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ABSTRACT

An attempt was made to examine channéi differences in one-way and
two-way communicationsiof persuaéive stimuli., An interpersonal communi-
cations paradigm'was ;sed similar to that debiged b; éoyde & Perpy (1971).
An initial gr;up of 40 Ss were presented with a“sténdardized A or AV
stimulus preseﬁt;tion, which they, in turn, communicated to another
.§ (the E's confederate), using both A and AV channels of two-way .
communicétién. The tapes éf these éommunications were'thpﬁ relayed
under A ;nd AV conditions of one-way tramsmission to .another group éf
80 decading Ss. Both groups were adminiséered attitude change question-—
naires pre and post stimulus presenéation, as well as ?ost stimuli
semantic differential. scales rating the message, channel,.speaker, A
ﬁnd AV channels of two-way communication. In addition, a content
analysis was conducted on the Ss verbal communications in terms of the
duration, information content and error, and verbal immediacy. No
differences were found between the A and AV channels for one-way communi-
cation but there‘were large differences in thé two~way communication
channels. The AV channel'of éwo—way communication was rated as better
iﬁ terms of a general Evaluativg‘factor, including good, useful, and
satisfactory whereas the A channel was considered mére private. The
AV two-way channel: also produced more accurate information but less

verbal immediac§ than the A channel.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The presence of qualitative and quantitazive differences between
different channeis of communication, if empiricallzigroyen’is of consider-
able’ importance to many areas of psychology and media use. In particular,
-thia problem has significant application to‘the“following three areas:

i) attitude change rescarch

11) education and/or information processing
" research

-iii) use of the newer technological channels
of two-way commﬁnication.

-~

The effects of channel differences have been examined  to some extent

within all of the above areas but the results have been elther- not
- . -~ . s -
- significant or_inconsistcnt, both within and between the different areas.

The present experiment is an attempt to relaté somewhat these different
. . PR . .

areas and to examine whether or not channel differences do occur within -

them. = ' v

¢

+ Attitude Change Research

A communication act necessarily involves a source, a_receiver and
a channel ﬁf transmission. Extensive research has been conductéd into
the effects of all the above variables and their relationship with

attitude changc with varying degrees\of success. The variables involved

—’)
-



with the persuasiveness of a communicator in terms of'ﬁis credibility,
authority, identif%cétion and knowledge have beep extensively researéhed?
resulting in a»lagge mass of comp% ensive and-largely integrated data
(Hoveland & Weiss 1951, Rosenow & Robinson 1967, ierbinger & Sullivan h
1965, Hoveland, Janis & Kelley 1953). All of the abbve factors can be
shown to depend on, in part, non-verbal affective displays (Aronson &
Golden 1962, Mehrabian & Williams l96ﬁ§ERosenow & Robinson 1967). Der
splte, however, large qualitative differences in the affecgive communi- 4
cation capaéities of the various channels documented by various authdrs,
(Mehrabian 1972, pp. 54-84, Davitz 1968), and tge proven relatlonship of i .
these tq the perception of a speaker, (Aronson & Golden 1962, Mehrabian

& Williams 1969, Rosenow & Robinson 1967), the overall attitude change

elicited by a persuasive communication has not beeﬂ shovm to differ
consistently betﬁeen diéferent channels ofxcommunicatléﬁ (Jones 1971, - -
Wa;li & Boyde 1967, Mielke 1971). 1In the face of such widespread dis- -
agreement, it is perhaps approprilate to consider Qhéther the right
questions-are being asked. The geheral trend of research in this area
has been in terms of evaluative comparisons Qetween different media
presentations in order to determine which are the most effective agents
of attitude change. Questionnalre measures of attitude change and -
content recalled.have not provided consistent results, possibly because
thex are ynidimensional attempts to measure basically a multi-dimensional
phenomena. The question asked by éhis study was therefore "in what way
do the media channel differ in terms of the perception, reception an&

encoding of a persuasive communication" rather than the traditional tb\\

"which channel is the best."



The research on the information processing and educational
differences between different channel of communication have also shown
generally negligible or inconsistent resulfs. Hsia's (1971) summary of
work done in this area sugéests that "the one conclusion that can be
drawn from nearly oné thousand studies surveyed is: no general con-
clusive statement can be made." Other authors have reached essentially
the same conclusion (Day & Beach 1950, Lumsdaine 1963, Allen 1971). The
reason for such widespreadﬂcontfoversx_about channel difference effects
can be partially éxplained by the iack of any form of integrateﬁ model.
Hsia (1968a, 1968b, 1971) has attempted to formulate such a model for
chgn;el information processing, although its emphasis on cognitive
inférmafion proceséing somewhat limits its application to other areasr;f

communication (ie. affect displays). It does appear to be, however, a

step in the right direction.

Information Processing Model

Hsia's model is basically a modification of Shanﬁon & Weaver's

(1949) integrated, to a cergain exteﬁt,_with human information processing

theory. Information intake is_seen as opefating cn a multi-channel
‘ﬁbasisvsuch that increased dimensionality of chamnel input increases

'information intake. information in one channel also prévidés cues Qo

information contained in the ofher, thus facilitating processing

(Hsia 1968a, 1968b, Garner 1962). The above holds true only when the

informati?n pfocessing capacity of the channel is not approac?ed oL

exceeded, in which case interchannel interference occurs due to channel

overload (Shamnon & Weaver 1949, Cherry 1957).

=



The most important differentia£ion made_by the model is in ité
categofisation oflthe output or recall of the stimulus recipient. Hsia
outlines three general categories for differentiating output. These are:

i) correctly recalled information

ii) equivocation or errors of omission (information
in the input not recalled in the output), -

111) errcrs of projection or error (information
' recalled in the output that %as not included
in the input)

The difference between error and equidgcation is of considerable
importance as the two terms are obviously of a ffe;en; nature agd
origin. Equivocation is essentially caused.by a failure to process
information in the input, a condition'%sﬁally associated with communi-
cation channel overload: error, on the otﬁer hand, is a more complex
phenomena caused by misassociation plus other, as yet undefined factors.
The omission of the above important distinction between error and
equivocation has been considered as largely responsible “for many of the
past conflicting'results on ;hannel comparisons (Hsia 1968a, 1968b, 1971},

Unfortunately, there has been little empirical research-on this
model, other than in terms of telecommunications research technology
(Cherry 1959, Pierce 1972). Within this area, however, the model hés
proved highly heuristic (Pierce 1972).

?he only empirical use of the model, other than the above, was,
by Hsia himself (Hsi; 1968b); The study was designed to evaluate the
effects of channel differences under different levels of between channel

redundancy. In terms of both differentiated and undifferentiated

recall, the AV channel was found to be superior with both more information

\ \
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‘and less error and equivocation than either the A or V channels alone

In terms of the individual channels, the A channel was found to process
more information, although more errors were made, whe}eas the V only
channel was able to process less information but.toe information pro-
cessed tended to be more reliable with less error than the A only channel.

The resultsyof the experiment are highly provocative in terms of
their relevence to general media messages and use. Unfortunately, the
study does suffer from a number of severe methodolégical faults which
limits the generalisations that.can be made. Hsia used poetry passagee
as stimulus material, a format that 1is already pre-encoded to a degree,
for memorisation. Furthermore, the V channel consisted of printed -
poetry sectlons projected on a screen. Such a presentation immedietely
confounds a pure V chanmnel with a constrained eypescript or written
medium. This, problem was further exaggerated by the use of seventh
grade students as S5s with no pre-selection .or pPre- testing fé;_aiffeieotial
reading skills. If generalisation to the more common forms of media
channels available (such as TV) are to be made, it is obviocus that more
empirical evidence is required to demonstrate the applicability of this
model to more standardised messages and media formats.

The above concepts can be combined to assess the cognitive
information processing of a particular meseege in.a particular channel
(or combination of é%annels), ik-some form of "bit" information unit
is used, but is extremely difficult in terms of unstructured free recall.

A crude differentiation, however, could be applied to almost any message
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in order to assess to what extent the information has been processed and
to what extent error and equivocation occur. This has been attempted

v

in the present study.

Communication Process Model

Another viable approach to channel differences that has emerged
recently is in terms of a communication paradigm model (Boyde & Perry 1972,
Perry & Boyde 1972). The above authors utilised an interpersonal communi-
" cation paradigm (ICP) to study differenées in channel effects on person
perception (Boyde & Perry 1972, Perry & Boyde 1972).' Basically, the
paradigm involved presenting various descripti;ns of hypothetical

;
stimulus persens via different channels of communication to an encoding

group of éé, who recoded the communicaﬁion and transmitted it Eb another
group of Ss (the decoding group), who then attempted to identify the
'original ‘stimulus persons. Using this paradigm, Perry & Boyde (1972)
found AV and typewritten messages to be significantly superior to A

only presentation in terms of overail information transfer. A signi-
ficant.interaction effect between the cﬂannel of presentétion and the
channel of communication was also found, indicating that the principal
information loss occurred during the first step, namely during the first
stimulus presentation to the encoding group (Perry & Boyde 1972).- The

A channel was found to involve the most information loss, even if a
relatiﬁely sgperior channel was used to recode and retransmit the iQE?r—
mation. A later study by Boyde & Perry (1972), however, found virtuélly
no differences Setween channel when the presentation time was held

constant.



Tﬁere are, however, two criFicisms ghat can be levied against the
above findings. Tor one thing, the effect of the encoding process was
done without the actual presence of an encoder, the S8 merely wrote or
verbalised their messages which were then communicated to the final
decoding 8s by the experimenter. Such an overly controlled process
necessarily confounds the "transmission channel” with a "recall pro-
cedure or recall channel," Secondly, the above aﬁtho;fs results are
almost totail§ dependent on the results shown by the final decoding
Broup, with no evaluation of the transmission message itself. Such an
omission definitely limits the conclusions that can be drawn from the
above studies and their generalisation to a communication process.

This paéadigm is, however, of considerable importance to the
study of communication channel effects. Such a procedure allows step
by step analysis of the information and affect transmitted, but also
allows comparison between one-way and two-way communication chan;els.
The present study attempts to avoid the criticisms levied against the
above authors by using a controlled feedback ituation by means of a
well rehearsed confederate, and utilises an intensive content analysis
of the message. The following content variables weréfgxamined: time
spent talkiné, number of words spoken, number of nonfluencies utﬁered,
the amount of correctly recalled information, the amount of error, the
amount of equivocation agdd finally the amount of Qerbal immediacy
expressed. The first tﬂree variables were indicated by the results of
Chapanis' work on two-way communication (mentioned below). The amount
of correctly recalled information, the number of errors-and equivocation

relates to an information processing type model and in particular Hsia's



works (Hsia 1968a, 1968b, 1971). Finally,* verbal immediacy was included
as a subtle mQasuremenf.df affect towards the topic of communication.
This measurement is defined as the verbilly expréssed, iﬁplied'psycho-
logical distance between a communicator and the subject of his conversa-
tion, when scored objectively using Wiener & Mehrabian's scoring criterion
(Wiener & Mehrablan 1968, Mehrabian 1972, pp. 31-54). This measure has
been proven to be a reliable and valid method of measuring positive and
negative affect (Gollick, Wiener & Mehrabian 1967, Mehrabian 1964, 1965,
1966, 1967, Mehrabian & Wiener 1966), even when judged by untrained
observers (Mehrabian 1966, 1967, Pease 1972). The above authors also
comment thaf the overall immediacy is also a function of the c@annel

of communication used, although this factgr has not been examined or
devequed, to any extent by the above (Mehrabiam 1972, .p. 31). It is
hoped that the present experiment will be able to shed somgﬂi}ght on

the relative importance of thesé two factors in determining vérbally

expressed lmmediacy.

Two—way Communication Channel Effects

The inclusion of a two-way interaction using an A or AV channel

J '
necessitates the inclusion of a number qﬁ’variables into the experimental

study. - For one ﬁhing, such an interaction involves some form of feed-
back {although controlied), which has been shown to effect the length
and content of a c;mmunication (Leavitt & Mueller 1951, Verplack 1955).°
Also the type of channel of commupication used can either enhance the
quality and quantity of feedback (the AV channel) or reduce it (the
A channel). Unfortunately though, there have been few experiments

. ' AN .

i



in this area and our knowledge of it remains extremely limited. One
exception to this rule, is a study by Chapanis et al (1972) who gxamined
the effects of four communication modes on the behaviour of teams while
engaged in a cooperative problem -solving task. The above authors found
considerable differences between ‘typed, handwritten, audio only, AV
and face-to-face communication channels in terms of their efficiency,
" type of messages used, and time spent communicating for the solutidnm
0; "real world" problems. The general trend found was that the more
communicat}on rich the channel, the bettér the performance of the groups,
at least in terms of efficiency and accuracy. (The authors define
communication rich as approaching an "ideal, completely interactive
convefsational" s&stem). ;

Chriétie (1973) tried a different approach to the problem by
examining the general beliefs and feelings of persons using different
forms of technological teleconferencing channels between ph;sicaliy
lsolated conferees. The majority of the differences found in this study
. were between media having a visual channel (closed circuit TV and face-
to-face) and a mono audio channel (speakerphone, and mono A) (Christie 1973).
In all the above cases, the AV channel was rated as being more enjoyable,
aesthetic and important but less private than an A only cha;nel‘of
communication. Whether these differences alsc apply to an individual

interpersonal communication via A or AV channels is one of the questions

that is examined by the present study.

\
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Statement of the-Hypethese
The present experiment is thus basically an expldratory attempt

to incorporate the relevent aspects of thg%above three areas namely:

.

i) Hsia's information prOCJSQ;ng model, il) Boyde & Perry's inter-—
personal communication paradigmiand iii} the analysis of two-way
communication effects, in an attempt to measure the channel differences
between the AV and A chapnels of communication. For simplicity, the

followlng hypotheses have beenrgrouped under the headings of one-way and

s

two-way communication effects:
1. TFor one-way communications the AV channel:

i) wild not show greater attitude change than the A
only channel {Hsla 1968a, Hsia 1968b, 1971, Wall
& Boyde 1971, Jones 1971)

1i) will better communicate the affective qualities
of the speaker, involving friendliness, complexity
and persuasiveness (Mehrabian & Williams 1969,
Davitz 1968) ’

iii) will yield greater recall and less information. loss
: due to error and equivocation ‘(Hsia 1968a, 1968b,
1971) '

2. Tor two-way communications the AV channel:

' i) will be perceived as more enjoyable, more important
and have greater aesthetic affect than the A channel
{Christie 1973)

T



CHAPTER II

METHOD

_ Subjects

The 8s were drawn from undergraduate psychology classes at the
University of Windsor. Forty female Ss served as the initial message
recipients-and encoders (stage I §s) and elghty female Ss were used as
the final decoders in the communicatiqp paradigm (stage II Ss).

Materials

An attitude scale devised by Freel (1962) and based on Thurstone's
A H .
(1959) scale items towards tﬁe movies was used to measure overall
attitudes before and after the presentation of the persuasive communi-
cation directed against the movies. This questionnaire scale is sﬁg&g:,
: . L S

in appendix A. ' e . f\

Four different semaﬁtic.differential sbalgﬁ were also used to .
measure the Ss's feelings towards a) the commuqication message, b)fthe
communication channel, ¢) the communicator or speaker and d) the
communication channels used to retransmit the information (the user

s

channels of communication). Tﬁﬁxitems on all scales were cumpit d
from %n intensive search of the literature and all items used either had
or were thought to have been able to show differences between the dif-
ferent channels of communication. The first three scales were administered
to all Ss after the presentation of the stimulus persuasive argument,
wheregs the last scale (the user chamnnel of communication scale) was
only administegsd after the Ss had used both A and AV channels to
retransmit the information. The prepost attitude scales and the communi-
cation message, channel and speaker scales were also administered to

the final stage II decodingugé: A complete 1list of the scales and -

their respective items are shown in appendices A, B, C, D, and E.
- )

Ty,

=2

) 11 ‘
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The Communication Stimulﬁs

| The communication stimulus used was a 4 minuté;arguwent levied
against the value of movies as enter;ainment. The text was’ originally
prepared by Treel (1962) and has been shown to be an effective agent of
attitude change. The communication itself is base;‘on Thurstone's (1959)
attitude scale items on the movies.- Some revisions were made to update
the examples used, however.

The above text was deliveréd by a mature, competent_publi; speaker
who was presented as a visiting professor of'%ommunicatioﬁ arts, in
order to maximise his perceived status. Thé final, rehearsed presenta-
tion was then videotaped on a Sony model AV 3650 videorecorder and used
as a standardised stimulus for both A and AV stimulus presentation -

conditions+ The complete final version of the text, including all re-

visions madg7 is Bhown in appendix F.

;

Content Measures

The §s verbal interaction with the ELE confederate was taped in
full and from these tapes a complete wri;ten transcript was made. From
these tramscripts, seven different content measures were extfacted.
These.were i) number of words spoken by the S during the communication,
J11) the number of nonfluencies uttered (a nonfluency was operationally
defined as an utterance that was not a word, morphene, nor ever ' .

Qas Intended as a meaningful word, ie, umm, er, ahh ete.), 1ii) the
degree of verbal immediacy expressed. as scored by Mehrabian's' (1972,

PP. 31-54) scoring criterion and using all specified categories to

produce a composite score for each communication, iv) the time spent
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talking (in seconds), v) the number of points correctly recalled by the
8, vi) the errors of projection made by the §, and vii) the errors of
ommission or equivocation made by the S.

)

The latter three measures relating to the information content of
the communications was scored i;dependently by two markers under blind
conditions. The scoring of correct content‘was done according to a

‘rigid marking scheme with set- points for each correct item recalled from
the stimulus. This marking criterion is shown in appendix G. The
_judging of errors of projection was alsc done by the same markers but
there was no objective marking scheme available and the quantitative
scores were at the discfetion of the markers. The above-measures, as
determined by the two markers, was then correlated to detefﬁine the
between judge reliabilityt The Pearson r correlation between the two
markers judging correct verbal co;tent.was $#.900 and, for judging errors
of projection was 0.725. In the latter case, the ﬁrésence er not of
errors was agreed upon in 78% of the cases but the numerical score given
fluctuated somewhat between markers. Given the above between judge
reliability, the data was then pooleq to plv one mean correct score per
communication and one mean error score. The mean eq&ivocatidn score

was then célculatéd from the formula:

total content of stimulus - correct necall - errors = équivocation

As the total correct content of the stimulus was a predetermined constaﬁt,'
the sum of the correct recall = errors of prgjection wa; used as 4

representative figure for this variable during the analysis. The actual

equivocation measure (or information loss figure) was thus easily
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calculated by subtracting the above representative score from 38* (the

correct information content of the stimulus as scored on the marking

scheme),

Procedure \\&tu
The att qs change -qiestionnaires were administered to the Ss

in both groups between 5 and 10 ‘days before the experiment, in order

. /!
to assess initial attitudes towards the movies and to minimize the

effects of memory, of the fite£ set of responses on the final post test

.
e

attitude scale.

After the pretest attitude scale was filled out, the Ss werei-
contacted by telephone and asked to appear for the experiment on "theirw
pefheption of a media presentation." The stage I Ss were then randomly
divided up into two groups ef 20 Ss, one of which received an A only
presentation of the stimulus, the other an AV presentation. The presenta-
tion was made via a 10 inch Sony TV monitor (model CVH 110UA) located
3.5 feet from the S. Only the A group had the video input disconnected
during the presentation. The §§_we%e instructed to watch the presenta-
tion carefully as questions;would be asked afterwards about the
presentation and the § would also be required to tell "another 8" about
it afterwards. A complete script of the instructions to the Ss is shown
in appendix H. After instructing the S, the experimenter then left
the room to turn on the stimulus tape from an adjoining room.

Immediately following the presentation of the stimulus tape, the’
E returned to administer a post‘test attitude scale and the semantic

differential scales on the communication message, channel and speaker.
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The S was required to fill these out by herself and a fixed time limit

: Ly
of 20 minutes was imposed to standardise the delay interval and minimize

L4
o~

retention differences‘between the Ss, All Ss were able to complete the
questionnaire withiﬂ this period.

After the time period set aside for the £illing in of the
questionnairesg the E returned and asked the S to prepare to tell another
S, who -had not seen the presentation,‘as much as they could }emember
apout it. The § was not permitted to make any written notes however.
(The other S, in this case,:wés a confederate of the E). The S was also
told that the other S had been told to say as little as possible in order

to give the actual § maximum time to relat the details of the stimulus
>

'presentation. This communication was to take lace via either a two-way

videophonic hookup, or via an 4 only PA type syitem, Agaiﬁ, éhe order
of use of the twa communication ﬁodes was randomis;d and balanced between.
both groups of 8s. ‘ \

The é_remained seated in the roém facing a Sony -10 inch TV monitor
(model CVM 1l0UM), a Sony model AVC 3210 videocamera with a 12.5 mm lens
and a milcrophone. The TV monitor was placed 3.5 feet from the 8's face
and the camera was placed directly above the monitor with the lens

located 6 inches behind the top center of the TV screen. Both TV

monitor and camera were thus at the S's approximate eye level, and
. 5 S S app Y

produced a full screen head and shoulders image of the 5 (or confederate).
The above equipment was connected to the input of a Sony model
AV 3650 videorecorder and the output of the videorecorder was, in turn,

connected to an identical TV monitor set up in the.confederaté's room.
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The confederate also had an identical‘videocamera which was connected
directly to the TV(monitor in the §'s room. The A component was supplied “
by a microphone in the confederate's room connected to a Sony model
TIC 105 taperecorder set on monitor mode to drive the §'s TV monitor's
N
speaker. The complete setup was used for the two-way AV communication

<ondition, whereas the confederate's camera lenscap was left on in the

A only condition to eliminate the video transmission.

The § was then given 3 minutes to prepare and think abogﬁ_gga(/’ﬁt—

she 'would say, after which time the é_was contacted by the E's confederate.
The confederate initiated the discussion by asking the S to tell her as

: mﬁqh as she could remember about the stimulus presentation. Throughout
the discussion, the confederate assumed an amiable, interested air,
and other than initiating the discussion, said little other than an
occasional uh—huh to convey understanding. The confederate was also
instructed to say a single probe statement of "is there.anything else

that you can remember?” when the § gave signs of running out of things

to say. The discussion was otherwise free from any restraints or time

Pl

limitations.

Following the first communication, the E returned to give the §
her next set of -instructiséns. This time the S was asked to again relate
what she rehembered about the stiﬁulus prgsentgtion, but this time to use
the ther channel pf COmmunicat;on. The same confederate was used as
the other S' and the same conditions applied to the second communication

‘as the first. Although all Ss voiced some suspicion thét the second
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communication partner was jdentical to the first communication partner,
only 27% of the Ss claimed to be certain of this when asked during the

J
post experiment debriefing session. ‘

Following this secona communication, the E again appeared to
administer‘the final semantié differential scale on the evaluation of the
A and AV user channels of communication {these were a;ranged so that they
appeared in the same order as the ghannels were used by the §). When
this was filled in and‘returned to the E, the §_w53 debriefed and thanked
for her cocperation. |

| The second stage of the experiment (stage 1I), ;nvolved playing

back the tapes made earlier of the stage T Ss communications mentioned
above. The 80 §§'in this group were randomlyvassignéd a communication of
one of the stage I Ss which they were to view individually. The stage II
$s were also required to fill in an attitude change questionnaire 5-10
days before the experiment.: When the S reported for the experiment, they -
were told that they would be shown a videotape {or audiotape) of an
"interaction between two people, one of whom is trying to tell the other’
about a broadcast she had just heard." The S was instructed to watch

(or listen) carefully, as a questionnaire would have to be filled in

afterwards about the preséntation. The E then left the room to turn on

. " s
thé videotape from the adjoining room. As before, in the audio presenta-

tion condition, the video component was disconnected to give an A only

. presentation. Following the stimulus presentation, the § was given a

pgst stimulus attitude change questionnaire and semantic differential

cates Hn the communication message, channel and speaker. These
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questlonnaires were identical to those used in the first part of the
experiment. When the questicnnaires were filled in, the Ss were de-

o briefed and thanked for their cocoperation.

.
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RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIO‘N‘
a
‘This section is divided into three sub-parts for the“sake of

clarity. Section 1 deals with the reception and evaluation of the
standardized one-way stimulus presentation. Section 2 deals with the
re—encoding and transmission of this infq;mg&ion via A and AV cﬁannels
of two-way communication, including both semantic differential ratings
and content analysis of Ss verbalizations. TFinally, section 3ldeals
with the independent evaluation of the above two-way communications

when replayed to another group of Ss (stage II Ss).

Section 1:

Reception of a One-way Persuasive Communication

A principal EOmponent analysis of the ten item attitude scale
questionnaire administered both pre and post stimulus presentation was
performed and the components with eigenvalués greater than 1.00 were
rotated uéing the varimax criterion. This strategy was used whenever
appropriate, in arder to reduce the data to manageable proportion.

Both pre and post tests were included in the ;nalysis to yield-80. cases
'(40 Ss with two replications per §). The resulting rotated factor matrix
is shown in Table 1.

Factor 1 loaded largely on the items "the movies are good clean
entertainment", "movies are just a harmless pastime", and "I like the
movies as they are because I go to be ehtertained, not educated", and
"a good movie is the best enterkainment that can be obtained cheaplf;“

All of the above items mad%/referrence to the entertainment value of
R —
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-movies, in one way or_another ahé therefore the factor was termed the
Entertainment Value of Moviegﬁfaétor. A-high loading on this factor
thus represents agreement with the above statements, whereas a negative
loading represents disagreement with the view that movies have high
entertainment value.

Factor IT had loadings on only two items, namely "I'd never miss
. the movies 1f we didn't have them', and "sometimes I feel that movies
are desireable and sometimes I doubt it." Both of these items obviously '
relate to the Desireability of Movies and the factor was therefore
termed such. Thug a high loading on this factor would. indicate disagree-
ment with the above statements and represent a positive feeling about
the Desireability of Movies. A negative score on this factor would, of
course, mean the opposite,.

Factor III similarly loaded on only two items, "'movies are all
right but ég}ew of them give the rest a bad name" and "I like to see
other people enjoy the m&fies whether I enjoy them or not.”" Unfortunately,
the interpretation of this facﬁér was not as spfﬁightforwafd as factor
II. Both items appear to represent a certailn degree of distancing
betweén the § and movies and therefore the factor was named Distance
from Movies. A high loading on this would thus indicate agreement with
the above statements and only a slight Distancing from Movies, whereas
a high negative loading would indicate a considerable Distance from
Movies and general disaéreement with the above statements.

- Finally, factor IV, with loadings on "I am tired of movies, I

have seen too many poor ones" and "a movie once in a while is a good
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thing for everyone" seems to represent a general factor: of Affect Towards
Movies. High loading on this factor would thus represéﬁt a tiredness
towards movies due to Seeing too many poor ones and a general opinion
that movies are not necessarily a good thing for people to spend their
time watching.

The individu;l S5s factor scores on the above factors were then
analysed using a 2 x 2 analysis og variance with the lasE*Indices ba&ng
repeated measures. The results of this stimulus channel x pre poét test
analysis is shown below in Table 2. 1“\

A..”“
¥

TABLE 2

Analysis of Variance of Attitude Scale Factor Scores

on Stage I Ss

Source df Factor I Factor II Factor III "Factor IV

Stimulus channel (sc) 1
Pre post test (pp) 1 3.786% 2.714 2.528
s¢C X pp 1 ' 4,589%%

*P < .05
**pPg .10
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The only significant effect found was a stimulus channel x pre poét
interaction on the Distance From Movies factor (Factor III),

(F=4.589 P = .05). This interaction i1s shown in Figure 1.

| As can be seen, there is an inexplicable initial difference between
the two stimulus groups on their attitudes before stimulus presentation.
The A sﬁimulus dhagnel group showed a definite (Newman-Keuls F = 2.979

P < .10) increa;ed separation of personal distance from the topic.of
movies, as opposed to the AV presentation group on the pre test. The

-fact that the A presentatlon group showed 'a significant attitude shift

towards the movies (Newman-Keuls F.:\7.189 P < .025), as an apparent
result of the stimulus presentation thus cannot be clearly attributed
to the superior effects of the A chanmel; it more likely results from
the different starting position-of the groups.

The interpretation that there were no noteworthy changes in
attitudes was supplemented by a further stimulus channel x pre post test
analysis of variance of the two items that define the Distance from
Movies factor, showing no significant differences on attitude change
or channels.

The data from the communication message semantic differential
scale was similarly -analysed for principai components, again for the
purpose of reducing the data. The resulting varimax rotated components
with eigenvalues greater than 1.000 measured on 40 Ss is shown in
Table 3 (the criterion used for defining the main variables defining a
factor was a referrence vector loading of greater than .50 and a

separation of greater than .20 with all other factors). Using the
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TABLE 3
Varimax Rotatlon of the Principal Components of the Communication Message

Semantic Differential Scale Items of the Stage I Ss (n=40)

I I1 III v v VI VEL

Factor I Evaluative
1. pood--bad 1 - -82 14 ~08 02  -07 -30 15
2. stimulating--dull -82 14 17 20 18 01 -04
3. exciting--boring ° - -75 11 33 06 21 -15 -17
4. persuasive--unpersuasive . . =75 G7 -03 -19 43  -03 -02
Factor II Complexity/Anxiety
1. complex--simple -03 -83 02 -01 -1 -07 ~04
2. leaves me anxious——leaves me at ease -01 -80 -17 .05 25 04 -04
3. frustrates me--is not frustrating 21 =74 -31 05 -00 37 06
4. unclear--clear |, . 26 -65 . 04 =31 34 -14 ~-03
Factor TII1 Ambiguity of Desired Response
1. leaves me uncertain of what to think and do--

makes it clear as to what to think and do 14 =16 -83 01 -31 -11 -03
2. not sure as to how I was to respond—-—

certain as to how I was to respond e 18 -23 -80 ° 10 27 -03 -14
Factor IV Wishy-washy Vagueness
1. vague--definite 17 -03 15 -79 08 -04 17
2. passive--active 05 -13 ~21 =77 ~22 27 -0C

" Factor V Degree of Direction

1. directed--aimless 00 13 01 08 -89 -06 07

*Factor VI Unexagperation

1. unexaggerated-~exaggerated ~12 02 - =24 20 -01  -80 ‘21

Factor VII Duration

1. short—-long -09 05 ~09 08 08 10 -52
Mixed |
1. pleasant~~unpleasant -46 32 ~07 -
2. objective-~biased -23 13 ~63 —gg ig ':gg gg
3. weak--strong 59 04 -12 -4 11 -02  -08
4. credible--unbelievable -49 25%, 02 21 =42 -22 17
5. agree--disagree - =51 ° -09 06 -03 -4 -72 -04
6. hard to interpret what was meant--

easy to interpret what was meant 3z =51 -52 - - -
7. had trouble concentrating on the 'message—- ’ 2 o . ”

had no trouble concentrati -

Ng On message 23_’_ 54 =42 -31 -06 -36 -05




Factor I Evaluative

s

1. good--bad -82 14 -08 02 -07  -30 15
2. stimulating--dull -82 14(/_ 17 20 18 01 -04
3. exciting--boring ~75 111 33 06 21 . -15 =17
4, persuasive-—unpersuasive ~75 OE‘ -03 -19 43 =03 -02
Factor I1 Complexity/Anxiety T
1. complex--simple ) -03 -83 02 -01 -11 -07 -04
2. leaves me anxious—leaves me_at ease -01 -80 T =17 05 25 04 -04
3. frustrates me——is not frustrating . 21 =74 -31 . 05 -00 37 06
4. unclear—-clear \g ' 26 -65 04 =31 34 =14 -03
Factor III Ambipuity of Dgsired Response
1. leaves me uncertain ogﬁ; at to think and do--
makes it clear as to what)to think and do 14 -16 -83 01 -31 -11 -03
2. not sure as to how I was/to respond-- ‘ .
certain as to how I was to respond 18 -23 -B0 10 27 ~-03 =14
Factor IV Wishy—washy_Vagueness
1. vague--definite 17 -03 15 -79 08 -04 17
2. passive--active 05 -13 =21 ~77 -22 27 -00
Factor V Depree of Direction . \\
1. directed--aimless r 00 13 01 08 -89 -06 07
Factor VI Unexaggeration .
. ‘
1. unexaggerated--exdggerated -12 02 =24 20 -01 -80 21
Factor VII Duration
1. short--long -09 05 «%-09 08 08 10 -92
Mixed
1. pleasant--unpleasant 46 32 ~07 03 -23 --09 SR
2. objective-—-biased -23 13 -63 ~25 16 -03 50
3. weak--strong 59 04 -12 -64 11 -02 ~-08
4. credible--unbelievable -49 25 02 21 -42 =22 17
5' agree—-disagree ~51 -09 06 =03 =14 =72 -04
6, hard to interpret what was meant—— . - .
easy to interpret what was meant 32 -51> ~52 =20 04 =32 -03
7. had trouble concentrating on the message—- ;
had no trouble concentrating on message 23 -54 =42 -31 -06 . =36 -05
*Some items have been reflected so they show primary loadi .
the decimal point has been omitted p y ng on thg first word on each bipolar scale;
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above criterion, 15 variables were found to load primarily on one and

" only one factor and 7 variables were found to have mixed loadings.

4

Factor I was defined by the terms good, stimulating, exciting,

persuasive, strong, and agree. It was therefore called Evaluation.

Factor 1I was defined by terms referring to the complexity of
the message and the subsequent anxiety invoked in the receivers. It
was,, thereforé, named Complexity/Anxiety. i

Factor III was defined by items pertaining to the lack of clarity
of the message's desired response from the recipients ;nd was tﬁus termed
Ambiguity of Desired Response.

Factor IV.was defined by terms concerning the lack of action,
definition and st%ength in thé message and was theréfore termed Wishy-
washy Vague. .

Factors V, &I and VII loaded clearly on one and only one item,‘thus

suggesting the names Degree of Direction, Unexaggeration and Duration

respectively.

Multivariate and univariate an;lysis of the difference between the
A and AV presentation groups seen in Table 4, were not.significant.

The eighteen item commﬁnication channel semantic differens;al was
also analysed by the principal components method for both A and %ﬁfi
stimulus presentatidbn groups tbgether. The five factors resulting from
the varimax rotation are presented in Table 5 and were named ﬁegative
Aesthetic Involvement, Privacy/Security, Negati&e Practical'Evaluation,
Importance and Direction. As before, the resulting factor scores were
analysed using univariate and miultivatiate analysis ci-yarianca.to“tést

A

for channel differences. No significance was found, as shown in Table 6.

-
. '



TABLE 4
Univariate and Multivariate Analysis of Variance
- '\\
for Stimulus Channel Effects on, the Message

Semantic Differential Scale Factor Scoées the Stage I Ss
!

b <

Factor df Univariate F Multivariate F ' \

’ e
I 1
I . 1 e
111 1
v : 1 2.528
v 1 .
VI 1

VII ‘ 1




TABLE 5

Varimax Retation of the Principal Components of the Communication Channel

Semantic Differential Scale Items of the Stage I Ss

voome
LT

Factors
I- I1 IIT v v

Factor I Negative Aesthetic Involvement

1. passive--active - =79 ~05 -13 -15 17

2. ugly--beautiful -74 18 09 38 07
. 3. makes!me tired--dces not tire me -72 12 -12 -07 29
R colourless——colourful -57 =21 -23 01, 15

Y

Factor II Privacy/Security \\\\\_””"/ %

1. safe——dangerous 13 -85 24 -11 29

2. makes me feel I am in private——makes me

feel other people are constantly aware of .
what I am doing -15 -72 =21 ~13 -28

3. private--public 08 =71 18 28 35

Factor ITI Negative Practical Evaluation

1. useless—-useful 14 15 -84 02 10

2. bad--good =27 -15 -83 08 -05

3. unpleasant--pleasant -22 14 -78 15 02

]

Factor IV Importance

1. important--unimportant 01 -03 41 -81 -07

Factor V Direction

v 7

1. directed--aimless “ 20 12 -=07 11 -82

2. direct—-indirect

Mixed

1. clear--not clear 00 -02 58 57 ~21

2. satisfied me--does not satisfy me ) N\_\BS =22 58 -07 =41

3. enjoyable~-not enjoyable . 49 09 40 ~10 =53

4. credible--unbelievable - 32, 08 50 07 ~47

5. secure-~insecure ; 63 -54 13 -01 -18




: N~ - .
Z Factors
I I1I I11 v v
Factor I ﬁegativé Aesthetic Involvement
2 .
1. passive--active ~79 -05- -13 . =15 17
" 2. ugly--beautiful 74 18 09 . 33 . 07
3. makes . me tired--does not tire me . -72 y12 =12 -07 29
4. colourless——colourful : ‘ =57 -27 -23 01 15
Factor II Privacy/Security ;‘ )
1. safe--danhgerous - . 13 -85 24 -11 29
2. makes me feel I am in private--makes me .
feel other people are constantly aware of )
what I am doing -15 =72 -21 -13 -28
3. . private—-public . ' 08 ~71 18 28 35
Factor III Negative Practical Evaluation . ) e
1. useless—-useful .. 14 15 -84 02 10
2. bad--good . . -27 -15 -83 - 08 =05
.3. 7 unpleasant--pleasant . .o -22 14 ~78 15 - 02
s . .
Factor IV Tmportance
1. important—-unimportant ' .01 -03 41 -81 -07
Factor V Direction -
"1, directed--aimless . . 20 12 -, -07 11 . -82
2. direct--indirect
\ ‘ . .
Mixed '
1. clear—not clear ‘ 00 ~02 58 57 -21
2. satfsfied me--does not sati¥ffy me - 38 ~22 58 -07 . -41
3. enjbyable-—-not enjoyable 49 09 40 ~10 -53
4. crddible--unbelievable 32 08 50 07 =47
5% sedure--insecure . 63 -54 13 -01 -18

*Sdme ite;:\;§uﬁ~béﬁh reflected so they show primary loadingfon the first word on each bipolar scale;

the decimal‘point has been omitted. ‘ ; )




TABLE 6
Univariate and Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Stimulus Channel
Effects on the Stimulus Channel Semantic Differentigl Scale

Factor Scores of the Stage I Ss

Factor df ‘ Univariate F Multivariate F
I 1

II 1

III +1 . 1.096 (df 5, 34)
iv 1 . 2.504

v 1 1.707 \\

_J}
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The final 28 item semantic differential scale administered in this
series was on the Ss's perception of the communicator or speaker. b
'Principél coﬁponént analysis was again conduﬁted as with the earlier
'semaqtic differentials on the message and channel. Seven factors appeared
aftef varimax rotation, namely Emphathic Evaluation, Aesthetic Complexity
and Expertise, Peqsuasion/Experience, Delivery Evaluation, Objectivitx,
Comprehension énd'Interest, and Negative Affect (of the speaker). The
factor scores of the Ss on the above factor scores were then analysed
using univariate and multivariate analysis of wvariance to test for
differences in the perceptions of the speaker between the two stimulus
presentation groups. As with the earlier semantic differential scales,
no significant differences were found {see Table 8).

A final analysis was made on all the above seméﬁti; differential
‘scale factor scores including message, channel and speaker. All of
the above were combined and a multivariate analysis_of varianceAwas
performed on,the data. The overall F found for stimulus channel differ-
ences In the one-way presentation of a persuasive communication did not

result in any differences worthy of note.

Section 2:

Effects of Encoding and Transmitting the Message
Using a Two-way Channel

The semantic differential scales rating the A and AV channels of
two;way communication were élso analysed by the principal component
method using varimax rotation, again to reduce the data. Each S re-
quired to fill Jjn two i1dentical scales, one rating the A channél of

two-way communication from a user's viewpoint, and one for the AV channel.



TABLE 7

~.

™~ )
Differential Scale Items of the Stage T Ss (n=40)

Varimax Rotation of the Principal Components of the Communicater or Speaker Semantic |

o canodrdwn FA Attt oo _va__

Factors
I I1 III1 v v VI VII
Factor I Empathic Evaluation R
1. friendly--unfriendly -79 00 00 - -23 01 03 24
2. can identify with him--cannot identify - -0 T .
with him -75 01 -14 05 01’ 06 23
3. pleasant--unpleasant -73 -22 ~02 -20 -06. -16 27
4, liked--disliked -70 01 ~08 -30 =15 -38 " -09
5. good--bad -65 -35 ~b4 06 =06 -26 16
- 6. warm-cold -63 -13 08 06 -39 =22 33
Factor II Aesthetic Complexity and Expertise
1. beautiful--ugly -19 ~76 07 03 ~41 -03 ~05
2. complex--simple 04 -73 -01 ~-32 19 39 -02
3. knowledgeable--ignorant -03 -70 -30 12 ~03 00 03
Factor IIT Persuasive/Experiential
1. experienced-—-inexperienced 01 -1z -83 —20. ~04 ;05 -03
2. persuasive--unpersuasive -19 -20 -79 22 -12 -03 27
Factor IV ﬁelivegy Evaluation
1. he did not sense how I was reacting—- .
he sensed how I was reacting -06 -18 28 ~69 -04 27 =05
2. credible--unbelievable . -28 20 -30 -64 -10° -21 22
Factor V Objectivity
1. objective—--biased -11 -09 =16 -06 -88 11 -03
Factor VI Comprehension and Interest L_/\
1. understandable--not understandable -11 22 12 -08 . 09 ~78 18
Factor VII Negative Affect of Speaker
1. I never understood his position—- . :
I clearly understood his position 19 -03 ~05 02 ~-30 21 =75
2. unemotional-—emotional 25 =04 10 19 17 22 ~72
Mixed
1. active-—passive -42 12 ~23 -16 03 -18 54
2. weak--strong 38 -26 31 18 -00 45 -52
3. colourless—-colourful 36 29 14 01 26 -03 -51
4. he frequently talked past me~- ' . ' :
he never talked past me -08 =34 11 -04 32 40 -51
indifferent--concerned 13 -04 53 15 11 00 -63



with him : -75 01 -14 05 01 06 23 <]

3. pleasant——unpleasant -73 -22 ~02 =20 -06 -16 27
4, 1liked--disliked . =70 01 -08 -30 ~-15 -38 -09
5. good--bad -65 -35 =44 06 -06 =26 16
6. warm--cold - -63 -13 08 06 -39 =22 33
Factor I1 Aesthetic Complexity and Expertise v
: Lo A

1. beautiful--ugly ‘ ~19 -76 07 03 =41 -03 -05
2.- complex——aimple . 04 -73 =01 =32 15 3s =02
3. knowledgeable--ignorant -03 ~-70 -30 12 -03 00 03

Factor ITT Persuasive/Experiential

. experienced-—inexperienced ' 0L -12 -83 =20 =04 -05 -03
2. persuasive~-unpersuasive -19 -20 -79 22 -12 -03 27

Factor IV Delivery Evaluation

1. he did not sense how I was reacting-- -
he sensed how I was reacting -06 -18 28 -69 -04 27 -05
2. credible--unbelievable ' -28 20 ~30 -64 -10 -21 22

Factor V Objectivity

1. objective-~bilased : -11 -09 -16 -06 -88 11 =03

Factor VI Comprehension and Interest

1. understandable--not understandable -11 22 12 -08 09 -78 18
Factor VII Negative Affect of Speaker -
1. I never understood his position--

I clearly understood his position 19 -03 -05 02 =30 21 ~75
2. unemotional--emotional 25 -04 10 19 17 22 =72
Mixed
1. active-~passive, -42 12 -23 -16 03 -138 54
2. weak—-strong ' 38 ~26 31 18 -00 49 -52
3. colourless—-colourful 36 29 14 01 26 -03 =51
4., he frequently talked past me-—

he never talked past me -f( =34 11 -04 - 32 40 -51
5. dindifferent--concerned o ;;’/13 ~04 53 15 11 00  -63
6. is sensitive to other's feelings—- . :

is insensitive to other's feelings -54 12 15 -12 23 01 61
7. I had the feeling he was never talking

directly to me-~I felt he was speaking ‘ <

directly to me - 52 37 49 07 15 13 -05
8. self-assurred-—unsure of self -00 ~-08 -48 66 -~ -03 36 .10
9. boring--interesting 40 =15 26 =17 -07 -62 ~43
10. dull--gstimulating ) 43 -03 34 -13 -10 -59 =43

#Some items have been reflected so they show primary loading on the first word on each bipolar scale;
the decimal point has been omitted.




TABLE 8 \
Univariate and Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Stimulus
Channel Effects con the Perception of the Speaker Semantic Differeftial

B ‘\\ Scale Factor Sceres of the Stage I Ss '

‘Factor df Univariate F Multivariate F

1 1.357

. 1 1.763
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For purposes of analysis, both niﬁétéen item scales were headed repeated
meésures and combined in the analysis to yield elghty cases. The final
rotated factor matrix is shown: in Table 9. A

Four clear factors wer® extracted with only five variables showing
mixed loadings. Factor I loaded clearly on 8 items, namely "good*béd“,
"useful-useless", "active-passive", "strong-weak", "direct-indirect",
"pleasant-unpleasant", "satisfies me~-does notnsatisfy me" and "enjoyable-
not enjoyable", with a mixed loading on "colourful-colourless" and
"important-unimporﬁant." The important defining words in the above are "
good, uséful, active, strong, direct, ﬁleasant, satisfy me, enjoyable,
colourful and important, all g;:YhiCh refer ﬁo the positive evaluative
judgment of the channel. The facgor wag thus termed Evaluative:

Factor II had loadings only on theiitem "makes me feel like I am
in private-makes me feel other people are constantly aware of what I am
doing" and "private-public," with partial loading on "secure-insecure."
All of the above items are related to the individual privacy afforded a
channel of comﬁunication, with an emphasis on privacy and so the ‘factor
was called simply, Privacy.

Factor III alse had leadings on only two items, "dangerous~safe"
and ' unbelievable-credible. Both of these terms can be related to the
reliabllity or credibility of information from a particular channel and
so the factor was named the Credibility/Saﬁety factor. A high loading
on this factor would thus indicate a high risk associated with believing
the information received from 2 particular channel, whereas a large

negative score would indicate a degree of safety.
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TABLE 9

Varimax Rotations of the Principal Components of the Users

Evaluation of Both the A and AV Channels of Twe-way Communication

of the Stage 1 Ss' (n = 40 subjects: 2 repetitions per subject yield 80 cases)

I II IT1 v

Factor I Evaluation
1. gocd - bad -84 23 32 07
2. useful ~ useless ~-83 12 39 -11
3. active - passive ~81 a9 -09 26
4. stronpg ~ weak =77 12 08 24
5. direct - indirect =76 15 08 04
6. pleasant - unpleasant -74 ~-16 04 14
7. satisfies me - does not satisfy me ~70 ~-11 40 30
8. enjoyable - not enjoyable . ~65 -17 37 32
Factor II Privacy
1. makes me feel like I am in in private - )

makes me feel other people are constantly

aware of what I am doing 19 -81 -02 -09
2. _private ~ public o 12 -9 -03 =20
Factor IIT Credibility/Safety )

e

l. dangerous - safe -08 24 ~74 ~08
2, unbelievable - credible 33 —11 -58 -11
Factor IV Dyadic Evaluation
l. I felt the other person was uncertain

whether I was listening or not - I felt the

_other person was certain I was listening -01 -18 -11 ~65
2. suitable only for common gossip - suitable

‘for discussions with close, intimate -

friends 35 12 -06 -62
Mixed
1. secdre - insecure =43 -61 38 16
2. makes me tired - does not tire me 15 -18 =42 -61
3. colorful - colorless -56 " 15 -14 48
4, beautiful - ugly =42 -02 49 37
5. dimportant - unimportant -64 12 48 12

*Some items have been reflected so they show
scale; the decimal point has been omitted.

primary loading on the first word on each bipolar



TABLE 9

Varimax Rotations of the Principal Components of the Users

Evaluation of Both the A and AV Channels of Two~way Communication

of the Stage 1 Ss (n = 40 subjects: 2 repetitions per subject yleld 80 cases)

I 11 e v
Factor I Evaluation
1. good - bad ~B4 23 32 07
2. useful - useless -83 12 39 -11
3. active - passive -81 09 -09 26
4. strong ~ weak ~77 17 . 08 24
5. direct - indilrect -76 15 08 04
6. pleasant - unpleasant ~-74 -16 04 14
7. satisfies mé - does not satisfy me =70 -11 - 40 30
8. enjoyable - not enjoyable -65 =17 37 32
Factor II Privacy .
1. makes me feel 1like I am in in private -

makes me feel other people are constantly

aware of what I am doing 19 -81 -02 ~09
2. private - public 12 -79 -03 -20
Factor IIT CredibiIiEyISafety . .

. AW

1. dangerocus - safe ~08 24 =74 ~08
2. unbelievable - credible 33 -17 -58 -11
Factor IV Dyadic Evaluation
1. T felt the other person was uncertain

whether T was listening or not — I felt the

other person was certain I was listening -01 ~18 -11 ~65
2, suiltable only for common gossip -~ suitable

far discussions with close, intimate

friends | 35 12 -06 -62
Mixed
D— A
1. secure - insecure -43 -61 38 16
2. makes me tired - does not tire me - 15 ~-18 =42 ~61
3. colorful - colorless -56 15 -14 48
4, Dbeautiful - ugly =42 -02 49 37
5. dimportant - unimportant - —64 12 48 12

*Some items have been reflected so they show primary loading on the first word on each bipolar

scale; the decimal point has been omitted.
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Factor IV was also found to load primarily on only two items, "I
felt the other person was uncertain whether I was listening or not-1
felt the other person was certain I was listening" and "suitable only for
common gossip-suitable for discussions with close intimate friends",
combined with a mixed loading on "makes me tired-does not tire me."
Thése terms are obviously related to an evaluation of the use of a chan-
nel for dyadic discussions and the factor was therefore termed Dyadic
Evaluation. - A high score on this factor would indicate a channel that
is relatively inadequate for cqrrying out interpersonal discuségons,
whereas a high negative loading would indicate the opposite.

The factér scores of the individual Ss on the above four factors
were then analysed using a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance with repeated
measures on the last indices. This stimulus channel x order of communi-
cating x user channel of communication analysis is shown in Table 10.

Several strikiﬂé differences were found. The channel Evaluation
factor showed a highly significant difference between the two user chan-
nels of communication (F = 22.088 P< .001). The AV channel of communi-
cation use was seen as highly positive and good {mean = 0.424), whereaé
the ‘A only chgnnel was rated as being more negative, bad and useless’
(mean = -0.424). Similarly, on the Privacy factor, there were significant
differences between the two channels of communiééiion use, the A channel
being rated as more private and secure (mean = 0.425) than was the AV

channel (mean = -0.425). This fagtor also showed an interesting stimulus

channel x user channel interaction, which is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. User Channel of Communication scale interaction between

Stimulus Channel and User Channel on the Privacy Factor

(Factor II).
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The two user channels of cbmmunicatioﬁ were rated as being
significantly different in terms of Privacy by the A stimulus presenta-
tionrgroup (Névman-Keuls F = 21.538 P = .001), but not by the AV stimulus
presentation group (Newman—Keuls F = 1.549 ns.). Also, there was an
overall difference in the Privacy evaluation of the AV user channel
between both stimulus presentation groups (Newman-Keuls T = 14.668 P = .001),
with the A stimulus presentation group indicating a much less private ‘
and morelpublic evaluation of the AV user channel (mean = -0.799)
than the AV stimulus presentation group (mean = -0.050). TIn other
words, it appears that the channel used in presenting a stimulus has a
consideraple effect on the evaluation of the different user channels of
cormunication that are used in retransmitting that stimulus.

A further analysis of the raw score items of tﬁe user semantic

differential was made in an attempt to further clarify the differences

illustrated above. The items were analysed using a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis

. of variance design identical to that used on the factor scores earlier.

All items, with the exception of the items "secure~insecure", "safe-
dangerous", "I felt thé other person was uncertain whether I was listen-
ing or ﬁot—I felt the otherrperson was certain that I was listening" and
"suitable for discussions with close intimate friends-suitable only for
comon gossip'" were found to show significant differences between the
two user channels of communication. This is shown in Table 11, givinéi

-

the means of.’each significant item, along with the sggnifiﬁjpcﬁfiével

of this difference.

e

| .



TABLE 11

T of the Stage I §§

Means of the User Communication Chaﬁnei Semantic Differential Items

and Factor Scores Between the Two User Channels of Communication

Factors and Items

Item Means

/

Factor Score Means

Channel of Use

Channel of Use

A . AV

3.225

2.450%% %%

-

AV
Factor I Evaluative T *
good-~bad ‘ 3.475  2,375%kkx
useful--useless ¢ 3.025  2.100%%%%
active—--passive 3.800 2, 375%#A%
strong-~weak 3.075° 1.725%%%% ~0.424 0.424%%%k%
direct--indirect 3.375 2, 175%%%x '
pleasant--unpleasant 4.000 3.325%%
satisfles me--does not satilsfy me 4,300 3.325%%%
enjoyable--not enjoyable 4.200 ~  3,400%%%* =
- @
Factor II Privacy !
makes me feel like I am in private--mokes me N

--feel other pecple are constantly aware.of what
I am doing : b 2,252 4, 725%%%% : L
private--public 3,275,  4.225%%% 0.425 T 'nQM425xkkk
Factor III Credibility/Safety ////,'

‘ dangerous—-safe 4.350 3.975 :
unbelievable--credible . ) 3.825 4. 60Q¥y}~// -0.052 0.051
Factor IV Dyadic Evalua§10n>\>
I felt the cther person was u certain whether I
was listening or not—-I felt the other person
was certain I was listening 3.925 4,425
sujtable only for common go gossip——suitable 0.178 -0.178
for discussion with close, intimate friends 3.075° 3,575
Mixed J
secure--insecure 3,800 4,250
makes me tired--does not tire me - 4.300 4.975%%%

Eglorful~-colorless 5.000 3. 325%%%%
beautiful--ugly T 4,150 0 3.775%%%
important-~unimportant .




Factors and Items

\.jy"\ Item 7bans
~

Factor Score Means

/

Channel of Use

Channel of Use

A AV A AV
Factor I Evaluative
good--bad 3.475 2,37 5%%%k
useful--useless 3.025 2, 100%%%%
active-~passive 3.800 2.375%%4% : '
strong~-weak 3.075° 1.725%%%% -0.424 0.624%%k% "i?
direct--indirect, 3.375 2,175k -
pleasant--unpleasant 4.000 3.325%%
satisfies me--does not satisfy me 4,300 3.325%%% .
enjoyable--not enjcyable 4.200 3. 400%%*
S , m ]
Factor II Privacy
makes me feel like I am in private--makes, me rﬁ~ .
feel other people are constantly aware of what
I am doing - 2.252 4, 725%&%k
private-~public 3.275 4,225%%% 0.425 —0.425%%%%
Factor IIT Credibility/Safety P
dangerous--safe 4.350 3.975
unbelievable--credible 3.82% 4. 600%** -0.052 - 0.051
Factor IV Dyadic Evaluation
I felt the other person was uncertain/wé;;her I "
was listening or not--I felt the other person
was certain I was listening 3.925 4,425
. suitable only for common go gossip--suitable- ’ 0.178 -0.178
for discussion with close, intimate friends 3.075 3.575
b‘iixed’ /
secure~-~insecure 3.800 4,250
makes me tired--does not tire me 4.300 4,97 5%%k%
colorful--colorless 5.000 3.325%%k*%
beautiful--ugly 4.150 3.775%%%
important——unimpof?ant 3.225 2,450% %%k

# 2 .10 A
*%P ¢ .05
#%%pP < 01
#kkkP < 001

: a

-

*The lower the score the greater the preference for the firsfgaerm of the bi-polar scale (4.0 = neutral).
Some items have been reflected to agree with their factor loadings on the first term of the bi-polar

scales,
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A significant stimulus channel effect was found on the Factar II
item, "private-public" aé-the .05 level (F = 4.220 P2 .05). The A
stimulus presentation group tended to be rather neutral on rating this
item (meén = 4,150), whereas thé AV stimulus presentation group tended
to rate it as more private (mean = 3.350)., Th; Qifférence was‘obviously
present in the composite factor score analysié of the interaction between
stimulus channel and user channel on the Privacy Factor, but this par-
ticular effect was not significant on the factor score. fﬁis was probably
due to different trends and/or responses on the ofher composite items of
therPrivacy Factor. The Factor I item, "satisfied me~does not satisfy
me," aiso showed a significant Interaction effect, this time between
stimulus presentation and order of communication use (F = 4.491 P < .05).
The A stimulus presentation group found an AV followed by an A channel
more satisfying.(Newman—Keuls F = 4,457 P2 ,05), whereas the AV stimulus
presentation group found an AV followed by an A channel of communication
use more’ satisfying (Newman-Keuls F = 4,061 P £.10). The latter effect was,
thfver, not significant. In other words, both stimulus presentation
groéps found i; more satisfying to use a chaﬁh;l of communication use that
Qas different from the .stimulus channel they had experienced. This is
probably due to a novelty type effect in usinguthe different channels of
communication.

A final significant interaction effect was found on the. item''makes
me feel other people are constantly aware of what I am doing-makes me
feel like I am in private," this time between stimulus channel and user
channel. The Interaction was almost identical to the one found on

Factor II, the Privacy Factor, and shown in Figure 2. This time, how-

ever, there was a significant difference found between the two user
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channels for both the A stimulus presentation group (Newman-Keuls

F = 32.527 P x.001) and the AV stimulus presentation group {Newman-Keuls
F = 4.570 P.g.OS). A significant effect was alsg‘?mund between the
stimulus presentation groups when evaluating the AV user channel .
(waman—Keulé F = 6.739 P<.025), but not the A user chamnmel (Newman-
Keuls F = 2,458 P =.15). These results'hrqglargely in agreement with
the composite Privacy Factor score analysisj except that a significént

difference was found for both stimulus preséntation groups when they

were rating differences between the two user channelsjgf communication,

although ‘the A stimulus presentation group certainly showed a conéiderable

)

. —
greater difference. : -

. —/

The seven content measures extracted from the Ss communications

were somewhat overlapping in nature so the results were first correlated

to determine the degree of relationship between all th
Also, because of certain discrepancies noted between the order of

communication and the user channel of communicatiomfioted above, the

results were analysed both together for both communications made by

éﬁaieach S, as well as each S's first and second communication only. The

results of this are shown‘in Table 12.

As can be seen, there are considerable differences between the
8s's first an§~i cond communications, as well as considerable overlap
between fhe differen} content measures used. In light o£ this, the
déta yaﬁ anélysed f;}‘ﬁaincipal components to determine the underlying
dimenéions of the seven variables. Also, because of the large dif-
ferences occurring between the Ss's first and seco;d_cummunications,

the data was geparately analysed for the first and second communication.



TABLE 12
"Correlation Coefficients Between the Different Content Measures Extracted from the
Stage I Ss's Verbal Responses

(All Communications n=40 x 2 Communications = 80, TFirst and Second Communications n=40)

.%J

Words Nonfluencies Immediacy Time (sec.) Correct Error Equivocation

)

Words Spoken

all communications 1.000-
first communication only  1.000
second communication only 1.000

Nonfluencies

all communications 0.683 . 1.000 .
first communication only 0.648 .., .1.000 -

second communication only 0,713 .. .1.000

Immediacy ' . /f~>

all communications 0.331 ° 0.104 1.c00

first communication only 0,342 - =-0.071 1.000

-second communication only 0,325 0.234 1.000 R -

Time {sec.

all communications .  0.698 0.714  0.123 1.000

first communication only 04685 0.674 0.024 1.000

second communication only 0,710 0.744 0.151 1,000 ,

Medn Correct

all communications . 0.378 0.141 0.241 0.065 1.000

first communication only 0.374 0.012 0.397 -0.075 1.000

second communication only 0,395 0.260 0.116 0.189 1.000

Mean Error

all communications 0.461 0.332 + 0.278 0.313 0;072 1.000
firat communication only 0,271 0.173 0.162 0,052 0.171 1.000
second communication only 0,572 0.450 0.355 0.492 -0.006 1.000
Mean Equivecation

‘all communications 0.550 0.291 0.341 0.085 0.853 ° 0.581 1.000

first communication onl 0. ;



Correlation Coefficients Between the Different Content Measures Extracted from the

Stage I Ss's Verbal Responses

(All Communications n=40 x 2 Communications = 80, First and Second Communications n=40)

\

Words Nonfluencies Immediacy ‘Time (sec.) Correct Error Equivocation

Words Spoken

all communications

Nonfluencies

Immediacy

Time (sec.

-

Mean Correct

Mean Error

0.440

1.000
first communication only  1.000
second communication only 1.000
all communications, 0.683 1.000
first communication only 0,648 1.000 -
gecond communication enly O0.713 .1.000
all communications 0.331 0.104 1.000
first communication only  0.342 -0.071 1.000
second communication only 0.325 0.234 1,000
all communications C.698 0.714 0.123 1.000
first communication only 0.685 0.674 - 0.024 1.000
second communication only 0,710 0.744 0,191 1.000
all communications 0.378 0.141 0.261 0.065 1.000
first communication only 0.374 0,012 0.397 -0.075 1.000
second communication only 0.395 0.260 0.116 0.189 1.000
~all communications 0.461 0.332 0.278 0.313 0.072 ¥1.000
first communication only 0,271 0.173 0.162 0.052 0.171 1.000
second communication only 0.572 0.450 0.355 0.492 0.006 1.000
Mean Equivocation
all communications 0.550 0.291 0.341 0.085 0.853 0.381 1.000
P first communication only 0,429 0.095 0.392 -0.043 0.892 . 0.594 1.000
second communication only 0.654 0.474 0.300 0.813 0.577 1.000
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The varimax rotated principal components are shown in Tables 13 and 14
fo? Ss's first and second communication separately.

The differences bethen the factors and loadings extracted from
the Ss's first and second communication was amazinpg. Whereas faEtors
from»the first communication were fairly straightforward and easiiy
interpreted, those i:bthe second éommunication were mixed, had many.
multiple loadings and were generally difficult to interpret. It is
highly likely that these‘differences reflect possible effects of reten-
tion problems, as well as a loss of interest and attention in repeating
the first communication. For this reason, all further analysis focussed
entirely on the $3's first communication only and avoided the obvious
contaminated effects of the sgcoqg repeated measures communication. ~N—

Focussing on the factor analysis of the Ss's first c;mmunicatioﬂ
only, two simple factors were extracted. Factor I, with loadings oﬁ
mean equivocation, mean correct, verbal non-immediacy, and mean érror
appears to relate to the information content of thecommunicatioﬁ, rather
than its duratioé. Verbal immediacy however, appears somewhat incon-
gruent in this category, but it must be remembered that verbal immediacy
is a measure of the Ss's immediacy towards the topic of her conversa-
tion, as well as the person she is discussing it with. In this case, ¢
the bulk of the lmmediacy score is made up of immediacy expresséd for '
the topic rather than the communicatien partner. Also, an accurate
reporting of the original stimulus would necessarily involve the use
of the past tensé, thereby increasing the immediacy score for the

"~
conversation. The presence of mean error and mean equivocation also



- TABLE 13

Varimax Rotations of the Principal Components of the

Seven Content Measures Used on the Stage I Ss's

First Communication (n=40)

Factors
I Ir
. }
Factor I Content of Speech L
1. mean equivocation 96 05
2. mean correct 88 «~03
3. verbal immediacy 61 01
4, mean error 55 16
Factor II Duration of Speech
1. time (in seconds) -08 91
2. nonfluenciles 01 89
3. words spoken 45 82




TABLE 14

Varimax Rotations of the Principal Components of the
B

Seven Content Measures Used on the .

Stage I Ss's Second/Communication (n=40)

Factors
I II
Factor I /{ —
1. time (seconds) 84 13
Z. words spoken 81 40
3. nonfluencies 81 22
4. .mean error 79 04
Factor 1T
1. mean correct 2? gi
2. mean equivocation
Mixed
1. verbal immediacy 45 ) 10
/
. /-
.

LA
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showing a positive loading with the mean correct is also unusuai but
nevertheless, all items are related to the content of the discussion
and the factor was thus named the Content Factor. A high loading on
this Content of Speech Factor would indicate a fairly accurate account
of the original presentation, but with a large amount of equivocation
or information loss and érrors. On the other hand, a high negative
loading would indicate a poor but immediate account with little correct
content, as well as little eqdilvocation and few errors. “b

Factor II loaded on the variables time, nonfluencies and number of
words spoken. All of the above relate to a temporal dimension, as all
variables are largely dependent on the duration of time speaking. The
factor was therefore termed tﬁe Duration of Speech Faﬁpor.

The above factor scqQres were then analysed usiné a 2 x 2 factorial
analysis of variance, the results of which are shown below in Table 15.
The only significant effect found was the main effect of the user channel
of communication on the content factor. The AV user channel was
found to have a positive content (mean = 0.373) with relatively accurate
recall, non-immediate phrasing and little equivocation. The A user
channel was the opposite with little correct recalli‘immediate phrasing
and few errors (mean = -0.373).

The exact relationship between the number of errors, equivocation
and mean correct in the above significant effect was difficult to
determine exactly, so again recourse was made to the original individual
measures that composed the factors. The raw content data scores were

therefore analysed using a 2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance, the

.results of which are shown in Table 16.



TABLE 15

JAnalysia of Variance of Stimulus Channel x User

[

Channel of Communication for Content Data Factor Scores on the

. Stage f_gg First Communication (n=40)

. Fa¢£or
Source - df “Content " Duration
Stimutus Channel (sc) 1 1.469
User Channel (uc) 1 4,B94%%
sSC X uc 1 1.621 ‘ 1.441
#%P< 05 T
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TABLE 16
Analysis of Variance of the STimulus Channel x User Channel of
Communication for the Individual Content Measures Made on thd™

- Sa's First Communication (n = 40)

Source df Immediacy Correct Error + Equivocation
Stimulus ) N\
Channel (sc). i 2.449
User C
Channel (ue) 1 4.188%x% 4.997%% 2.985%
sc X uc - 1 2.449 1.127 1.536 1.029
t
*P <,10
**%P < .05

As can be seen, significant differences between the two user
channels were obtained for the independent variables verbal immediacy -
and mean correcL; and the mean equivocation variable approached signi-
ficance. Tﬁe measure of mean error showed no significant differences f
whatsoever. As mentioned before, the AV channel was less immediate iﬁ

phrasing (mean = 15.900) and had more correct (ﬁean = 6.038) than d;d

]

the A channel (immediacy mean = 12.50, mean’ correct 4.550), The
mean equivocation also approached significance for this effect also
with a greater degree of information loss or equivocation shown while

using the A channel {(mean = 32.312), than while using the AV channel

(ﬁean = 30.847).
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ﬁ * Sectilon 3:

Evaluation of the Above Two~way Communication
‘ by Independent Ss

The final stage of the experiment involved playing back the tapes
of the earlier stage I Ss's vefbal communications to a final group of
decoding Ss (stage II S5s). The stage II Ss then rated each bresentation

on the same attitude change questionnaire and message, channel and

speaker semantic differential scales as were administered to the stage I

S5s.: The data from thése were also analysed for Principal Components,

in order té reduce the data and the resultant varimax rotated components
are shown 16 Tables 17, 18, 19 and 20 rESpectively.. Very few of the
féctors extrécted in the stage I analysis were‘éeplicateﬂ. This ié,—r
however, hardly surprising in that the stage IT Ss were rating fortyl
different speakers on eighty different messages, often with greatly
differring thgpea and always with different cogtent. The one exception

to this was the attitude change questionnaire which replicated almost

perfectly with the same identifyable factors extracted in both stqg3§ﬁp
- . ‘-é“,,-

The resultlng féctor score output from the above analysis was then
analysed using an analysis 6f variance. The attitude scale was analysed
using a 2 x 2x%2x2 design with the last index being repeatéd measures.
This stimulus channel x order x user channel x pre post test analysis
is shown in Table 21, ‘The semantic differential scales-wére similarly
analysed, this time using a 2+x 2 x 2 univariate and multivariate design.
This stimulus channel x order x user channel analysis for all the
semantic differential factor scores of the stage II Ss is shown in

Table 22. None of the Fs were significant, and few even approached
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{ o TABLE 18

Varimax Rotation of the Principal Components of the Communication Message
i -

Semantic Differential Scale Items of the Stage II Ss (n=80)

Factors \
I I1 Il1 v v VI VII~

Factor I < d
1. good-bad -86 -04 -17 -23 -16 -13 08
2. —passive , © -84 02 ~04 -04 c8- -04 01
3. persugsive-—unpersuasive -71 36 05 -12 =27 17 30
4. pleaghnt--unpleasant =69 - -20 -12 41 ~00 01 ~-29
5. weak~-strong - 69 709 00 38 18 ~05 -32

Gll--stimulating 66 41 -09. 40 07 - 01 -31
Fagtdr I1 l

[,/1. frustrates me--does not frustrate me 04 86 -06 =21 17 -08 18

2. hard to interpret what was meant—-— _ ' : '

easy t0rinterpiet'what_was meant -07 80 -03 30 19 18 04

—~Factor III
1.  exaggerated--unexaggerated 04 02 86 -06 (i;; 10 20
2. agree--disagree . ~G6 17 -69- ~36 =12 10 18
Factor IV '
h -

1. aimless~-directed 24 64 22 76 15 21 06
2. definite--vague =25 06 ¢l ~72 -03 21 18
3

+ clear--not clear S . -38 . -17 08 -60 00 -28 -13

of

Factor Vv

leaves me uncertain as to what to
think and do--makes it clear as to

what to think and do 15 16 -01 20 82 08 13

2. ‘cettain as to how I was to respond

to the message--not sure as to how _ o - . '

I was te respond to the message -28 =40 =24 -05 ~-68 =21 08
Factor VI an
1. long--short 03 ' -01 s 1y 17 88  -03

2. objective-~biased : 06 =32 - =26 36 11 -58 -03

Factor VII

1. ~complex--simple -22 18 14 01 10 03 84
Mixed . b

1. boring--cxciting el 38 16 42 20 02 -24
2. credible--unbelievable : -25 -17 -48  -64 16 12 -04

3. leaves me anxious—-~leaves me at ease =20 06 T =40 -09 54 =13 53



= R TR e

: > = — —————
1.  good--bad ' -84 T -04 -17 -23 -16 -13 08
2. active--passive -84 02 -04 -04 08 -04 01
3. persuagive-—unpersuasive . -71 36, 05 - =12 -27 17 30
4. pleasant--unpleasant . - -69 -20 12 -41 -00 01 =29
5. weak--strong ’ ~/69 -09 00 38 18 . ~-05 ~32
6. dull--stimulating 66 41 -09 40 07 01 =31
Fagtor IT )

. . _/\,/\ \_._. )

1. frustrates me--doés not frustrate me - o 86 ~06 ~-21 17 -08 18
2. hard to interpret what was meant<=  “_./ °

easy to interpret what was meant . ~07 80 ~03 30 19 18 04
Factor III
1. ‘exaggerated-~unexaggerated ' 04 02 86 =06 -06 10 20
2. - agree—-disagree . _ -06 17 -69 -36 =12 10 18
Factor IV
1. ailmless--directed 24, 04 22 Eaﬁ 15 21 06
2. definite--vague =25 06 01 -72 ~03 21 18
3. clear--not clear -38 =17 .08 -60 0o -28 ~-13

’ #

Factor V-

1. lecaves me uncertain as to what to

think af do--makes it clear as to

what to think and do 15 16 -01 20 82 08 13
2. certain as to how I was to respond :

to the message--not sure as to how '

I was to respend to the message -28 =40 =24 -05 -68 =21 08

TFactor VI —
,// .

1. long—-short o 03 =01 -06 11 17 - 88 ~-03
2. objectiv%;—biased 06 -32 =26 36 11 -58 -03
Factor VIT 1
1. complex--simple ‘k o ~22 18 14 01 10 03 84
Mixed |
1. boring--exciting 61 * 38 16 42 20 02 -24
2. credible--unbelievable -25 =17 =48 -64 -16 12 04
3. leaves me anxious——leaves me at ease -20. . 06 " =40 -09 54 -13 53
4. had trouble concentrating on message-- ) :

had no trouble concentrating on message 25 54 =04 32 12 41 33

. pA

-

*Some items have been reflected so they show primary loading on the first word on each bipolar scalej !

the de¥imal point has been omitted , N




Lo - TABLE 19
Varimax Rotation of the Principal Components of the Communication Channel

Semantilec Differentisl Scale Items of the Stage II Ss

/ , : ' Factors
' T T 11 v Y
Tactor 1
1. pleasant--unpleasant T 87 ~13 12 o 17 10
2. satisfies me--does not satisfy me « 183 =13 -09 31 .09
3. enjoyable--not enjoyable 75 04 =33 38 05
4, clear--not clear W 68 31 07 - 21 28
5. ‘important—-unimportant 67 =11 =43 07 08
6. credible-~unbelievable 65 18 -06 24 35
Factor I1 -
1. makes me feel other people are constantly N
aware of what I am doing--makes me feel
like T.am in private -04 -87 04 01 -04
Factor III
1. private--public 09 -03 79 -20 31
Factor IV
1. makes me tired--does not tire me -18 -05 23 ~81 -06
2. active—-passive 24 ~27 =11 79 - 22
3. aimless--directed : f//*\\\_ ~29 -45 -7 -67 ~01
Factor V
17 safe--dangerous 22 -01 21 -01 71
~
Mixed
1, . useful——useless . 52 -19 04 54 -35
2. direct--indirect : N 48 13 =30 51 09
3. pgood--bad 58 ~30 -04 58 ov
4, bcautiful——uglxﬁ ) 49 -60 ~11 21 28
5. colourful--coldurless &6 -Q8 ~-G6 - Q4 24
6. sccure-—insecure ’ ‘ 11 =11 =24 48 G5

*Some items have been reflécted so ,they show primary loading on the first word on each bipolar scale;

the decimal Eoint has been omitted { -




Semantic Differential Scale Items cf the Stage II Ss -«

Factors .
I 1T 111 , v Vv
Factor I
L. pleasant-~unpleasant 87 ' '-13 12 17 10
2. satlsfies me--does not satisfy me . 83 =13 -09 31 09
3. enjoyable--not enjoyablc ) 75 04 =33 38 05 -
4. clear--not clear 68 r— 07 . 21 28
5. importadt--unimportant . 67 -11 ~43 07 08
6. crediple—-unbelievable 65 8 -06 24 35
Factor IT “
1. makes me feel other people are constip€ly
- aware of what I am doing—-makes me feel
like I am in private =04 -87 04 01 =04
Factor III
1. private--public = 09 -03 79 -20 31
" Factor IV ‘ \\\\ ) v
- \-’/ -
1. makes me tired--does not tire me ~-18 -05 23 -81 =06 &
2. active——passive 24 =27 -11 79 22~
3. aimless--directed . -29 - =45 -17 -67 ~01
. _ . , - \
Factor V S~
1. safe--dangerous 22 =01 21 01 71
; —>'; o ' \
~ .
Mixed
1. useful—useless S 52 -19 . o4 54~ =35
2. dircct--indirect ) 48 13 -30 51 =09
3. pood--bad 58 =30 -04 58 ay
4, Dbeautiful--upgly _ 49 -60 -11 21 28
5. colourful--colourless ' 46 -Q¢ . ~-06 Q4 24
6. secure--insecure 11 . -11 =24 48 65
e
*Some items have been reflected so they show primary loading on the first word on cach bipolar scale;
the decimal point has been omitted "

~




 TABLE 20

Speaker Semantic Differentisl Rotated Factor Matrix Stage II

Differential Scale Items of the Stage IT Ss (n=80)

Factors

I1

ITI

Iv

v

Vi

VII

VIII

Factor I

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

weak--strong
indifferent--concerned
active--passive
unemotional--emotional
objective--biased

Factor I;

1.
2.
3.

friendly--unfriendly
liked--disliked
warm--cold :

Factor III

1.

2,
3.

can identify with him--cannot
identify with him’
credible--unbelieveable
good-~bad

Factor IV

1.

he sensed how I was reacting—
he did not sense how I was reacting

78
77
=74
71
68

-23

~10

01

-13
-26
-45

16

-26
10
31

-26
32

80
79
74

24
05
17

-07

-18
-12

~06

0L

09
33
-01

84

69

-18

05
~13
-18
-11

-26

10
-03

-02

08

-11

16
63
-10
-08
-06

-18

'_11'

-18
~02
~-23

=00

~17
-12
05
14
08

03
14
32

-01
11
09

-10
21
-16
-16
21

04
-14
17

~01
01
=00

-13

Factor V

1. pleasant~-unpleasant

Factor VI

1. he talked past me--he
never talked past me

2, I

clearly understood his

position--I never understood
his position

Factor VII -

1. 1

had the feeling he was never

talking directly to me--T felt he
was speaking directly to julc

Factor VIII

1. knowledgeable——ignoraﬁt

Mixed

12

41

10

10

19

15

-04

42

17

=73

09

-08

01

26

-81

77

-02

~03

94

-01

-22
<11
22
17
06

09
09
-Q2

-18
36
22

~14

83



4, unemotional--emoticnal 71 =26 -56 =11 —B! !! —!! !,l ll

5. objective--~blased 68 32 01 =26 -06 08 21 06
Factor II
1. friendly--unfriendly - =23 80 09 10 ~18 03 04 09
2, 1liked~-disliked -10 79 33 -03 = 05 14 =14 0§
3. warm--cold ' 01 74 =01 ~02 -11 32 17 ~-02
Factor IIIL
1. can identify with him--cannot ‘
U identify with him -13 24 84 08 -18 -01 -01 -18
2. credible-~-unbelieveable =26 05 74 22 ~02 11 01 36
3. good--bad =45 17 69 =11 -23 09 -00 22
‘Tactor IV
1. he.sensed how I was reacting--
he did not sense how I was reacting 16 ~07 ~18 -89 00 =01 -13 -14
Factor V
1. pleasant-—unpleasant 12 41 10 ~04 -73 26 -09 1L
Factor VI
1. he talked past me--he . -
never talked past me -01 -16 10 =09 09 -81 -03 07
2. I clearly understood his
position--I never understood .
his position =33 19 19 ~09 -08 77 =12 07
4
Factor VII
1. I had .the feeling he was never
talking directly to me--I felt he :
was speaking directly to me 12 02 =01 42 01 -02 94
Factor VIIL
1. knowledgeable——ignoraﬁt 4 -11 12 15 17 -16 -03 -01 83
Mixed‘.\\
1. boring--interesting 58 -38 =51 -02 G4 -06 -02 -05
2. self-assured--unsure of self ~51 45 34 13 14 -08 -07 34
3. dull--stimulating 66 ~-46 -36 04 18 -20 -01 -18
4, persuasive--unpersuasive 57 -21 43 21 =19 -10 =24 ~-14
-5, inexperienced--experienced 40 12 =54 -12 -08 02 . 11 -35
6. colourless--colourful 47 =14+ =17 33 64 -08 -09 -30
7. beautiful--ugly -04 58 01 -22 -09 26 -02 50
8. complex—-simple -18 -16 25 29 ~55 -41 . 10 05
9. understandable--not understandable 20 26 47 =01 10 .62 04 22
10. 1is sensitive to other's feelings—- ‘
isMyot sensitive to others =02 54 -13 32 -41 38 =10 -28
11. his intention was confused--his
intention was clear . 28 ~49. -25 -38 -12 -27 43 ~16

-

*Some items have been reflected so they show primary loading on the first word on each bipolar scale;

the decimal point hag been omitted.
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TABLE 22

Overall Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Variance of Message, Channel and Speaker

_ Overall M
Semantic Differential Factor Scores of Stage II Subjects
Univariate Fs ’ -
Message Factor Scores
Cha
Source - df 1 11 11T v A VI VII
— I , I
Stimulus Channel (sc) 1 A 1,086 1.542 1.515 —
Order (o) 1 1.516 1.502 2.003 , 1.345
. : - 1.474
User Channel (ue) 1 1,487
8¢ x o 1 1.603
. 1.2
SC X uc 1 1.953 1.560 1.579 1.147
0 x uc - 1 2.160 ' 1.269 1,004 1.563
. 1,031
sc ¥ 0 X ue 1 1.875 . 1.423
‘ . 1.1]



TABLE 22--Continued

ipeaker
Overall Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Variance of Message, Channel and Speaker
Semantic Differential Factor Scores of Stage II Subjects
Univariate Fs
i . S - :
Channel Factor Scores ' Speaker Tactor Scores
] .
VII »
I 11 ITI v v I 11 111 VI v VI VII  VIII
1.515
1.800 . 1.387 1.061
1.474 1.259 1.067 1.660
' 1.230 1.814 1,378 1.491
1.296 1.362 1.422 1.381 1.398 1.547
1.061 1,269
\\\v 1,031 1,737 1.022 y _ 1.128
1.111 1.310 1.439 - 1.016 1.325 1.203
S S L 3 b —
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gignificance. In light of this lack of significance, ng_attempt was
made to Interpret the extracted factors. As with the one-way message
analysed earlier, it appears that channel differences are not important

in the one-way reception of a communication.



DISCUSSION -

All of the predictibns made concerning the effects of a one~way stimulus
presentation via an A_o? AV cﬁanhel were net borne out by the data, des-
pite the highly intensive and extensive analysis performed. The one con-
clusion that can bé drawn is that, when communication is one-way, differences
betweeﬁ the A and AV channels are either non-exigstent or negligible with
this type of stimulus, a finding that is largely in agreement with the
literature in this area (Jones 1971, Wall & Boyde-197l, Mielke 1971, Boyde
& 'Perry 1972). The information processing channel differences predicted
'by.Hsia (1968a, 1968b, 1971) were also found to not even apprughh signifi-
cance, although diffé;ences in recall and equivocation Qere in the direction -
predicted. This would indica;e either that the measurements used.in the

s,

present study were either too imprecise to measure the subtle differences
- between the channels or that such an informatio; processing model 1is
largely inapplicable to the éomplex ﬁersuasive communications as were used
in the present expeéiment involving affective appeals apd rehtoric. In
view of the very slight differences obtained, the latter case seems a more
appropriate conclusion.

The differences between the same A and AV channels used for two-way

communication, however, were strikingly significant in the predicted

direction. The AV éhannel was rated as being more pleasant, enjoyable,

important, satisfying, Eélourful, beautiful and better in terms of a

general Evaluative dimension than the A only channel. These results :}@
were also obtained by Ch:istie (1973) in his amnalysis of four different |
modes of teleconferencing systems. The A channel, on the other hand,

was rated as being much more private than the AV channel in both studies,

whereas a Credibility component common to both studies was found to be

not significant in either study. The above would thus indicate that

the underlying channel differences are both strong, pervasive and applicable

57
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to both interpersonal and intergroup communications.

" The unique ICP paradigm used in tﬁe preéent study also showed a
number of interesting interactions between the channel of stimulus
presentation and the user channels of communication on a number of items
relating to the Privacy facﬁor. It would appear that’prior exposure
to a stimulus chanqel tends to influence the differential ratings og,
the two channels of user communication afterwards. This interaction

cauld be explained by some form of familiaritj/novelpy effect but there

1s not enough information at present‘to make such a detailed explanation.

Perﬁaps further studies using Ss with prior experience of botﬁ A and AV
channels d} two-way communication would be able to determine whether
this effect 1s intrinsiec to the channels of communication and the
sequence they are experilenced in, or whether they are purely due to the
prior experience of the S in using such channels.

The_éontent analysis of the stage I Ss verbal responses also
yielded some wvery interesting results. Contrary to expectation, the'
amount of information ;ransmitted was largely dependerlt on the channel
of communication usedf*rather than the original channel of stimulus
presentétion. This finding is in contradiction to.the results of
Peéry & Boyde (1972). The end result of the decoding group, however,
agrees with the Boyde & Perrys, (1972) findings showing no differences
between channels of presentétion, but the more detailed content analysis

og\?he interaction process of the present experiment showed results

»

which would not have appeared using the above authors' experimental

procedure. Whether the feedback inherent in the two-way design of
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the present experiment wés instrumental in determing the significant
differences found cannoE be answered with the aﬂailable iﬁformation.
Such an explanatioﬁ,'ﬁoweve:, appears feagible in light of the findings
by Chapanis et al (1972) indicating greater efficiéncy and accuracy
under communication rich conditions offering Bptimal interactive feed-
back. The question of the different content of the stimuli used in
tﬁe two‘experiments must also be considered as a pessible explanation.
The results shown by the verbal immediacy measures were also quite
different from the expécted. Contrary to the theorizing of Mehrabian
(1972, pp. 31-54), the S5 in the AV user group were found to show a
greater degree of verbal non~immediacy than the A user group, a result
that_wouia indicate that the more immediate a channel of communication
between two strangers, the less immediate the verbalizations. The
lack of significant findings.of the stage II Sg judging of the above
si;nificant immediacy differences would tend to indicate that other
factors must hav; béen influencing the results. These resulFs must
therefore be considered in light of certain peculiarities of the present
experiment., A ‘survey of the present data indicated thag\fif_fiﬁority
of the variance in the immediacy measures were largely due to spatio-
temporai differences, primarily expressed as very tenses. In other
words, the iﬁh;diacy expreésed appeared to relate to real temporal
_distance from the topic rather than an appliea psychological distance.
Thus, an accurate objective account gf'the preceding stimulus w;ula

necegsarily involve the continued use of the past tense, thus increasing

the Ss's immediacy score. All Ss tended to lapse into the present
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tense from time to time but did so significantly less under the AV
channel of cBﬁmuqicatioh use. This relationship between accurate object-
1lve reporting of the oriéinal stimulus and‘verbal immediacy is shown by
the relatively high correlation between the mean correct recall and
verbal immedi;cy expressed in the Ss's first communication (r = 0.397).
In the present experiment, the degree of immediacy thus appears to be
more‘a function of accurate objective recall Eg}her than a measurement

of any type of affect. When interpreted, the immediac& data agrees

very muéh with the interpretations given above regarding the user channel
of-communication effects on recall.

The considerable differences noted between the effects of a one-way,
as opposed to a téo—way channel are somewﬁat difficult to explain clearly.
The essentiél information carrying capacity of the two channels must
be assumed to be an intrinsic quality of the channel used and therefore
identical in both cases, such that the differences‘found must be attribut-
able to the opération of some alternative faétor. The primary difference
between the one-way and two-way channels therefore must be related go
the interaction process inherent in the two-way design, and in particular
to the differential feedback of the A and AV channels. In the present
experiment, éhe A channel feedback was extremely limited to uh-huhs
to convey undétstanding, and even these were rather infrequent.. The
visual non-verbal feedback was also controiled to an extent, but it was
necessarily present and ongolung during the ﬁhg}g_communication process.
It is highly likely that thisuis the main factor responsible_for the

different information recall differences of the Ss. The fact that the

AV channel was also rated as more pleasureable would tend to indicate

»
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that this feedback was not stressful in nature and that the probe question
"can 'you remember anything else?" was not perceived as a stress type
interview to elicit greater recall, at least under the AV channel situa-

tion. (The possibility that this was more stressful under the A channel

conditions cannot be discounted, but there is no evidence that would

indicate thig). Thus it would be plausiblé to assume that the implicit
nonverbal communications of the confederate thus facilitated the Ss
recall of the stimulus énd was positive in nature. Further research,
however, must be done before the above can be stated in direct as

opposed to hypothetical terms.

LY
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- APPENDIX A .
ATTITUDE SCALE B

The purpdse of this rating scale Is to determine how you feel. or what you

think about .the subject of the movies. Please read through the following ten
statements and indicate to what extent you agree or disagrees with them by encirclin
the appropriate number. For example, 1f you agree highly with the first statement

4

you would circle . |If you disagreed, but not extremely, you would clrcle the

etc. Please answer the questions' quickly and directly, as it is your immediate

Impressions that we want. On the other hand, do not be careless because we want
your frank and +rue impressions. Thank you for your kind cooperation.

2.

9.

" 10.

| am tired of the movies, | have segn’too many poor ones. Sl
Absolutely
Highly agree Agree Doubtful * Disagree Disagree
, f 2 3 ) 4 ) 5
~ U :
Movies are all right, but a few of them give the rest a bad name.

| 2 3 5 5

-

Movies are just a harmless pastime. _
I 2 DT s - 4 5
The movies are good clean entertainment. _
| ' 2 3 ’ 4 - 5
I'g neyer'mlss the moviés if we didn'+ have them. ,
| 2 : 3 4 . 5
Sometimes | feel that the ‘movies are desireable and sometimes | doubt I+,
[ .2 -~ 3000 4 A 5
A-good -movie. is the best entertainment that can be obtained cheaply.
T . 2 - 3 .4 _ 5
A 'movie once in a while is a good thing for everybody.
|~ 2 30, ~ 4 5
| like the movies as +hey are bechse l‘go to be en+8r+ained, not educated.
[ 2 -3 & ' 5
. - v ’ : ) o
I tike o see other people enjoy movies whether | enqu them or not.
T _ 2 -3 . g 5
. , N
f . . 62 . »
'y . Alf"ﬁ . . . ‘

'
1
i
H
!
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The purpose 6f thls rating scale is to d
think about the message you Just heard.
or phrases |lsted below most applles to t

For example, note that the first two wo
exclting on the right. If you felt that +
would clrcle the 3 on the left nearest the
message was extremsly exciting you would clrele the 3 on +h
the word "exclting".

excitlng you would clr

|
APPENDIX B

r

Communication Message Rating Scale

3 means that the closest word applies extremely
2 means that the closest word applies definitely

The message |s to be rated on each of the tw
one of the numbers between each palr of
In meaning in&ih&“&olloying manner .

etermine how you feel -or what you
You are to judge which of the two words
he message you just heard, as you see it.

o words or phrases by circling

| means that the closest word applles somewhat
-0 means neutral or that neither word applies

words which are opposite or nearly opposite -

rds are boring on the left and
he message was extremely boring, you
word "boring".

If you felt the

e right closest to
If you felt the message was definitely but not extremely
cle the 2 closest to "exclting", ete.

" * .Please answer all the scales. Do not leave any blank. Make each Item a

separate jJudgement and do not look back and fo
are no right and wrong answers.
we want, please go as quickly as

rth through the [tems.

Obviously there

Since it is only your Immediate Impresslons that

you can.

because we want your frank and true Impresslons.

boring

dul |

clear

cb Jective
actlive
weak
‘persuasive
" good
pI;asanf
exaggerated
-credible

{ong

definite

3
3

2

2

I 0. 1

1 o 1

NCORNONORNN N nf? NN NN

exciting
stimulating
unélear
biased
passive
strong
unpersuasive
bad
unpleasant’
unexaggerated
qnbe]iqyable
shokT‘

vague

On the other hand, do not be careless



comp | ex

/“

Ieaveé me uncertain of
what to think and do

leaves me anxlous
frustrates me
agree

almless

cortaln as to how | was

supposed Yo respond
to message

hard to interpret what
was meant

" “had trouble concentrating

on the message °

3

3

slmple

makes it clear as to
what to think and do

leaves me at ease
is not frustrating

disagree -

3//*Elrecfad

not sure as ‘o how
I was fo
respond

easy to interpret
what was meant

had no frouble concentratin
on the message




APPENDIX C

Communication Channel Rating Scale i

-

The purpose of this rating scale is to defermine how you feel or think
about the communication channel you just used, as compared fo other available
channels. You are to judge which of the two words or phrases listed beiow
most applies to the communication channel you used as you view It in comparison
with other alternative channels such as a face to face lecture, eic.

A

The communjcation channels to be rated on each of the two words or phrases b:
clrcling one of the numbers between each pair of words-which are opposite or
nearly opposite In meaning, as you did on the previous scale. FPlease answer
all the scales and do not |eave any bilank.
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useful ; 2 1 0 Il 2 3 useless
direct 3 2 I 0 | 2 3 indirect
clear 3 2 b0 I 2 3 not clear i
active 3 2 | O |- 2 3 passive
goed 3 2. 1! O bad
pleasant 3> 2 | 0 unpleasant
almless™ 3 2 | O directed »
satisfies mé 3 2 | 0 does not satisfy me
enjoyableJU 3 2 1 0 not enjoyable
credible | 3 2 1 0 unbelievss$;
beauffful 3 2 P -0 ugly
private 3 2 1 0O public ~ *
colourful 3 2 1 0 coloﬁrless -
makes me tired 3 2 I 0 does not ﬁéke me tlired
secure 3 2 | 0 inseéure
Important 3 2 | O ,unlmpérfanfv
| safe 3 2 1 O dangerous )
ﬁakes me feel other makes ﬁe feel |
people are constantly am In
aware of what -l am doing 3 2- 1 O private



APPENDIX D -

. SPEAKER RATING SCALE

The purpose of this rating scale is to determine how you think or
feel about the speaker you just heard. You are to Judge which of the two words
or phrases |isted below most applles +to the speaker as you view him. :

The speaker Is to be rated on each of the two words or phrases by clrcling
-one of the numbers between each pair of words with opposite or nearly opposte
meaning, as you did on the earller scales. Again, please answer all the scales
and do not [eave any blank.

boring 3 2 I ¢ | 2 3 interesting
friendly ' 0 I 2 3  unfriendly i
gelf—assured I 0 ] 2 3 unsure of self
liked | 0 | 2 3 disliked !
dul f 3 2 1 0 ! 2 3 sfimulafing
indl fferent 3 2 I -0 | 2 3 concerned A
knowledgeable 3 2 1 0 |, 2 3 Ignorant
objective 3 2 & 0 1 2 3 blased _
active 3 2 | o0 I 2 3 passive } |
weak 3 2 1 0 Y ‘2 3 strong
warm 3 2 | Ofl I 2 3 cold
parsuasive 3 2 Il © r 2 3 uﬁpersuasive
good 3 2 | 0 | 2 3  bad
pteasant _3 2 I 0 l 2 -3 unpleasant
1nexperlenceg 3\ 2 1 ¢ 1 2 3 experienced:
credible '3 2 1 0 1 2 3 ubsllevable
) unemotional 3 2 1 0 | 2 3 emotional
colouriess . 3 2 I '0 P2 3 colourful
beautiful 3 2 F 0 1 2 3 gy
complex 3 2 | o | 2 ? simple .
understandable 3 2 | 0 1 2 3 not undersfandaﬁle
is sensitive to Is not sensitive to
others feeling 3 o 1 2 '3 others feellngs
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can’ Identify with him
his Intention-was confused

he sensed how [ was reacting

he falked past me

| had the feeling he was
never talking directly to me

I clearly understood his
position

3 2
3 2
3 2
3 2
3 2
3 2
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cannot identify with him

his intention was clear

he did not sense.how | was

reacting
he never talked past me

I' felt he was speaking
directly to me

| never understood his
position

|



APPENDIX E

User Comrurnication Chunnsl Ratina Sczale

The purpese of inhis scale is io gefermine how ycou feel or what you
think about the dif ferent channels of cevmunicztion you have just usad, but
this time from the coint of view of zn informatizn sender. You zre tc
Jjudge which of the following words cr phrases {isted belew most applies
to the concept of a) 2 video-phone chapnel and b} a telephone channel.,

Both concepts are to pe rated by circling the appropriate number, as

you did on the previous scales, but fhis time you will have to fill

out fwo scales, one for the video-phone chznnel and one for the telephone
channel. Plezase answer all the scales and do not leave any blank.

Video-phone Channel

useful 2 1 o - 2 3 useless
direct 3 ¥ I 0 I 2 3 indirect
active 3 2 | 0 l 2 3 passiﬁe
weak 3 2 P 0 I 2 3 strong
~ :
good 3 2 | i 2 3 bad
pleasant 3 2' T 0 ! z2 3 ﬁ_ugpleasanf
colourful 3 2 - ‘0 1z Sl&?éolourless
N _Lmakes me tired 3 éw i 0 | 2 §' dbes not tire me
private 3 .2 10 i 2 3 ﬁubllc,\
shi%able for. discussicns , suifablémbnly.for
with close, intimate friénds 3 1&\ l;. 0O | 2% 3 common gossip
secure 3 2 ‘ I 0 I 2 3 insecure X
enjoyable 3 2 170 1 2 3 not enjoyapey
credible 3 2 1 0 . | 2 '3 unbelievable
beau?i%uls 3 2 1 %r I 2 3 ugly
:VH _ Uimporfanf -3 3’ i 0 I 2 3 unimportant
| X safe 3 2 | 0 | 2 3 dahgerous
setisfiesme 3 2 1 O 1 2 3 goes noT.sa+i3fy me

-




| felt the other person was
uncertain whether | was
listening or not

makes me fee! other people

are constantlyaware of
what | am doing

useful
direct
active

weak

good

co]ourful

makes me tired

private

suitable for discussions with

close, intimate friends
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secure
en joyable
credible

beautiful

Imporfan+

safe
satisfies me

I felt the other person was

uncertain whether | was -

listening or not

pleasant” -

Teleshone Channe|

32
3 2
3 2
3002
302
302

2
3 2
5 2
3.2
3 2
3, 2
302
3 2
302
3 2
302
32

0

&
I Félf the other nerson’
was certain-that

2 3 was listening
makes me feel Iike\k
I am in '

2 3 oprivate

2 3 useless

2 3 indirect

28 3 passive

]

2 3 strong

2 3 bad

2 3 unpleasant —

2 3 colourless

2 3 does not tire me

2 3  public
A\
sultable only for

2\ 3 common gossip

3 Insecure

2 3 not enjoyable
2 3 unbellevable
2.3 ugly
~2 3 'udTmpOrTanT
I "% 3 dangerous

2 3 does not satisfy me
I felt the 6Ther person
wasyceriain that '

2 3 I was-iistening

aw



makes me feel other people
are constantly, aware of
what | am doing

s

i

3

2
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2

3

4

makes me feal
ITke | am in
private

AN
Sina
i



APPENDIX F

o 4
T

Persuasive Argument /
0f all the forms o ss entertalmment, movies have been the subject 1
: : L
of the most extravagant ims. It is @y/tﬁfent here to examine some

-

’ L
of these claims.

Sowe movie makers have gone on record as éaying that too much
intellect or profundity in films subtracts from ﬁheir entertalnment
function. This claim is fallacious. What the majbrity of American
film-makers have doné is to take the world's most powerful instruqfnt

of communication and play over and ?jfr, time and time again the same

-

tuné—fchOps;ickq. - Kt
Another claim madelin the defense of today's movies is ﬁhat they
present life iargely as the audience prefgrs. Real people and réal
problems on the screen are not enfertaining, and so ; superficial pic-
ture of reality is the norm., It seems that movies, for the most part
are.shallow, false.and cliche cluttered; inspired by the same idilot
muse that enables countless TV viewers to submit uncomplainingly to
the banalities of;the.sopp opera and rbutine terror of the adult detective
story.
Many people have justified the use of stereotypes in films. . As
film is mass entertainment, there must be soée commoq.denominator.
These same people give you the.éycle. Somebody makes a moneymaking
western and two months later that'shall you can see at the theatre—- v

offshots. We are treated to outlaw cjcles, romance cycles, gangster

cycles, noétalgia cycles and most recently, the disaster cycle.

. 72 .
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The effects of all this grusome behaviour on people's minds may

never‘he accdrately assessed, but.directors and producers justify im<
moral and ultra-violet films as artistic expression. But in man} films
of this type, a truer description of the conﬁgnt would be sensationalism
for‘£ox office attraction. Research has shown that a particularly
powerful presentation can do much to undermine wha;\parénts and other
responsiblg\fgents of our society have taught. There are cases on
record to show that children and adults have committed anti-social aéis
gfter seeing a movie_in wﬁich'these'ware carefully outlined. It is
certain that a great deal of the bruta%ity Presented to children is
éutside of Lheir normal experience, and vivid preséntatiéns must have
some effect. It is estimated that a chlld of twelve haéial;eady seen
over two thousand homicidés on film and television. 1Is this good

.

entertainment? ) *

Some moviemakers complain of the difficulty in making educational ,
Tfilms. In a pluralistic soclety there 1s too much disagreement over

the nature of truth the& say. But tio assert that truth is so varied

Y

that its compunication is impossible in movies to display an.extreme
lack of comprehension of the nature of truth. A pluralistic democracy
derives its dynamism from thé friction of ideas.

Fiimmakers are in an industry, and as such, the'biggest factor in
the making of pictures is its saieability-—ﬂ9t its‘arti;tﬁg.content.

Combined with outrageous prices for two hours in a theatre, this

+

concentration on money is an insult to the public,

»
- »
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As entertaimment, the great majority of films a;e falling so short
that box office receipts are down once agaiﬁ. To blame this @ tele~
vision is an inadequate answer. Going to the movies is a risk of both
time and money. 'Perhaps it is best to stay at home aﬁa read a good |

‘book. A



1)

2)
3)
k)
5)
6)
73

8)
%)

16)'

11)
12)

13)
1h)

15)

" 18)

i?),

18)

19)

20)

-

disagreement over the npature=of truth:\\‘
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APPENDIX G
"Scoring Criterion ‘ Score
¥ovlies have ieen subject to the most extravagant claims as compared 1
‘to all other forms of mass communicatlon,
Too much intellect or profundity detracts from entertainement - false, 2
most movies are repititious andl shallow 1
claim; movies are taildred to the audience's preferrence. 1
0 ' I

reality is not entertaining therefore movies present superficiality 2.
Movies are shallow false and cliche cluttered, 1
The same factors that’ ehable TV viewers to watch TV soap operas and 1
routine TV detectlve stories influence movlie producers today.

ueoreotyning is used qs a common denominator for mass entertainment 1

he same thinking (persons) produces cycies - similar offshcots of 1
succesful fllms, - ~

Dutlaw, romance gangster nostalgla and disaster cycles have been i.

produced. ’ -\\\\\\_—_ﬁ

Disaster cy01es have been the most recent. ’//’f~f’ i

Tt is difflcult, Af not impossible to ascertain the effect of novies 1

on society,

Directors and producers justify sex and violence as artistic expression, 1

. Cod

This is mostly sehsationalism for profit. g 1

Studies have shown such films corrupt people '( go against the teachings 1

of parents and responsible citizens). Cm—

Thexre are recorded cases of children carrying out anti—social acts . 17

after viewlng them on-the screen. .

P ) .

Children don't see this violence ncrmally therefore there nust be . 2

some effect on the children,

A 12 yr. old child has seenover 2 thousand honocides.’ 1.

Querry: is this good enterta1nment7 T L

It is diffieunlt to make edvcational movies because there is too much 2




21)

22)
23)
24)
25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

Scoring Items (2)

To say thaﬁﬁruth is so varled its communication is impossible shows-
a lack of understanding of the nature of truth.

Democracy gets its dynamlsm from the friction of ideas.

Films are an industy.

Therefore saleabllity is of more Amportance than artistic value.

The high price of viewing a film and this concentratlon on money

76

is an insult to the publiec. *
Movies today are such bad entertainment that box office receipts are 2
down.
Blaming this on TV is 1padequaie. 1
-Going to the movies is a risk of wasting your time and money. 2
Perhaps it 1s better to stay home and read a book. 2
Totai 38



APPENDIX H

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE SUBJECTS

Stage I Subjects

Upon reporting for the experiment, the stage I Subjects were given

the following instructions:

"We are interested in finding out how people in general
perceive media presentations. We have, therefore,
Prepared a message on the movies which we will broad-
cast over the TV (substitute speakerphone for A only
group) you see in front of you. The message itself
is a short talk made by a visiting professor of communi-
cation arts on the topic of the current status of the
movie industry today. We would like you to listen
carefully to it as you will be asked some questions on
it later. After it is over, we would like you to fil1
Out some questionpaires and briefly give an accurate
as possible account of what you have just seen (or
hedrd) to someone who did not have the opportunity of
seeing (hearing) the original presentation. Thank you
very much for your cooperation."

ht
After the Ss have received the stimulus presentation, and filled in
the semantic differential scales, they were given the following instructions:

"We would like you to prépare some kind of summary of
what you just saw (heard), in order to tell someone
who did not have the opportunity of seeing (hearing)
it herself. You will, however, only be able to communi-
cate via the video-phone (speakerphone system) you see
in front of you, so please keep this in mind when
You are preparing what to say. Please do not write any-~
thing down though. The person you will be communicating
wlth has been asked ro say as little as possible to give
you more time to tell her the essentuals of the media
. Presentation you just saw (heard). The equipment works
' by voice alone, so all you have to do is talk naturally
and the other person will be able to hear you. Are
there any questions? Good. You now have 3 minutes
to prepare and think about what you will. After this
time, someone will contact you via the videophone '
(speakerphone) in front of you. Please try and give
her an as accurate an impression of the presentation as
is possible via a videophone (or speakerphone).

77



The confederate will then contact the S and initiate the session by

the words:

"I understand that you have just seen (heard) a
broadcast about thé movies. I did not see (hear)
it and I was wondering if you could please tell me
something about it?"

The instructions to the S for the second and final communication by the
Subjects was:

"That was very good. Now I would like you to again

prepare ‘some kind of a summary to tell someone, only
this time you will only be able to communicate via
speakerphone {(videophone}, so please keep this in
mind when you dre preparing what to say. The person
you will be communicating with has been asked to say
as little as possible to give you more time to tell
her all the essentuals. The equipment works the
same as before. Are there any questions? Good.
You now have 3 minutes to prepare and think about
what you will say. After this time, someone will
contact you via the speakerphone (videophone) in
front of you., Please try and give an as accurate
an impression of the presentation as is possible

“over a speakerphone (or videophone).

Stage II Subjects

The final stage II Subjects were given the following instructions:

"We are interested in finding out how people in general
perceive different media presentations. We are going
to show you a videotape (audliotape) of an interaction
between two people, one of whom is trying to tell the
other about a broadcast she just saw (heard). We
would like you to watch (listen) carefully to it as
you will be asked some questions on it later. After
it is over, we would like you to fill out a question-
naire on your feelings towards it. Thank you very
much for your cooperation.”
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