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ABSTRACT

The fundamental lnitc cf the fund&zcnal -approach to
the study of mass communication aré emkodied in twc cf ‘its o
criticisms. The first weakness is ip its lcgical structure and the -
second involves the limits that are set Ly known nethods. Functional °
analysis has difficulties ax a meaningful 'research fperspective
because the process of mass coamunicaticn is unnsually cosplex; it
does not meet the rigorous assumption of linearity in causal
relationships that is essential to establzshing the rules in the
functional model. Functional analysis, therefore, as it ap;lies to
the operation of the mass-media as a sccial system, is useful in only
a limited Sense. It gives an explanation for the major components of N
a system, how the information flows within the systes, and how
influence within and between components operates. The uses and
gratifications approa€h can clarify some of the limitations of "the .
functional approach, but some guestions must still be answered before
.the utility of the uses and gratificaticns theory can be estimated. '

_Functional aealysis and uses and gratifications tkeo have exglained
some of the effects that canm occur, but little is kncwn akout the
rangé of uses and gratifications that dc cccur. Although the L
sociology of comaunication has been essentially fumctionalist to
date, it is time tq look elsewhere. (JF) .
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' Deiinition '/ ‘ - -

The conceptual d1yers1ty of funct1ona11sm has been well- documented

by Davis (1959) but a review of representat1ve positions may be usefu1
for this symposium: For Spencer (1964; p, 1), an anthropo]og1st Mthe ~ ‘
funct1ona1 approach is at’ base simple; it seeks to do no more than to
assay the p]ace of a part1cu1ar e]ement of cu]ture of societal 1nst1-
tutions in relation to other elements.™ St1nchcombe (1968 p. 58)
cons1ders function exp]anat1ons_as—those "in which a structure or an
act1v1ty is caused indirectly by 1ts consequences ., " Flanigan and
Fogelman (1965 p. N2), ,on the other hand, think functionalism means )

. . merely that in analyzing some phenomena "the . . . scientist will be

- concerned with, among other things, the functions or purposes served

by the phenomena " Systems ana]ys1s has sometimes been cons1de£eg_gn__.

applied form of funct1ona11sm Brown (1970; p. 120) quotes~QUade as-. 3.

def1n1ng a systems ana]ys1s as "an analytic study e character1zed by

. T a systémat1c and rational approach [in which] alternat1ve courses of

“—

- actlon [are] compared in 11ght of their poss1b1e consequences " In our
. own field Kline (1972, p. 26) retarns to Merton (as quoted by Nright)oa

major source\of the development.of functionalism. His definition now
‘thrice removed from the original reads: - “Functional analys1s to a
great extent, is concerned w1th examining those consequences of soc1a1
phenomena which affect the normal operation, adaptation, or adjustment
of a g1ven system: 1nd1v1dua1s, _subgroups, soc1a1 and cu]tural systems "
The 1nterp7etat1ons of Merton' Z/ﬁef1nit1on have brought us macro-func-

ﬂt1ona1istss(whﬁch are further divided into 1deograph1c macro-funct1on-

,g',ﬁ-. st

~N
N
£,

; .- ;ngts and'nomethet1c macro-funct1ona11sts), micro-functionalists,

irical funct1ona1{sts5veclect1c funct1ona11sts, structural
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functiona]isté'gﬁd, of course, a funétioné]isﬁ for each of the social
sciendés--economig‘functiona1isﬁ, socio]ogic;1 functiona]ism;’etc;

Most recently Swansgn°(1977; p. 218) has identified use§‘and grhtifica—
tions research a; a jnember of'the functionalist cémp,'saying that "the
intellectual oribins...as well -as the fypicé] study are-clearly fuqc-.'

-”tiona]ist.@.‘§ug::on'doés'not:~h6w§6ér’provide us with additional |

ature of functioagiismﬁ

~

insight into the

We will not try to resolve this.situatioﬁ for as Davis (1959;

TN p. 758) writes, fSo many have triéd this--notably Merton Levy, Radc1liffe-

Brown--without visiB]y improving, general usage that one is forced to

view the diversity itself as an essential rather than an accidental

feature of the Situation...." a

" What we will do is attempt to use the term consistently., We will~
<, o ~
dismiss the interrelationist definition as nori-distinctive, avoid the

teleological definition of Malinowskj and furtﬁér find the fbnctionl

as-an-item-among- tems notion perhaps reasonable byt iﬁadéquaie to

provide the essence of functionalism. Our defihitionlyill-bé%that of
v,
Martindale (1960; p. 465) who states: . T e b
. . ‘ < a, - ‘;’J
. Functionalism reaches its distinctive subject matter-when:it Pakes
the organism-1ike system as its peculiar object of’'study and conceives
of this as the primary subject matter of ... ana]ysis,“s%udxing all
. other items as system-détermined and system-maintaining.® .
: EY ! Jo . L0 B '
Criticisms ) g

The crit%cs and criticisms of‘functiona1ism’and its yhﬁjantﬁ are'

many: Jarvié (1965; p. 18) lists the difficulties of functibnaﬂfsh as

"its lack of Exp]anatgrj power, it§'un§atisfaéioriness as -explanation,

and the constricting effect of its assumptions about .the nature ‘and . ;‘

workings of social Systems." Davis (1959) states that functionalism

is vulnerable to the charge of inverif

- s

ied thgbrizing,ﬁ'buquned"wﬁqb

)
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‘ the‘50'§. There do appear, however, to be certain criticisms which

* embody the fundamental 1imits of the functional approach. We shall-con-

4

£

-research" with .1ittle predictive uti]i%y.

_thfough different disciplines during its phenomenal growth period of

N N ' .. . ' ) -3-

"weak " tefmino]og}, "heavily deductive" and susceptible to teleolpgical
and ideological interpﬁetations, Mills~(1959; p. 49) finds the grand
theory of the functionalists "about 50 per cent verbié@e; 40 per cept

is well-kdown textbpok sociology. Thetother 10 percent ... I am will-

ing to ]eavelégen...." Martindale (1965; p. 143) a most productive

/ -
critic, while still an. apologist for functionalism notes eight "pginci- ¢
T 3 ‘_

pal charges against functionalism: ) s

its Tack of reference to objective
reality; (3) its teleological evertones; (4) its faulty distinction
between individual and social determinants of behavior; (5) its use
of static models which do not permit analysis of change; (6) its
consgrvatism through stressing of the functional to the exclusion
of the dysfunctional; (7) its inability to prove that an activity
is essential to the survival of the system; and (8) its claim to
be unique in re]ating all social phenomena into one system of

\  thought." , K¢

Q’"(l) its verbal obscruity; (2)

~

Swanson (1977) in reviewing the uses and gratifications approach finds
it deficient because of a "vague conceptual frameworkf; "lack of pre-

-—

cision in major concepts"; "confused egp]anatory apparatus" and a "fail-
ure to Qiew perception as an active‘précessw" Finally, Anderéon and‘ :
Meyer (1975a and 1975b) have found the application of functionalism to

the sfudy—of the mass media to be dependent on_ faulty de;initions and
inadequate data collettions 329 in§uffic1ent }heoretica1 framework .

These writers further, describe«its method as "a\coliectioﬁ qf scien- *
tific.proverbs" the consequences of which are:af best "ZE§p§hot
1 _ Many of.the ériticisms which are iisted are of an applications | .

" ] .
nature and are more the product of a particular -focus. rapidly spreqding

LR

sider two: the lim%ts due to the ]ogicai structure of functioné]ﬁanqusis;g{

. ¢ .
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‘ agd the limits due to knewn methods of practice.

‘iimits of Functional Analysis Due to Logical Structure

- . ' : . 4.

-

. . -
Jarvie (1965) tells us that, a weakness of functional analysis is

, that it fails to "sat1sfy the -demand for logical-validity of the der1va-

) t1on" (p”22

To demonstrate this weakness cons1dér the following
deduct1on (the form of which was drawn 11beraﬁ1y from Jarvie):

Us1ﬁg Lasswell's funct1ons wé/could wr1te ) .

B (x) People in all’ soc1et1es need to transmit their cu]ture to the mem-

©

" center our argument on the absurd initial condition (Y).

o sequence the statement takes on the character of an irreduc1b1e postulate’
. o ¢

»

bers of -their society.

(Y) The mass med%a are‘the only way'that that culture can be transmitted.

»

(C) Transm1ss1on of cu]ture is a causally significant function of the
structure--mass media. =~ .

It is not likely that our argument.would be withltheory (X); we would.

.

We can readily -
Ay .
reduce the argument by chang1ng thefinitial condition statement to read:

(Y) The mass med1a aré 6ne way in which the culture may be transmitted,

»

By.do1ng so, however we are ynable to falsify ourfconc1us1on

As a com-

with no power of exp1anat1on

Y ~

T -

@

.

-
: )

Jarv1e further argues that functional exp]anat1ons fail the test of
at1sfactor1ness (1 e. a]low1ng the independent testing of the terms)

For examd%e c1a1m1ng that the mass media provide the requisite function

of transmission of culture and that when the observation hs made that

.

culture is transm1tted 2 test of that functfon is provided is a clear

3 o o

: tautq}ogy R ' SRR .

: F]an1gan and Foge]man (1965) prov1de another sylog1st1c form®of ¥

fuqct1ona1 reason1ng Aga1n we adapt 1t to ‘the Lasswellian funct1ons
(X) If the mass medta are to be adequately maintained under present

. conditions then the requ1s1te functions. of surve}11ence transmission .
of cu]ture and correlat1on must~be preformed . ;

7

~
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(0) The mass media are being.maintained adequate]y{i/
(C) The rlquisfte functions are bejng performed.

This test lTacks explanatory power because it fails to prov1de any evi-

]

dence for the necessity of the so-ca]]ed requisite functions and for the
1inkage between thé function and the structure. ' What it does prov1de
. \' : is a c1rcular explanation for the ex1stence of structures known to ex1st
prior to the observations. T : .
The other syllogistic form of the structural funct1oha1 argumen; 1s -
as follows (‘again adapted from Flanigan and Foge]man) . . ”"}—
.. (X) If requisite functions, survellience, ‘transmission of cu]tune \
and correlation are being performed .this will be accomplished by exlsgr
ing structures.
e ) \ -~ ' -
. (0) Requisite functions are being performed - ( ’
’ L
(C)- Requ1s1te functions are be1ng performed by ex1st1ng structures. R
This sy]]og1sm would, of course, caus,*the funct1ona11st to begin a
search for the.structures now known to exist, If none were “found ﬁnned-

1ate1y,'one'musf simp1y search harder. Ident1f1cat1on of "structure;{"

. . wh1ch cou]d provide for these functions would lead to a statement of- the

first type wh1ch would then comp]ete the ling of reasonlng Note that

on]y two observations are necessar<-to satisfy thquyﬂ1og1sms wh1ch

3

Flanigan and Foge]man have developed. (1) that(functmns deemed req-
u1s1te are being performed and (2) that systems capab]e of prdviding
for these functions are being ma1nta1ned It"is our conc]us1on_that s
the reasons the funct1ona1 argument is based on these two olgser\fations~

. -1s because structrual-ana]ysfs permits onlu these two observations ‘
Ahat 1s to Say that the inherent limit to the structura] funct1ona1 no
line of reasoping is unverified acceptance of the not1on§ of “requi-~

4

S site functioﬁs" and of “structures (1. e. organized, regularized means )"

6

which provide ‘them. . . ' - o T\\\\J\ '
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{ Cons1der if you will the three alternat1ves~perm1ss1b1e in a

' N

structura] functional argument about the relat1onsh1p between the struc-
tures and the causal functions: We can first argue from the‘premise

‘- that the existence of a funct1on is sufficient and necessary for the
-\

. existence of a s¢/stem. Th1s aggument in turn. specifies a given struc-

. - o
7 .

({he two headed arrow denotes a
1y s1gn”T‘Eant funct1on )

ture for each function. Or graphlcally:

‘ cS}<-¢--F]; Sza-_-)Fz; ..

e . ]

. Sﬁeaan

This relat1onsh1p is a perfect tautology a the definition of the func-
t1on 1nc1udes the def1n1t1on of the structure and hence prov1ded no  new
exp]anation ‘

Or we might: begin with the prem1se that a structure can prov1de for ‘
multiple funct1ons but some*subset of those funct1ons is causally s1g-

nificant of that structure and that structure alone. Q_aph1ca]1y that

- ¢ . . i

F
: 51”//’/ F; , Q S \ '

reldatiopship can be shown as:
¥

Q. Fe
< Sn - :’ N
R \ Fn - ) N \
q

Clearly this is the ;dea] state for funct1ona1 ana]ys1s It pexmits- the
search for causally s1gn1f1cant funct1ons and the dey‘.opment of power~"
, ful theories. _The pseful character1st1cs are (1) a causal reduction of
elements (2) 1nh1bit1on of the funct1on results in the structure exhib-
1ting retrograde atroph1cation, and A3) 1nh1b1tion of the structure

" results 1in the funct1on not be served -for a period of tranS1t1on until

. .. -
- . r) -
, L ) . .o
r / ) . <. - 8,! Y

b\ T ’ . ¢
o . A
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. era] causa]]y s1gn1f1cant functions and that a funetion may I mof1vate

- multiple structures

. m . s M
) . .

a new structure is devedoped

' And f1na1l} we can argue that a g1ven structure may provxde,sev-'
Emr,‘w
That is, the re]ationsh1p betueen structures and
functionsin a social organization may have considerablg causal .overlap.

’

We "can display th1s§(e1at1onsh1p as: .’ ' ’ . s -

N "_Sn <—— ?; o '
N , , - , : —
While this last case séemsﬂaﬂmuch more realistic notion for mbuern |
ccmplex societies, it presents intrinsic difticu]ties for analysis. In
the first~p1ace'there°is no causal reduction; i.e., t:e:e is no Tﬁhit ‘on
the numher of structures wb1ch may deve]op to ¢erve the same funct1on
‘Second there is no Kknown method of estab11sh1ng a ,Jinkage between a
structure and a funct1on° Inh1b1t1ng the function will cause no st?ﬁf\~\\\
tura] decay as other funct1ons are structurally s1gn1f1cant, 1nh1b1t1ng
/the structure will not lead to new structural development as a]ternate )
structurés already exist. The crucial requirement of cofitrol is lacking .
in a plunﬁstic-society
Limits Due to Knowhfﬂgthods

v -

Hempel 1n his ana]ys1s of the logic of functionalism first considers .

<

) the logical def1ci hcies of the functional form (an ana]ys1s from which

. ~
e . 5
. .
- . .
*
rd
. - . .

9 =~ .

o .




_conditions uere met.f Thus 9ny failure to Confirm Zan be dismissed by . " - '

L ./ . - s . ]
. . ?
< - ' ] “~ . . . \) 8
4. » N . - -
) C : ¢

the Jarv1e and the Flanigan ‘and Foge]man d1scuss1ons were clearly der1ved) o

-

s

and then rotes two add1t1ona1 areas where actual functional ana]y§"’have _

failed to meet thé genera] standards of scﬁent1f1c 1nqu1ry He (Hempel

‘1959, p. 292) 1dentﬁf1ed\them as (i) inadequate spec{;dcat1on of 5co

and" (i1) nonémpirical use of funct1ona11st key terms (such as ‘need,’
‘functiona] requirement ' *adaptat1on and others) . ' ~
) : P ~ .

< The not1on of scope,,of course, establishes the pre- condltions nec-

essary' for some 1aw-11ke statement (e«g the cond1t1on of "constant pres-

* sure" for statements about the * ‘expansion ongaifs}// If a scope def\n1ng

statements siich as ‘a "normally functioning society™. is inadequately

defined, then subsequent statements‘ébout the utility of'structures egn;

not be emp1r1ca11y tested because it cannot’ be demonstrated that theé pre-

<

arguing that the society-couid not hayve heen functioning porma]j}.
Thé criticism of the\lack'of(empirica1 grounding of ;unctionalist -
terms is one which the present authors pursued‘in some detail in the ,? ;g(j//
particu]ar app11cat10n of funct1ona1 ana]ysis to the study of the mass_
med1a (Anderson and Meyer, 1974) witho it 1mposing those writings on
you once more wE‘EEE'EEE;Z;}ze by saying that«functional analyses to

date have (1) treated the media as {f they were singu]ar assign1ng to

each medium the same functions, (2) assumed that the effe of _the ' L.
media are d1rect and common to all in the mass aud¥ence; ahd (3) have

failed to va]1date the funct1ons in the ,;subsequent behaviors of the

audience. s oo " , b

#

Hempel then, among others, argues that ::tual functiona] anAqyses .
lack c]ar1ty and rtgor in def1n1tion and application, It is; however, .
this very 1ack of - c]arity which provides functional analysis the oppor- .
tunity to attack signfficant sd¢ia1 operations, The lack of clarity. .

% Id

.
‘ . ,
.
- .
T~ L4 hd
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. perm1gs the deve]opment\of persuasgve arguments wh1ch dasgu}se the for-:

-ma] def1c1enc1es of ana]ys1s As Hempel. (1959; p. 296) conc]udes "It
.. 1 remains true, therefore, even for a proper]y re1at1v1zed version of

( +
functionaT analyS1s that 1ts exp]anatory force'is rather ]1m1ted =

‘ o

And the predictive s1gn1f1cance of functiona] ana]ys1s i$ practically

nil. W ;\‘ T ¢
. f ' J
- ‘ : Perhap? a sma]] examp]e’from a uses and grat1f1cat1ons approach -€an

. c]ar1fy the operat1ons of these 11m1ts ’ In a study current]y be1ng con-

\ ° ducted, Anderson has exam1ned the reports of several hundred quarterq

[}

- ) hours of viewing from a single subJect aged 10 years:. The 1nves¢1gat1on’

>

is search1ng for patterns of v1ew1ng behav1or wh1ch might s1gna;.content- :
bound and content -free uses of television. * For th1s part1cu1ar subject
a regu]ar entry was noted of the se{ be1ng on at 3:15 and off at 3: 45
v -.is\ * for weekdays ‘but not weekends Channe] select1on varied but was=more
11ke1y to be a part1cu1ar one. Subsequent d1scuss1on w1th the child
dete}m1ned that the. ch11d arr1ved home from schoo] at 3:10 each week-_

day.: A snack, prev1ous1y prepared was available on the kitchen tab]e’

v s 4

. which-also he]d a.TV set. Accord1ng to the ch11d s description, she
\<
wou]d come home, put her "stuff away," sit down for her’ snack and turn

on the TV “to keep me company " After the snack she would turn off thei
| VI S, < N

™. and ta]k to her mother about her day. '
In a micro- funct1ona11st way, we have 1dent1f1ed a Wegular, 1nter-
_ac act1ve, behaV1ora1 structure of which television viewing 1s\an e]ement

pd ..
The ch11d has given us a "manifest funct1on"--soc1a] contact But this o

¥

/ "¢ function leaves more questpons‘than it answers. Nhy does the child use

_televisjon for soc1a1 contact when her mother is ava11ab]e? Why is it

‘“’!
’ necessary for her to precede 1nterpersona1 contact with a media inter-

cession?” Clearly one can argue that the .period’is a trans1t1ona1 phase

. ' 7/
Y - . , R ‘ ‘

' -
3 i '- . :?’11
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,k.on1y 1nsa limited macro- perspective seﬁse ft affordt s an exp1ana-

. V4
¥ * - t e
-. S ‘
f . . ‘. ‘ - -l -]0-

/from the organized, high- 1ntens1ty; group act1v1ty o; the c]assroom to
the more "intimate" 1nten-persona1‘%ontact with her mother. In fact we.
can argue that this "1atent¥funct1on" is ‘the causa]]y°s1gn1f1cant one
for thé‘te?ev1ewﬁng structure But what ev1dence can we prOV1de!$hom
the observat1ons we can make? The Tatent funct1on*1s pure suppos1t1on:L
c]ever perhaps but suppos1t1on nonethe]ess &hat if we.were to 1nter-
vene and exam1ne the behavwora] change? Our:probiem wou]d be 1n .inter-

pretat1on, for any change Can be fu]]y explained by the 1ntervent1on

T rdther than the “need" for some. consequence' of med1a,use LT

It seems to us that this examp]e 1dent1f1es ‘both the.limits and. the

appea1,of ?uncfHona] ana]ys1s The appea1 of the ana]ys1s is that wgth
it we can say someth1ng s1gn1f1cant about the element of te1ev1ewﬁng
within the context of this child's behi¥1ora1 structure’ The Timit 1s
<N
that our~st tements are lna]yt1c rather than synthet1c and therefore '
~cannot be “ﬁed If’ they cannot’ bioﬁa!lmﬁed tmeW be tested
.and verif1cation of our theoryﬁcan ot proceed

App11cat1on of Funct1ona113m to the ass Med1a - ‘-

- Functiona] ana1y$1s has d1ff1cu1t1é§

of 11near1ty in causa]’re)ht1onsh1ps which 1s esSentia]~to ' ab11sh1ng

. _rutes in the funct1ona1 paradfgm Functioqal ana]ys1s therefore as 1t

P

¢

applies, to the operat1on of . the mass medja as a soC1al system 1s Dsefufﬁ

tion for A (a) what the major components of ﬂven system are: (b) how
the 1nformat19$ f]ows within % e system“(dx(ect ona]ity), and (c) how.*
1nf1uence within components an between some components opérates &n -

this regard, we must distinguish between what 1nf1uences do operate -
e L.
, . 3 . 'x .

‘.

.
“
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wersus mgx operate (or can operate), a]so‘a a distinction needs to be

A3

drawn based on 1nf1uence agents impacting on the media sources ofe con;
“tent and the subsequent aud1ence ‘uses, recept1on and consequences of
the messages . -

In broadcast1ng, for examp]e, we know that the Federa] Communica-
t10n Commission 1s a def1n1te1nf1uenceagent that a;;ects stations who -
or1g1nate and/or d1str1bute broadcast content (We also know that

_advertisers affEct the kinds of cohtent that are\made available™o con-
supers. We have, therefore, a ngsonablylgood grasp of-media source
interre]ationships with other components in the'mass media system
We know much less, however about what audiences do with. the content
and why "Research to .date tells us on]y gross “indicatofs of s1mp1e
behaviors -= e.g., estimates of how many households are tuned in to a
. given te]ev1s1on program at™a given t1me or a given rad1o station in a
given_time period. Beyond these data, unfortunately, functiona] ana]y-

: sis and ‘uses and grat1f1cations ‘research has only told us some of the
effects that can occur and only under certain conditions or combina-
tion of cond1t1ons we know very 11tt1e of a systematic»nature about~ -
the réhge of uses and grat1f1cat1ons—that actua]]y do’ occur and, most .
critically from a thebret1ca1 pgrspect1ve of exp]anation and prediction,
wﬁy certain uses and grat1f1cat¥6nsfoccur, fina]]y, we know little about, Y
the.broad overa11 patterns that have any substantia] va]ue in exp1a1n-
ing and aJding our understand1ng of how mediated commun1cat1on works
and why it works that way. g 1

’ One examp]e of thg,prob]ems faced. in uses and grat1f1cations
research is’ the often-repeated f1nd1ng that some peop]e who Tlive a]one
or are a]one for long periods of time use radio aqg/or te]qv1s1on for:

L]

. vicarioUs‘oompanionship. Perhagg‘éeleyison>has replacéd the dog as

[
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"man's best fr1end " This f1nd1ng presents a 11st of prob1ng quest1ons
"which beg to be answered and need to be answered before the utility of

such a use and 1mp11ed grat1f1cation can be estimated and before the .
. finding can be placed 1n any meaningfu] theoretical context Some of
these questions include: . .
.(1) While mary "Joners" seek -electronic media companionship, many
others apparent]y do not. Why for some and not for others7 What are the
persona11ty and/or environmental variables that predict media selection "" ;
for some "loners" and not for others?
(2) Why do some loners seek out radio and some television? Or, whyi
. do some opt for radio talk shows instead. of mus1c? How about those who
'select television’ quiz programs versus soap operas versys re-runs versus
"The Gong Show"? Nhat are the specific need agendas that are-satisfied
for different consumers, all of whom-apparently share the same plight or
condition of being alone.or feeling a]one? ¥ |
(3) Does viewing television or listening to radio while alone. con-
stitute the sole reason_forhcontent seeking? Are there other needs
also being served that might aid in motivatdng media "seeking generally
~.or ‘a spec1fic type of content? If yes, what are these needs? Is there -
a- hierarchica] dOminance system which operates as - severa] researchers .
.have -suggested (Anderson and Meyer, =1974)? Multiple needs may be servede
by the same behaviora] responses bqt, searching for the necessary and
sufficient causes (v1a the conventiorial Tinear ru]es of4functiona1
anq]y51s) is an 1nadequate basis to accourit for viewing or I1sten1ng
because of a neéd'for companionship Cons1der the fo]]owing confounding )
factors which ca: and’ undoubted]y do-serve to comp]icate the process |
o

Being alone may not mean that one is necessari]y "lonely," moreover, .

.fee]ing lonely or "alone" may ar may not elicit behavior to a]ter one's

14 L




~or report using media for companionship is at the same level of “value for

fth?t he]ﬁ us eéxplain and understand how media work, reseé}cﬁ in the

-~

-13-
environment. It dépends on the individual, the individual's past expert- " .
iences, and the conditions undér which qpef%s Tonely, When. one writés
in solitude, by -choice or_usua]]y by necessity to preserve one's sanity,
a feeling of 1one1ine§s may 6ccur, but the writer may also do absolutely
nothieg to éﬁter this Eondition because such alterations may 1nterfe;é ~
with the sought after behavioral goal. In other words, a given need
state usua]lx is "accompanied-by ofher competitive nagg states, all vying ,EQ
for sgtisfaction.,.jhe dominant or primary neé?'state ip the greatest
state of dgbrivation will be the one that is acted upon first by the

individual.” Being lonely, thérefore, may or may not elicit media seek~

ing behavio}. Saying that some individuals do seek out media when lonely

theoretical development as the finding that somé people smoke cigarettes

when they get nervous, Igstead of examining the underlying processes

uses and gratifications field on]& adds uses - and implied gratifications
to a catalogue-like 1ist and seeks to find-some pattern in how the cat- .

alogue 1istings appear. - @ | T

< . -

Measurement Prob]ems in Usés and Gratifications Research .

A major prqb]enlfor uses and gratifieat}ons research has beém ;;
heaSuring audience needs, behaviors in response to or linked to these -
nekds, and tﬁgisuccess of those behaviors in resolving those need states,
The biggést problem of all is @hé lack éf experience résponden%s,havg in
inzerrqgating their own causal facjor&fwh?ch mi;ht accounﬁ.fgf?orygause - ‘vf ‘;

us to behave; think, onfeel in a given manner,”

4
»

1/ ’
~Most of our daily,
on-gofng behavior including media behayior is highly ritualized and - = = ‘
habitual; our environment has been structuréd to the best\of our abilit-

ies to'minimize unanticipated or unwanted intrusions or deviafion§.fr9m ‘

. u k4 "’
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set patterns. ' -

The key prob]em in measuring the causes of ritualistic behav1or -
comes about because few of us ever are ca]led upon to answer why we do‘
certa1n things. And, we are also hard pressed to be able to explain
much of our behavior even when given ample time to think about it. We,
quite s1mp1y, have not effect1ve1y deve]oped and exp]o1ted our capac1ty
to 1nterrogate and eva]uate the motives underlying our hab1tua1 behav-

-~

jiors. The consequences of this state of affairs are: important in our
assessment of uses and grat1f1cat1ons as a solid, theoretical approach
1An inability to exp1a1n and account for motives and to understand the1r
complexities (most behav1or is, after all, multiple-motivated; and/or =
s1ng]e motivation may yield multiple behaviors) means that survey or
1nventory-type research will yield only the most superficial data\\\
The methodo]ogy needed requires several steps:. (1) a tra1n1n§ pro-
gram must be -designed to get individuals accustomed to 1nterrogat1ng
thé1r own motives, consequences, etc. for their various media behaviors;
(2) new behav1ora1 patterns that occur as a product of 1nterrogat1on
must be carefully described and analyzed; (3) given the training pro-
gram and the analysis of new]y.created behavioral patterns, the 1'nx;en-°
tory of uses and,grat1f1cat1ons can be implemented, at first on an
1nd1v1dua1 bas1s -- prob1ng in- depth w1th 1nd1v1dua1s who are exper-

ienced in the self analysis of motives, response success, etc. Such

rigeurous procedures are time consuming and difficult, true, but the-

usua] quick technique of completing several hundred telephone or house-
hold interviews asking.peop]e why they watchgﬁﬁtwork teievision news

only brings to li ht the need for the just-out]ined procedures. How S
many peop]e rea]]y have\any conscious awareness (or unconsc1ous aware-

ness for that matter of th myr1ad (potent1a11y) of reasons that

', 16

i




=
A
-

WL ‘L

. N N ¢ - I}
) S . - .
. o . . N
b . R . ¢ ' "]5"
@ o ~ b

~

) a,ac&ount‘?or their viewing of a specific type of program. The responses

'one gets from open-ended questions tend to be as superf1c1a1 as: "to
’ f1nd out what s going on {in the world," or some similar cliche which
has 1itt1e" vh]ue 'Tt seems-more useful to know why.the person feels it
is necessar; to flnd out what' s going on in the\\or1d; if the person is
really 1nterested'1n what s happen1ng in Afghan1stan or Pago-Pago why .
" they. watch telev1516n for 'such information; how much the remember; even
from the most prom1nent1y displayed st§r1es (recall Stern's 1971 study
of the rncred1b1y 1ow 1evels of retention even in the hour just after
viewers had watched the network news) how much one needs to know to
have successfu]]y "found out"-what's go1ng on. The 11st of quest1ons
seems end]ess, indeed, but seldom is such a. follow-up . 1mp1emented (remem--
‘ber, such procedures are guaranteed to" mess .up the neatly pre- -coded
‘quest1onna1re, and it is tough to, train 1nterv1ewers to elicit mean1ng-

ful 1nformatlon of this type to ‘'say nothing of the problem of quickly

coding the data and haV1ng the computer neatly process the results).

[\\;j __; It strikes us that if uses and grattfications tesearch is to ever

<

" develop .into a meaningful theorettgal perspective;; the "o1d" hethoas
need to be she]ved~and4newer, more appropriate pnd isomorphEC’proced:g
ures developed, tested, ano implemented. At present, uses and gratifi—

" cations research is counting the frequency of certain types of behav-
.1ora1 responses and 1nferr1ng needs based on speculation or evidence
derived from superficial open-ended questions or a 11st of 1te¥ippre-
sented to the respondent which enables one to make socia11y desirable

responses or puts-new reasons or ideas into their heads which they’ then,

- %
'

- ! pe
describe as a factor which motivates their behavior.

Final Connﬁnt

e

. ~ -~ ‘(_‘ ‘_,
N?might consider our own motives for a symposium of this nature.
y ' » .

}




. ) i "6:?‘ ?c\,; ';; ) [ _]6_
It is certa1n1y useful to clarify the 1ssues 1n ‘a d1scussion But what

l

-is the end result of such a d1scuss1on Sha]l we-reject funct1ona11sm
or shall we app]aud its ascendancy as the Kuhnian prad1gm of ‘normal
science It is doubtfh] that either is likely. ‘o} ds th1s discuSS1on
‘a persuasive campaign/to w1n or ma1ntain adherents to a part1cu1ar focus
The benefit of w1nn4ng that debate is c]ear It is much gasier to do
one's JOb-1f the funding agencies, editors, potentia] textbook adopters

=
beg1n in agreement with our ‘own thedretical Weltanschauugn It 1s, how-

s

ever, quest1onab1e that our science is well-served by thosevends In

-«

this pre-theroetical era of our discipline,; we shou1d not 11m1t the -
search for heur1st1c approaches to the descmﬂpt1on of commun1cat1on pro-
cesses and. events. we need to be less concerned with precedence and
more concerned with fnnovation; less concerned with upholding' some
standard and more concerned with. the 1imits of our own approaches and -’
the'value of others To date, the sociology of commun1cat1on has been
‘essentially functiona]ist in orientation. Our intent in th1s d1scussion

s to "keep them honest" and to note that it is also, time to Tgok else-

where,

-
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