studied by Robey (1979). A total of 66 members of

the sales force of a . large industrial products
manufacturer were sampled. These salespeople voluntarily
used a computer sy;;em to record, update, and 'maintain
information pertaining to their customer accounts. The
two indicators of system uze included the percent;ge of
annualtly updated custdﬁer records and the number ok
customer records wmaintained on the system pef account .
Users” attitudes toward the syztem were ascezsed by a
questionnaire developed by Schultz & 3levin (1975).
‘
Results indicated that there was a significant positive

relationship between use. and perceived worth of the

system.
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Klonoff & Clark (1975) developed and tezted an 88-
jtem scale dezigned to measure staff attitudes toward and
knowledge about compuiers. The questionnaire wﬁs
completed voluntarily by 4é staff members at a ps}chiatric
unit of a hospital where a health information system was
be{ﬁg implemented. Fourteen nurses and psychiatric
assistants, who did not volunteer to participate in }he
course, also qomplete& the questionnaire (non-involved
group). Results indicated that phe involved gfoup had au
very positive attitude toward computer syztéms even befove
they attended the coursze. Before the course they reported
that ther computer was an efficient too? with important
potentiatl, but one that may cre%te problems at work along
with dehumanizing the work setting. A comparison of
average pretest and posttegt score£ revealed that after

the course, the computer was viewed even more positively

- ¢
as an efficient tool with potential benefits for society.

Furthermore, the initial fears of the computer’s
. - k

dehumanizing effects on the work setting were

significantly lessered. ~Instead, they expreszed more

concern over the problems of data handling, responsibility
for errors, and accass than they‘dﬁd‘before the course. As
expected, this group showed a significant ‘§ncreaae in
general knowledge about computer systems. The authors

conc luded ‘xhat these results indicated that some of the
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mystigue of computers was lessened as knowledge increased

anﬂ that the participants were sensiiﬁzed to some problem:z

‘bkﬁcomputers. 'gn general, the non-involved group was less

4

,‘poﬁitive towards‘ computers than the involved group.

However, there was no informationkgiven concerning why the
fon-involved group did not participate in the course. 1t

may be that the non-involved group had a more negative

-

att%tude to- begin with and consequently they did not
participate in the course. The non;in&o1ved group was
significantly more concerned about issues ~ of
dehumanization, problems in the work envirogﬁ;ﬁt, and lack
of efficiency of ﬁﬁmputers, Knowledye about computer:z was
1ower_ for the non-involved group. They also were more
concerned about job security, patfept/doctcr
confidentiality, and less concerned about the onéoing
monitoring of performancé than the other groups .
Predictéb]y, the non-involved group saw ltess potential

assets in the systeﬁ.

3. School Environments:
Students” reactions to both computer-assiszted

instruction® and " testing have been the  focus of much

research“(Rushinek, 1981; Schmidt, 1978; Katz & Dalby,

1981; ‘Lawton & Gerschner, 1982; Reece & Gable, 1982). The

effects of computer-asczisted instruction (CAI) wupon the
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rQ*ipgs of computer facilities and the course dinstructor
were studied by Rushiné& et a1.* (Igéi). Tge study was:
“designed as a pre/post test wiﬁh‘an experimental and a
control group. Subjects were students taking an
iniroductory" course in Electronic Data Processing ei@her
iﬁ the Spring ér Fal) semesters and both classez were
ta&ght”'hy the szame instructor. The Fall clazzf waL
dezfgqgted at random to be the experimeﬁial group and was
exposed to CAI programs which taught the BASIC computer
_programming language. These CAI programs were used as the
treatment, dgiven only to the experimental group asz
homework tutorials worth 5% of the grade. The Spring clazs
se}ved as the control group and were not g'iven~ the?e
tutorials. The programming language EASIC was taught .
after the midterm exam for both Spring and Fall semesters.

R

The use of CAI tutorials , for the experimental group,
- b3

- - ) e y .

*Computer-aséisteq instruction is defined as a method
of  dnstruction jp which a student 4s in direct
communication with a computer by means of a terminal. in
8 CAI system, information iz presented to the student,
stﬁdent responses arevcommunﬁcated to and procéase§ byithe

computer. Feedback iz then given to the "student

(Dusewicz, 1481).

o
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started only after midterm to coincide with the material
studied 1in class. Consequently, the first half of -the
semestef was identical for the two groups, the second ;a}f
differed only by the experimental grouﬁs’ use of the CAl
tutoriais. The pretest wasdgdministered;§g>the midterm,
prior to the treatment (CAI) period, which started after

midterm. Student:s” midterm scores, GPA, and SAT scores

»

‘were also . measured but there were no significant

differences between the two groups on any of the:ze, tests.
Thus, group differences were more 1ikely attributable to
the EAI treatment. In general, a comparison of mean score:
indicated that those s%#hents who used CAI had a more
positive attitude towards the instrucgor and the computer
than‘those students who did not use CAI. This implties that
the rating of the same - instructor and the computer
improved due to the use of CAI. & This impﬁbvementyjtook

place in spite of the perceived dinadequacy of both

\
computer access and laboratory assistance which were more

often reported as problems by those who used CAI as
compared with those who did not. ’

An ear1%‘study by Schwartz & Long (1967), examined
field engineers’ attitudes toward rémotg industrial

training via cowmputer-assisted instruction. Each student

- was assigned to either a CAI or self-study technique of

instruction by ¥he study monitor according to availability
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of the terminal at the time requested by the student. The
attitude "questionnaire was completed prior to the final
exam and it selicited tomments o; both jbewcourse matetial
and the instructiénal'methqf. ‘Iﬁvéigo rgdgiréq students

to compare one instructional method with other techniques

such as regular classroom versus self study. Since the

‘self;study students had nat been exposéd to CAI, no direct~

comparison of these two techﬁiques could be made. On the
other hand, CAl students had experience with both

&~

L
techniques and could rate one against the other.. Rezult:

indicated tha{‘ students who were familiar with CAI ang
self study techniques considered CAl to be superior. gﬁ
se}f-study concerning how well the course material was
taught, ease %n 1earnin§, and preferﬁed téaching method.
These students, however, rated CAI somewhat mor;
negatively than thérregu1qr classroom method. Attitude
questionnaire comments and personai interviews conducted
with CAI students revealed that a possible reason for the
lower rating of CAI, compared with the regular classroom
technique, was the unavaﬁ]ab{ ity of an inatru&tor or
adéquate azsistance when course material pfob1eﬁs were
encountered. | The authors Bresented additional * findings
from data collected on studegtz who completed the :zame

course via CAI, but at the Tlocation of the central

computer, immeQiate and expert help wasz continuouzly
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available for locally trained fAI students. Unlike
remotely 1ocated CAl students, the: 1ogglly trained.
,;tudenta rated CAIl cqnsiderably and consjstént]§‘~higher
than both regular classroom and self-study.

Examinees” - reactions tow;rd and evaluations of

computer-assisted teszsting were studied by Schmidt, Urry,
r 4

& Gugel (1978). ,,V’unteer subjects were solicited From
applizantsv regfsteriﬂg at the Washington office for a
CCivit Servi;e exaﬁinat on. One hundred and sixty-three
gxaminees _took the computer-assisted adaptive verbal
ability test and were then asked to complete an evalution
qhestipnnaire concerning their reatgions to théhproce&ﬂre.
React{ons : to 'éomputqr-assisted testing ’ were
o&erwhelping]y positive. _ The majority (88%) felt that

instructions were clear, questions on the screen were easy

to . read (98%), they had enough timesto give their answer

®

(91%), they could make correctigds easily (92%) and the

difficulty tevel ofzqhestions 5 abo&t right (83%). The

R ¥
. majority felt that the following five characteristics were

xS

of some degree of‘ihportSnce concerning computer testing

E 3

less time consuming iéﬁ%), few questions to anszwer (76%),

Qbifity . to tgke exams whenever they w§nt (94%), fast
results - and feedback (97%), and fast nbtificétion of a
job offer‘(97%).‘ Examinees were asked to expla?ﬁIFin open
ended responses, tﬁéfthing they liked the best, worst, and



administering an examination. - They were also asked what
the result- w§u1du“be 1f} in future, this method was
substituted far paper and pencil examinatioﬁs. General
co;ments were a1s0o solicited. The content analysis ~of
opeﬁ—endgd answers revealed that examinees most liked: the
reduced time requiremeqtg, the clarity an& simp1ici1y of
method, the lack of time pressure, the quick feedback of
results and the fact that it could be administered at
ex;mine€ﬂ‘ COpven%ence. They least liked: the inability

to review and change previous answers, ‘the difficulty of

| !
adjusting to method, a@d the problems in reading the’

|
screen. Respondents reported that they would—fost like to

r "
change ﬂhe following concerning the metq?d employed: the

ability to review and to change past item re&pon;es, " the
clarity and legibility of screen, and the «clarity of
items. ‘Most;of‘the examinees felt that tﬁg replacement of
the - pa;er and pencil test by tailored tégting would be a

poesitive deyelopménﬁt c Finally, overall genéral comments

Wwere mostly positive.

Summary-of .Computer, Attitude Research
From the above discussion it is clear, that user

attitudes toward ‘computers may vary as a function of

_setting and consequent task performed. Fdr‘examp]p, the

L

"would most ~like to change concerning this maihgd of — o
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resu]tS'.indic;te “ that attitudes about compdtér-aided
interviawing in health“care settings are generally
Qfsitive.‘* Many - aspects of the interview were liked by

respondéﬁts. For example, .they F;Lnd the task relaxing
and the computer easzy to communicate wi&ﬁl\gjnteresting,
helpful, and informaﬁive. Parts of the interview structure
that were 1iked dealt primarily with the amount of time it

took to complete the task.  Some felt that the interview
s

.allowed them more time, while other:z liked the fact that

the interview went quickly. Those aspects that were

disliked included the feeling that the interview was cold,
impersonal, and bowing,, ¢

Results dindicate that reaciions to computers at work
vary according to the type of work setting. Hozpital
staff reported a proportionally greater number of ndgativen
reactions than positive onesj Many of thegé negat ive
reactions were related to poor staff preparation. Other
problems dealt with dehumanmization iszuez, such az the
{oss of human dinteraction between staff and clients. In
the indusgr%al settipg, there was a siénif%cant pozitive
relationship between use aBd perceived worth of the
system. Finally, in theioffice setting, the most accurate
predicgghs of whethé¥ an office computer was used wazi thé

belief that work on a job requiring the uze of an office

computer would be satisfying and the belief that job

.~
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performance would improve 1if an offqice c%?puter were used.

Stu&eéts’ﬁ*?ahctiona to computer assisted instruction
and computer—aided tesking were mostly positive. _Negative
comm?nta concerning CAI related to the un3xailability of
an dnstructor or help when problem; were encountered.
Concerning computer aided testing, students Tiked least
the inability ;o reViewsand ‘change previous answers,

difficulty of adjusting to the method, d difficulty in-

reading the screen.

B. External Variables and Attitudes Toward Computer:

Several investigators have examined the extent to

which external v%f:ables-affect the relationship between'

~attitudes toward computers and consequent behaviors (Robey

& Zeller, 1978; Schewe, 1976; Lsg, 1979; Skinner & Allen,
LS - !

1983; Cruickshank, 1982; Dickerszon & Gentry, 1983; Paxton

& Turner, 1984; McClure, 1982). These variables include:

anxiety , locus of control, age, gender, and experience.

1. Anxiety:

Anxiety s an impgrtant psychological factor that has
been discuszed with respect to its vrole in computer
attitude formation. ‘Resu1ts from the folaowing three
studies iﬁhitate that in all cases, higher levels of
anxiety were related to negative apt%tudes towards . the

computer. ‘ﬁ£
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The relgtionship Setween psychological factorz -and
the manner AF interaction between novice uzers and the
computer was studied by Paxton & Turner (1984); Reszultz
indicated tha£ naive wusers, with negative computer
attitudes, learned editing tasks more slowly and made more
errors. The authors concluded that anxiety reduce:z zhort-
term memory‘and impairs performance which in turn lead:s to
more errors and a negative attitude towards computers in—
naive usears.

Skinner & Allen (1983) compared histories of alcohol, -
drug and tobacco use solicited b; three assessment formats
including computerized interview, face-to-face interview,
and séif-report. In general, there were no significant
difffrences found iﬁlreliability; levels of problemz, or
éonsumption patterns reported across.thé three asszessment
formats. On the other hand, some important differences
were found in the ciiengsf ratings of the three formats.
Concerning anxiety state, those subjects with higher
anxiety scores were more favorable toward:z the computer
interview and self—reporf“thén the facerio-face interview.
It seems that clientz with higher level aof ztate anxiefy

tended to feel more threatened by the face-to-face format

and thus rated it most often as hard, heavy, threaienﬁng,
=

passive, confusing, and bad. These clients often

reported- the computerized interview to be fazt and the
,) -
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se]f¢re;ort to be hard. Thus, c¢lients with a higher level
of anxiety may be more favorable toward computerized and
sel1feport techniques. Their attitude towards the:e
methods, however, are s5till rather negative.

A field experiment was conducted b& ﬁtd]ure (1982) to
measure the effects of computer expgrience on in&ividual‘s
responses to the opportunity to use an office computer.
Higher anxiety Forre]ated positively with the belief that

computer ucte would lead to an inability to perform their

job. s

2. Locus of Control:

Locus of control and attitude towards computers haz
been studied by Coovert & Goldstein (1988). They presented
students with Rotter’s (1966) Locus of Control scé]e and
a modified version of Lee’s (1978) scale of atbitudes
toward computers. Results indicated that internals (those
individua]ﬁs' who felt. that the responsibility for events
that occur 1lies within themselves) had more positive
attitudes toward computers than- externals (thoze
iqﬂjvidua15 who felt that the responsibility résides in
some external force, e.g., fate). The authors conducted a
second experiment similar tg the first, substituting
Rotter’ s {1966) index wifh Levenson’ s (1973)

multidimensional Locus of Control scale. Result:z revealed

W
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that those subi@%fﬁ%mwith a positive attitude toward

computers, as g?@%ﬁ;%éd to those with a negative one,
>scored signifié%ntly ‘higher on the dnternal dimension;
fe1t% that powerful others were less controlling in their
ljves; ana were lecss 1ikély to believe that chance was the

controlling force in one s life.

3. Age: -

Seve;a1 studies have examined ﬁpe relationship
between age and attitudes toward computerQ. The following
studies indicate -that in the majority of’cases, in which
there iz a relationzhip between coﬁputer attitudes and
agé, it is mostly older subjects who report the least
favorable attitudes.

In four out of nine studies examined, older subjectz
were less favorable towards the use of computers than
younger ones. In comparing preference for three type:z of
interviewing formats, Skinner & Allen (1983) foung that
older patients rated the computerized interview and the
faéeAto-face interview as less favorable compared to the
self-report. The Ucomputerized interview was rated a:
active and soft; face-to-face as faslt, cold,activé, quiet,
and accurate; and self-report a:z pleasant and relaxing.

Cruickshank (1982) assessed patients” reactions to the use

of diagnosztic computers by doctors and found that older
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patienfz (65 years and older) were less favorable towards
the computer than younger patients (64 years and younger).
Thiszs result shodld‘be taken with caution, sincerthere was
‘a higher proportion of women in the older age group.
Consumers” pazt experiences with computers, their general
beliefs about them, and the machines” impaét upon
consumers” perceptions of computerized information were
studied by Rice . (1988). Older subjects had less
experience with the computer and more often had s negétive
attitude toward computers. Lucas»{lQ?’) studied~ﬁatigggi
attitudes 'towards;computer interrogation and found tha;
younger patéLnts (under 38 gears) had more faMOﬁgble
attitudes toward cowmputers than older patients (over 38
years). -

On the other hand, age may not be related to

attitudes toward computers. Four out of nine studies
revealed that age made no difference on attitudes. The
reactions “of phobic patients to a full behavioral

assessment ﬂn& computer were examined by Catr & Ghosh
(1983) and age was not found to influence vacceptance
scores. Similarily, Raub (1982) examined features of
computer anxiety _ . in college students and age had no

relationship to computer anxiety. This szample, however,
consisted of wundergraduate students within a narvow age

range. The effectz of the dnztallation of a computer in a
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Vietnamese banking institution were studied by Chu (1979).
Age (21- 4%+ years) was unrelated to’ their reactions.

Attitude change was examined in :pérticipants in a
J

3
-

conference on data processing in education (Friesen &
=

|

Bumbarger, 1978). Age &Fs not significantly linked to
attitude toward data processing.

Finally, one out of nine studies reported that

middle-aged consumers (31-45 years) were more likely to be’

accepting of home computers than consumers who were

younger (under 31 years) or older (over 45  year:)

{(Dickerson & Gentry,1983).

4. Gender:

éender is andther common sociodemographic variable
that" has had mixed resplts concerning its relationship to
attitudes toward camputers. y The fo]lowing results
indicate, however, that in several case:s in which there iz
a relationship between gender and computer attitudes, —it
is mostly femaltes who have the more negative attitude:.

‘Three out of seven studies revealed that females were
less favorable toward computers than males. _ Cruickzhank
(1982) reported that females were significantly less
favorable than ma]eshconcerning their attitudes to the usze
of computers in medicine. Lee (1978) found that females

were more likely than males to have a science-fiction view

¢
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of the computer as an awesome thinking machine. According

to Lucas (1977), female patients were zignificantly le:zs

‘favourable toward computer dinterrogation than  male

patients. : -

An additiaggl three out of seven studies reported

- that there was no relationship between gender and attitude

¥

towards the computer. Carr & Ghosﬁ (1983) reported that
gender had no relationship to phobic pﬁtients’ reactions
to a full behavioral assessment by computer. There were
no gender différencex in terms of patientse” attitﬁqes
toward computerized interview (Skinner & Allen, 1983).
Likewise, Chu (1979) found that geﬁagf made no differeqce
in employees” attitudes toward technological change.

A final study found an dinterrelationship between
gender, level of computer’experience, type of anxiety and
negétive attitudes toward the computer (Raub, 1982). _For
males, computer experience was significantly negéiiﬁély |

correlated and trait anxiety was significantly positively

"correlated with computer anxiety. For females,> computef

experience was significantly negatively correlated and

math anxiety waz significantly positively correlated ,with

computer anxiety.

5. Experience:

Various factors relating to experience with



computers, such as p;ior usage, number of errors made, and
knéwledge sbout computers have been :shown to affect
computer éttitudes. Exposure to computers bhas be?n
implicated as affecting attitudes toward computer:s.

Two out of five stﬁdies reporpsg that exposure leads
to more positive attitudes. <Cruickzhank (1982) found that
patients who used the compzzer in a clinical sgetting had
more favorable attitudes about the use of computers in
such an environment than inexperienced patients. A =tudy
by Mathis (1978) revealed that those students who received
computer—;ssisted instructions had more positive attitudes
toward CAl than student:s who were in;tructed through
reading material onI&.

Another two studies reported mixed vrezults. Raub
(1982) found that taking an introductory computer course
had no significant impact_on students” appreciation of or
confidence in.computers, as measured by an attitude to@ard
computers questionnaire. It also did not affect their
fears concerning the impact of the computer on society.
These fears %nc1uded, for example, the compqter's negative
impact on the job market, and the dehumani;ing inf luence
of machings. On the other band, it fdid serve to
significantly decrease computer usage anxiety ki.e.,
anxiety vrelated to fears of personal interaction with

computer software or hardware such as the 1inability to

»

T



interpret a computer printout). McClure (1982) reported

that, - contrary to the hypothesis, those office workers
who attended a basic computer course spent more rather

than 1Jless time with the computer terminal than.those who

were not in attendance. Although this Tesult ~ was

unexpected, it may be interpreted as a posit%ve outcome in

that = exposure may have decreased subjects” anxtety or

jnhibitions to use a computer aﬁd consequently, they spent

ﬁqre time at the computer terminal..

The remainiﬁg study reported that exposurev to
computers leads to more negative attitudez. ~Rice (1988)
reported that when the computer was used for a cosmetic
analysis (either when only the computer was used.qr when
both the computer and a human were preszent), as comparedJ
to when it was absent (human only), Cconsumers were more
sensitive to new or unknown variables, defensive about
their personal pwi;acy, aw re/of details, apt to make
simple‘ recording errors, andNiesitant to respond to the
device for fear of making an un frectable mistake.

Thecse t;tudies do not provide " a conclusive
interpretation about computer attitude:z: and exposzure to
computers. Two out of five studies suggest _that there iz a
positive relatijonship between exbosure and. at@itudes;
another two studie:z provide mixed results; and one final

one reveals a negative relationshib between attitudes and

l



exposure to computers.
Other studies have looked at the link between prior

computer expef%ence and attitudes toward computers. Three

p' “
out of five studies report a gositive ralationzhip between

-

prior experience and .attitudes. In a study examining how

o

professionals - felt about computers, Zoitan & Chapanis

(1982) found that experienced users (i.e., thoze who

received some form of computer training) were more likely

than inexperienced ones (i.e., those who never learned how

to use a computer) to stress positive adjectives and

statements concerning computers. For example, the former
indicated that computers were easier, more powerful, and

less threatening than did the latter. Experienced users

- were alzo more likely to emphasize that computer:z would be

helpful to their work and that computers would be welconme
in —their home. Inexperienced users put greater emphasis

on negatively toned items. They uszed terms azuch as

i
depersonalizing and costly more than experienced users in

i

describing their interactions with the computer. They

also indicated that in order to become proficient in

compdter uze one has to totally ma;ter the sﬁecﬁfic
language one iz using. , Rice (1988) found that consumer:z
who“ had more computer experience werEAmofe Tikely to have
positive attitudes about computercs. Finally, Raub (1982)
reported that the more prior experience users hgd with

S
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computers . the laess anxiety was indicated when using a

computer.
_ ~ .

The remaining two out of five studies revealed no
relationship bétween prior experience and computer
attitudes. Friesen & Bumbarger (1978) reported that the
degree of experience with dsta proceszing had no
significant relationship with attitudez of school
administrators toward data processing in education.
Mcé]ure (1982) found that prior experience had no effect

on whether an dndiyidual registered to uze an office

terfina1 Nor‘ whether they kept an appointment to learn to-

use an office computer.

These results suégest‘that in most cases, ﬁrior
experience is Eositive1y relateditc computer attitudes. _In
_no instance did prior_ experience have a ne@ative‘effeét an

attitudes. &

Information or knowledge gained about computers can

&
4

also affect one’s‘attitude towards’them. Accordiqg to
Rice (1988), those consumers who had received information
on computers from such sources as books, television, and
courses had more positive attitudes toward computers than
those who had not received information. The author al:co
found that subjects” attitudeﬁ about the computer tended
to be ﬁositive whea they received information about their

family anti friends” pocitive experience with comp?ierz.
h

> N
b

W



b

Subjects” beliefs -tended to be negative when the
information received Fro? family and friend: was negative.
These results suggést that it is not only the act of
receivingrinformat1%h that is important, but the type of
information received that can influence one’s attitude
about comquers.

The remaining experience factor:z included type fcf
matevrials and instructions ﬁﬁd Bumber of errors;‘mgde.
’ Instruciion in geiera1 psychology by computer (CAIL} or

reading material was given to 54rco]1ege students (Mathis,

197@). Results indicated that students® attitudes were

t

mostly positive toyards computer assisted instruction but
those who had experienced it yefe more positive than tho:ze
who were .~ in the reading coqtrol gréup. Students who
received a° CAl program covering familiar and Qre1evant

material, on which they were to be tested that week, were

more pasitive‘ toward , CAI than those who received ﬁesg

14
R )
p

b

re]évant material that coveregu unfamiliar concepts.
Additiona]ly; students who received familiar, relevant
instructions, correzponding to‘tﬁe hateria1 presentedf
T were less frustrated and reported CAI to be ?ess
mechanical and inflexible. Student: making many errors
per question were less favorable toward CAI than those
mak ing fewer errors, Those students who made many errors

did not know if their answers were correct, could not work
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at their own pace, were not satisfied with what they had

learned and felt that 'CAI was too fasp anq boring:
Results from Semantic Differential scores indicated that
studenfs who made mahy‘errors rated pAI'as‘ more: dultl,
pad, unpleasant, boring, worthlessl weak, and dEpreiﬁing.
These results  support %hé jdea that havying irelevant
materials and instructions, .- and making fewef~errbrs; aré
imﬁortant for the development of positive attitudes toward

computers. .
1 .

Overall, Epese réﬁults indicate that experience haz a

. > e .
potenti%jly important role in f&rmﬁng people’ s attitudes )

towards computers® Results suggest that attitude

formgtion may be a function of number of errors made and -
type pf'inﬁtructiohs'given. The fewef'errors'anh the more.
relevant the instructions the more 1ikgiy ’ pozitive 3
computer 7atti€udgs ‘'will result.. Mozt stud;es‘ reviewed

suggest that prior experience is associated with a

 positive attitude toward computers. “Similari knowledge :

or positive information gained apout computers i3 more

1likely linked tovpositive computer attitudes.

~
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C. MEBSUFE;Egt DF Computer Attitudes

One of the most’ important veasoncz for :tudyiﬁg
computer attitudes iz to better underztand and-.predict
computer behavjérs. However, attempts to understand and
predict comﬁuter behaviors from attitudes,. exterpal
variables, and vrelated caﬁstructs haved produced rather
unsatisfactory results. The proposed attitudinal

determinants of computer-related behavior often.vary ac a

function of the setting (e.g., health care, work, and

school) and the tacsk performed (e.g., camputeraaasgcted
L . ’

learning, computerized assessment). In addition, the

selection of external variables (e.g., anxiety, age, and

sex) to predict behav{;r is often done without ¢lear -

guiding principles., The particular set of variablez found

to , make -significant contributions to ﬁhe prediction of

qomputer behaviors thus varie: from one study to another

with few consistént generalizable results.

One way to ﬁmproie the use of attitude measures a:
predictors of computer behavior ‘is to find 2 more
effective means of measuring attitudes. Ajzen & Fichbein

(1984; Fichbein & Ajzen, 1975) suggest that a reason for

the lack of "~ accuracy in predicting of behavior from ¢

attitudes is the tendency of dinvestigators to rely on very
x ' *

o F
global measures of attitudes to predict specific

behaviors. Thgsﬁ’authors have shown that attitude: can be

—



expected to predict behavior accurately only if the

s

Vmeasuwe of attitude corrésponds to the measure of behavior
%n terms of the target at which the action is directed and
the action itseif. For example, Ajzen & Timko, 1985 found
that specific heaith behaviors were predicted from equally
specific attitudes and intentions but they were unrelated
\tjvil?bal health attitudes and intentions. .

Thus, the predictability of behavior from attitudinal
variabtles is contingent‘on the measurement corvrespondence
or the level of generality betweeq behavigr and attitude.
When stu&ying computer behaviors (e.g., performing word,

<

processing), this means that for a measure of behaviar
-~ dealing with performing word processing, a meazure of
attitude towards performing word processinq, as opposed to

uainé a computer, would have to be employed.

0. Usage Models

. A number of theories have been used to explain and to
predict behavior. Tyo popular theories are Vﬁthr Vroom” s
theory of expectancy (1964) which deals with motivation,
particulariy in the wqu environment, and the theory of

reasoned actiod (Ajzen & Fishbein, YlQBB), which iz a more

general model to explain attitude«pﬁhﬁ&ig;gﬁe1ations.

Q:?\
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1.- Expectancy Theory , |

‘ . «

Vroom presents two models to explaim hisz theory of

expectancy (1964). The first:model is the prediction of

\ b
the valence of outcomes, and the second is the prediction

of force toward behavior (Mitchell, 1974),

Valence Model:

Valence and instrumentality are central conceptz of

the valence model. The valence of an outcome refer:z to -

the strength of a person’g “affective orientation" or

attitude toward a particular outcome (Lawler, 18713,

~

Mitchell, 197?}) According to Vroom (1964), an outcome iz
positively vélent when the person preférg attaining it to
not attaining it, neutral if the person %5 indif%e?ent to
it, and it 95 negatively valent when he prefers not

attaining 9t to attadining it. Consequentiy, valence

varieszs from +1 to -1. Vroom emphaszizez the fact that

valence refers to an outcome”s anticipated rZLard value

en obtained

Y

rather than an outcome” s actual reward value w
(Lawlerpg1973).

Inztrumentality is defingﬁ by Vreoﬁ az the degree to
which the pgﬁson anticipates the outcome a:z leading to the
attainment' of other ’ outcomes {Vroom, 1964) .
Instrumentality varies from +1 (i.e., the ogtcome iz seen

as leading to the attainment of the zecond outcome) to -1
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¢ not leading to the

(i.e., the outcome 1is seen a

attainment of the second outcome}. \
, N (
The valence model states that the total valence of an

outcome to a person js a monotonically increasing function

of the algebraic =zum of ‘the products of the valences of

all other outcomes—-and the person’s conceptions of dts

instrumentality for the attainment of theze other outcomez

4
(Vroom, 1964).

Symbolically,

Vi= F I (Vk Ijk),
where: Vj= the valence or attitude of outcome j,
~1jk=

the instrumentality of outcome
for the attainment of outcome Kj ) g
"gkc valence of outcome k; i
n= the number of outcomes.

This model has been applied most frequently to-. the

prediction of Jjob satisfaction, occupational preference,
or the valence of good performance. However,

used to predict the valence of Jny cutcome . For example,

the deeI suggests that a person’s attituﬂe towards word

it can be

processing

rezults from the dnstrumentality of

word
processing for attaining other outcomes and the valence of
those outcomes.

1l

Force: B

Vroom” s second model predicts t o toward the
behavior and, introduces the concepf expectancy.
Expectancy

<

is defined by Vroom (1964) a8z the beilief about
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%
the 1ikelihood that a particular behavior will be followed
by the outcome of interest. Vroom views an expectancy és
a response-outcome probability, and therefore, it ranges
from B to +1. Maximal strength (+1) is the subjective
certainty that an acf will be foilowed by the outcome;
minimal strength (Bi is the aubjective certainty that the
act will not be followed by this outcome. Expectancy s
distinguisﬁed from inatrﬁmenta1ity in that it iz an
action-outcome association, whgle instrumentality is an
outcome-odtcome association. _Additonally, expectancie:

are perceived probabilities while instrumentalitiez are

perceived correlations.

According to Vroom (1964), the force on a perszon to
pegfrform an act is a monotonically increasing function of
thé_alegebraic sum of the products of the valences of all

outcomes and the strength of his expectancies that the act

will be followed by the attainment of these outkomes.

Symbolically, n ‘
Fi= ;: Z:Tj Vi),
where: Fii the force on the fdndividual to perform
act 1i; 7

Eij= the strength of =the expectancy that act
i will be followad by outcome j. .
n= the number of outcomes.
E?Eyessing . force az a monétomically increazing
function of the product of valence and expectancy has

several implications. An outcome with high poSﬁtHve or

negative valence will have no effect on the generation of
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force unlesz there iz some expectancy that the outcome

[

will be attained by some act. As the strength of an
expectancy that an act will lead to an outcome increaaés,
the effect of variations in the valence o# the outcome on
ihe force to éerform the act will also increase.
Simi]aQXy, if the valence of an outcome is @, neither the
absolute value nor variations in the strength of
expectancies of attaining it will have any effect on

force (Vroom, 1964). -

Mitchell (1974) refers to the force model a:z the

“"behavioral choice model”. He expains that it can be uzed

to predict choice of occupation, remaining on the job, and
effort. Potentially, it could be used to predict word
processing attitudes. The model. suggests that the forcé
on the person to do word processing is a function of the
a;gebraic sum of thg prqducts of the perzon’s expectation
that doing word processing would lead to various outcomgg

and the valence of those outcomes.
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2. The Theory of Reasoned Action
The theory of reasoned action i5 a model developed

by A4jzen & Fishbein (1980) to predict, wunderstand and

influence human behavior. A basic assumption of the

. theory ié that most actions are under "volitional controi®
in  that individuals take time to consider the
ramifications of their behavior prior to a decizion
whether or not to perform the behavior.

Ajzen & Fishbein (19808) state that any attempt to
predict, “understand, and influence behavior must begin
with the spetificatinn &f the behavior of dnterest.
{(Figure 1 ocutlines £he model). The authors point out that
in defining the behavior it is important to specify the
action, the £a%§ét at which the action is directed, the
context d9n which the behavior occurs, and the time at
Lwhich the behavior iz performed. For example, in this
study, behavior is specified .as performing word proceczsing
(action and targei) on a computer (context) within the

- next year (time).

A
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Model of Reazoned Action (Ajzen & Fi-hbein, 1344a)
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determinants of the beéhavior. Suppoze we wanted to predict
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whether a person would use 8 computer for word proces:zing

in the next year. By meazuring the 3tren§th of this

inténtion we are provided with a goad indication as to the

-

likelihood that the person will perform the-behavior in

question. Intentions, - in turn, are (influenced by twoi

determinants. One is the person’s attitude which refers

to the person’s affect toward or evaluation of his ownt

performance of the behavior. In this study, people’ =
attitudes -toward doing word prq;essing on a computer were
measured. The second detérmimant of intention is  the
person’ s subjective norm. fhis refers to the influence of
others who are important to the individual. The degree
to “whigh persons believe that fimportant others think they
shou}Qrér should not do word processing on a computer were
meagﬁred in this study. According to the theory, thg

attitudinal and subjective norm components are each given

a weight which reflects theirﬁralative importance a:z a-

determinant of the intention under consideration. Oné
important consideration- of this study was whether a
person”s attitude toward doing Qord processing i3 a. more
important prqdictor of use intention than the influence of
other:s who are important to the perzon. .

In  turn, both attdtude and subjective norm ,are a

function of two types of beliefs. The beliefs that
underlie a perzon’s attitude toward the behavior are
\\\
\\
\\"\
\;\\\"
\\
\\
T—

W
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termed beha&ioral beliefs. Behavioral beliefz are a
person’s belijef that the beha%ior leads to certa‘in
outcomes ané his eva1ﬁation of these 7outcomes. For
example, a person may“befieve that using a computer for
word processing would be enjoyable and interesting, and
sav‘e a lot of time ;nd effort in doing their work. If
that p;rson places great value oﬁ doing thigéa that are
enjoyable and save time and effort then he iz 1ikely to
have a favorable attgtude toward using a computer for Qofd
processing. Normative beliefs -underlie subjective norms.
They are a perzon’s belief -that specificeindividuals or
groups think he should or zhould not perfa;m the behavior
and his motivation to comply with their .opinionz. In
general, a person who believes that most referents, with
whom he is motivated ko comply, think He should perform
the bghavior will perceive the social pressure to do :zo.
Subjective norms may exert pressure to perform or go{ to
perform a given behav%or, independent of the pérson';
attitude toward the behavior in question. For exampile,
suppose tpat a'perSOn is strongly motivated to comply with
the wiahés of his cloze friends and wife. If he believe:
that these referents lhink he should do word processing on
a computer then his subjective norm will exert pressure to
perform this behavior.

In conclusion, the theory of reasoned actidn, at the

. e
/ﬂ\/ i
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most global level, assumes that a perzon’ 5 behavior. is
determined by hisz intention. These intentions are, in
turn; determined by attitude towardu the behavior and
subjéctive norm. Attitude 495 a function of behaviora)
belijefs (belief strength and outcome evéTuatioﬁs}f while
subjective norm is composed of normative beliefs (belief
strength and motivation to comply). In th? final
analysis, a person’ s behavior is explained by reference to

his beliefs. * §

3. Compari;on of Uzage Models

The expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) and the theory of
reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1988).-have a number of
similarities. To a certain degree, both suggest that the
strength of a tendeﬁi& to a&t dépends on the strength of
an expectancy that the act will be followed by a given
consquénce {or outcome) and the valence (or evaluagionl

of that outcome to the person (Lawier. 1973). In

expectancy theory terms, this means that the force on the

- individual to perform an act is a function of expectancy

and_ valence. In terms of the theory of reasoned action,

attitude toward the act is a function of belief strength
and outcome evaluation. -
' [t

The theory of ﬁéaslned actiéﬁ, however, provides a

more comprehensive account of the causes underlying ' the

-
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|
behavior, such as attitude and beliefs. The theory of
reazoned action also requires the specification of the:-
behayiorai elemants of the target,\ action, contex§ and
time‘ in order to ensure that the behavioral&mgasure will
correspond to the criterion of interest. Additionslly, thev
expectancy model makes no mention of the' importance of
significaqt others in determining the performance of the

act, whereas, the theory of reasoned action acknowledges

such factors.

3tudy One

1. Purpose and Hypothesis

The purpose of study one was to evaluatel the
applicability of the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen and
Fishbein, 1988) for understanding and predictinb attitudes
£oward waord pfecessing. In addition, resultz from ztudy
one were used to provide infofmation concerning the
beliefs that were relevant in determini:g attitudez toward

word processing.

E
The following hypothesis evaluated the applicability

of the theory of reasoned action for use with the present
study s data. The Model Analysis Pathway is outlined in

figure 2.
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Figure 2 *
Model Analyziz Pathway
“Behav1ora1 ) Attitude
Beliefs ———————— (X2) \\\\\\~
(X3)
Relative Intentiun
Weights (Y)

Normative ;ubgect1ve
Beliefz ~—w————mm——sw==  Norm
(X4} (X1)

Hl- There. iz é relationship amonyg the :cpeciticd
variables within the model ac predicted by Ajzen and
Fizhbein (f986)4

According to ‘the model, variables X! (Subjective
Norm) through X4 (Normative Beliefs) should predicit - ¥
(Intentign) fn the following manner! Attitude and
subjective norm are the immediate predictor: of intention.
The relative standardizé& weights (W8 & W1} «f the:e
components: refiect the relatﬁ@e importance of attitude and
subjective, norm in detgrmininj intention. Thiz
relationzhip c¢an be viewed a:z a mu]tipie reqressisn
equation where the two predictor:s arve subjéctive noeem ggij
and attitude (X2}, and the critericn iz intentien (v}. In
addition, standardized regreczian coefficient: can cerse
as estimatez of the empirical weightz (W@ 2 Wl) of Lhe twa

predictorz. The regrecsiaon model iz as fallows:
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Model 1: Y= BB+ BiX1+ B2X2+ e : o
where: Y= Intention ) I
’ X1= Subjective Norm
X2= Attitude
e= Error

<

According- to the mbdel, the twelve behavioral belief:z

(e.g., my using a,gilﬁuter for word proceszing within the’

next year would be enjoyable) and the eight normative
beliefs (e.g., my parents think I should do word
processing on the compuiér within the next year) cshould

predict - attitude and 'subjective norm  respectively.

Concequent muitiple reéression coafficients were computed.
¥

for the following models:

4

Model 2. Y= BA + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X3 + ... + B12X12 + e
where: - Y= Attitude and .
X1-X12= Inddividual Behavioral Beliefs .
a : e= Error ’ , .

Model 3: Y= B8 + BI1X1 + B2X2 + B3X3 + ...+ B8X8 + e
where: Y= Subjectiwve Norm and
X1-X8= Individual Normative Beliefs
e= Error

According to the Fishbein model (1988), external
variables are expected to be related to intention only if

they affect attitudefgr subjective norm, or the weightz of
these predic?ors (Aj;;n & Fishbein, ' 1873}). Mo;eover,
‘taking éxterna] Qériablgs into account iz not expected to
improve prediction of‘intention, Téis i5 because externa:
Qarﬁab]es are assumed to influence the pe}son’s
interpretation of his environment and thusz, the be]jefs he

hotds. This, 4n ‘turn, influences his. attitude and

“l



cubjective nmorm. Thus, external variable:z provide insight
intof factors determining beliefs, attitude, and subjective

norm and thereby increase our understanding of intention

but they do not increasé our prediction of it (Ajzen &

!.

fFishbein, 1988).

fn this study, .experience and gender were the anly
éxternal( variablez examined for their interacting effects
on attitude and subjective norm. Although the literature
revealed that other variables, such as anxiety and Jlocus
of control, were re}afga to computer attitudes, these were
assumed to be time consuming to measure ggg{/ according to
the theory of reasoned action, ;g;ld not improve
prediction of intention. Age was also expected to be
related to attitude. Herver, sigce respondents in thig
study were Univer:zity studengs, the variability and
prediétive ~uzefulness of age was expected to be Timitgd.
Thus, expeayience vénd gender were the only external
variab1e$ to be tested fcf thgir inéqractionJefFects with
attitude and subjective norm. These variablez were not
expected to improve prediction of dntention. They were,
however, expected to be related to attitude or zubjective

kS

norm. More specifically, the literature suggests that 1in
-

many cases prior experience iz positively related - to

; £omputer attitudes. "The Titerature also suggests that in

cases where there is an interaction between gender and
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computer attitqgéé, females are more likely to have

negative compuE;r attitudes.

The regressiﬁn models for the interaction effectz of
experience (i.e., ‘approximate~numbe? of hours using the
computer in the last year) on subjective norm and attitude
in predicting intention were a: follows:

Model 4: Y= BP + B1X1 -+ B2X2+ B3X1X2 + e

where: Y= Intention
Xl= 3Subjective Norm

X2= Experience

S X1X2=  Interaction effect betfeen subjecti;e

norm and experience
e= Error 6

1]

LS

Modet 5: Y=B8 + B1X1l + B2X2 + B3IX1XZ + e
where: Y= Intention
X1= Attitude
X2= Experience

< X¥1X2= Interaction effect between attitude and
experience .
a= Error

Regression models 6 and 7 afe the effects of gender
3 ] ,
on subjective norm and attitude in predicting intention.

The models are as follows: .

Model 6: Y= Eﬁ; + BiX1 + B2XZ + B3aXiXz + e
where: Y= Intention
X1= Subjective Norm
X2= Gender .
X1X2= Interaction effect between csuybjective
norm and gender
- ez Error . /f

Modet 7: Y= B@ + B1X1 + B2ZX2 + B3X1X2 + e
where: Y= Intention
X1= Attitude
XZ2= Gender
X1x2= Interaction effect between attitude and
gender : .
es Error -
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II. Method ’

Subjects: : -

The sample in study one dincluded 238 student=z (108
males; 138 famalea)’ “enrolled in psychology course:z at

Wilfrid Laurier University who voluntéered t&*complete the

questionnaire. -

The qeestionnaire ' used in study one and study' two
was pilot tested with 15 volunteer students from Wilfrid
Laurier University {See Appendix A for (uestionnaire). Az
a result of the,ﬁilot study, some queztionnaire items were

changed to make it more comprehensible’

Procedure:

L

e

Students were azked ;o participate iﬁ study one during
regular class time,- at the instructor’ s convenience. The
researcher informed the students that the study was being
done in fulfdillment of a Master's Degree and concerned
peoples” attitudes towéﬁﬁ computers. Théy were told that
thedir particiﬁgtion; through copp1etion of the attitude
questionnaire, was &Qluntary and that they could stop at
any time they wished. They were informed 'that results
would be avaglable from three to four weeks later.
Confidentiality of data was stressed. Finally, =students
were asked to indicate whether they would be interezted

in participating in the égcond part “of thisz study,
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involving a word processing task.

Measures: 3

The questions used were part of a larger :ztudy
examining peoples” attitudes toward liarning, purchas%ng,
and using computers. For the purposes of the prezent
study, the author extracted on{y items concerning the use
of 3 computer for word processing.

The questionnaire so11c;ted demograpﬂ%c' informat ion
including szex, age, education, occupatioﬁ, and marital
status. . -

Information ;n computer expefience was obtained by
acking respondents for what purpose(s) they uze a computer
(e.g., word processing), approximately how many heur:z over

i <
the last <§éar they use it, their available access +to
computers (e.g., at school), and their type of computer
training (e.g., courzes).

‘The section on Intended Uses had reszpondent: indicate
how likely it was that they would vdo word proceszing

within the next year. Intentions were measured py a

seven-point bipotlar scale with responzes ., Jabelled

wftremely unlikely, moderately unlikely, somewhat

unlikely, neither wunlikely nor likely, somewhat likely;
moderately likely, and extremely likely.

For the Attitude section, respondent:c were asked to

"

P
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indicate on a seven-point bipolar cscale how~good or bad it
would be for them to do word processing within the next
year. Scale responses were extremely bad, moderately bad,
somewhat bad, neither bad nor good, somewhat good,
moderately good, and extremedy good. v

The section on Subject%ve Norm asked respondents tgo

think of all the people who are important to them, such ag

‘their spousze, relatives, <close friends, etc., and to
indicate what they thought most of these people would
think ' about them (i.e., the subject) doing word
processing within the next year" The scale was the came
as that for the attitude section.

Behavioral Beliefs were developed, in—part, throhgh
open-ended interviews with a -select# sample of small
businesses, students and user groups in the Waterida
community. Rezpondents were asked "to indicate their
beliefs about the advantages and the disadvantages, or
anything else associated specifically with word procéczing
and computers in general. }n addition, other be1iefs were
drawn from studies by Zoltan & Chapanis, 1982; McClure,
‘1982; and Raub, 1982.

The section on Behavioral Beliefs- Belief Strength
had respondents rate how likely it was that doing word
processing would be enjoyable, frustrating, coztly,

interesting, neceszary for work, dehumanizing, and more
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beneficial ~ than costly, makei them nervous and
uncomfortable, and tpo reliant on a computer, enable them
to keep up to date with new technology, help them to get a
promotion. or a raise, not ensuré confidentiality of data
and save a 16t of time and effort in doing their work.
Each belief strength wa:z measured on a seven-point bipolar
adjective scale, with extremely unlikely (1) and extremely
likely (7) as end points.

The section on Behavioral Beliefz- Qutcome
Evaluations had respondents indicate how good or bad each
of the aforementioned outcomes would be. For exampfé,
suﬁjects were asked to indicate how good or bad it would

be for them to do something that is enjoyable. Outcome

evaluations were measured on a seven-point - bipolar

adjective scale with extremely bad (1) and extremely good

(7) as ernd points. . ¥

Consistent with Ajzen & Fishbein (1983),‘ scorez for

the Behavioral® Beliefs section were derived by recoding

scores of 1 through 7 as -3 through +3 and then

multiplying Belief Strength dtem ccores (extremely
unlikely (-3) through extremely Tikely (+3)) by
correzponding” Qutcome Evaluation scores(extremely bad {(-3)
through extremley good (+3)). -

To illustrate, 4in thiz study behavioral beliefs were

made up of belief strengths and outcome evaluations.

<t



The czection that assessed the belief strengths had
respondents indicate, on a 7-point scale, how,liie1y it is
that using a computer for word processing would produce a
number of outcomes (e.g., enjoyment and frustration). The
section that measured the outcome evaluations asked
respondents to indicate, on a sim%]ar scale, how goo% or
bad they think a variety og consequences would be (e.g.,
doing something that is enjoyable and™ frustrating). .
Scores 1 through 7 were_recoded as -3 through +3,
respectively. The next step was to calculate the products
for the total szet of beliefs. This' was done by
mulf{plying the group’s average belief strength scores by

their average outcome evaluation scores. Hypothetical

calculations are given in table 1.

e
Table 1
Betiavioral Beliefs
Average stup Scores
« Beliefs " Qutcome Belief Product
Evaluations Strengths
< Actual Recode Actual ~ Recode
Score Score
enjoyable —5§ +1 7 +3 +3
-
frustrating 6 +2 2. -2 -4



Scoring:

Extremety Bad

1 2
-3 -2
Extremely
Unlikely
1 2

-3 -2

Multiple

‘the most “important beliefs that

subjective norm.

regression

Qutcome Evaluations
Neither Bad Nor Good
3 4 5

Recoded As:
-1 "] +1

Belief Strengths

Neither Unlikely
Nor Likely
3 4 5

Recoded As}

-1 B +1

i

predicted

6 -7

Extremely
Likely
6 7

+2 +3

analysis was used to determine

a;titude or

These were then used in the construction

4
of the persuasive communication found in study two.

The Normative

L

perception of

individuals or groupsz,

the sentiment of

Beljefs scale measured

eight

rezpondent’ =

zignificant

such as cloze friendz and parents,

concerning the respondent’s use of the word processor. The

anchors

(1) and extremely unltikely (7).

for this seven-point scale were extremely likely

The Motivation to C’Tp1y scale had respondents

L3
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ﬁndﬂcéte how important it was for them to do what the
aforementioned significant others beljeve they zhould deo.
The endpojnts were very much want (1) and very much not
want (7). Similar to the Behavioral Beliefs zcale, the
total Normative Belief scale was scufadAby'recéding score:
of 1 through .7 as +3 through -3 and then muiltiplying
Normative Belief item scores (extremely 1ikely (+3)
thr&ugh extremely untikely ({-3)) by corresponding

Motivation to Comply item scores(very much want (+3)
i o

thropgh very much not want (-3}).

11I1. Data Analysis

The primary objective of study one wa: to examine the
appropriateﬁess of the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen §&
Fishbein, 1988) for understanding and predicting attitudes
toward computers. This involved determining the relative
weights of attitude and subjective norm in pre@icting
intention, the  most important belief:s 4n predicting
attitude and subjectiﬁe norm, and the interaction effects

L 4
of experience and gender on attitude and subjective norm

in ‘predicting intention. _ A supplementary _ analy:zis
examined the differences in demographic  variables,
intention, attitude, subjective norm, and beliefs

(behavioral and normative) between groups willing and not

willing to participate in the“posttest.



Accordingly, table 2 outlines the analysis of study

one. Information 49z preszénted concerning the type of
analyzisz, the model wused, and the ‘purposze of each
analysis.

Table 2 §

Analysis of Study One

Analyzis Type Mode 1 Purpoze
1. Multipile Y= "BB+BlX1l+e -to determine if
Regression ~ wheraea: intention to
X1= fdntentdion to do word processing
Y= behavior accurately predicted

{participating word proceszzing
“in postteszt) behavior
e= error. )

2. Multiple Y= BO+81X1+B2X24+¢e -to determine

Regreszsion where: the relative
’ X1l= attitude weights of attitude
X2s subjective norm and subjective norm
Y= intention in predicting
e= error intention

3. Multiple Y=BP+B1X1+82X2+...812X12+e -to determine

Regression where: - “the most
X" s= individual important
behavioral beliefs beliefs that
Y= attitude « E praedict
e= error attitude
4. Multiple Y=BA+B1X1+B2X2+, .. B8X8+e -to determine
Regrezsion where: the moct
X" z= dndividual important
normative beliefz beliefz that
¥= subjective norm predict
e= error ‘ subjective

novrm

-~
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5. Multipile
Regreszion

6. Multiple
Regression

7. T-test

—

Y=BEYBIXT+B2X24B3X3+

-to meazure

BAX1X3+B5X2X34+e T the

X1= subjective norm

X2= attitude

X3= experience
(approximate number ,
of hours usxing a computer
in the last -year)
X1X3= dinteraction between

subjective norm and experience
X2X3= interaction between —

attitude and experience
Y= intention
es arror

Y=BA+B1X1+B2X2+B3X3+
B4X1X3+BEX2X3+e
where:

X1= subjective norm
X2= attitude

X3= gender

X1X3= interaction
between subjective
norm and gender
X2X3= interaction
between attitude and gender
Y= ntention

»

= error
Dependent Independent
-demographics -group (1,2)
-intention (willingness to
-attitude - participate in
-subjective posttest)
norm '
-beliefs

(behavioral &
normative)

intevaction
effect ‘of
gxperience

on attitude

and

subjective

norm in
predicting -
intention

~-to meacsure
the
interaction
effect of
gender on.
attitude and
subjective
noerm in
predicting
intention

-to measure
differences
between
groups
willing and
not willing
to
participate
in
posttezt

R



" played computer games (1747/238;73.1%) and had wused the

[
o

IV. ¢ Rezults , %

The results from study one are divided imto three

\&;\\\A ,

—_ }
parts: ——

A. Demographics, including results of computer efﬁéTﬁeﬁeeTf__‘ﬁ_**~___

©

training, etc. ‘ ~

B. Fizshbein Model Retlationships, dincluding resultg of the
multiple regression analyses.

C. Differences in demographic variablesz, intention,
attitude, szubjective norm and beliefz (behavioral and
norﬁative) between ¥groups willing and not willing -to
participate in study two.

A. Demographiqs )

}
!

SAMPLE: ; Lo

A total of 238 Wilfrid Laurier students (188 males;

138 females) comp leted the computer attitude

questionnaire.
COMRSTER EXPERIENCE: <

N e
Concerning computer experience, most g%spondents had

Tomputer  to  retrieve and to store information

(148/238.62.2%). Many respondents had-used the computer
as a learning aid (117/238;49.2%). Some had word

protezsing experience (98/238;37.8%) and had produced-
‘ , .
charts or graphs using the computer (58/238;21.0%). Few



-respondents ;ad done financial calculations on the
computer (39/238;16.4%) or wused it as a teaching aid
(13/23&;5:51)2 Only 7.1% (17/53@) of respondents had
never uged a'computer for various reasons such as lack of

—

“‘“*“‘““*~——ﬁNHHL__*Qgggiﬁunity, or interezt. On  the 'average,
unity, W OF NRERE : 7
. [ S o .
respondents reported using the computer for approximately— —
49 hours over the past year. The range was from ﬂ—quﬂ

hours with @ hours as the mode and 28 hours as the median.

afzccsss 7O A COMPUTER:

Reﬁbondgnts‘ obtained access te a computer through
several means. School provided rezpondents the modt
access to a computer (182/238;76.5%). Thiz was followed
by a friend s compuier (62/238:;26.1%); a home computer
(52/238}21.8%);u»and a computer at work (16/238;6.7%).

_ Percentages add up to more than 1P@ because respondent:s
obtainéd access to a computer through multiple methods

(e.g., at school and at home}.

COMPUTER TRAINING: o j

i

g Respondents indicated that they were trained on %the
computer through courzes (183/238;76.9%), taken most]ﬁ at
the University level. Others were trained tﬁrough:

friends/family (68/238;28.6%); self-instructlion

— J

(43/238;18.1%); and work (25/238;18.5%). '

I e

}

\
i
|

e
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B. Fizhbein Model Relationships v !

Each relationzhip specified in the theory of reasoned
action was analyzed using multiple reérassion. In all,
six different relationships were examined. These included
the relationzhip between intention and behavior, attitude

4

and subjective norm and intention, the set of behavioral

_ =

beliefs and attitude, the set of normative beliefs and __ .

subjective norm, and individual interaction effectz of
experience and gender with subjective norm and attitude in

"predicting intention. These results are outlined in

tables 3 through 8.
As expected, word processing intention predicted the

measure of word processing behavior- participating in the

N

o

word processimg task of study two (Rg‘.lg, R Squéreds -84,

F(1, 236)= B8.65, p<.81). Results are presented in table.

3.

" Table 3

Multivariate F-tests of the Effects -

of Intention on Behavior .
y .
Dependent Independent ‘ R
Variable Variable R Squared df - E p
Behavior  Intention .19 @4 1,236 9.865 (.8l
-participating ! :
in posttest”?
Overall, intention to do word processing was

accumately predicted by  the simultaneous effect of

attitude and subjective norm. The overall F indicated a

v‘“‘\

[ Y

——



highly significant relationship (R =.58, R Squareds .33,
F(2,234)=58.83, p <.Bl). However, az outlined in tabie 4,
intention to do word proéésa'jn‘g waz more accurately
predicted by attitude (R= .58, R Squa‘redf-.az,
F(1,234)=46.11, p <.B1) than by subjective norm (R= .45, R
Squared=. .28, [£(1,234)=3.77, p+ .18). The correlation
between attitude .and subjective norm was .65. The Beta
weights for atti.tudé and subjective norm were .48 and .14,
respectively. o |
'Table 4 . -

Multivariate F-tests of the Effects of
Attitude and Subjective Norm on Intention

Dependent Independent - R :
Variable Variable R Squared df F p
Intention Attitude .58 .33 1,234 46,11 <.al
- Subjective y - N
Norm . .45 .28 1,234 3.77 .18

e

‘Results from multivariate . regression analysis
indicate that the simultaneous effect of all twelve

behavioral beliefs accurately predicted attitudes. The—

%
overall F was significant (_R =,.61, R 3Squared= .38,

E(lz,i98)= 18.81, p <.081). qResrults from table § idndicate
that only three out of the twelve beliefs made significant
contributions to the explained variance. They were the
enjoyaﬁle {R= .49, R Squared=.24, F(1,198)= 4.81, p <«.985),

{ .

save time and : effort (R= .47, R squared=.22,

1/
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\
F(1,198)<6.69, p «.85), and necesszary for work (R= .37, R

Squared=.14, FE(1,198)=11.54, p «.@#1) behavioral belief

scales. \

Table 5

““Multivariate F-tests of the Effects .of
Hehavioral Beliefs on Attitude

Dependent Independent R
Variable Variable ‘ R Squared df E e
Attitude Behavioral Betliefs
-3ave Time and
Effort .47 .22 7 1,198 6.69 .95
-Enjoyable .49 .24 1,198 4.81 <. 85
-Nervous & )
Uncomfortable .17 .83 1,198 . .46 N.S
-Frustrating .14 .82 1,198 .91 N.S.
-Costly .12 .81 1,198 .95 N.S.
-Interesting .45 .28 1,198 2.2 N.5.
-Keep up
with new
Technology .31 .18 1,198 1.74" N.5
~-Neceszary , :
for Work .37 .14 1,198 11.54 .81
-Promotion .17 .83 1,198 1.78 N.S5.
-Dehumanizing .29 .88 1,198 1.82 N.S.

-Too Reliant

on a Computer .45  .#g 1,198 .82 N.S
-More Beneficial
than Costly .26 .@7 1,198 .83  N.S.

The' simultaneous effects of‘four normative beliefs.on
the prediction of subjective norm wére tested by multiple
regression analysis. Tﬁe overall [ waz ¥ signifigant
(R= .327" R, Squared=.10, F(4,281)= 5.65, p <.#1). Rezults
from table 6 indicate that only the parent s normative

belief scale made a significant ‘contribution to the
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explained variance (R= _.3&, R Squared=.591 f£(1,2al)= §.36,

p <.B1). \k\, : -

Table 6

Multivariate F-teszts of the Effects of
Normative Beliefs on Subjective Norm

Dependent Independent R
Variable Variable R  Squared df E o]
*.Subjective Mormative

Norm Be 1iefs* . .
-Classmates L1 . 1,281 .88 N.S.
-Parents .38 .99 1,281 8.36 <. B1
-Closze Friends .22 .85 1,281 1.54 N.S.
-Professors/
teachers .21 .84 1,281 .24 N.5.

The final step in the analysis of the Fishbein model
was to measure the separate interaéfﬁon effects of
experience and sex with attitude and subjective norm in
predicting 1intention (see tables 7 and 8). The only
significant interaction was found beiween sex and

subjective norm in predicting intention (R =.36, R ..

Squ&red= .13,  E(1,234)= 4.83, p <.8%). The interaction-

¥

otcurved at the point where males and female:z zcomewhat

*An additional four normative beliefz (i.e., tpouse,
children, co-workers and bossz) were dropped .from the
regression analysis due to the Targe number of miszszing

values for these beliefs.
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intended to do word processing and significant others
thought it was a very good thing to do. After this point,

femalez had stronger intentions to do word processing and

the& reported that their significant others more strongly

indicated that it was a good thing to do.

- Table 7

-~ Multivariate F-tests of the Interaction
Effects of Experience with Subjective Norm
and Attitude on Intention

Dependent. Independent R R df £ P

_ Variable Vardable Squared
Intention -Experience* 5
Subjective
Norm .19, .84 1,228 2.14 N.&.
~Experience*
Attitude .28 .84 1,228 2.29 N.S.
Table 8

Myltivariate f-teszts of the _Interaction
- Effgcts of Sex with Subjective Norm
and Attitude on Intention

De#endent Independent R R df

E P
Variable Variable 3quared
- Intention -Sex*
‘ Subjective
Norm - .36 .13 1,234 4.03 <.84%5
o, ~-Sax*®
) Attitude .42 .18 1,234 .12 N.S.

3

il

%

€C. Differences Hetween Groups Willing and Not Willing to

4

Participate in Study Two

Table 9 displays the means, standard deViatiqn, t-

s,



value, degrees of freedom, and probability level for thoze
variables which significantly differentiated tho:ze wﬁ}léng
to participate in studx two from thoze not willing.
Volunteers for study two significantly differad from
no}-vo]unteers in a number of respects. The volunteer
group contaiﬁgd a proportionately greater number of
femalez than the non-voluntéér group (75.00% and 52.25%,
respective1y); This difference wasz significant (z= 3.21,
p<.8@5). The volunteer group received computer training
more often from family. and frﬁe?d;. (£=2.79, df=236,
p<.81). On average, volﬁnteers had a more pocsitive
intention (t= 2.86, df= 2.35, p<.@l), attitude (t= 3.74,
df= 235, g(.ﬂl), and subjective norm (t= 367, -df= 235,
S p<.@1) about doing _w0rd processiﬁg than the non-
vo]u;teérs. Concerning behavioral beliefs, w~olunteers.
more ;irongly indicated that doing word processing would
beienjoyable (t= 1.96, df= 227, p«.85), be interesting (L=
2.59, df= 228, p«.81) ,‘help to get a promotion or a raiée
(L= 2.81, df= 228, p«<.85), be more beneficial than cosfly
(k= 2.16, df= 227, p<.B5%), and save a lot of time -and
effort in doing work (t= é.?ﬂ, df= 224, p<.85%). F}nallyy
‘concerging normative beliefs, volunteers more strongly
indicated that cloze friends influenced their decision to

s

do word procezsing (t=.2.65, df= 228, p<.81).



Table 9
!
Significant Difference:z Between Group:s in Terms
of Willingnes: to Participate ﬁn~Posttei}

Volunteer Non-Volunteer

Variable Mean s.0. Mean S.D. t df
Computer
Training:
~-From
Family
& Friends .44 .49 .23 .42 2.79 236
Intention 5.22 1.86 4.44 2.80 2.86 235
Attitude 6.13 1.86  5.44 ‘1.45 3.74 235
Subjective : :
Norm 6 .89 1.82 5.46 1.33 3.67 23%
Behavioral .
Baliefs:
-enjoyable df . )

2.5 4. .84 1.12 5.82 1.96 227
-interesting

3.84 3.45 1.58 -+ 4.25 2.59 228
~-help get -
promotion .84 4.28 -.39 4.46 2.81 228
-more beneficial -
than .costly p ! ‘

3.11 4.14 1.92 3.77 2.16 227
-zave time -
& effort 3.55 3.94 2.24 4.38 2.28 224
Normative . .
Beliefs: '
-close

friend:z 1.89 2.31 .16 2.55 2.65 228

63

Bl
Bl
81

.8l

.81



64 -

V. Discussion
Results from “study one clearly demonztrate the
_ predictive power of the gheory of reasoned action in
regards to students” att;tudes to do word proceszing and
also intention and behavior. for the total csample,
intention to ao word proceszsing predicted partﬁcipatiqn in
the word processing task of study two and accounted for
g4% of the variance. This)result suggestz that although
intention was statistically significant 1in predicting
behavior, the amount oé explanatory power of intention, as
indicated by the amount of variance Qccounpeg fﬁr (ie., R
Squared), was rathey insignificanti. i
. ]

= In turn, intention was largely mediatied by
M » _ "

attitudinal rather than "normative 7c6nsider$tions.
Attitude accountgp for 33% and subjective norm ac;ounted
fof 28% of the?varianca explained in dintention. Thiz
means Qhat intentien to dﬁ word prdtgssing was more likely
determ{ned by oné’s aﬁtitudé to@ard doing word proceaéing
than 'A& pérceptiqna of what significantxothers think one
““““ should do. .

The attitudinal component, in ﬁurn, waz,zignif%cantl)
determined by three behavioral beliefs; the belief that-
using a computer for word processing would: be enjoyable,

save time and effort,” and most importantly, be necessary

in their line of work. The amount of variance accounted

e l'
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for by these variables in predicting attitude was 29%,
22%, andg 36%, respectively. Somewhat conzistent with

lhis; McClure (1982), also using the Fishbein model, found

" that the belief that work on a Jjob vrequiring office

- computer use would be satisfying or enjoyable and the

belief that job performance wob]d improve if an office
computer were used yielded the mo:zt jaccurate predictor: of
computer attitude.

A significant interaction was found between
subjective norm and sex in predicting intention. However,
a closer look at this interaction suggestsz that it may be

an artifact of the scoring pattern at the lower end of the

T “subjective norm scale. . Theré were no femalez who

indicated‘a 1, 2, or 3 for subjective norm, however, there
were sig males: (2 in each category) who responded in this
manner. >Thus; tcores at the 1o;ér end of the szubjective
novm scale were totally different for males and female:z,
whereas,’ males 'and females - appeared tq‘ have similar
scoring pattefns at the middle and upper' ends of the
scale. In f#ct, this interactioﬁ effect disappeared by
remoying\ from the analysis the six male rezpondent:z who
hindjcated .Tow subjective norm scales (R= ;34, R
Squared= .12 F(1,227)= 1.53, N:S.).

Although it was predicted that there would be a

significant interaction effect between Tattitude and

|3
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subjective norm and exper%ence in predicting intention to
do word processing, thi; was not found. 5 This may have
been due to the way in whiéh experience was measured. The
measuvre of experience shouﬁd have been consiztent with how
otﬁer va}iables in the model were being measured in termz
of target, action, time, and context. According to Ajzen
& Fishbein (1988), variables 4in the model =zhould be
assezsed | at correspondiné }evels of specificity or
generality. Considering thﬁs; the measure of experience
should have been more specifically related £o the amount
of time spent over the lazt year d&ing ‘word procecsing,
rathevr than an estimate of hours szpent uzing & computer in
generglf

The - volunteers for study two significantly differed
from theé non-volunteers 1in many respeqts.' The valunteef
group more often received computer training fromb family
and friends and viewed close friends as a more important
inflygnce. The volunteer group had more favorable
inteﬁtion, attitude, and subjective norm than the non-
volunteer group concérning word processing. The volunteer
group more strongly dindicated the belijef that word
processing would be enjoyable, interesting, and more
benefﬁ;ia] than coztly, and would =zave timexand effort in

doing their work and help them-to get a promotion or a

raizse. Theze rezults suggest that although both groups
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agreed on the important predictors of intention to do word

processing the volunteer group had strongeﬁé‘intentions,
attitudes, and subjective norms than the non-volunteer
group and such intentions, attitudes, and Subjective norms
were consistent with their behavior.

In conclusion, the Fishbein model appears to be

('pnpmising when predicting not only word processing

intention but also actual word processing behavior. The
mode]l was useful in differentiating intention, gttitude,
and subjective norm\between non-volunteerz and volunteer:
for study two iSVolving a word processing task.

Some words of caution about the validity and
reliability of the resu‘t's of this study are necessary.
First, ‘thé external validity of this study was limited by
the fact #hat participants were volunteer University

students.

id

% Thus, results may not be gemeralized acros: or
to other target persons or settings‘(Kirk, 1982). Second,
although the procedure for meashring the theoretical
constructs' of the theory of neasﬁned action has been
refined through previous research (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975,
Ajzen & Fichbein, 1988) and the theory hacs beeﬁ used
effectively 1in many i}udies such as predicting voter
decision-making in the nuclear energy area (Bowman &

Fishbein, 1978)‘and understanding family planning behavior

(Jaccard & Davidson, 1972), the question remains a:z te
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whether 1its applicatdion i5 reliable 1in measuring :zuch
variables as word-processing behavior and intention.
Ajzen & Fizhbein (1988) note that the theory of-

reasonéd action is still in the process of development and

i
f
1
l

additi&nal factors may be needed to conzider in arder to

predict, and to understand certain behaviors. In fact,

there has been a recent extension to the theory of

'

reasone&‘action (Ajzen & Timkg, 1985). This extenzion,

termed aa theory of planned behavior, iz similar to the

i

theory o? reasoned action in that intention s assumed to
be predﬂkted by attitudes and subjectiye norms. However, -
the th%ory of planned behavior assumes that perceived
control_ is also important in predicting intention.

v

Additioné%ly, this theory postulates tha} perceived
control is also directly linked to behavior inéépendent of
“intentions. Perceived control is assumed to reflect the
prezence (imagined or real) of non-motivational factors
related to the person’s resources and opportunity: This
is  in contrast to attitude and subjective norm which .are
motivational concepts; the former reflecting beliefs about
the advantage or disadvantagejof the attitude object and-"
the latter reprezenting the’/tendency to comply/with the
expectation; of important others. The advantage of the
new model iz that it goes beyond purely volitional actf to
v

focif on behavioral plans that must take izzuez of control

s
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into account.

The recent extension to the theory of reazoned
action, to include non-motivation determinant:z of
behavior, raises some interesting questions concerning
the present study’' s focus on predicting word procesging
behavior. ~ 1z perceived control an important source of
Jnfluence on intentions toward word procegsing over and

above the effects of attitude and zubjective norm? Would
it impro;e corresponding behavioral prediction:z
independent of inteniions? Intuitively, perceived control
seems to be an‘impﬁrtant factor when considering most
computer behaviors,. for example, people muct have
resources (e.g., timé) and opportunities (e.g;, ééééss) in
order to pafticipate in computer~rela£ed . activitiex.
Perhaps, -an éppropriate step of thig research iz to study

word processing behavior wusirg the theory of planned

behavior, thus, taking dizsues of control into account.

£
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Study Two:
I. Rationale

The purpose - of study one was to predict and
dnderstand word processing attitgﬁes within the theory of
reasoned action. - Study two goes one step further in the
application of th%s model by attempting to influence or
change attitudes toward word processing. The rationale for
study two is that sinq?yword processors may be a wvital
tool for students ern ﬁot on1y‘ia it important to predict
and understand word processing attitudes but it iz also

r

important to increase the likelihood that fhey will be

uzed. ‘ -

It is beyond ﬁhé scope of thiz thesis to re;iew the
various strategies that have bee; used iin attemptz to
influence people’ s behavior. Suffice to zay that there-
are many change strategies ranging from role playing to
conditioning procedures (Zimbardo, 1969; Petty, 1981).-
Changing attitudes partly through a persuagive
communication was selected for this research because ‘ﬁi
is easy to administer, finexpensive, and most importantly,
proven effective when based on the theory of reazoned.

v

action.



71

11. Implications for Changing Behavior

The theory of reasoned action implies that in order-

‘to c¢hange behavior througﬂ 8 persuasive communication an

influence attempt shauldcbe directed at the intention to
perform the behavior. To change that intention, it iz

necessary to focuz on attitude toward the behavior or

*

- subjective norm. Attitude toward the behavior may be

“changed by influencing the behavioral beliefs  that

determine the attitude. Subjective norm may be changed by
influencing the normative beliefs that determine thé
subjective norm (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1988).

-According to’Ajzen & Fishbein (1988), the perzua:zive
communication consists of two parts: a :set of argument:
and plausible evidence that supports these argumentz. The
First Etep in consf?ucting a persuasive communication 1in
order to change behavior is to select .an appropijaﬁe set
of arguments. The arguments used =should either bhe
theorétically known to determine or influence prﬁmar&
beﬂié}s (i.e., the beliefs that are functionally related
to or are primary deferminants of the behavior in
question) or they zhould_be the actual primary beliefs
that are most jmportant in predicting attitﬁde or
subject%ve norm, ;iniention, and consequen£ behavior. Far
example, .Fishbein -(1988) tested the effects of three

3
persuasive communications-to encourage alceoholic: to sign

14



. “appeaﬁ had a somewhat greater effect than the positiv»e

: ]
¢
up for a treatment program. Two communications were bazed
14 R
on the theory of reasoned action and were either in the
form of a positive or negative appeal. The positive
appesl comprised 18 majow\‘r arguments each corresponding to
primary beliefs about signing up for the program. Each

statement linked =signing up . for +the program with a

positive consequence (e.g., signing up for the treatment
will improve your physical health). The negat'ive"mess'age
wac the mirror image of the positive appeal. ‘It contained

18 wmajor arguments which linked not signing up for the

program with different negative consequences (e.g., not

_signing up for the trgatment will lead to a3 deterioration

of your physical 7hea1th). The third appeal was a
"traditional" approach baszed xcm the health belief model
It contained 18 major argumenpts that connected drinking to

‘a  different negative consequence (e.g., deterioration of !

physical health). i

Resultz indicated tha~t all thrée apﬂpea1s produced
sgignificant changes 1in primary beliefs about signing u#pr
and not: §igning up . The negat'ive and positive appeal:z
,';trengthEﬁed the pat)'ient"vs beliefs that signing up wou ld
lead to desirab%e consgquences and that not ' zigming up

'wau?d -lead to undezirable consequencesz; the negative

appeal. T\h‘e traditional appeal led to-.a changef'in the
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opposite dir%pticn to the purposze of the communication in
that receivers inferrad that they had little to gain by
signing up Fo? the program and by not signing up they had
little to lose. '

The change: in the primary beliefs of theze three

groups were refiected in thedr attitudesz and behavior.

. Patients exposed to the negative communication were the

most favorable and ﬁost tikely to =zdign up for the program.
Those who received the pozitive appeal also became more
favorable and more likely to sign up, although to a leszer
degree. N Finally, those exposed to the traditignal apﬁea]
were actﬁal1y less likely to.sign up for the prégram.

in addition to the need for  the perzuasive

communication to be based on theory or primary beliefs,

.the communication must ‘change a8 sufficient number of

) p;imary belief% to influence the attitude toward behavior

or the subjective norm and to be effecti;e. : A chagnge n
eithgr component will influence intention onjy if it haz a
significant weight"in the prediction of tha intention.
For eiample, uszing an earlier verzion of ipe. theory aof
reasoned jction (Ajzen & Fizhbein, 1988), Ajzen {f971)
examined the effect:s gf4a persuasive communication on the
strategy wused in_a8 Prisoner’'s Dilemma game. There were

basically, two types of motivational strategiez uszed in

sthis game- cooperative and competitive. Su%QeFts wara

&

&

w3
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randomly ascigned to one of four persuazive communicatiens
which induced. different motivational orientations:
attitudinal message“advocating competition, attitudinal
message advocating cooperation, normative . message
advocating competition, and norﬁative meszage édvocating
cooperition. Normative beliefs were aszumed to be an
important determinant of cooperative behavior, while in
the competitive condition, behavior was azcumed to be
determined by attitudes.

Results fdndicated that the persuasive communication
had significant effects on their respective targets (i.e..
attitudinal or ﬁérmative beliefs), but they influenced
intention and behavior only. to the extent that the target
variables had a high ﬂegression we ight 1ﬁ’the prediction
equation. Specifica]ly; in the cooperative condition, the
attitﬁdinal message had little effect on normativeﬁbQTiefs
and iitt]e influence_on intentions or behavior becauze

under cooperation normative beliefs were found to be the

important determinant of behavior. In. the competitive
\%V
condition, where behavior wasz determined moztly. by

attitude, the attitudina]tmessage was found to influence
attitude and therefore, 1influence inténtﬁon and behavior.
The normative message had little effect on attitude in the
competitive conditionAand thus, had Titt]eainfluenCE‘ on

intention and behavior. Under cooperation, however, the



normative meszage had a strong effect on normative beliefs
and thereby, influenced intention and behavior.

The strength of the intention-behavior relationship
will influence the extent to whieﬁ a change in dntention
results in a change in behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, - 1988).
“For example, if the relationship between_the intention to
do word processing and actually performing thicz behavior
is strong (e.g., r= .91), then chances are that a change
in this intention will 19;& to 8 change in behavior.
However, if the FEQBtionshﬁb between intention and
behavio¥ is weak (e.g., r= .21), then it iz less likely
that a change in intention wi1} lead to a change iﬁ

behavior.

I1l. Purpose and Hypotheses
The purpgée of study twq' was to examine the
effectiveness  of an intervention strategy aimed at the
development of more positive attitude:s toward word
processing.‘q‘ This dntervention consisted of a word
processing task and persuasive communications .containing
beliefs that .were bazed on results from ztﬁdy one.
Subjectz were acsigned to one of four experimental
cogditions including: relevant persuasive communication
and word  proceszing task, irrelevant - perzuazive

communication ¥nd ~ word processing  task, ~ neutral

&

3



passage and word procescsing task, and no communication and

no word processing taszk. The experimental design s

outlined in figure 3.

Figure 3 N
Experimental Design
Treatment,.

B1 B2 ’ B3 B4

Al 31 to 815 316 to 538 331 to 345 346 to S68

A2 | S1 to S15 S16 to S38 331 to 3545 %46 to 568

Timé}

] rd
where:

Bl= Relevant persuasive communieation plus word
processing + -

B2 Irvelevant persuasive communication plus word
N processing .

B3= Nsrtralvpassage plus word procecssing
84= No communﬁéatﬁon plus no word processing

Al= T1ime 1 (completion of pretest computer attitude
queztionnaire) .

_A2= Time 2 (completion of posttest computer attitude
questionnaire) - ’

—_

Jhiz deczign perﬁitted the examination of Eifferences
in pre/post attitude =scores due to the” effect of the

persuasive communication and due to the word procezzing

v

tazk.

H1- partigﬁpanté who recedived the felevant perzuasive

L .

u

5

.=
oo

~t;



communication will have a more positive change in attitude
toward doing word processing than those who received
irrelevant, ngutral, or no commuﬁications,

It was expected that thosé participants who received
tﬂev relevant persuasive communication would have ? more

positive attitude: toward word proceszzing becauze the

ccommunication would influence their most important belief:z- ~
" - 3 id - ’ ) Y 3 - - !
which, in turn, was expected to increase their attitude 1in

a8 positive direction. Those who received the irrelevant

communication received information fhat shbﬁld not hawve
positively  ikcreased their attitude toward the taczk

because it consisted of those beliefz which were not

important in prédicting su@h ai@itudes: Similarly, groups-

that™ received neutral or no communications  were not

expected “to have a more poéitive&attitude ‘towards dqinj

word processing because they did not receive relevant
communications to changgﬂbheir underlying beliefs.
Hypotheszis 2 examﬁneq the effect of the word

processing task on attitude towards word procesSinq.

o 4
task will have a more pozitive attitude towards ward

processing ‘than those who did not perform the tazk.

- The _ratijonmale behind this hypotﬁesis ‘came from

-

Cruickshank (1982) and Mathis.(1982) who both found that

individu;s who*® were provided with computer experience

)

H2 - participants who performed the word ‘brocessing’
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- selected -on the basis of having completed study ‘one and

78

during the experimentvhad more positive aﬁtitudés éhan
those . "who wem; not provided with such exper%ence,
Similarly, din this study it was predicted that Jthqae
individuals‘ who performed the wqrd‘porcessing»task uwoq1d .

have a more poszitive change in their attitudes than tho:se
’ . - ’ »
who did not perform the task. ,

In order to test these hypotheses a repeated measure
désign was used with time as the within subject factor and

treatment a:z the between subject factor.

1V. Method ‘ - . g

- Subjects:

Subjects  in study two were 68 Wilfrid Laurier

Univercity student:z ({15 males; 45 females). ' They were

having votunteered for ztudy two. -
Procedure:
Fifteen subjects were randomly aksigned to each of

the folfbwing groups: .

1) relevant persuazive communication plus ward
o N

- proceszsing i

) 2) drrelevant persuvazive communication plus word
processing ’ , - ' 3 s

3) neutral paczsage plus word processing
4) no communication pluz no word procez:zing
£

Two types °~ of persuasive communication were
. 4 N

I - Gy
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work. ..’

4
-

b - .
constructed (:zee Appendix B & C). Results from study one

revealed that the attitudinal component waz more important

Jin,“determining intention to do word proceszing than the

normative component. On the basis of this information a

re]eVant persuasive communication was constructed which
contained 1nforﬁation designed to chahge £pe 3 primar&
behavioral beliefs’which significantly predicted att{ﬁude
torérd“ word processing. These includg& the belief that
doing word pr&cesaing saves a lot of t%me and effort ~ in
doing work, is enjoyablé, and ﬁstnecezsary in any line of

work. :These beliefs were presented in the following

passaée:~ "There are - many benefits of- doing - word
- ¥ - "

processing. It saves you a lot of time and effort in doing

yaur work by ‘enabling you to make instantaneous change: to

your document...word processing is enjoyable becauze, in a

— s
-

sense, you . are playing with new - technology...Mozt’

&

importantly, word processing is necessary in any line of’

1]

Similarly, an irrelevant perzuasive communication wa:

constructed which contained 3 randomly selected bél%efs

which . were not szignificant in predjctinghattatude towards

word processing. “These included the belief that word.

précgssing helps to get a ﬁromotion or a raize, keepi ydu

;up to date with new technology, - and iz more beneficial

*thn costly: These beliefs were prezented in the

v
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following passage: w“Thgre are many benefitszs of doing word
prbcesaing...ehployeea with word processing skills are of
‘gfeater value to thg éompany and éonzequently, are mwmore
1ikely to ge promotion or a raise than employees
" without these &kii{s...Khowing how td do‘Lord‘ procezsing
is one Himportant way of &eepiné up to date with new

e . 2 e e o e e

tecgno1ogx.:.Fina1ly; the benefits of word ﬁrocezzing

ve

outweigh the costs..." Each communication wa:z

o i A —— e

approximately the same length and contained a clczing

¢

-recommendation to do Hordﬂprocessfng.

All subjects were initially conta;te&> by telephone
anq remindédv béiefly» about study two involving "~ a word
prpcessing iask and ;ompletion of a ques£ﬁonnaire(s)i A
Qﬁonvenient "dgy and tj@e was arrange& for them ‘to

participa§ez . <

Al1'§ubjects were individually tested. After being

éfeeted by the experimenter, the purpose of the experiment

1

“was explained and informed consent was solicited (See

. 2 ., .
Appendix  D- Consent Form). .Each -subject in  the
experimental ﬁroup . was asked to_take'a seat in:?rong ef
thé ﬁermina1 (Oliveiti m{crocomputer) and then received a

briefgset of written Sqd Qerba1 instructié%s for Gperating

the _“Bank Street Writer" word processing program‘(Smith,

1983). ' The instructions served te syctematically

dintroduce subjects to  the fuﬁctions-or key:t -that they
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p
would need to know in order to complete the tazk (e.g.,
éépitalizin§:> é%afting new lines, -and—underlining).
Shbjects 5n the persuasive communication group were given
a wfitten appeal c%gtaining either relevant or idrrelevant
belief statements hto be typed into the word processor,
fol]owed‘ by 'a neutral passage from a textbook entitled
“Readings in Animal Behavior" by Marler & Griffin (1977).
The passzage discussed the 1973 Nobel Prize for physiology

J or medicine (See»Apéendﬁx.E for neutral passage). A third
g;oup did not receive a persuasive communication but was
asked to type in the neutral pasz:sage. The control group

,only completed the computer att}tude questionnaire.
Subjects were asked .to carefully read their material
(especialily the<per5qa§ive communication) before uzing the
word processor. After making sure that they underatﬁod
the procedure they were asked to enter the QinFormation,<
exactly ag prezented, on their own without helﬁ from
‘anyone cutside. They were‘to1d that if they had major
. problems lihe researcher was available in & nearby room,
_%other;ise the .researcher. would return in 28 minutec.
‘After thicz ‘perﬁdd 5ubjec£s stopped the word processing
* task and comp;eted the attitude questionnaire(s)-
All subjgctg were thanked for participating and told
vthat generai results would be mailed to them, if desired,
Qn approximately»Auguqt 15, 1985, \(SéE'Appendix F for

e

.



Participant éeedback). The researcher‘ssked subjects how
they felt about the taszk and answered ;ny quesztions
concaerning their participation. Finally, subjects were
asked 1if they were interested ig participating in a Freg\

workshop on word processing offered by the Buszine:zs

Department, at WLU, commencing in the Fall of 1985,

Measures:

The computer attitude questionnaire for :ztudy two
contained the zame quesztions, relating to word proces:ing,
as that of study one (See Appendix A for Questionnaire).

In  addition, behavioral meas@res were  taken
including: number of errors made, humbér of words entered
into the computgt} 'and signing-up’?or a future word
processing workshop.

A l4-item adjective checklist was administered at the

P
end of the experiment in . order to get an ddea of how

subjects felt about doing the word procezszing task (See
Appendix G for <checklist). dueations‘ wereg based on
Eompﬁter ‘attitude questionnaires developed by Zoltan &
Chapanis (1982) and Raub (1982). On a 7-point bipolar

scale subjects were asked to indicate the degree to which

.they believed the word processing task was, for example,

enjoyable/ unenjoyable, frustrating/ hél%ing; and

dezirable/ undesirable;
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" Finally, zubject:z were asked for any general comment:

4

and thoughtzs abouivthe word procezsing taszk or cémputera.

V. Data Analysis
The primary objectives of study two were to examine
. .
the change in attitude towards word proceszing a: a
fuﬁction of the persuasive communication and the word
processing task. Supplementary analyses included the
examination of change 1in intention and behavioral beliefs
as a function of the persuasive communication and the word
processing tazk. The change in subjective norm and
ﬁormative beiiefs was not examined because reszulti from
study one indicated that subjective norm, and concequent
nor%ative be]igfs, were not thé most important factor in
determining inténtion to do word processing. Differences
in experimental group reactions to the word procezcing
task were also- examined. Finally, in further analyzis of
the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), it
was determined whether attitude or intention to do word
processing predicted various behaviors. ’

Table 18 presents the analysez for ztudy two along

with the modets used, and the purposez of each. .

- A



Table 18
A~

Analysis of Study Two

Analysis «° Model
1. Repeated Dependent Independent
Measures -attitude -groups(1-4)
-intention -subject
-behavioral -time
beliefs (pre/post)
2. ANOVA Dependent Independent
: Rl to R14 -experimental
where: groups (2-4)
R”¢= reactions

to the word processzing.

task (i.e.,

14 adjectives

contained in the Semantic
Differential questionnaire)

3. Multiple
Regreszsion

Y= BA + B1X1 + e
where:
X1l= posttest intention
Y= signing
up for
word processing

- wirkshop

es error
Y= B8 + B1X1 + e
where:
X1l= posttest attitude
Y= signing
up for word
grocessing
_workshop
e= error

Y= B2 + BlXl + e
where

X1= pretezt intention

Y= # errors made

ez error

84
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~to measure the:
change in
attitude,
intent ion,
behavioral
beliefs

as a function of
persuasive
communication
and word
processing tack

and

~-to measure the’
differencez  1in
reactions toithe
word proceziing
task az a ‘
function of the
persuas ive
communijcation -

-to determine
attitude &
intention to do -
word processing
accurately
predicts the
behavior
épecified?

if



Y= BA + BlX1l + e
where:
" X1= pretest attitude
Y= # errors made.
e= arror

Y= B8 + B1X1l + e
where:’

Xl= pretest intention
Y= §f words entered

e= error

Y= B@ + BlX1l + e
where:

X1= pretest attitude
Y= § words entevred
es arror
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IV. Results
The results , of study two are divided into the

s

b

following sections:
B 3

A. Changes in Attitude, Intention, and Behavioral
le1gfs. ;&*(' v
B. Reactionz to the Word Proceszzing Tazk (i.e.,

Semantic Differenital). ) ) ,
C. Fishbein Model Relationshipz Including the

Prediction of Behavior From Intention.

A. Changes in Attitude, Intention, and Behavioral Beliaf:

The changes in attitude, .intentdon, and behavioral
betiefs were analyzed within a repeated measure design.
The within subjects factor was time (pre/post tezt) and
the between subjects factor was treatmént (1f4).‘ For all
the analysez: Group l= No persuasive communication and nc
word processing task, Group 2= No persuasivéaéghmunication
and word processing task, Group 3= Relevant perzuasive
coﬁmunication and word processing task, and -Group 4=
Irre1évant persuasive communication and word procezzing

'y
tazk.

~

Attitude
In the present ztudy, the main effect of time was:
zignificant for attitude. Overall, there was a

. . gt . 5, . . . .
significant dncrease in attitude over testing periods

e,
2 4

Yo
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(E(1,56)= 5.§3, p<.B85). sRezults from table 11 indicate

that mean attitude zcores at time | and time Z were in the -

upper rangg-of’possible scores (out of 7). This cuggest®
that there may be a ceiling effect for attitude scores.
Thus, although = there lsﬁs a significant increaze in
attitude scores over time, the actual mean éhange waz from
a very positive %gé 6.15)8,to an extremely positive
attitude (M= 6&6_36). No sﬁgnifican£ main effect of
treatment ‘was fdﬁnd for this variable (FE(3, 56)= .61

N.3.). (See Appendix H for ANOVA table).

Table 11
L

Mean Scores for Attitude

GROUPS

J -1 2 3 - 4 Scores EFFECT
T ' .
I 1 6.33 6.87 .5.93 6.27 6.15 F(1,56)-
M : ) 5.63,
E 2 6.48 5.93 6.67 6.46 6.36 p «.85
Total <
Change .87 -.14 .74 .19 .21

A  significant interaction was found for attitude

. .

between treatment and time (F(3,%6)= 4.12, p<.81). It wai’

hypothesized (H1} that participants who received tHe

-3

relevant perzuasive communication would have a movre

pozitive change in attitude towards word procezsing than

those who received irrelevant, neutral, ar no

~
[,

&

&Y

o



- Eaat

e
- y i \ .
v - , ’ 88

"

3

3

communications. . This hypoﬂhesis was tested through a ¢

compariszon of attitude‘cpange ffom time | to time 2, for

-

group 3 versus groups 1, 2, and 4. Rezults supported the
. ) *

hypothesis that participants who received the relevant

persuasive communication had a more pPsitive charnge 1in

4

attitude towards word processing than those who received.

the other types of communications (E(Ll, 56)s_ 18.68,

p«.B81). \ ik

Ifi was algo hypotheszized (H2) that participants/ wha
performed the word process ing ta%k would have ‘a more
positive attitude towafds word pr;cessing than those who
did not perform_the task. This.hypothesiz was examined by
comparing mean attitude scores, from time 1 and time’ 2,

between group 1 and groups 2, 3, and 4. Results indicate

that group 1 (i.e., the group that did not do the word

procezsing task) did not significantly differ from other

groups that performed the word processing task

(F(1,56)= .98, N.S.). Thus, hypothesis 2 cannot be
accepted.

Intention
A miin éfﬁeoh of treatment waz found .for inteﬁtion
(E(3,56)= 4.14, p<.81), -indicating that although there
were‘ ?9 signifiqut difference:z over tiﬁe, the type of

treatment had an effect 6n intention to do  word
- A

wr
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prQQ§SSiﬁg. Mean scores® are presented 49n table 12.

.

ﬁésu}ts of the total! mean score: for time } and time 2

&ombined, suggest that group. 1 had the itrohgeﬁt inﬁention‘

to do word processing (M= 6.17), followed by group 4 (M=

5.67), and group 3 (M= 5.24), jnd'fiﬁa11y, group 2 (M=.

4.46). No significant effects of time or treatment by time
interaction were ’foupd for 4intention (r1,56)= 2.13,
p<.®8, F(3,56)= .47, N.3., rezpectively). (See. Appendix I

for ANOVA tab1e).

- S Table 12

Mean Scores for Intention

GRDUPé

TREATMENT
-1 2 3N 4 - EFFECT
T . - ) ,
1 1 *-6.80 4.46 4.87 5.33 F(3,56)= 4.14,
M ’ p¢.@1
E 2 6.33 4.42 5.60 6.80 \
Total -
Change .33 g.81 .73 .67 .
Total
Mean 1
3cores 6.17 4 .46 5.24 5.67
(time | :
&2 ®
combined)
Y
Behavioral Beliefs o

Overall, gsignificant effects were ‘found ¥ Five of

" the twelve behavioral beliefs examined. Results from

A
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el

ignificant main effect for

ftﬁme'&n the belief that word proces:zing would be .enjoyable

(E(1,56)= 18.82, p< 082, cost
kkaave~ time and effort (E(1,56)=

)
qf:nteresting (E(1,56)= 4.68, p=<.

-

of treatment and time was foun
processing would help to ge

(E(3,56)= 2.94, p<.95).

treatment -or time,

belief that

=

necessary for

found for the
frustrating,
beﬁeficial tham®
.P

uncomfortable and toé reliant

costly,

ly (F(1,56)= 7.11, p<.Bl);

12.36, p<.881), and be
B5f. An interaction effect
d for the belidf that word

t a promotion or a vraize

No significant main effectz of

. -

or treatment by time dnteraction were

word processing

~them to keep up to date with new technology.

"Enjoyable”

A

>
.belief that word processing would be enjoyable (F(1, &6)=

18.82, p<.002).

over time
enjoyable was 1.55,
processing was

at time one.

significant main effect was found for time on

indicating that,

perceived as more enjoyable at

work, dehumanizing, more
make them nervols and
on a computer, and enable

the

Az givep in table 13, the average change

for the belief that word processing would be

in general, word

time +two

than No significant effectz were found. for
treatmemt (F(3,56)= 1.24, N.S.), or treatment by time
interaction (F(3,56)= .86, N.S5.).. far

-

X
I

(3ee Appendix J

Py

would - be .

el
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"ANOVA table]. . s
- : *
... Table 13 -
" Meap 3cores for "Efijvyable”
GROUPS : "
Mean 7 TIME .
1 2 3 4 . Scores EFFECT
T . hl \’T -
I 1 4.97 1.93 4.80 T 1.80 2.95 F(1,56)="
M "\ 19.82,
E 2 4 .33 4,13 6.080 3.53 ‘4%59 p <.882
] J .
Total o - ) .
Change .26 2,28 2.09 1.73 1.585
| o
“"Costly"»

-~ A. significant main effect Wigﬁépund for timé on  the
belief that word processing would be costly (F(1,56)=
7.11, p<.81). ~Table 14 out!i#es the mean change for the
belief that word processing w;uld be co;tly: The more
nega%ive the score the more likely it iz perceived az less
costly. The average change was -1.38, indicatiﬁg that,
overall, word processing was perceived ai lezs costly. No
significant - effects were found for treatment
(£(3,56)7, .1%, N.S.), or treatment by time interaction

(E(3,86)= .19, N.35.). (See Appendix K for ANOVA table}.

<
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Table 14 o
| J. R .
Mean 3cores for "Costly”
1
- GROUPS
- Mean TIME
1 2 3 4 . Scores EFFECT
T ~ ) ] .
1 1 1..47 .93 1.8 1.68 1.35 Fel,66)=
M - , . . 7.11,
£E 2 -:47 .87 -.13 .48 -.83 p <.81
- Total . o
Change -1.94 -.86 -1.83 -1.28 ‘-1.38' .
- . Ve ¥ ‘

"Save Time and Effort"

A 'significand-maig effect was found for time on the

belief that word proceszing would save time and effort
C

(E(1,56)= 17.36, p< .@61). In general, this belief

increased the most compared to thé other behavioral

e +

beliefs. Average sc&?esnfor this belief increased by wmore
than 1 point in all groups, suggestiﬁg that word
péoéessing was more-liielyéperceived as saving time and
effort. Mean scores for this belief are praesented in
" table 15. No significant effects were found for treatment
(E(S,Sﬁ)j~ 1.18, N.S.), or treatment by time interaction

(F(3,56)= .43, N.S.). (3ee Appendix L for ANOQA table) .

e
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Table 15

Mean Scores for "§ave‘Time and Effort"

‘u .

) GROUPS v Ny
* . . . Mean T?ﬁﬁ
1- 2 ! 3 4 ’ Scores EFFECT

T e .. :
1 1 4.47 $2.88 2.88 ° 5.13 3.88 F(1,56)=
M : ] . ) 12 .36,
E 2 5.8 4.47. _ 5.27 6y 28 5.44 p «.@8@1
Total o ‘
Change 1.33 1.67 2.47 1.87 1.64

ialnﬁeresting”

A sﬁgﬁiéicant main eTfecrﬁkés found for time on the
belief that word proc;ssing would be intereszting (5(1;56)=
4.68, p <.B5). Mean scores for thi: belief are presented
in table 16. Re;glts ﬁnd%cate that, on average, word
processing was reporﬁed as more interesting over time. No
si;nificant effects were fouﬁd for treatment (F(3,56)=
2.25, p¢< .89), or treatment by time' dinteraction

1
(£(3,56)= .12, N.5.). (See Appendix L for ANDVA table).

Table 16

Mean Scores for "Interesting"

[

GROUPS . ,
J b Mean TIME
1 2 3 4 Scores EFFECT
T oo - .
1 1 4,68 2.68 4.Zj£ 2.13 3.48 ° E(1,56):=
M S " } 4.68,
E 2 5.87 3.6@ 5.87 3.28 4.24 p <.8%

Change .47 1.28 L8y 1.87 .84

&y
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"Promotion"

Although no main effects were found for treatment .

(£(3,56)= 1.77, N.§S.) or time (E(1,56)= .35, N.5.), an
interaction effect between treatment and time was found
for the belief that word pfbcessjng would help to get &
promotion or a raise (£(3, 56)= 2.94, Ypc’ .85). (See
Appendix l For ANOVA table). ‘Rezults in table 17.suggest
thh} althoughvéroup 3 qnd 4 started out with similar m?:n

s&dres,  group 4 .increased in the belief that ~word
‘ " - -

processing would help to get a promotion or 8 raize while -

»
scores for group 3',ecrgased and interacted with group |

at time 2.

Group contrasts were tested to see whethaer group 4
»

significantly differed from-groups 1, 2, -and 3 from -
time 1 to time 2. Results indicate that participants who
received the irrelevant persuasive communication,

containing the belief that word processing would help %o

get a promotion or a raise, had a greater poszitive change

. in .this belief than any of the éther groups (F(1, 56)=

6.46, p< .85).

®

~a
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Table 17
Mean Score:z for "Prqmdtion"t
GROUP 3
1 2 3 4 Scores EFFECT
1 <
I 1 .53 .87 1.48 1.47 .87 F(3,56)=
M - " , - - 2.94,
E 2 .68 -1.089 ~-.73 3.48 .57 p «.8%
Total _
Change .87 -1.87 -2.13 1.93 ~.38
Total : : ‘
Mean ' ~
Scores .57 -.47 .34 2.44 -
(time 1 -~ ‘
& time 2 ,
combined) '

B. Reactions to the Word Processing Task

Reactio%s to the word pro;essing task (i.e., Semantic
Differential) were analyzed by analysi:z "of variance
(ANGOVA) for each of the“foufteen items by group (2-4{.
Rezults for this analysis are presented in table 18,
Significant “differences were found among the three groups
for the bipolar adjective scalps of unﬁh;eatening:
threatening (FE(2,48)= 4.6?,g (.ﬂ;) and’ coopergtive.
uncooperat ive (5(2,363= 3.17,p {.35;3 Further analyzis
indicated thét group ‘2 reported that the word procez:zing
task was less threatening than groups Bﬁagd 4 (F(1,38)=
7.62,p «.@1). Groups 2 and 3 veported that the word

proceising task was more cooperative than group 4

N

*

%
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(F{1,34)= 4.82:Q <.89). Othgr than these two ﬁagmsj
i .. .

reactions to the word processing task were virtually the

° - N .
same regardles of what type of commqnica@ﬁﬂh was received.

o a;,.

Total mean scores suggest that the task was mos{
frequently perceived to be unthreaténing (M= 5.68), good

(M= 5.32), and cooperative (M= 5.16) and 1least likely

perceived as challenging (M=3.82), personal (M= 4.98), -and

warm (M= 4.38).

[ ’ )
Table 18
re

Reactions to Word Processing Taég;,

Adjective .~ Mean Score Total
Scale Experimental Group®™ Mean Score | df P
2 3 4 -
Enjoyable: . -

Unenjoyable**
4.93 4.93 4.79 4,88 .25 2,42 N.

%2

Helping:
frustrating 4.77 4.73

]

.p8 4.86 ¢« .57 2,36 N.

w

Desirable: ' )
Undesirsble 4.92 4_83 5.88 4.91 .26 2,33 N.S.

Flexib1;7\3§
Rigid N g,

91 5.25 4.92 5.008 35 2,31 N.S
Unthreatening: J> .
Threatening 6.88 5.58 5.54 5.68 4.67 2,48 1.81
Challenging: h .
Simple }t\\3.13 3.14 2.79 3.82 .25 2,42 N.S.
1
Personal: ® .

+3
[t ]
—
-
[s]

Impersonal 4.58 3.33 4.99 4.8 1.13

Warm; i ’ . .
Cold 4.13 4.25 4.58 4.30 .25 2,19 N.S.

- P
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o
Fast: . .
Slow 5.87 4.62 4.87 4.86 .66 - %.4h N.S.
Easy: ’ b

Difficult £33 4.8 _5.31 5.14 1.64 2,42 N.S.

Encouraging:

Discouraging . '
5.25 §5.17 5.08 5.13 - .42 2,37

Cooperative:
Uncooperative s .

5.5 5.18 -4.85 5.16 3.17. 296  <.95
Good: : : ' )
Bad , 5.48 5.36 5.28 5.32 . .45 2,43-- N.S.
oL pa
Relaxing: B . -
§5 73 2,32  N.S.

Tense ) 4.67 . 4.75 4.25 4.

* Group 2 indicates no persuasive communication and word
processing task . )
Group 3 indicates relevant persuasive communicatidh
and word processing task ‘ .
Group 4 indicates irrelevant pergyasive communication
and word processing task ’ : )

. . .
AR ‘The first adjective of each pair represents 6-end &f

the scale, the second adjective represents the l-end of
,the scale.

€. Fishbein Model Relationships
~ - H -
The Fishbein mode! (1988) was analyzed  through

@uitiple regression analyzis for its ability to predict
B — -4

s

signing up for a word processing workshop from posttest
“attitude and intePtion,scores. A total of 49 out of 68
*~Ahdivﬁduai;‘»(32%) signed up for the. word processing

x
workshop. Table 19 presents the results of two separate

L
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analyses. Results suggest that neither posttest attitude

%
nor intention was strongly related- to signing yp for a

»

word processing workshop {R= .85, R Squarkd=. @8, F( 1,
58)= .14, N.S., and R= .B4, R Squared= .88; F ( {,58) -
. & - ,

3

%

-

» B

Table 19 o - T
Multivariate F-tests of the Effects of Attitude and
Intention on Word Processing Behavier

Dependent _ - Indebendént R - '5

Variable -Variable _ - R ' Squared  df £ P .

Signing up .

for word, . ]

processing - ; ] .

workshop ,~attitude ..p5  .B@ 1,58 .14 N.S.
-intentien ©  .P4 .B@ 1,58 .11 N.S.

s

4

Qutside of the Fishbein model, mu]tiple4:regkegsion ’

anﬁlyses were performea to pﬁedict the number «f errors

-made and the number of words typed,. during the word

processing task, from pretést attitudes and intentions.

% - :
The results of the separate analy¥es of theze variables
- ]

are presented in table 28. Neither attitude nor intention

" . 4
predicted the number of errors maqe {R= }@?, R

Squared= .88, FE( 1, 43)= .19, N.S. and R= .78, R
N.

Squared= .84, E( 1, 43)= 1.88, 5., respectively).-

e &

. - » -
Attitude did- not adequately predict the ndmé?r:of words

typed (R= .18, R Squared= .93,F(1, 43)= 1.44, N.S.). -

&



. However, intention predicted the number J of words
typed (R=435, Squared= .12, £(1,43)= 6.8d, p <.05).
Approx imataly 12% of the variance in the number of words
typed was accounted for by intention.

4 e }
. Table 28
' mMultivariate F-test of the Effedts of Attitude
- . and Intention on Number of Errors Made and
Number qf Words Typed

‘ Depgndent Independent o N R .

" Variable Variable R Squared df E r

~f errors -attitude .87 .8y 1,43 .19 N.%
-intention 28 .84 1,43 1.33  N.S

.,/ { wordz “typed ’ : . . )

-attitude . .18 .83 1,43 1.44 N.5S.

: ~intention L35 1/12 1,43 6.88 o .

- ~
)
JVII. Discussion

Although there were several interesting findings that
emerged From study twg, perhaps the most dmportant finding

waz  the change 9n attitude as the result of the type af

>

-

y

<

€y
B

communication received. Comsisztent with expectationc,
, participants who received the relevant persuasive
communication had a more' positive change in attitude thap
those who received ° irrelevant, neutral, or fia
communicat“ibn. The type of message used was found to
_interact cignificantly w'fth prelp‘o\gt test scores in itz
effe&t‘ on attitudes ‘toward using a8 computer for word
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processing. It ﬁé important to examine the ways in which
thiz dinteraction may have béen brdﬁght about.

Basically, there were four hypes of communicationsz
presented. Group 1 recai\g? no perzuasive communication;
group 02 received no persuasive comﬁunication but did
receive a neutral passage; The third group received a
relevant persuasive communicgtion which contained  belief
s}atements that word processing is'eﬁjoyab1e, saves time
and effort and iz necessary>in their 1line of work.

=

Result:z: from study one indicated that ihese were the
primary belief: {in predicting atti;Jde. “Thus, it was

dzsumed that the group that received the relevaﬁt

persuazive communication would change the most in their

attitude towards word processing since the commundcation

that they received émphasized the most importaqt belief:

in determining their attitude. Group 4 received af
irrelevant persuasive communication which contained belief

statements that word processing is an important way of

keeping up to date with new technology, heips to get a

promotion Ar 8 raise, and is more beneficja] than costly.

Rezsults from study one suggested that these were

unimportant beliefs in predicting“attitude. Thusz the group

that recedived these beliefs‘was not expected\to have the

greatest change in attitude.

Rezults indicate that there were no {éignificant
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interaction effects of treatment by time for any of the

L]
primary beliefs (i.e., the belief that word processing

would be enjoyable, zave time and effort, and be neceszary’

for work). However, the pevsuasive communication wacz

v

effective in increasing the average scores of some of the
beliefs at which it wés directed. For example, Group 3
changed(}he most, compared to other groups, in the belief
that doing word proceszing saves time and effort in doing
work and this group c¢hanged the second most (next to group

2) in the belief that word processing is enjoyable. Group

4 changed the most in the belief that word proceszingJ

.

would help to get a promotion or a raise. Thus, it appear:

that the persuazive communication had the effect of

changing some of the intended beliefs, which in turn, may V

have been responsibie for.changing the attitude. It s

assumed that Group 3 changed the most in attiﬂude because

the persuasive communication received by this group wa:
compozed of primary belief statements which were the vjtal
beliefs underlying the attitude. Although group 4 changed
the most in several beliefz, the change in overall
attitude for this group wa:z not greater than group 2
becauze the belief:s that were most affected were not ‘the
primary beliefs.

There remains, of coursze, the question of whether the

change in attitude. was followed by the change in



-

intention. Results suggest that a1though‘the‘ percuazive

communication was effective in changing attitude in the

predicted manner, it was not effective 1in changing
. ‘ -
in}ention in the same way. If. the persuaszive

communication was effective then Group 3 would be expected
to have, not only a greater change im attitude, but also a
greater change in intention t%an any of the other groups.
However, no interaction effect was found for treatment and
time concerning intention. - The main effect found was due
to treatment and Group 1 had the greatest intention to do
word procezzing.

Several reasons may be postulated for thiz rezult.
Peréaps the change in beliefs was not great enough to
effactively change intention -in the :came manner as:
attitude. According to Ajzé&f& Fishbein (1983){ to " be
effaective, the persuasive communication must change a
sufficient number of primary beliefs to inf?uence beth
attitude and conzequent intention toward the behavior.
Fishbein & Ajzen (1975), note that the effects of an
\inf?uence attempt on change in beliefs, attjitudes, and
intentiéns depend, in that order, on an 1ncrea£ing number
of dntervening processes. Az the number of dintervening
proceasesJ increase the difficulty of change alzo
increases. Thus, it wasyéésier to changg attitude than

intention because there were fewer intervening :ztep:

»

o »
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between beliefs and ;ttitude. Perhapé, an increace in
the mozt important belief }n determing attitude }2,e., the
belief that doing word processing is necessary Forv work )
may have resulted in an even greater change in attitude
for Group 3, which in turn, may have produced a greater
Achange in intention for this group.

Although attitude changed as a function of the
persuasive communication, it waz not influenced by the
performance of the word proceszsing tazk. Rzzult: indicate
that the group which dgd not perform the word proces:ing
task (i.e., Group 1) did not cignificantly differ From the
groups that performed the task. This result doe:z not
suppért the wvegultz of Cruickshank (1982)  and Mathis
(1978) who found that the use of computert as part of the

experimental Imanipuiation 're&ulhfd in more positive

computer attitudes. It is supported, however, by the wark

&

of Raub (1982) and McClure (1982) who reported that thE¥
use of computers in the experiment had no significant
impact on attituqes. , ) .

One reason why the cur;ent investigation did not find
any differences in attitude az a function of the, ward
proceszsing task could be due to the brevity of the task.,
Perhaps Zﬂﬂ minutes oﬁ word processing waz not a long

enough time to influence the primary beliefs about doing

word processing. A more appropriate method df

i+



strengthening the belief that word proceas%ng gaves t ime
and effort may be to have respondents perform the waord
processing task over a longer time-period and for multiple
sessions. Another way to improve the word processing task
is to have respondents type in material that is familiar
and vrelevant to them. Mathis (1978) found that student:
who received CAI covering familiar and relevant material
were more positive towards CAI than those who received

lese relevant material that covered unfamiliar concepts.

Overall, reactions to the word proceszing tazk were

¥
pasitive regardless of the type of >Ber;uaswve
communication received. Although =zignificant group

differences were found for the unth;eatenﬁhg/ threatening

and. cooperative/ uncooperative scales, average scoreg

‘suggest that the task was rated as mostly unthreatening

and cooperativevby a]l‘groups. In general, the iask\was
most .frequentiy rep%rted as wunthreatening, good, and
cooperative and 1eastkfrequently reporte? as chatllenging,
personal, and warm; | .

Mozt of the twelve open-ended Eémﬁents'or' thaughts

about the word proceszing task or cOmputérs in geneval

were very positive. For example, many people reported the
task to be "informative", ‘“easy to use", énd "well-
enjoyed" . The only negative comment was that "the key:s

are closer than a typewriter s keys" which makez it



"awkward".

The Fishbein model was tested for its ‘ab%lity" to
predict behavior from intdntion. The main focus waz on
whether signing up for & word processing workshop could be
preqicted From‘posttest intentions to do word proceszing.
The observed relation between behavior and intention

depends primarily on three factors., First, the meazure of

intention has to correspond to the measure of behavior in

terms of action, target} context, and time; zeconﬁ,
intention must not qhangé befo;e its aésefament and the
ﬁéhavioral. obzervation; and third,” the behavior muzt be”
under volitiqpal control (Ajzen & Fiszhbein, 1988 ; Aﬁzen 3
Timko, 1985).

Since the Fishbein model was -unable to predict

signing up for a word processing workshop from intention’

to do word processing it is assumed that come of the abave
criteria were not met. One possible problem iz that the
measure of Dbehavior (i.e., signing dp for a word

processing workshOp) did not adequately correspond to the

measure of dintention( i.e., wusing a computer for word

proce=zsing), in terms of action and context. In ¥he first

case, action and context involved sigpning up for a

e — . G s e e

a computer.  Thug, although the meazure of behavior and

_______
»
M“\

intention correzponded in target (word proceszing) and in

L)

o
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time (within tHe next year) they qjd negt correzpond in
actton and context. Perhgpsra moréysuitable measure of
behavior, that would correspond with 7the meazure of
intention to deo¢ word processing, dnvolve: actial word
processing behavior over the next year. . In order to
measure this‘behavior, follow-up information would have to
'be collected to aszess whether word procezzing was

performed in the pazt year.

Another posz.ible explanation for the Jlack of
intentioﬁ—behavior relation concerns the difficulty in
determining whether signing up for a word processing
workshop _was completely under volitional control. tor
example, some individuals (4lgafjiantended to dol word<‘
processing but did not signvup for the workshop becauze
Jthey‘were graduating in the spring and consequently, they
would not be in the area whén the workshop waz being
offered (i.e., 1in the %311). Thus, some individuals were
not willing to zign up<for the workshop, deszpite their
intentions to do word processing, because they' were
prevented from doing su‘Qy circumstances that were out of
their control. Perhapsz a measzure of éerceivéd control
thould have been uzed in order to azsess whether contraol
influenced the measure of ‘intention and behavior. |

It 45 also possible that the relationzhip between

intention and.behavior was undetected due to the crudenez:s
A :

o
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of the behavioral measure. Perhapz behavior shoulq have
been meazured on a 7-poin1 bijpolar scale, similar to the
measure of intention, rathey than a yes/no alterﬁaiive.
éThe central concern of the Figshbein model (1988) A=
with the prediction of intentions (Fiszhbein & Ajzen,
1976). Although the mode1;may be used to predict behavior

from intentionz, the intention-behavior relation must be

studied separately since several factorz can influence the

N

- -

strength of the relation between the meazure of intention

and the meazure of behavior. Thuz, 1in order to uze the

- »

model to predict bghavjor, there~muat firtt be a =ztrong
relationzhip betweeﬁ intention ;nd Behavior. If such a
relationship doe:z not exist then . the validity of .the
model rests not on ifs ability to predict behavior, but

only on itz ability to predict intentions" (Fishbéin &

“Ajzen, 1976).

In this study, the model accurately  predicted
e
intention, but intention did not predict behavior,” thu:z,

it follows that the model ca;not predict behavior until
the relation between intention and behaviar iz
strengthened. Such strengthening may be achieved, in thisz
study, by better corresponding the meazure of idntention
with the ﬁeaéure of behavior, assessing the degree to
which perceived control influences behavior, and meazuring

intention and behavior on a zimilar ccale.
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Final Discusszion .

The present inveztigation intended to chaége peoplez”
attitudes toward uging a cpmputéf for word proceszing
througﬁ an ‘intervengjpn strategy consisting of° a word
procezsing task and’persuasive communications. ;;é“first
step 1in <changing peoples” attitudes towar@ using a
computer for word processzing was to gzgefatand énd ta

\

Results from study one demonstrated the usefulneszs of

predict them.

the theory of reasoned action for the»mprediction and
understanding of students” . attitudes. toward word
processing, and also their intention and behavior. Rezults
indicate that dintention to do word proceszszing prédicted
parﬁicipation in‘the word processing task of sztudy two.
Intention was mediated more by attitudinal rather than
normative conziderations. In turn, attitude was predicted
by three Dbehavioral beliefs; the belief t?at using a

-

computer ' for word processing would: be enjoyable, save
time 'and effort, and most iiﬁbrtantly,b be neceszary for
work . M

Dnt the Sasis of theze results, persuazive
communicaetions were developed, .containing either‘}elevant
or drrelevant beliefs in determining studentc’ éttitudez
toward word proces;ing. These worked in conjunction with

a - word processing tazk as the intervention ztrategy of

o



189

study two.

Results from .study two indicate that a czignificant

_interaction was found for attitude between treatemént and

A

time. -~ Participants receiving the relevant persuazive

communication had the most positive change in attitude

compared to participants who received the irrelevant, .

neutral, ovr no communication.  Those who performed the
word processing task did not szignificantly differ from ’
those who did not perform the task. Ways to improve .the
word processing task, in orvder to inc?eaaé the chances of
getting this effect, include increasiﬁg thé length &f time'
and number of Qord processing sessions. Additioqglly, %t
may be ‘moreleffective for respondeﬁts to type in moare
familiar and relevant material.

Anothé} concern of tﬁis research wa; with the change ~
in posttest {ﬁtentions and the prediction ,of behavior.

H

»
Since attitude was the immediate determinant of inteniyion
R .

i\ was expected that the change in intention would be’

similar to the change in attitude. However, results from

stud§ two zuggest that there was no correzpondence between

¢

the change in dntention and the change in attitude. ‘An
explahation provided for this was that the change in
beliefs wa:z insufficient to effectively change intention
in the came manner az that of attitude. o

»

-

%

' (
= Pretest intention:s adequately predicted participation

[
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in the word procezcing task of study two; However,
signing up fovr a word processing wovrkshop wasz not
adequa£e1y pred?cted from posttest dintentions. Reazong
given for the lack of this prediction ~include the
inadequate corﬁéspondence between the meésure of dntention
and the meésure of behav{or, in terms of action and:
context and scaje used, ana the lack of aasegsment of the
degree to which percedived control influenced behav%or.
Future r;search concerning the‘thgory of " reazgned

action could fofis on the issue of perceived control. A
mea#&?e of » peréeived contro1 may provide valuabie
inforﬁation for the prediction of inten@ion, unmediated by
attitude toward the behavior or subjective ﬁorp, and
behavioral attempts, over and above the dinformation
provided by the measure of intention (Ajzen & Timko,
1985). Additionally, the theory of reasoned action may
be a useful tool for.ﬁredicting .other typas of computer-
related behaviorz (e.g., financial calculations), 1in
applied settingé (e.é., businesges), uziné a variety of

raspondents (e.g.tipankers).
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Appendix A
Computer Attitude Questionnaire
¢ Wilfrid Laurier University
% “ Department of Psychology
\
Dear Respondent, : ¥

First of all, we would like to thank you for taking
the timé to complete our questionnaire. We are interested
in peoples” attitudez toward computers, and how this
affects their willingnezz to usé computerz at worvrk, home
and school. VYour reszponses to the questionnaire will he'p™

us understand some of the reactions people have to

-
-

computers, and why such reactions occur. If ydu have any

questions, please feel free to call me, or leave a mez:zage
with the Péychology Department Office and I will get back

to you.

Sincerely,

- : v Mark Pancer, Ph. D.,
Azzociate Praofezzor

Telephone: 884-1978

(ext.2441)

Margo 3. George, B. Sc.,
M. A. Candidate.
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WILFRID LAURIER ,UNIVERSITY
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
CONSENT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPATION

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE USED TO STUDY

ATTIHJDES TOWARD COMPUTERS. YOU MAY CHOOSE WHETHER OR NOT
YOU WISH TO PARTICIPATE AND ANY TIME YOU WISH TO TERMINATE

1

YOUR PARTICIPATION YOU ARE FREE TO DO 50. WE ARE
REQUéSTING YOUR CONGENT ON THE:FORM BELOW FOR THE USE OF
YOUR RESGCTS FOR RESEARCH PURPéSES. ALL INFORMATION WILL

BE TRéATED " WITH | THE NECESSARY PRECAUTIONE QF
CONFIDENf{AL%%¥“’ﬁW@ NO NAMEé OR IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

WILL BE USED IN REPORTS OR PUBLICATIONS.

I, — GIVE MY CONSENT TO THE USE QF MY

it . . . . e i 20y . et e

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES PROVIDED THAT

NAMES AND IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ARE NOT RELEASED.

. . s o Vo T o g S Uy Tt D o v o st W

e e A e T s e WA e . i A i o e . . A Yoo Sl e .
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COMPUTER ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

I

BACKGROUND INFORMATION -

Sex ___

Age _____

Highest educational level attained (e.qg., highzschool

diploma, college certificate, university degree).

—— i — - -

‘Oceupation: _____________. Y S
Marital status (p1ea§5 put check in appropriate blank).
_____ single ’
_____ married
e zeparated/divorced

widowed v

——— e .

COMPUTER EXPERIENCE

Vl) I have uzed a8 computer for (please place checkmark

beside appropriate ztatementsz).
word procescing '
playing computer games
retrieving and storing information
_____ for doing financial calculations (e.g., taxes, home
budget). : B
as a teaching aid
as a learning aid -
producing charts or graphics
I have never wused a computer (if =zo why?

———
——— . s

—— i s e
-t

s iy . e - o . i o T — - o~ )

5) Over the past ye;r I zpent approximately _____ hrz.
using a computer.

3) 1 obtain acces: to a computer
home rental

own home computer

on a_friend s computer
dt work

at school

other (pleaze explain

e s i 2o
e e s e

—— i g

____________ - _)-

4) 1 was trained for computer usze through

_____ courses (pleaze szpecify ______ " ________ ).
_____ celf taught (manuals, etc.)
work

friends/ family
other (pleasze explain ____________ ).

e s -
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pICROCOMPUTER KNOWLEDGE -

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY CIRCLING THE
CORRECT LETTER. THEY ARE TO DETERMINE YOUR EXPERIENCE
WITH COMPUTERS, NOT TO TEST YOU. REMEMBER, YOUé RESPONSES
WILL REMAIN CONFIDENTIAL. .

1) A tiny square of- siticon, vqpon whiéh have been

"stched" thousands ~of microscopic electric circuitsz, iz
called a:

-y . 5 ’ *
« a) byte -
b) dizk
¢t} chip

d} circuit board

2) Which command would be used to tell a computer to capy
a program into itz memory from a disk?

a) lizt )

b) run ) 3
c) dnput . .

d) load o - g

3) A computer which haz 64K of memory:

a) can obey 64,888 inztructions .
b) can hold up to 64,888 different programu
¢) containz 64,0080 ON/OFF zwitches
d) can store 64“ﬁﬂﬂ characters

4) Al of the fo lowing statements describe advantages of
using a disk systeg rather than a cassette system. Which
one 15 FALSE?

a8} A program can be located more quickly on a dicsk
b) A program can be loaded more quickly from a dizk

v ) A dizk syztem iz le:zs expensive than a castette
system
5) In order to use_a program that is ztored on 3 dizk,

which szequence of commands would you give the computer?

a) PRINT, LIST

b) COPY, RUN

c) LOAD, LIST

d) LOAD, RUN : .
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6) What general term iz used
-~ Pprograms? )

a) floppy dicks
b) -software

- c¢) databasze
d)}  hardware

—
*J
a8}

v,

describe computer

“

7) ‘The -programs you load into a computer':z memory are

stored in:

=

a) _Read Only Memory (ROM)
b) Random Access Memory (RAM)

8) Which part of the computer actually “"carriez out® the

instruction: you give it?

a) RaAM 7 o
b) ROM
c) CPU
d) 1/0

-

9) Which term it used to describe the zmallezt item of

information in a database?

a) field of a record
b) record
c) sector

18) The term "DOS" stands for:

a) disk-orientéd system
b} disk operating system

c) decizion-oriented simulation

d) (entry) device operating system

11) The word "ELEPHANT" would take up

when stored in the computer:

a) 1 byte
b) 8 bits
) B8 bytes
d) 8K

! of memory



127} What is obtained when a program 1' LOADED from the
disk drive into the computer?

a) An exact copy of the program is on the disk and in
the computer
b) The program s in random accezz memory and i’
temporarily erased from the disk
) The program controls the computer from the disk
drive o

d) The read/write head contains the- copy of the
program : ,

13) The 1ist of files and programé on a disk iz contai%ed
"in the '

a) database

by bit availability ma .

c) formatter 3 ’
d) header y k

e) directory - . .

* 14) Probably the fastest techanue for entering graph1cu
" into a computer i3

digitizing

bit mapping

vector graphics oo
sprite animation
graphics tablet “input

han oo
gt St ¥ gt NV

15) Commun1cat1ng from qne computer to.another iz uzually
done by meatis of . N

a) the operating system ’

by a modem . i

c) Ffibre optics

d) a‘communications buffer i
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SECTION 1 - INTENDED USES
. For each of - the following computer-related behaviors
‘we would like you to indicate HOW LIKELY it iz that you
W1ll be performing that behav1or within the next year.

} Indicate your answer by cirgling a number from 1 to 7
jn‘the area to the right of each poss1b1e use. Circle a:
L' if 1t is extremely unlikely that you will be

., performﬂng thic. behavior within the next year

L]

iF;it iz moderately unlikely that you will be

. _ performing this behavior within the next year.
3 if it is somewhat unlikely that you will be

performing this behavior within the' next year

4 if it is neither unlikely nor likely that you will
be perform1ng this behavior w1th1n the next year
e - 5% 4f it iz szomewhat likely that you will be
i : performing this behavior within the next year &
6 d4f it is mo&erater likely that you will be
performing this.behavior within the next year

7 if it s extremély likely that you will be
performing this behavior within the next year
“

A. LEARNING ABOUT COMPUTERS L

- " Within the next.year how likely is it that you will:
- o ' -
.~-take a computer.course 1 2 3 4 85 & 7
- attend a talk about computers 1 2 3 4 5-6 .7
~ talk to a‘fr1end about computers 1 2 3 4 & & 7
- wateh a TV program about

computers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- read a magazine or newspaper g’ . ]
article about computers: 1 2 3 4 §5 & 7
% I
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8. PURCHASING BEHAVIORS

Within the_ﬁzxt year how likely iS5, it that-you will:

- buy or szubscribe to a computer . ‘
magazine ° Z 3 4 §5 & 7
- visit a computer store 1 2 3 4 5.6 7
- inquire about the price
of djfferent computers . 1 2 3 4-5 6 7
- buy a computer . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7‘r
-~ buy software (i.e., computer B J
programz) for a computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- rent or borrow a computer 1 2 3 4 & 6 7-
o C. COMPUTER USAGE -
Within the next year, how likely iz it that you will
- play games on a computer 1 2 3 4¢:t5 & 7 .
- do word processing on a computer 1 2 3 4.5 7
-'do® finafcial calculat1ons on a .
. computer ooy 1 2.3 4 85 6 7%
’ - use a computer to store and : b
retrieve information ... . 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- uze a computer az a teaching ]
or learning aid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- use a computer to produce - . 4 N . .
charts or graphics - . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. .. ' -
' ) he 5
o *1 EXTREMELY UNLIKELY )
- 2 MODERATELY UNLIKELY
) 3 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY '
. " 4 NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY -
5 SOMEWHAT LIKELY ’ .
6 MODERATELY LIKELY N ‘ -
7 EXTREMELY LIKELY ‘
-
» . K
I ‘ . *
Fl ‘ .;‘ ) -
," - - -
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SECTION 2 - ATTITUDES

In thic gection, we would like to get an idea of HOW
POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY you feel about the variou:
computer retated behaviors lizted in Section l. ‘

Indicate your feeling:s about each of the following
behaviors by ircling a number from 1 to 7 in the area
provided. Circie a: - .

1 if you think thiz iz an extremely bad thing foar
you to do within the next year

if you_ think this iz a moderately bad thing for you

ta

to do within the next year
3 if you think this is a somewhat bad thing for you

to do within the next year

4 4if you think thiz is neither a bad nor a good
* thing for you to do within the next year
P !

5 .if you think this 15 a csomewhat good thing far you
to dpo within the next year K '

6 if you think this is‘a moderately good thing for
you to do within the next year

7 if you think thiz is an extremely good thing far
“you to do within the next year
A. LEARNING ABOUT COMPUTERS

Within the next year how bad or good a thing would it
be for you to do each of the following:

- take a computer course 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7
- sttend a talk about computers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- talk to a friend about computers 1 2 3 4 5 § 7

- watch a TV program about

computers 1 2 3 4 5 &5 7
- read a magazine or newspaper ;
article about computers 1 2 3 a4 5 § ¢
J

N
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PURCHASING BEHAVIORS

Within the next year, how bad

or good a

it be for you to do each of the following:

[}

buy or subsgribe to a computer
magazine

visit a computer store

inquire about the price

of different computers

buy 8 computer

buy coftware (i.e., computer
programs) for a computer

rent or borrow a computer %o

COMPUTER USAGE

N{thin the next year, thow bad or good

A% JaN]

P ra

[F )

it be for you to do each, of the following:

NOh N B LR e

¥ o \

play gamesz on a computer

do word procezzing on 2 computer
do finmancial calculationz on a
computer

use a8 computer to store and
retrieve information

use a computersas a teaching .
or learning aid

use a computer to produce

chart:z or graphics

EXTREMELY BAD
MODERATELY BAD
SOMEWHAT BAD

NEITHER BAD NOR GOOD
SOMEWHAT GOOD
MODERATELY GOOD
EXTREMELY GOOD

1
1

1

2
Z

fa ]

rd

3
3

3

4 5 6
4 &5 &
4 5 &6
4 5 6
4 5 €
4 5 &
a. thing
4 56
4 5 6
:
4 5 6
’
4 5 6
4 5 6
4 5 6

thing would -
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SECTION 3 - IMPORTANT DTHEéS (SUBJECTIVE NORM)

- o

Think of all the peoplg who are important to you -
your spouse, girl or boyfriend, cloze friends, relativesz,
emp loyer, etc. In this zection, we would like to get an
idea of WHAT YOU BELIEVE THEY THINK ahput you dodng , each
of the behaviors licted previousty. ‘

Indicate what you believe most peoplg who are
important to you would think about your performing each of
these behaviors within the next year. In the area
provided, circle a:

1 if mozt people important to you think that it
would be an extremely bad thing for you to do
within the next year
if mozt people important to you think that it

" would be'a moderately bad thing for you to do
within the next year

™

3 if mocst | people important to you think that it

would be &2 somewhat bad thing for you to ‘do
‘:) within the next year

4 if most peoplé impbrtant to you think that it
would be neither a bad nor a good thing for you
to do within the next year

5 if. most people important to you think that it
would be a somewhat good thing for you to da
within the next year

6 if most people important to you think that it
would be a moderately good thing for you to dc
‘within the next year

7 if most people important Lo you think that it
would be an extremely good thing for you to do
within the next year

*
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AL LEARNING ABOUT COMPUTERS
To what extent do thosze 1mportant to you think that

the following are a bad dr a good thing for you to do
within the next year:

- take a, computer course . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- attend a talk about computers’ 1 2 3 4 § 6 7
- talk to a friend about computers 1 2 3 4 % &6 7
- watch a TV program about

computers 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- read a magazine ¢r newspaper

articie about computers 1 2 3 4 % 6 7

B. PURCHASING BEHAVIORS

To what extent do those important to you think that
the following are a bad or a good thing for you to do
‘within the next year:

- buy or subszcribe to a computer "

magazine 1 2 3 4 5 °& 7
- visit a computer stove 1 2 3 4 5 6 7.
- inquire about the price

of different computersz 1 2 3 4 %5 6 7
- buy a computer . 1 2 3 4 85 6 7
-~ buy software (i.e., computer

praogramsz) for a computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 &5 6 7

- rent or borrow aljomputer

*Those important to you think it is:

EXTREMELY BAD THING for you to do

MODERATELY BAD THING for you to do #

SOMEWHAT BAD THING for you to do i
NEITHER BAD NOR GOOD THING for you to do

SOMEWHAT GOOD THING for you to do

MODERATELY GOOD THING for you to do

EXTREMELY GOOD THING for you to do

LR e U] RS e
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o
€. COMPUTER USAGE-

To what extent do those -important to you think that
the following are a bad or a good thing for you to do
within the next year:

- play games on a computer t 2 3 4 5 6 7
- do word proceszing on a computer 1 2 3 4 § 6 7
- do financAATt talculations on a .
computer - ¢ 1 2 3 4 % & 7
- use a computer to sztore and
retrieve information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- use a computer as a teaching
or learning aid 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7
- uze a computer to produce
charts or graphics . 1 2 3 4 5 § 7
*1 EXTREMELY BAD THING for you-to do
2 MODERATELY BAD THING for you to do
-3 SOMEWHAT BAD THING for you to do
4 NEITHER BAD NOR GOOD THING for you to do
5 SOMEWHAT GOOD THING for you to do
6 MODERATELY GOOD THING for you to do
7 EXTREMELY GOOD THING for you to do
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SECTION 4 - BEHAVIORAL BELIEFS

1. BELIEF STRENGTH

This section deals with a number of beliefs about

computers. ,
Please +indicate HOW LIKELY it is that each of the
following behaviors would produce each of the ‘outcomes

given: )

1 if 4t is extremely unlikely that your doing this
will produce the outcome listed

3

if it is moderately unlikely that your doing thic
will produce the outcome listed .

3 if it iz somewhat unlikely that your doing this
will produce the outcome listed

4 if 4t is neither unltikely nor likely that your
doing thiz will -produce the outcome lizted

if it s somewhat likely that your doing thisz
will produce the outcome tisted

[y

6 if it is moderately likely that your doing thisz
will produce the outcome listed v

7, ifF it as extremely likely that your doing thi:
will produce the outcome listed '

-

2



A, MY TAKING A COMPUTER COURSE WITHIN THE NEXT. YEAR
WOULD »

- be enjoyable 1 2 3 4 % 6 7
- make me nervous and uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 &5 6 7
- be frustrating 1 2 2 a4 &5 6 7
- be costly 1 2 3 4 &5 6 7
- be dinteresting 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7
- enable me to keep up to date

with new technology 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
-~ be necessary for my line of work 1 2 3 5 6 7
- help me to get a promotion or

a raise 1 2 3 4% & 7
- be dehumanizing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- make me too reliant on a computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- require too much time 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7
- be more beneficial to me than

costly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- save me a lot of time and effort

in doing my work 1

3
[

-
w
N
S

*How 1ikely is5 it that each of the behaviorz listed above
would produce each of the outcomes given:

1 EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 5 SOMEWHAT LIKELY

2 MODERATELY UNLIKELY 6 MOODERATELY LIKELY
3 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY 7 EXTREMELY LIKELY"
4 NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY

¥



Ve

8. MY BUYING AND OWNING A COMPUTEﬁ WITHIN THE NEXT YEAR
WouLD: -
i

- be enjoyable . 1 2 3 4 &85 6 7
- make me nervous and uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- be frustrating- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- be costly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- be interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
-~ enable me to keep up to date

with new technolegy : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- be necescary for my line of work i1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- provide me with a uzeful

tool in my home 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- be dehumanizing {1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- make me too reliant on a computer 1 2 3 4 & 6 7
- inhibit my social dinteraction

with people : 1 2 3 4 85 6 7
- be more beneficial to me than

costly 1 2 3 4 % 6 7
- save me a jot of time and effort

in doing my work } 1 2.3 4 5% &

*How likely 15 1t that each of the behaviors listed above

‘would produce each of the cutcomes given:

SOMEWHAT LIKELY

MODERATELY LIKELY
EXTREMELY LIKELY

EXTREMELY UNLIKELY

MODERATELY UNLIKELY .
SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY \

NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY

A R -
~dcn n

¥ 4



C. MY USING A COMPUTER FOR WORD PROCESSING WITHIN THE
NEXT YEAR WOULOD:

- be enjoyable r 2 3 4 & 6 7
- make me nervous and uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- be frustrating = 1 2 3 4 &5 &6 7
- be costly 1 2 3 a4 5 6 7
-_.be interesting : 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7
- enable me to keep up to date — - T

with new technoliogy , 2 3 4 5 & 7
~ be neceszary for my line of work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- help me to get a promotion or

a raise 1 2 3 4 &5 & /7
- be dehumandizing , 1 2 3 4 85 & 7
- make me too reliant on a computer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- not ensure confidentiality of data 1l 2 3 4 & 6 7
- be more beneficial to me than

costly 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7
- zsave me a3 lot of time and effort ]

in doing my work 1 2 3 4 5 & 7

*How 1likely 1s it that each of the behaviors lizted above
would produce each of the 'outcomes given: -

1 EXTREMELY UNLIKELY - 5 SOMEWHAT LIKELY
2 MODERATELY UNLIKELY 6 MODERATELY LIKELY
3 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY - 7 EXTREMELY LIKELY

4 NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY
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D. - MY USING A COMPUTER FOR FINANCIAL CALCUL@TIONS WITHIN

THE NEXT YEAR WOULD:- “
- be enjoyable ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7
- make me nervous and uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 & 6 7
- be frustrating 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7
- be costly 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- be interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- enable me to keep up to date .

with new technology 1 2 3 4 5% 6 7
- be necessary in my job performance 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
- help me to get a promotion or

a raice . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- be dehumanizing ~ 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- make me toco reliant on a computer 1! 2 3 4 5 6 7
- not ensure confidentiality of data 1l 2 3 4 & 6 7
- be more beneficial to me than -

coztly 1 2 3 4 5 7
- save me a lot of time and effort

in doing my work 1 2 2 4 5 6 7

*How likely iz it that each of the behaviorz lizted ‘above

wou ld produce each of the outcomes given: v
1 EXTREMELY UNLIKELY : 5 SOMEWHAT LIKELY

2 MODERATELY UNLIKELY ) 6 MODERATELY LIKELY
3 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY 7 EXTREMELY LIKELY

4 NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY

. AN
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SECTION 4 - BEHAVIORAL BELIEFS3

I1. "OUTCOME EVALUATIONS ) ¥

People have many kinds of associations with different
thingz. Pleasze indicate HOW BAD OR GOOD you think each of
the following consequences would be. Please circle the
appropriate number in the area provided. Circle a:

1 if you think the consequence .would be extremely
bad , : - “

2 if you think the consequence wculd be moderately
bad

)

3 if you think the consequence would be somewhat bad

4 3f you think the conszequence would be neither bad
nor good : -

w

if you think the consequence wopld be somewhat

good

b if you think the consequence would be moderately
good

7 if you think the consequence would be extremely
good

Faor me, doing something that:

- i5 enjoyable would be 1

2 3 4 5 6 7
- makes me nervous and ) -
uncomfortable would be 1 2 3 4 & &6 7
is frusztrating would be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
iz interesting would be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
~ enables me to keep up to date
with new technology would be 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- iz necesszary for my line of i
work would be 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- help: me to get a promotion or
a8 raise would be . 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
- it dehumanizing would be Y1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- makes me too reliant on a .
computer would be 1 2 3 4 85 6 7
- iz more beneficial to me than
5 6 7

- costly would be ) 1 2 3 4
Y *
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saves me a lot of time and effort

in doing my work would be

requires too much time

would be ‘ -

inhibits my social interaction

with people would bhe

r me, buying something that:

is costly would be

is a useful tool in my home would be

he conszequence would be:
EXTREMELY BAD .
MODERATELY BAD

SOMEWHAT BAD

NEITHER BAD NOR GOOD
SOMEWHAT GOGD

MODERATELY GOOD

EXTREMELY GOOD

(SR

(2]

(S

~d vl



SECTION 5 - NORMATIVE BELIEFS

I. BELIEF STRENGTH

¢

_ In this section, we would like to get an idea of what
YOU BELIEVE that each of the important people in your life
- think about your performing the following behav1oru w1th1nv

the next year.
In the area provided, circle a:

1 §f, it i3 extremely likely that they
should perfoym the behavior within the

if, it'is moderately likely that they
should perform the behavior within the

3% ]

3 - if, it is comewhat likely that they

ahauld perform the behavior within the next year

4 if, it iz neither likely nor uniikely
think you should perform the hehavior

next year

think vyou
next year
think you
next year
think you
that they
within the

5 if, it is somewhat unlikely that they think
you should perform the behavior within the next
year

6 if, it iz modefatel& unlikely that theyq think

you zhould perform the behavior within the next
year
‘ »
7 if, it 195 extremely unlikely that they think

you should perform the behavior within the next

year

NA if, this is not applicable to you (e.

do not have children)

g., if ycou
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- course within the next year 1

- ‘ 148

A.- TAKING A COMPUTERr£BURSE
) . SN ’

tMy spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend - L
thinks I should take a computer -
course, within_ the next year - 1 2 3
-My parents think I should-

take a computer coursze

within the next year <1
-My children think I X

should take a computer )
courze within the next year 1 2.3 4

-My cjl? friends think I
shou take a computer -

NA

34
[
~

ra
(e8]
-9
[} ’
(o]
~

" NA

(&
=3
~

NA

75 NA

ra
£l
) 4
L
2]

-My coworkers think 1 should
take a computer coursze

within the next year 1
-My bosz/supervisor thinks \

I should take a computer 5 .
course within the next year 1 2 3 4
-My professors/teachers think =~

I shouild take a computer ‘
cougse within the next year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NA
-My classmates think I should

take a computer course within

the next year 1 2 3 4

r3
(A
S
R
o1}
~

NA

(6]
ch
~

NA

o
o
-~

NA

-#

EXTREMELY LIKELY.

MODERATELY LIKELY

SOMEWHAT LIKELY L

NEITHER LIKELY NOR UNLIKELY

SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY

MODERATELY UNLIKELY :
EXTREMELY UNLIKELY

NOT APPLICABLE

TN S WM

=

%



8. BUYING A COMPUTER

-My spouze/boyfriend/girifriend
thinks I should take a computer
course within the. next year 1

-My parents think I should

take a computer course -
within the. next yesr "1
-My children think I

.chould take a computer

course within the next year 1
-My closze friends think I
should take a computer -

courze within the next year 1
-My coworkers think ‘I should

take a computer course

~ within the next year 1

-My bozs/supervisor thinksz
I zhould take a computer B}
course within the next year ™ |
-My professors/teachers thipk
I' should take a computer =~
course within the next. year i
-My classmates think I should
take a computer course within
the next year 1

Pl

*

EXTREMELY LIKELY- ¥
MODERATELY LIKELY

SOMEWHAT LIKELY

NEITHER LIKELY NOR UNLIKELY
SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY
MODERATELY UNLIKELY
EXTREMELY UNLIKELY

NOT APPLICABLE T

>t orms Wy

=

)
et

AN
»

L

3™

+3

3

3 3

'3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 3

3 4

3 4
*

o

o

o

(&3

o

o

~d
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NA
NA
A
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

ey
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7

C. ‘?LING WORD PROCESSI#E ON A COMPUTER

-My tpouze’boyfriend/girlfriend
thinkz I should take a computer
course .within the next year 1 2 3 4 NA
-My parent:z think I szhould "

" take a tomputer coursze '
within the next year . 1 2 3 4 & 7 NA

-My children think [
should take a computer
course within the next year 1

-My close friends think I
should take a computer
courze within the next year 1

-My toworkers think I should
take a computer cource
within the next year e 1

-My boss/supervizor thinks ‘
I should take a computer
course within the next year i

~-My professors/teachers think
I should take a computer
courze within the next year 1

-My classmates think I zhould
take a computer course within
the next year 1 2 3 4

(9.4
Ch
]

w

]
[15s
&
on
(w4
~

NA

Y
[N ]
h :
3]
on
~J

NA

ry
£d
=Y
(%}
[s]
~J4

NA

*)
&
=9
o™
o
~4

NA

3
L
H
I
o
s

NA

[l
on
~§

NA

*1 EXTREMELY LIKELY

-~ 2 MODERATELY LIKELY

3 %OMEWHAT LIKELY

4 NEITHER LIKELY NOR UNLIKELY

5 SOMEWHAT UNLIKELY :

6 MODERATELY UNLIKELY - : d
EXTREMELY UNLIKELY =

NASNOT APPLICABLE



0. POING FINANCIAL CALCULATIONS ON A COMPUTER

~-My spouse/boyfriend/girifriend
thinke I zhould take a computer
courze within the next year 1
~-My pavents think I should

take a computer cour:e

within the next year 1
-My children think I ;

should take a computer

courze within the next year 1
-My ¢loge friends think 1

should take a computer

cgurse within the next year 1
-My coworkers think I should
take a computer cour:e

within the next year 1
-My bozz/supervisor thinks

I should take a computer

coursze within the next year 1

-My prufecszors/teachers think
I zhould take 8 computer

course within the next year 1

~-My classmates think [ should
take a computer Course within

the next year 1

*

DN b G P

EXTREMELY LIKELY
MODERATELY LIKELY

SOMEWHAT LIKELY

NEITHER LIKELY NOR UNLIKELY
SOMEWHAT UNLIKEL Y
MODERATELY UNLIKELY
EXTREMELY UNLIKEL Y

_NOT APPLICABLE

=

\

N

fade §

3

P

ry

[N

o] (& [y

o

w

143

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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SECTION 5 - NORMATIVE BELIEFS

-

II. MOTIVATION TO COMPLY

Pleaze indicate HOW MUCH YOU WANT TO DO what each of
the following people think you should do.
In the area provided circle a: .

1 if, in general you would VERY MUCH WANT to do
what they think you should do

2 if, in general you would MODERATELY WANT to da
what they think you zhould do

3 if, in general you would SOMEWHAT WANT to do what
they think you should do

4 if, in general you would NEITHER WANT nor NOT
WANT to do what they think you shpuld do

5 -if, in general you would SOMEWHAT NOT WANT to da
what they-think you should do

6 if, in general you would MODERATELY NOT WANT tco
do what they think you should do

< 7 if, in general you would VERY MUCH NOT WANT to
* do what they think you zhould do .

NA if, this iz not applicable to you ( &.9., iﬁ you
_ do not have children)

Genevrally, speaking, how much do you want to do what each
of the following want you to do:

1

- Your spouze/boyfriend/girifriend 1

2 3 4 § & 7 NA
~ Your parents i 2 3 4 5 6 7 NA
- Your children 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 NA
- Your cloze friend:s 1,2 3 4 5 6- 7 NA
- Your coworkers 12 3 4 5 6 7 NA
- Your bozs/zupervisor 1 2 3 4 & & 7 NA
- Your profeszsors/teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NA
- Your claszmatez 1 2 3 4 5 6 / NA

o



Thank-yﬁu‘ for participating in this ztudy. Rezuits
will be made.available from Marcﬁ 5 t¢ March 15, 1985,
They will be posted on the bulletin board on the third
floor of the CTB (to your right when you come off the

elevator). P

A follow-up to this study will take place in the next

!
couple of months. This will involve examining dif?erent

strategies to help people with problems an the computer
while doing word praceséing. Thiz study iz alzo part of
my Mazter’s ”thesia and will require approximately 45
minutes of your time.

Please indicate, 4in the space provided, whether ycou

would be willinglto be involved in this study.

'

__________ “Yes, I am willihg to participate in the Foilow;L

up study. . ‘ *

No, I will not barticipate in the follow-up

study (Why not? o e e e )

If you have answered YES, please give your:

Phone number: L ——— - e )
Cdnvenient day to participate: _________________________ )
Convenient time to participate: _________ . |

‘ .,
REMEMBER THAT ALL INFORMATION IS STRICTLY CONFIDE&TIAL

THANK-YOU ONCE AGAIN! —- )

b

A

-
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Relevant Persuacive Communication
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Appendi; 8

Relevant Persuazive Communication

There are many benefits of doing word procéssjny. It
zave:z you a lJot of time and efféft in doing your work by
enabling you to make instantaneous changes to your
document . The word procezzor allows you the fTexibility
to make these changes at any time and to any part of your
document . Additionally, once all the dinformaticn i:
entered 1into the word processor you can print *az  many
original document:z az you need. Thuz, there iz no neéd ta

i

do photocopying. :

e Word processing 1is ggjgxgglg becaqse, in.a senzae, yau?&
are playing with new technology. Through word procezzing
you get a chance to use one of the mo:zt 3mportant teolz inm
our saciety; the computer. Addﬁt{onaily, word procezsing
makes it enjoyable to type in an essay bécause you have
the control to thange any aspect of y?ur document at any

time. > \‘

line of work. for example, employee:z in buzineszze: and
human sevvice organizations  are required to have word
processing zkills to write reports, etc. Thusz, it 15 to
your advan?age in the workplace if you know how to\do word
processing. 1

Therefore, T urge you to use the word procezzor!



Appendix C

Irrelevant Persuaczive Communication
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Appendix C
Irrelevant Persuasive Communication

There are many benefits of doing word procezzing.
Firatly, there 1i:s . a growing demand for employees with
computer skillz, zuch as word procescing. Thu;, employae:
with word proceszcing skills are of greater value to the

company and consequently, are more likely to get a

e e v 2

o

Kknowing how to do word processing i3 one important
way of keeping up té date with new Eggggéjggx. This
teépnoﬂogy stresszez the 1importance %fv knowing how to
operate a computer for such task: as doing ward
processing.
costs. The cost of a word proceszsor iz gettinmg cheaper
and cheaper. Soon averyone will own one. - The benefitcz of
word procezsing ave rapidly increazing and include 5u;h
th%ngs as getting a promotion or a raisze and keeping up to
date with new technoLng:

Therefore, I urge you to usze the word procezzor!
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Appendix D

Conzent for Participation in the

-

Word Proceszzing Tazk
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Appendix D
Consent For Particfpatﬁgn in the Word Processing Tazk

First of all, thanks for paréicipating- You  re abcat
to 1§arﬁ land to perform word processing on an Olivetti
computer Jsinj& "The Bank Street Writar® program.
Basically, we are requesting your cogsent on the faorm
below for the uze of your reszult:z for research_i?urpoae:.
All information 7wi11 be treated with the neceszzary
precautions of confidentiality and no names or identifying
information will be wusged in reportz or publications.
Also, you ar? not obligated to participate and at any time

you wish to terminate your participation you are free to

do :zo. hd

, give my consent ta uze the

- —— ——

results of my participation for research purpaszes,
provided that names and identifying information are not

4 !

released.

- — T Y . . T — . . 1 . M) i S 2. S ki

A s M s T o e e . . ST S T o g S ey . S i S
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oA Neutral Paszage
t
| !
— ;‘,’
’ |
!
’
\
’», w ‘, |
z‘

o



{

‘phylogenetically determined ways of life.
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Appendix E

Neutral Paczcage

THE 1973 NOBEL PRIZE FOR PHYSIOLDG; OR MEDICINE

The 1973 Nobel priie for Physiology or Medicine has
been awarded jointiy to three zoologizts:. Karl van
Fricch, 86 years old, of the University of Munich; Keonrad
Lorenz, 69 years old, of the Max Planck Inétitu%e For
Behavioral Physiology at Ssewiezen, negr MLnich}, and
Niko]aaé Tinbergen, 66 years old, of the Department of
Zoology. at Oxford Univerzity, far thejr discoveries
concerning ovganization and elicitation of individual and
social behavior patterns. The award iz a ‘new dep%rture
for the Nobel Committee of the Karoloinzka Inztitute,.

acknowledging for the first time major advancez in our

understanding of sociobiology, especially in the area of

—

behavieral science known as ethology. At a time when
studies of yearning in animalz were generaljy conducted iﬁ
the laboratory, thereby posing problems 13?9&1} irrelevant
to their natural biology, thezg three men diacgvered, in
the natwra) behavior of animals both 1e;?ned and innate
patternsz, exquisitely ¥ladapted to their particﬁiar

I At one stroke

~they explained some of the most remarkable examples of the

fine control -of elaborate patterns f behavior by



external sStimuli known to =cience, -sometimes learned,
o h «

sometimes not, {NQ{1E leaving 9n .no  doubt the crucial

importance of genetic differences in "underztanding the

development of behavior.

KARL VON FRISCH

Karl” von frizch, 1inspired pioneer of comparative

physiology, has opened our eyes to :zeveral unsuzpected
"sensory windows" through which animalz v%ew the Lorld,
and to complex and versatile communication behavior
cdntrolled by insect nervous zy:item:z formerly thoughf
_ capabie oniyﬁof rigid mechanical responze:z. Stimulated by
a distinguished family‘background in Vienna, inc}ddﬁng the
physiologist - Sigmund Exner,k his Loyhood enthuziasm for
biology matured through studies with Richard von Hertwig,

whom he later succeeded a:z pypfessorfbf zoology at Munich.

[

Shortly before World War I von Frisch demonstrated that,
.contrary to prevailing scientific opinion, fiéh " and
honeybees could discriminate Sol;rs. After the war he
turned to experiment: on olifaction and zhowed that bees

could diztinguizh among dozenz of wodorsz, ineToding the

1 . .
scents _of clozely related flowers. Hiz ' tharough

experiments in the 1928": settled in the affirmative tHe

long-standing queztion whether. fizh could hear.

Unzophisticated in the bezt cenze, these experiﬁentz have



been amply confirmed dn later years. with ‘apprqpriate
mongchromatorz and hydrophones. An ardent Darwinian ‘wha
succassfully defended his views at his oral examination in
philozophy against a profeszor.,who did not believe in
evolution, von Fricch was motivated by a naturalizct s
faith that phenomena cuch as the color:z and scentz of
Flowers, or the Weberdian oczicles of catfish, muzt have an
adaptive biological significance.

In 1923 he deszcribed az a zimple language the round
and waggle dance:z of honeybeac:. In that h%yday of

behavioricm he oboerved -imply that round dance:c occurred

‘when foraging bees brought sugar solutions dinto the hive

from artificial feeders, wheneas‘waggle dances accompanied
the gathering of pollen. But in 1944 he found the real

"Rosetta Stone" to decipher the 1§nguage of bees: Raund

‘dances mean a food source nearby, waggle dance:z one at
- /‘, -

some distance. More impoartant, ‘ihelﬁjrection of the
ctraight portion of the waggle dance pgjﬁfﬁ the way to the
food, and® its duration signals - the digkance. T 0On a
horii@ntal surface the dancing bee p;int; directly toward
the food, but ordinarily the dance:c take place insidé a

dark hive on a vertical surface. Here ctraight up

. corresponds to the direction of the sun, which zerves a:z a

&,
directional reference point. But if the zun.iz obscured

by broken cloudsz, the bees usze inztead the plane of
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Participant Feedback
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Appendix F
Participant Feedback

August 12, 198%
Dear Participant,
Several months ago, you were kind . enough tao

parﬁicipate “in my psychology experihent involving word

-
processing. Enclozed is a brief explanation of the :ztudy,
including rezultz, az promised. . P

Recall that the first study you were involved with
N

focused on understanding attitudes toward using a computer
fgr word procegzﬁng. I vrelied on rezultz Ffrom your
questionnaire in order to determine the mozt impoertant
beliefs in predicting computer attitudes. Thel primary
purpozé of the second study was to develop and to test -an
intervention strategy to change attitudes toward uzing a
computer for word processing. The dintervention :ztrategy
Acqnaisted of a persuaczive communication and actualjuze of
a computer for word processing. ’

Two  types of persuasive communications were
" constructed. One waz a relevant persuazive communication
and it contained information dezigned to change the 3
primary beliefs which significantly p:ﬁ?icted attitudes
toward word proceszsing. These were the belief that dping .

word proceszsing zaves 3 lot of time and effort dn daing

e



«

work, is enjoyable, and iz neceszzary for work. The other
' %

was an irrelevant perszuazive communication centaining 2

*randomly selected beliefs which were not szignificant in

. actked to type in the neutral paczage only. The fourth

pradicting attitudes toward word processing. These
included the belief that word procezzing help:z to yget a
prometion or a radise, keep:s you up to date with new
technology, and,iz more benef icial than coztly.‘

You were asz:zigned to one of four exsperimental group:z
1
including:

1) relevant persulzive communicatien and  ward
. i L]
proceszing taszk; . —
2) irrelevant perzuazive communication and word

procezzing taczk;

3) . neutral communication and word praeessivng task;

4) no persuasive communicﬂation and na word
proceszing tazk (control group).

If you were in one of the persuacive communication
groups you were given a writien appeal! containing either
felevant or irrelevant belief statements, asz previously
outlined. Thiz communication wss typed in firzt followed
by a ‘'neutral paczage entitled the 1972 Nobel “Prize far
Physiplogy or Medicine. 1f you were in the third group

you did not receive a persuas ive communication but were

&

©

group was Qa control group which onﬂ completed the



y
)

computer attitude queztionnaire. 4

The dezign, of this experiment permitted the.

examinatﬁonvof d{fferences in atb%tuqe scarez from §tudy 1
to study 2 due to £he effect of the type of communiqaticn
and due to the word prgcessing task.

Rezults supported the hypothesis ythatu participantc

who received the relevant persua:zive communication had a

more positive change in attitude toward:s word proces:cing

. 3
than those who received the drrelevant, neutral, or no

communciation. tHowever, the hypothezisz that participants:
who performed the word procezsiing tazk would have a more
pozitive attittde toward word proceszzing than tho:ce who
ﬂﬁd not perform the tazk was nog supported. Clear]y,‘more
- work needs to be done in deszigning a word pro ‘zﬁﬁng task
which would be more effective, either J?zne, or in
conjunction with a persuazive communication, in changing
peoples” attiﬂudea towards word processing.
Mény thanEs for‘your participation. -
Without your bhelp this study would not have been
poszible. |

Good luck in any future computer-related endeavars!

Margo Stevenzon George
M.A. Candidate

- h ; K
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Appendix G

“ Reactionz About the Word Procezzing Ta:zk
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Appendizx G

Reactions About the Word Procezzing Taczk

y

»

We would like to get an ddea of how you felt abcut

the word processing tazk that you have just finished. .

Below are pairz of wordz that describe different kinds aof

moodz and feelings.

Pleaze use these adjectives: to give

. I
- your feelingz about the task you just completed. For each

pair of word put one checkmark where it mozt accurately

reflects your opinion. For example, if you weve to ze=

the adjectivez "good" and “"bad", and you believe the ward

procezsing task was "quite good", mark the cheet in. this
] way:

Extremely Quitd Stightly Neutral S]ightly Quite Extremely

Good

. 1 : Bad

ar —— e ———— P ——

I believe the worg processing tazk was:

Extremely Quite S1ightly Neutral Slightly Quite Extremely

Enjoyable
Fruztrating
Desfirable

Flexible

Threatening _

Challenging
Perzonal

€old

e o

: : Unenjoyable

et Mt % ___t ___ Helping
ot it ot ___t ___ Undezivrable
e}t ot ___t ___ PRigidg

: : ___t ___Unthreatening
R T T S S Simple

s : : : Imperzonal

: : : Warm
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I betlieve the word procez:zing task was: ¢
i

Extremely Quite Slightly Neutral Slightly Quite Extremely

Fast IS N S B S S S Slow:
Easy i : ' t o gt ___t ___ Difficult
. T s
Diszcouraging___: ___: ___+ ___t--—_: ___:+ ___ Encouraging

" Cooperative ___ _Uncooperative

- . H 4 .
- e —— — —— e

Good [ s e : ¢ : Bad

. e — — - ———— ——— ——

Relaxing . : . : . : _ Tenze

e "] e - —— —— — it - — . e —

Pleaze use: the c:pace below te¢ write any cther
comments or thoughts you may have about the ward

procezsing task or computerz in general.

Many thanksz for your help.

oo
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Appendix H -

ANOVA Table for Attitqge
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Source
of
Variation

Rezidual
Constant
T ime
Treat by
Time

‘Error 1

Treat

ANCVA Table for

Sum
of
Squares

14 .90
4788 .81
1.41

3.89

82.73
2.786

oF

o

£J (e,

n

LI on

Appendix H

Mean
‘Square.
.25
4700 .81
%.41
1.83

1.49
.92

Attitude

18888.403

5.63

4._12

.61

%

.88
.821

-8id

. 683



Appendix 1

ANOVA Table for Intenfion
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source
of -
variation

‘Rezidual
Constant
Time
Treat by
Time

Error 1
Treat

Appeﬁdix 1

ANOVA Table for Intention

~Sum
of Mean
Squares OF Square
198 .80 56 1.88
3477.63 1 3477 .63
5.63 1 5.63
2.57 3 .85
218.67 56 3.76
46.78 3 15.57

1932 .82
3.13

.47

4.14

.88
.gaz

781

.a18
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Appendix J

e ¢

ANOVA Table for "Enjoyable" . )
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w .

Soumce
of

Variation

Residual
Caouztant
Time”
Treat by
Time

Error 1~

Treat

o,
<

E

I
Appendix
ks
ANOVA Table for
"Sum g
of Mean
Squares OF Square
373.43 56 6.66
1665 .87 1 1665.87
72 .87 1 2.87
17.29 3 5.76"
1559.93 56 27.85
143.49 3 34.58
/
K4
L)

"Enjoyable”

249 .39

18.82
.86

44
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%
ANOVA Tabtle for "Coztly"
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N
emvsng

-

Sourge
of
Variation

Rezdidual

Constant

Time

Treat by
T ime

Evrror 1
Treat

u

ANOVA Table for "Coztly"

Sum

452.
52.

57.

4.

571

of
3quares

49
g1
41

69

.47
.82

¢

Appendix K

Meaﬁ
DF Square

3.88
52.681
57.41

¢} —— Ty
-
fa1)
[=]]

LA

[ ]
—
on
~J

171

Sig.

of

3 F
6.44  _Bl4
7,11 a1
19 .99
18 .oz
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ANOVA Table for "3Save Time and Effprt"
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ANQVA Table far

o

Source aum
of of
Variation Jquares
Residual 362.67
Conztant 2557.63
Time 88.983
Treat by
Time a.38
Error 1 1273.087
Treat 8e. 38
L3
AT

Appendix L

Mean
DF Square
56 6.48
1 £557.63
oL 88.923
3 2.77
56 22.73
3 26.77

/)

"Save Time and Effort"

394.93
12 .36

.43

1.18



ANOVA Table for “Interesting”

Appendix M
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Appendix M

ANOVA Table forr“Interesting“

Source Sum .

- of of Mean
Varijation Squares DF Squarea
Reszidual 249.53 56 - 4. 45
Conztant 1748.83 1 1748.83
Time - 28.83 1 20.832
Treat by ‘

Time 1.63 3 ~.54
Error | 892.29 56 15.93
Treat ﬂﬂ?.?? 3 35.92

&

(]

[

S e
™ hQ
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— ~Appgnd1’x N
ANOVA Table for "Promotion"
. .
4 %.

]

-t



ANOVA Table for

¢

source i Sum

, of of
VariatiQT\\N)> Squares
Reszidua\ - 432.27
Constant’ 61.63
Time 2.78
Treat by .
Timg ) 63.83
Error 1 1425 .37
Treat 135 .58

Appendix N

(&)

ot Y

-

[P

OF

(&%)

“Promotion®

Mean

Square

7.72

61.63

2.78

.
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