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. variables which, in turn, determine their particular movie-going
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Qﬂ develﬂplﬁg, d;scuss;ng@ and expla;nlﬁg aesthetlg th%gr;gs af

' ii;film Tl l?) Jlttle, in. eantrast has been dlrected taward an

g g
:equally 1mpartant faeet of the medlum, the fllm audleﬂfe--'“ln

the race between ;ntultlan and the. IBM machlné the latter ‘came j’-\

i’ .

| f‘in a paar seeand“ (11, p 304) In 1953 Hanﬂel (11; P 3;0)

R R
N nated that "Audienee research is weli Eﬁtrenched in all media

&

v

of mass cammunlcatlan except fllm" .and attr;buted thls, ln part,;;;

"[fkngwn thaz the: 1ndustry daes ccnduct research on its’ audlence,‘f

- hnwevizggthe exaet nature and_ results af such researah remain f

: 7
pfﬂpr;etary.; A recent. camprehens;ve bibliography af publlshed

€

:research an all aspects cf the film audience (3) shaws that .

anly 104 emp;r;cal studles have been canﬂucfed sinc '—2

Althcugh the quant;ty of studles might séem 1mpres;1ve,_1t is ';

s ¥

sum cantrlbutlen of: thls llterature ts aur und rstandlng Df the

film audlence, ﬂay, at besf ba described as 1acklﬂg cahe51cn

ahd dlrectlon.

As’ has laﬁp been recagnlzed - at least s;nﬁe 1948, when the

dramatic drdn ln‘weekly Fllm a missions begaﬁ - c@ntenpafary
‘movie-goers are far more selective in the;nwfll@ attEﬁdange
[ » . » o ,:f{ . . " ! “

u tc Hallywccd's PESlStaﬂéE to such ﬁesearch T@day it is well-z, '




he;ght;;n pcpularlty.i Far lnstance a 1972 study Qf Seufhern,E“

\
Depa?tment (16), faund that nearly three—quarteié (73%) of. 1ts\_f1§
: N RN
respcndents (teenagers and adultg) reparﬁed they had dec;dad to T .
. “ ,i. i -
see a partlcular plcture befefe decldlng ta gc ta the+ mav1es,~i.zﬁinA¢

rathég)than the 'cher way arsund (i. e.; decidlng to go to thel

L mgv;ea befefe decldlﬁg which fllm ta see). A' _"‘~ . 3 Akf&u
-,,,,k,w“,.:, . IA_; ;’5 R, . a o l .; v * . < = v C . 1
’ g ;;’f . An 1mpartan is ue, fherefcré, w1th regard fa film audlencas, \ K

. { |

'whlgh has been largely 1gncred by scclal s';“ t;sts,a is. the o ’Q_\'

\ . s . - L] T

sallen:é lnleldualS attr;bute to- a varlety af fllm—SPElelc

4
a

var;ables wh;ch ln tufn, determine the;r paftleular mav1 agclng ,\f

1

experience. Thus, thls study deta;ls the results Gf an inv Stlga* v

tion gfffhé importance of 28. patentlally lnfluentlal vaflablfs 1n {

L ¥

movie a%tendanee'dEéisigns;' Based ‘on the cancept of a disi

natlng aud;enge, the research questlans thls study addressas are .

1. How lmpcrtant is’ mem1 ,

I

fﬁ - 3. .Haw.lmpart;nt wgre these 28 ﬁariab;esiiﬁ the individuals'
® »i ,_A ® &T N N . ‘
’mast recent decisian to attend a:mevie and what percentage '

b : .of the movie attendance variance is predicted by these ' PR
28 var;ahles? o  6 . ;7‘ o] o ; ;;‘

. . . B ] . e /‘

L

s

o a P  : s , . AR
Thé*ZB varlables:cansl ered 1n this study were selected on -

the’ b351s Qf bath prev;aus -research and ;ntu1tlcn. A'pfiérf

thﬁse 28 var%gbles may be broadly catgg@r;zed 1nta eight areas: ‘Fg
' praductl@n Dersanﬁel Cdlrect@r praducer, szreeanlferi ﬁ%ie .and ‘

. a\. ’ SA "\;’Ljf : '_ : 7 |fﬂ< ’ 'i'g

A




.female $tars), prﬂductiqn elements:(muELE, phctagﬁgphy, t;tle,;elaﬁffsn

f_Haflgn Elgture Assaclatlan cf Amerlca ratlng [G PG X]) ﬁ‘”»,;ﬁ

= L -
: L e

:advert351ng (prev;ews and ads 1n newsgapers,;magaz%nes, telev1slgn,
L \ 2 .
S fand rad;a), crit;clsm and rev;ew;ng (1n ﬁewspapers,~magazlnas,

o 1 A

] IV, and radla), 1ntérnersana1‘1nf1uenaé (frem frlend and parents) N
‘L g

Tfperceptlan Qiafllm cantent (plat and . genr’-e)2 flnanélaf\casﬁé taj

the patrﬁn (prlce éf adm1551@n,5proxlm1ty af theater,

End ;nE1dental

L aexpensesl, and ather (npmlnatlcn for and w;nnlng Df an %Fadamy ]
' R e R e ‘;“; . -“_,;1f=g N ' \;y- R
R LAward)- - S v;,- o e, - .,X o,
;o R : \ = R e B e P T \ o ! [ ¢, é
Papular rhetarlc, strlctly speculatlveﬂln nature ﬁas asserted

_ : 4 .
¥ L &

fthe 1mpqrtance af m”y “of these var;ables 1n a fllm' papuiarlty

'l

Gallup, fcr lnstanee, malntalnethhat é "gecd" tltle adds at 1east
$3QG DDQ toa mév;e's grcsé (Elted 1n 10, p. 36 ) Nag;natlans
i 'far and, espe¢1ally, w;nnlng cf an Dscar, accardlng ta Sarrls 55
(20, p 18), has box gfflce 1mpact 1nsafar as the award and thé.,
telecastlng af the cereman&es act "as -a certlf;caf;cn Qf the N . “g

:',‘mcv1es...Etﬁé audlence is] Gbllgéd ta catch up eni" Beaupré

" "E
L]

C7, p- 72) gces s0, fﬂf as. tc state that Camlng H@me "plcked up )

ancther.$5 189,0@@ in- 1379 by dint Ef the Academy Awanﬁs glVéh ;' R

I

its starsf Jane Fanda and Jcn Valght.". Hayer ClB, pp '37- 43)

a
affefs a ls—palnt "papularlty factgrs" sgrt system (fagused mﬂstly

~. . on.film cantént)éaﬁd Jarwvie (12) 9951ts that it is.a film's "image"

B N

whlch determlnes succesg. Flnally, five factérs which Effact film -

o L Coim g ( \
gfcsses ‘are . @ffer 1 by: Munsun CIQ) film Eénténf, the markatlng

=

20 ,'H' env1rsnment, Saies effgrt expended methad Gf release and dlstrlbu—

‘la“ﬁ\
\;?*tlaﬁ,=and *he effe:t;?f lnltlal returns,’ Based u@@n CDn]éétufal

E
=

by angiéffEﬁ caﬂtradlc%srj remarks such aE th@se pfesented abave,
LE - . l,-\ 1.52 i s
: N . o B - _ : o ‘ . ..




t;ah af'%hese and char varlables ‘is lﬁadequate. Dnly in the

;mlted sglent;f;e 11feratura da we have scme sense cf the 1nf1ui

ence af thése varlables. In a study of Bfltlsh fllm—gcers, SllVey7’

and Kenyan (2l} fcund hat the type af fllm and . 1t5 cast wepn é

'the mast,;mpertant reasens fcr th21r respgndents mast recent

" movie attendance. Prcductlan elements te.g., phatagraphy, scrlpt-

1ng, dlrectlan) were f:und to be Qf 11mlted 1mpcrtance. The Las f';

' Angeles Tlmes study Cll) raparted t&g} thégf;lm's subject was the.

. mcsf 1mpcrtant varlé le (cf‘a fotal of 15 variables measured) 1n~‘
B , r o . B 3

'datermln;ng_whethe;‘cr ﬁét'fc see a particulaf-film}»'Cénﬁarsély,
the ?iim'é tit;é,rpr@duéér)dirécfér, and the résﬁltsgéngcédémy

:FAwafds'Heée viewed aé:least:impaftantg g ’.' Coo |
o Séferéi studies, ingarpcratiﬁg séme Q% the var;ables ca§51§§red
heré, have bég% ccnducted ut&l;z;ng data.genefatéd fraﬁ non- survej

usaurces. S;mcnet (22) used the prev1éus experlenae recards @f

seven preduct;an perscnnel in a multlple fegress;an équatlgn and

faund ‘fhat these Seven, variabjis acegunted fqgﬂ;wa-thlrds of, the

-

dcmest;c fllm revenué varlanee 1n t@p gr9551ng fllms._ A Study |

vwh;zh gamparad a&dlence (as measurid by f;lm rentals) fesp -
A \

e w1th er;tlcs attentlan ‘paid to fllﬂgdlrectars for films in domes- - -

variables.l Most recently, thman s (15} flndlngs contradict those

' Gf,fhe Tlmes and Sllvey and Kenyon. Hisistudy repérted’that box
office Sugcass was not ‘dependent on subﬁé@f matter, attendance .-
reétriétiaﬁs, or . "high pﬁid superstars."” ;Vérlablés which were

= . ) LI :

important ingredients, significantly contributing to tHeatrical

E

&%

T



R o , S e NG R o
rentals,ilneluded the praductlcn budget s 5133, crltlcs'~ratlng§,

-

[

use cf majar d;str;butérs, Academy Awards, and Chr;stmas release.

B %.‘

iFPam th;s hrlef rev1éw of fhe ava;lable 1;f2fatu? it is appareﬁtl*

A .far-thls study ‘were studants enr@lIEd ln randamly drawn cl&sseaf

- were asked ta camplete the ananymaus questlonnalre at h@me.

'December, 1979, " L

b d
TS

that gantrad;ctlons are Ple. Thus, 1n addlﬁ}an tD the research

F.

questlans affered a?gve, fh;s study wild aftempt to rg olv 'aﬁé‘

,af these dlffefences_ Mareaver, the presant research eschews ',*!

% v

. the methadalaglcal pltf%lls of hath the armchalr phllasaphers _'-'j

e
Lot
g

and tﬁe ngn—survey schalars. A' L

VN
T ‘METHGDGLDGY

PO ]

- Respcndents to fhe selfaadmlnlstered questlcnnalfa used

= . -

Qf axng;thaastarn ccllege.qA A total Df 318 questl@ﬁna;res were

.

dlsfrlbuted Gf whleh 170 (53. 4%) wgre returned. Particlpants
] .

.

Distributioen and ccllectlan§cf the questlannalres cccurrad 1n
® . . i . 'ﬁ

- The questicnﬁaireiused'in'this study was designed fc assess

the respcndents' frequency of mcv;e atténdancegand the ;mgartanee

af tha 28 varlables ‘in thelr mcst fecant fllm—gclng experlénce.

In order to determlne most recent film. attendance, the respsndents

were askad to recard the tltle af the last movie they had S%Eﬂ

. as well as "who or what,drewvyeur attention to the film<"- Fol- ,“

law1ng thesa two Dpen-endad questlcns, the partic;pantg were

idlrected to indicate their Eplﬁl@ﬂ ocdne 'rnlnp the 1mpartance of

¥

:each Ef the Zvaarlables in thelr attendance declslén on a sevan—;'

% L.

point rating scale.. Response Dpfl@ns ranged from "very unlmpartant" ‘



.t i
=

'(céded 1) fa ﬂvery megrtant“ (eaded 7)

- ®

Respgndents ranged 1h age from 17 ta 35 yeafs (X 20;7?'

ia}years, Hd

20 u yeafs) Dlstﬁibutlcn by sex 1csely‘ma&d§i§!tﬁe L

’%ipapulatlan frgm whlch fhe sample was drawn Z ,9% were males:andff:

__Egalgl% femalesi_ The partle;pants academlc class status was aé o
'falidws*“ 27 5% freshmen, 15 Z%isaphcmcres, 22 2% juniors, 32%3%_“
'sanlars, and 1.3% graduate and n@nmatrlculated The sample was

9; subd1v1ded 1nta(twc graups, frequenf andsacﬂasignal mav;e-gaers.
Frequent mav1e—gaers WEPE deflned as fhgse respandents who reparted
;attendlng fllms tw1ce a mcnth or m@re : The d;str;butlon of . tha |

i =

resPcndents by sex and 9ear in schcal fQSJthese twa gr@ups is gﬁ;

,dlsplayed.ln Table f; Theré was no s;gniflcant dlfference betwéén

the two grcups by age (X 2 léé?Z; df % 3, p= 21{;

Befsre-pfeséntiﬁg the‘fésults éf this study'it is imparféﬁf
qs, = ¥
to address the Eﬂﬁcept of external valldlty, the representat;ve—

~ness of the samgre Gertner (S, D. 325) ‘reporfs that 58% of ‘the

 tsta1.1977 fl"'”ﬁ'lsSLQns were aceaunfe or by'lE to Zé'year

Glds ; M@reoverg 1nd1v1duals with at. 1%&5,‘Same callege edueatlcn

cgmpr;se both thé 1argest and most frequent movies ing aggrggate-

i3

Thus, as Elllstt and Schenck- Hamlln (8 553) state "fcr film
. 1 )
' pesearch, the clllége student may be mgra PEDPESE§£§%1VE than P
’ studant samples used in Gther research.”" The usual cautlons con=-
F ) . . ) " LI

! cerning self- rep@rted data ara, of course, appllcablé o o

. : ' -
( e ' .
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Fcr the entire sample the meaﬁ frequéney cf mev1e attendanee

H . . .

‘was ance a mqnth. Table 2 reparts respanses ta a quest;gn whlch

aéked "When are ycu most 11kely to go t%,a movie?" - The most %,

. K S .
frequently ccgurf;ng PESPDBSE amoﬁg all gr@ups foers sugpﬁrt for

the flndlngs repcﬁted by the 1972 Tlmes study and the . céﬁéept of
4

a dls:rlmlnatlng auﬂlance. mav;esgaing appears to be a SPEELflE -

) as cppased té a genéral - act1v1ty. These respcndents to ga a ..

mav;ef not the movies. Knowing this, as well as thaﬁ f;;m patrans

" in this market hava a multltude of f;lms from whlch ta chcése,s

-

%

"examlned in this Study, to better understand hcw fllmagsers arr;ve v

we shauld bé able, from the 1mpartanee attributed to the var;ables_

i

at their chclce far fllm attendance,

L]

" Sixty-five dlfferenf titles were 115ted by the respcndents

as the 1ast movie fhey had seen. Thféé fllms WEré‘mentLQnéd by

7‘&&?& than ten respandentS? épczalypsa Now, 10, and Anlmal Hausa_

Respcnses to the question whlch asked wha or what drew th31r
attentlsn to this film were cadad into 31x categcries Table 3

repérts the parcentage dlEfPibut;Qﬂ by type cf response’ ‘for bath
L ¥ ‘

L - T I i W W S Sk e S -

groups. While overall there is no signifi;antvdiffefencé between
groups, frequent movie-goers more often mentioned word-of-mputh
e . . - - I = . ‘{

5



- saufﬂes\fhan did ﬂqcaé;cnal mawle-gaers.v R ],

~ The flrsf researeh q st i ;asked ’Haw ;mpartanf is mav1eﬁe

cE

gaing as a lelsure—tlm tivitf?,(T : ddress this quest;gn,

1 ure—tlme act iti'

requﬁaents werg asked*' "In t‘émsléf

'<‘

i

,abautvhaw~impérfént wculd ycu say gclng to- the movies 15?" On a

?éevéﬁ—péiﬂf sc ale Ei,% very unlmpartant) the mean Tespanse for
le

the ent;re samp ' 3;7; for 6cca51cnal mav;é gaers, 3. 4, and

e fér requEﬂt mcv1Esgaers, 4.2. Althaugh.nglther gr@upieﬁfl' ted
mév;e—galng as~an~1mpcrtant 121sufe—fime;aétivity, ag would be-

expectaﬂ frequent movie- gaers rated- the act1v1ty as 51gn;f1cantly

. more 1mpartant than acca$1cnal patrcn ftju 323' df 151, p:: 001,

A
two- talled) ‘A fallaw1ng,fapen—ended ggest;an asked' tha fesp@ndﬂ

-

!Eﬁts t@,indl,,te thelrrfavc ii " lex ”suge—%lmg activity. Twenty-

-

'six;differant‘types of responses were coded, - Dwef§11;=215% of

. the éamplefrep@ftéd going to'thé mavieé aé their‘favorité léif”r’i
fimg(a;tivitjg wi%h .9% amaﬂg the Dcca51cnal and Ekﬂ% among the
frééuént afteniers. By way Qf campar;san, the’ 1972 EEEEE study.

reporfed that 2% of 1ts sample named movie- going as their favorite .

£

*

“le;sure'agtivity.

-

Another aspect;af mav;e-gglng as a leisure activity is medism -

use in reneral. - Handel's 1946 study (cited ln_iﬂ, p. 1553
!  rép@rted positive correlations between afténdance‘at‘mcvies,
 padio listening, and ﬁewspaper and book reaéing. " The Sec@né

research’ questlan asked: What is the rélatléﬂshlp between movie

attendance dnd the use of other media? Table u.réperts

B ]
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il m a o s P
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;:_prgductﬁmament carrelat;ans befween mav;e attendance, dally felgs

VlSlQh v1ew1ng, aﬂﬂ (dally) newspaper aﬁd (m@nfhly) magazlne

l

- reading. As c¢an be seen, far the ent;re~sample as well as the

Ltwa subgraups, mav1e attendance was unrelated ta felev1ew;ﬁg,and ’
"newspaper read;ng A mcdesf ( 19) pnsltlve relatlcnshlp between
fllm—galng and magazine readlﬁg was found, but cnly far the sampla
as a whale. These flndlngs, then tend to cantradlct Handel s
assertlcn of a mult;medla -use aud;enae_ In terms ‘of the extenfﬂ‘
_af the;r media cansumptlcn, bcth @GGESanal and frequent film- |
~goers Pépaftéd v1ew1ng an’ average Gne-tastwa haurs cf telev1sleﬁ
‘dally (t=.127, df= 155k13§u05 two- ta;léd) and read;ng a. news-
paper an average of three t;mes weekly (ts 980 df@lES P> . 05
“two- talled) Frequent film-goers reparted reading 51gn;f1cantly
more magazlnes m@nthly (t=9. 813, df=165, Ih{.ﬂﬂl twaitalled)
than dld @ccas;@nal mav1e—gcers (an average of thféa a mgnth
campared to twa a month respect;vely)

The third research questicn asked: H@w lmpgrtant were these
-.28 var;ables 1n the individuals' mast recent’ d€c151gn to attend a
a movie and what percantage of tﬁe mav;e aftenéance variance is
predicted by these 28 var;ables? ‘Table_S'presants the mean

scores and camparativeéfank order by attendance g?aup far;aach'

x&v}

variable. As was found in studies by the Times, Austin (2), agges<
Silvey and Kenyon, the. two h@ét imp@rtant_variablesﬁ amang both

groubps, were the film's plot and genre, i.e., its subject matter.

Comments made by friends were also clearly imgartanti Canversely,

i

I1
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- eeeeSSed as being eemewhet unlmmeftent te those reependents

o
Y N W R -

the three 1eaet lmpcrtent var;eblee wegi behlnd-theieemere pre-E -

duetlen persennel the fllm 5 dlrEEtGP}-ertéP, end peggueer.r

:}f*;' tmy
Th;e f;nd;ng, tee, tende fé?égree w;t@ég;gyldue reeeareh (2, 18

(] e

l =

21)¢: In eentraet w1th ‘the pepuler qgw

"i

dletrlbutlen) fer an Aeademy Awerd was reperted by theee feepend==.

ente te be Pether unlmpertent. Dther 1ew—ee11ence VéflibiESL

nemlneted (a better 1ndleeter here glven tHe tlme ef queetlennelre'f“

. 1ne1uded Derentel eemmente, MPAA re;;ng, and 1nelde§§§1 eeets.- T

Advertleemente preeented in the eleetrenle medle were reted
. A

as more 1mpertent th n theee effered by: the’ prlnt medle, ef all

feur medle exemlned 7tElEVlSlGﬁ was hy fe' thé\ more lmperteﬁt

' medium Cempered te theee med;e advertis emente, prev1ewe (trellere)

shown in theetere were mere 1mpertant fhen were ede preeented in ;
red;c, newepégers, or mageZLnee K Frequent mev1e-geere renked y

prev1ewe hlgher than did eeeeslanal mev;e gDEfS CfeurtH and eeventh

i : s

‘respectively), as weuld be expected glveﬁ their greeter llkellhDGd

£

of exposurpe te eueh premetlenal metef;el

i

While the electronic’ medle were rated as more: lmpertent edverﬁ

©

tleing eeurees then were prlnt med;e, reviews which eppeefedriﬁ

-

ﬁr;nt were renked hlgher thép those preeented on TV or red;og
DeeaSLDnel mev;eegeers rated reviews: as belng more ;mpertent than’
dld frequent mevle geere, regardless ef the medlum in whleh thev

were preeented Nevertheless, everel; critical eemmentary was

I
y f

Te check for dlffereneee by ettendeﬁee greup end sex fef
eaen erlterlen evelleble, th Say enelyele ef vereenee tests. were,:
perfermed One e;gnlfleent lntereeflen effect was feund

e;eee;enel female f;lm Feere Pepoyted prexlmlty ef the theeter

v »_\A
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as(signific;ﬁtly more important than did males (p<€ .05). 1In

[E1

(terms of atﬁaﬁdan&e gr@ﬁﬁ, a significant mainfaffect was found
aéﬂiﬁ for the newspaper reviews variablé: “ocecasional filmagaegs -
rated tpis variable as éignificéntly more important Fhan frequent
film-goers (p-&;DS). Three significant mai; effects weré found
‘when the variables wdge compared by sex. In all three instances
maleséeéorted the diriectaf (p € .05), producer ?p;: .DS?; and T!V
advertisemén%é (;3{_.Dl)-mbfe iﬁpart%nt than females.

As Table‘égiilu§trates, the price of admiséiéﬁ ranked fiftH

-and éiéventh in importance for, respectively, the_@ccasi@ﬁal and
;the frequent filmﬁg@ar.' Later in the questionnaire. the Eﬁffici—

- pant rere askeé to respond on a seven-point scale (l=strongly
disagree) t; the following statement: ™"If the price of admisgioﬁta
(ticketsj to the .ovies was less expensive I would go more Dgtén."

The mean response for both attendance groups indica;ed agreement

wihth this statement (occasional X=5.9, frequent %=5.97). The

imi}arity of mean values f@rrbéth groups suggests that while
the_érice of admission was a rala;ivelnyﬂimpcrtant variable for
their last trip to the movies, léweé prices at the box office
might stimulate increased frequency of attendance’ g

To prcvide an answer to the question cQgca?ning what per-
centage of the movie attendance is predicted by these 28 .variables,
the variables examined here, plus a 29th, importance of mé#ié
attendance as a leisure activity, yeré=éntered by forward stepwise
inclusion in a multiple regression analﬁsis with movie attendance
as the dependant\variable. " 1In the Steéwiéé regression procedure,
fhe most powerful indépéndeﬂf variable (i.e., that variable whicﬁ
expléins the greatest amount of variance in the dependent variable)

r 0

o




. | 13-
is entered first,‘fallawed'by the fémaining;indegendegt variables
acearding to the §tréﬁgth of their ccﬁtributiohat@ variance
explained"in-fhe'dépendantkvariablé_ As Jennrich (13, p. 58)
note¥, the-stépwisevrcutihe allows the researcher to "steef the
Epfedic%@r variable] additions by statistical;y‘méaningfui

criteria," Here the criteria utilized were: n in predictor

listziés F=.01, and tolerance=.001.

-

Gverall for the tctal sample, samewhat more than one- quarter

,(RZ‘ZB 6) . Df the movie attendance’ vaflancé ‘is explalned by 27

[
variables (film plot and magazine advertisements' F-level were.
insufficient for inclusion). The summary portion of the regres-

sion analysis for occasional film-goers is presented in Table 6

while Table 7 reports the results for frequent movie-goers.

Using 27 vaflablés (insuffi lent F-levels for the television

reviews and Oscar nomination variables), 35.4% of the variance

isiexplalned for the occasional attendamce group. Exéluding the
mportance of movie-going the R2 drops to 32.6% for this group.

As gan be seen in Table 7, 27 variables (radio reviews and parents'

Eém%EﬁfS not included) predict more than ﬁalf!— 55.1% - of the

variance for the frequent attendance group. With movie-going

importance excluded, E;=5£i5§




CONCLUSION - ' (?*

This report presents the results of a study which investigated
the importance of 28 variables in an individual's most recent
[ N . . _
decision to attend a film. Based on the three research questions

kaffered earliar, the féllawiﬁg éan:lusioﬁs may be‘drawﬁ* ’(1)

!mov;e =going was rated as sgméwhat unxqsartaﬁt to indifferent as
a 'leisure-time activ;ty, (2) movie attendance' was found to be
virtually unrelated to 'the respondents' usa,af three other medi;,
(3) the subject matter @f'tha film and tha‘influencé of friends
were most important to the ;esg@n%ents mast ré§%§£‘film‘affendance
experiengé; conversely, the three key behigd—tﬁ%—éamer& production
. perscnnél and individuals outsige the resp@ﬁdentsf’peer g?égp i
were assgssed as beinéigﬁimpértant; (4) as much as 55% of thef
total variance in ﬁavie attendance is accounted for by the wvari-
ables examined in this study, thereby indicating their usé by
movie-goers. i | h | ;
Thegstudj reported here offers numerous avenues for further
N

investigation. Film audience research, despite the lengthy
éxistence of the medium andlpatrcns, is still in its infanecy.
One might, faf_ins’tancéi 1Dgica11yiandxvalidly argue that the
influence of virtually all the various pf@duéti@n variables on
film choice daciéi@ns is contingent on sources Extéfﬁér to the
variables fhemselvgs (e.g., interpersonal or mass mediated) and
hence these variables might be viewed as caﬁtaminatedgg Thus,
for example, the influence of film pl@t or genre is probably

dependent on ;nterDEPEanal lntaraétlan, readlng of reviews,

viewing advertisements, or seeing trailers, Aince one cannot

1) '
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paséibly have first-hand knowledge of plot or genre prior to

A actuallyiviéwing a film. Further, the concept of film genres

and: what this EEEEE to individuals continues to confound- research ,
effé?ts.g There is @b?i@gsly a need, therefore, for research
that goes beyond bivariate analysis and whicﬂ attempts ¥o sort-
out by multivariate ﬁeans these sources of contaminatien. More-
Pvér,idifferent advéftising (aiéi, fhe early eﬁigpatic ads for

The China Syndfome as opposed to reliance on reputatfon as has

)

been employed for The Empire Strikes Back, Rocky II, and Jaws -

"Just when yéuith@ught!it was safe to' go back in the water" - II)
and marketing strategies and their effectiveness need research

attention.

/1
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TABLE 1

Distribution by Sex and Year in School

of Occasional and Frequent Movie-Goers
3
Occasional _Frequent
_Movie-Soers | Movte-Goers

; =
{ . .

‘Male . 67.2% . 75.5%
Pemale ‘, 32.8% o 24.5%
N 5 116 | 49

- X* =113 af=1 p >.05

Freshman\ . 25,08 73338
Sophomore 0 16.4% B 15.7%
Junior 22.4% . - 21.6%
Senior. | ; 34.5 N 27.5%
Graduate and o ) : ‘ : 2

Other | - 1.7% 1.9%
. N - 116 4 51

C T . A T ) 7 br
| , x? = '1.52 de=q p> .05

oy,

~ T




_ TABLE 2
ke When ‘Are You Most Likely Tg Go To A Movie?
,i - : N
Total Sample Occasional Frequent

Movie-Goers _ Movie-Goers

When you feel tired or
depressed " .68

C 4

9% o 0%
_ * = - B ‘
When you just happen to
have a free evening ‘! . ' - 8,8% . 8.5% ' 9.6%
When there is a picture which - ) ; ' /
especially interests you ;i) ‘ - 76.5% 73.7% 82.7%

When someone else asks you
cr *

&’t@ go ' . 7

Other T i o N .

-
P
L]
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TABLE 3

Who or What Drew Your Attentlan Tc The
' Last Film You Attended?

4

7 Occasional , . Frequent
Movie-Goers Movie-Goers

J 4 B N —— *;r’;; -

- 3
Word-ef=mouth 33.3% '48.0%
Theme/content 26.3% 16.0% "
Actor/actress 16.7% 12.0%

- TV advertisement ’ 12,3% ' . 10._@%é

Reviews < 6.1% 4.0%
Other : 5.3y - 10.0%

N » 113 50

X" = 5.74 df=5 p>.05

j;i
ot




TABLE 4
Product-Moment Correlations of Media Use Habits

- v Newspaper . Magazine
__Reading =~ Reading

total sample .00 -.05 J .19%
occasional .00 .04~ ' +. 08

* [ - 4

TV Viewing _
. total sample L L22%% 12
occasional L 27%% .13
frequent | .09 .12

=

, _ , »
s, - . , : .
i

Newspaper Reading . .
) . total sample | S 264 %%
bccasional ' 7 g L26%kkk
frequent ‘ . : : CL.31%

\ . *p< .05 (twé*tailédf
**p <€ .01 (two-tailed)
***p < .001 (two-tailed)

i, : : : «
! ’

L
P’

t
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_ TABLE 5 * _
' Méan Scores and Rank-Order For Impgrtance of
Movie Atténdanze Varlables -

- ‘ chtal Occasional - Frequent

i : Sample Mavie-g}cers - Movie-Goers
{ X Rank X Rank X Ran}

: —_— — — ] -

| T —t
Plot 1 5.59. (1) °  5.52 (1) 5.66 (1)
Genre . 5.21 (2) 5.09 (2) - 5.36 (2)
Frlends Comments 4.99 (3) 5.00 (3) 4.82 (3)
TV Ads v \ 4,10 (4) 4.17 (4) - 3.86 (5)
Previews e 3.80 - (5) 3.63. (7) 4,08 (4)
Title . 3.71  (6) 3.69. _(6) 3.68  (6)
Price of Adm;sslan, 3.63 (7) 3.72 (5) 0 3.26, (11)
Male Star " 3.61 (8) 3.62  (8) T 350 (9)
Female Star . 3.36 (9) - 3718 (12) v 3.66-° (7)
Radio Ads 3 35 (10) - .3.42 (9) . . 3.10 (12)
Color Ph@t@graphy e 33%1 (11) 3.17  (13) ' 3.52 (8)
Music : o oo 3 (12) 3.15 (14) . 3.44 (10)
Newspaper Reéviews - 3.25-(13) . 3.41 +(10)° _  2.80 (16)
Magazine Reviews 3.14 (14) 3.28 (11) ' 2.74 (17)
Proximity of Theater = 3:12 (15) 3.09 (15) 2.98 (14)
Newspaper Ads  _ S 3.097 (1e6) 3.05 (le6) ., 3.00° (13)
Magazine Ads ' _ 2.97 (17) 2,93 (18) = 2,92 (15)
IV Reviews . 2.92 (18) 2,95 (17) , 2.64 (19)
MPAA vRating . 2.86 (19) 2.82 (19) +« 2.92 (15)
3&W Photography - \ 2.82 (20) 1 2.77  (20) 2.74 (17)
Radio Reviews . 2.64 (21) 2.66 (21) 2.48 . (21)
Jscar Nomination : . 2.63 (22) 2.52 (22) 2.68 (18)
Jscar Winning 2.59 (23) ‘ 2.52 (22) 2.62 (20)
[ncidental Costs 2.29 (24) . 2.21 (23) 2.34 (22)
?arents' Comments - 2.22 .(25) 2.19 (24) 2.24 (23)
’roducer o . 1.92 (26) 1.84 (25) 2,12, (24)
riter e 1.82 (27) 1.80 (26) 1.86 (25)
director . 1.76 (28) " 1.74  (27) - 1.74  (26)

l=very unimportant, 7=very iﬁégrtant
' 7
o

o e




TABLE 6

Summary Table for Stepwise Regression with Movie Attendance as
the Dependent Variable: Occasional Movie-Goers

Predictor Variables _ _Multiple R 7:TRE :T,,Vsiméle;; Beta

Movie importance ; 0.29 0.087 0.29 ' 0.19
Director 0.35 0.128 0.24 0.28
B&W photo .0.39 0.159 0.17 . 0.19
Parents' comments 0.42 0.178 -0.03 =0.20
Radio reviews ' 0.44 0.200 922 o 0.41
Male star "0.46 0.218 : 0.22 0.26
Newspaper ads - 0.48 0.237 0.08 -0.22
Oscar winner ' 0.50 0.253 -0.01 -0.21
Previews . 0.51 0.264 - 0.22 0.20
TV ads 0.53 0.281 -0.03 -0.12
Writer . 0.54 0.291 0.09 -0.12
Title ) ., 0.54 0.299 0.17" « 0,13
Producer 0.55 0.306 0.11 -0.15
Newspaper reviews 0.56 ' 0.314 0.12 -0.07
Magazine, ads ‘ 0.56 0.322 0.100  ° 0.23
Genre . ' - 0.57 0.330 0.03 - =0,13
MPAA rating ' : 0.57 ©0.334 - =0.03 -0.08
‘Incidental costs 0.58 0.337 0.05 -0.06
‘Radio .ads - 0.58 0.341 0.05 -0.10
Magazine reviews 0.58, 0.343 ©0.12 -0.07
Friends comments ) - 0.58 0.345 0,11 ( 0.08
Female star 0.58 0.347 0.06 -0.08
Plot : 0.59 0.349 -0.06 =0.05
Music : . 0.59 ©0.351 0.09 0.06
Theater ovroximity 0.59 . 0.352 0.00 . 0.06
Price of admission ‘, 0.59 0.353 ~-0.04 ( ~0.04
Color photo 0.59 0.354 0.14 -0.04

i)l)

e D




b y TABLE 7

i

Summary Table for Stepwise Regzessiéh with Movie Attemndance as
the Dependent Variable: Frequent Movie-Goers

/Predictor Variables_ _Moltiple R~ R® ~ “Simple r  Beta

— . :

Female star 0.26 - - 6.069 -0.26 -0.29
MPAA rating 0.41, 0.168 0.10 ,0.27

TV ads , : 0.48 - 0.232 -0.10 -0.16

Newspapér reviews 0.51 0.262 - 0.12 0.20

Oscar winner ’ 0.54 0.296 -0.08 -0.07

Producer | 0.57 ' 0.330 - 0.a7 0.18

Magazine ads 0.63 . 0.404 -0.20 -0.44

Incidental costs . - 0.65 0.425 -0.14 -0.28

Male star _ . 0.66 0.448 . —0.19 =-0.17

Movie importance . 0.68 0.469 0.2 0.27

- Newspaper ads _ : 0.69 ©0.482 0.12 0.17
“Writer 0.70 0.502 0.10 0.20
Color photo , : 0.71 0.511 . 0.10 0.33

B&W photo : 0.72 0.519 -0.06¢ '-0.23

Genre . , _ 0.72 0.531 0.00 -0.11

- Friends' comments 0.73 0.536 . -0.05 -0.12
*Previews : 0.73 0.540 -0.12 0.15
‘Radio ads 0.73 0.542 0.04 0.09

Oscar nomination 0.73 0.544 -0.01 -0.24

Director : 0.73 0.546 0.00 _ 0.09

Plot ‘ 0.73 " 0.547 0.02 -0.07

Theater proximity 0.74 0.549 -0.08 .=0.02

TV reviews 0.74 0.549 0.02 0.12

Title 0.74 0.549 0.22 0.07

Price of admission . 0.74 0.550 =0.01 -0.04

Magazine reviews 0.74 0.551 0.00 -0.07

Music : 0.74 0.551 =0.1l6 -0.04




FOOTNOTES

% Far a discussion of recent trends in research conductged
by the film industry see Simonet (23).

2Bannerman and Lewis (6, p. 129) note that "Schélarly
interest in the movies [sic] audience has waned greatly since
the advent of television and recent studies are scarce,"
_ Tbe relatlansh;p between film ahd its audience has beepn
a perennial focus of attention for the methodologically less’
rigorous armchair philosophers. These individuals, termed
"Descriptors" by Austin (4), while often prav1d1ng valuable
points of departure for the social scientist, offer little in
the way of systematically and emplflcally advanclng the state
of knawledgé. o .

Cap;es of the questionnaire are ava;lable from the authafi'

The present research builds upcﬁ a pilot study (2).

SAS advertised in-the mafket's local daily newspaper at’
the time when the study was conducted, there was a total of 24
indoor theaters and 36 screens.
fe“’

SDue to space limitations, tablés reporting the results of

these tests are not shown. Copies of the tables’ are available
from the aduthor.

2 Exaludlnﬁ importance of movie-going from the analysis,
R"=17.5. The summary table for this analysis is not shown due
to space limitations but is available from the author.

EN@netheless, it is sensible to assume that even fh@ugh
some degree of contamination is to be expected, the pr@du&tl@ﬁ
variables may still be differentially salient to various
individuals. Therefore, while the contribution of who directed
a film to subsequent attendan:e is most likely to be determined
by reading advertisements lis ting such credits, the ;mpcrtaﬂce

of the variable to different individuals is llkely to fluctuate.

gFér a discussion of this point see (5) and (1lu).

n)

e ) L
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