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ABSTRACT ’ . -

Based on research suggesting spatial zones of
proximity in human behavior (individualks have definatle zcnes of
intimate, personal, social, and public space), it was hypQthesized
that "framed shots™ of people on television screens would
specifzc distagces to the viewep.
would estimate a greater interper onal distance foi cach s

" shot ranging fronm clos§-hp to long shot, .and that subjects would
percelve a given shot in relation -to a similar intérrersonal
distance. After a brief explanation of the nature of sutjective
shots, 45 subjects were asked to estimate the distances between '
viewer and eight subjective shots of Feople framed in a television
screen. The shots varied between extreme close-ups and long shots.
Seven order-relationships were possible for each subjéct, allowing
313 pairs of distance comparisons with which. to test -the hyrotheses.
The analysis of data indicated that (1) regardless cf the order in
which shots weré seen, the subjects estimated greater distances'
rahging from close-up to long shot; (2) mean distances for shots
differedsignificantly: and (3) ‘the variance within each shot was
high but increased pre@portionately to the mean. These findirges °
strdiigly indicated that the manner in which a persor is pictured .
within a frame createc. a phenomenon related to percepticn of physical
distance. (RL) ’
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T . ¢ -
¢. Recent studies aof television technique*have attempted to outline a

set of rules for predicting audience perception of, and response to certain

media variables. This research into- ‘a media '‘grammar’ has focused on

reaction to such variables as Speed of_presentatibn (Schlater, 1970),

camera angle . (Tiemens, 1970, Mandelf and Shaw, 1973), the»value of vary:ng

-shots CWiIIiams, 1965), and shot selection CWurtzeI and Dominick 1972).

»

Implicit in this research has been .the §§§umption that a cu1tura11y

universalﬂgrammar of telecommunication ex:sts and that it is discoverable

M 4 3 &

4 = - .

. through,empirical studies of audience reagtion. While this research has been
designed_to'fill a scientific void in the justifications for production

techniques, its_own narrow drientation has prevented it from exploiting
3 !

- . b ?" - i . .-
all possible sources of relevant research and theory.

' |. L]

e iﬁtuition‘!and traditi ' (Wurtzel and Dominick; 1972). ..The resulting

1 .
studies have been 1imi§ed to testing production guidelines, and the -

. rationale for hypotheses has been drawn primarily from traditiona1 )

¥

practice, common sense,-or intuition. ,In terms of theory these studies
LN w '

have not gdne much fanther‘than the‘average productiQn handhook. Williams
619655, for example,.studied the advisability of changing shots for

« variety sake'aﬂohe'Ta commoh practice) He developed his hfpothesis by
saying "On a Ftrictly theoreripél level it would seem légical to .-
hypothcsize that the\aintrooduction of variety through ‘the s Iection of

1
different shots wou&d have a beneficial effcct upon inter st" (emghasis
A\

*

LY

ginc). Simiiarﬂy, in a study testing.the principle that/iow camera angle
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causes .perceived dominence,"riemens (1970) stated: “Although the' author

has been able to find no scientifically gathered evidence to\'support
. ' - 5\ - ' .

the principle, there has been little doubt that-the principle has some .

validity." ) o , o

Even whe:e some theory has been introduced (as :Ln Wurtzel \and
Dominick, 1972) it has~been brought in to support or reject a comventiom,

and the emphasis remaine on the rele.tionship between research £indings and

¥

J
. couventj.onal industyy practice, The results, the::efore, have been defined

-1 -

more in terms of practice than in terms of theory. Wurtzel and Dominick

%1972), for example, stdted: "We have demonstrated some empirical support .
*\JI'
for cne of the conventions endorsed by television directors and actors;"

and Williams (1965) drew conclusions "d'iam.etrically opposed to standerd
practices as they exist in commercial, J.-ducat‘ional, and instruetional

television.” While such studies may sérve a poeitive function, they are

‘('V\I'imited to the extent that they examine professional techniciues’tgitl{out\

emphasizing the construction of underlying theories of production variables,

! (One reason for the padéity of concrete theory 1;1 these studies may be

t

the tendency in television research to exclude from analysis findings from

4

potentially relevant inéerpersonai behavior /re,search. Barrow and Westley

' (1958), in choosing_ pertinent Studies ‘to_ include in their eerly sumazry of

the literature, made_the following decision; "Studies'involviné person-~

* -

to-person. or face-to—'face communication were ruled out of our population.

L] *

Only studies invol}ving comnunications to a group were included.... Studies .

involving non-elect}onic communications. . ;were excluded from our population...
* b [

" Perhaps fallowing Barrow and Westley’s lead, tﬁeaexpe::!.mental hy‘potheses

-0

‘and designs related to television assume, for the mbs‘t:,;pnrf, that responses

*




to media stimuli are determined‘hy the magipulation'of media variableés
elone,’add that television has_a grammar of its owm, isolated from other
conventions of behavior and culture, ‘

If a stroné relationship could .be discovered between media variables
‘ and variab inherent in interpersonal interaction, then a wider theoretical
base for<the investigation of media “grammar" would be es tablished.since
°‘ theories from interpersonal research'could be appl.ied .to the media With
such.a goaltin mind, this stidy examines the possible connection between
one interpersonal variable ~ speaking distance - and television shot
selection. A body of interpersonal behavior research (d;scribed below)
has suggested the ‘existence of a systematic use of, and response to space
‘and distance in live interactions. This research could be apolied to an
analysis of television shots if a connection betw"een sl;tots and distance A,) '

- ' . ‘J
could be discovereq . P

There are several perceptual phenomena related to television which .
L
pight be described in terms of distan.oe. Oue is the visual "relationship"

Y ~
‘b?tween the viewer and the image. This relationship exists at every mopent -

it

. S '
that a person watches television. In any one shot tf\LvieweJ is shown a

specific amount\of a scene pcrson, or object. The subject may be shot in ,
“¢lose-up," "medium shot," or "“long shot.? This framing variable creapes

& mediated distagee between the yiewer and the content of the image.

L]

Shots of a football game, for example, can place" the vl.ewer outside of
the huddle or in the last row of the stands. The distance is "mediated"

-and not real" because \:ho image i.s flat, conveys a limited .amount of

- - f o B
gensory information, "and thus abstracts for the viewer only a fraction of
the contingencics of* actual physical prcsencc Response is further

Y

5




) (1ighting,~noise, architectnre,'number f other people, etc.). Nevertheless

viewing the televisipn pnfk might suggest an approximate distance frqm the

televised subjec{: "At -any -peint- the vieuer s perceptiOn of the image

N .
.

might be compared to som!thing Seen live at: distance.x B . . N

s
A, 3econd type of distance - L aye gistance « is-an extension of

at a mediage distance but he als& sees spatial relationships within

the image. Fpr-example, in additidn to eing the huddle at a certain- .
. I '. ! R .
distanceg-the.foo&ball—watcher also sees distances among the plajyers 1n

tﬁe Huddiet Portraye distances agply to relationships among people

and objects.' FQI clarity, hohever, a teleqised Jeguence jinvolving a

*

simple tuo-character idte raction will be used as an example in describing

,\ .Y oc‘
vportraxed tstance. Ataany pqint duting such a télevised interaction the

-
~ .

< : LI - . .
distance between the two dharacters can be estimagged.

L] Ll

Portraxed distance can be diﬁided into two categbries -~ portrayed

obj__tive distdncg,,and Qortr_yed subjective distance; that is, a division

e
'made on the bagis of QUQ types of shots - "objective " and suBﬁective‘"

*

Lightman (1970) descrfbes-an ”objective" film shot as ome that. "maintains

¥

the_role of detached dbservef " where the camera assumes 'whatever angle
' will best pofq;ay ction.": "The point of view presented by the .

objective shot is not that of any part@cular perscp uithin the, actibné
vA

- -

. Instead 1t‘selects'an'observatioﬁ‘pgint for the,viewer. One way‘to.




repiesent an interaction bctwecn two peoplc is to sh .theﬁ both at thc'

same time bjiusing an objective shot, It is then p ssible to describe the

physicél distance at which they appear to he stand ng from each other. ‘

L .

On the other hand, an interdctign between tpo characters can also

*

R | *

be portrayed by ' subjccqivc shots. A subjccttvc shot “assumes the point

~ *

of view of one of the characters" (Lightman, 19?6); it shows the viewcf.wha;

one person within the action sees. fi subjcctive shot of a two-charactex
. . %

interhction'wéqld show only one pcrsoq;:and the shot would be taken from

the angle and viewpoint of the second persor. Subjective shdts are

- - X

-

comhon1y~uscd in_tclcviéion and -film., _In a convcrsqticalbctwccﬂ persen.A

v

’! < " - ——-——-—‘——-—-—,
and person B, for‘example, first a subjective shot of person A might be
shown, then a subjective’ shot of person B, anq then back to a subjective

. . - - .. .. _
shot of person A. Although only one person is_shown in any one‘gquective

shot, :?e si;e of the image with”réspect to the “screen may suggest a
. M ’ ' ¥ . . . . -
phySical distance be;wceen‘phc‘tyo chaiacters.
* N i .

& [

LI

-

»

" Insert figure 1 about here b

ok
\ - -

: ", .o - -
There are thus at Jdeast .three potential telévision "distancesg":

1) gcdiated viewer/image tance, 2) poftrax\ objective distance,

" and 3) Eorttazed sg_jectivc distance (seﬁqfigure 1). The viewer/image
ﬂistancc would be the nost complex to §tudy since its investigation depends
. ' . -~ » . . - - ot
upon an undcrétanding of the other two distancés and involves addcd

[l

situational variables. On the othcr hand, thc sccond aistancc -
JSrtuazionas

portrayed objective isgancc - is an ovcrly simple start for analysfs

of shots in tems of distance. Aftcr-all the concerned parties are both

L]
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cation, and ‘their spatial relationship is usually clear. , The -logjical start
for a preliminary study is therefore the ‘third distance.- 'portrayed

subjective disance-which directly concerns the correspondence between

-

media distance and i.nterpersonal distance. o ) Co
This gtudy examined the ability of judges to estimate the distanpe
" between Atwo' pe0ple on the basis of a "shot" of one of the‘n as seen by the=

" other (i.e.,/a subjective shot)s If suq:h judments can be made, and if

the estﬁnatei distance for given shots is: consistent across many judges

"

then one relationship is established between the panner in which a person .
):‘l.s pictured ;i.thﬁl‘,a ‘frame and su‘gges:ted'physicsl dif;tance. &
' ' '.I'.'heoretlcal Background

2 1
LY

ALthough there are some hints in television and £film handbooks t:hat ‘

1

d’ls"’c's,nce 1s a factor {.n shot selection - such as the terminology "close-up"

«or :long shot" - ghots” are rarely d:.sc‘uss d in tems o~f ac,tual phys':tcal

distza_nce. Instead the framin _g_ variable: is often analyzed iy relation to

size or abstract concepts of psYchological a.djustment. Film scholar

. Lewis Jacobs (1970), for example, notes that “"The size of an‘object affects
our feeli.ngs as well as.our recogn‘léion and understanding of it. 'Big and
"littl?'/particnlarize dnd generalize. ‘;.'he close-,up focuse_s sttention on

- what,is important through magni:r'icstfon of rele;:ant details and exc'fusion

=

'of unwanted portions of a subjeg:t. ‘l‘hg fu"ll s’hot encompasses all of the
- * A

- subject and facilitates ,recegnition.” Filh theorist Andrée\Bazin (1967), in
N '
eocplaining- the prevalence of the medium shot, notes that "...the director L

returns"as often as he ca, {to a shot of the character from the knees up,

[ [
whi,eh is said to be "best suited to catch the spontaneous attention of the

K viewer K_the‘natural point of -bal_ance of ‘his monr:\al adjustgtent.




Al; e}taluatiog of television shots ih terms of distance would provide
. .
/a more concrete base for analysis than size or- "mental adjustment." The
=Y :
full significance of any dis.covered-relat‘ﬁnnship be-tweel;l shot "framing"

and distance) hou‘rever,, can onl-y be ‘fully appf_eci\ated within the context

. 3

of the theory and refearch i:;: the area of .distance in interpersonal.inter-
~ * . . . ’
"action. '_ oy, S B .

The theoretical persgective for’this investigation was derived both

L]

L]

from researchiuto the' s:.gnit’:!.cqge'e of space and d}stance‘in interpersonsl

cégmnunicatibn and from selected findings and beliefs in gsher fields which

L] . #

suggest that distance is a factor in the perception of "framed" pictures.
. L] - ¥ —\ . . ,

" The theoretical background below ,is ther,:,eﬁé'e divided into two sectionms -

"Di{stance Communication " and "Framed’ D,ista.mce.f;

e

i
1 LI

i e - B

=, - .

Distance Communication o - . P "
. .

It has be found that man c.onstantly uses h:l.s body and objects to

divide space in specific and patterned ways. He sets di.stances betweetr

himself and others on tﬁe%asiﬁ of the nature of the interacti/ (Hall

- ~

1939, 1?66 Mehrabl.an, 1971; Scheflen,1972). Thus, in interpersonal

: :interactions, the distance bet:ween fndividuals and the organization of

£
L]

space in geqeral (such as where and hoy_fu;niture is arr.ange.d) has signifi-

*

cence‘ apert from verbil méssages and even f;oﬁ, meanings derived from bodily

*

- . ! . ¢
postures and gestures. The"'meanings:' derived from spatigl configurationms

are .not gecesearily speci¥ic = they ma; not be translatable into words or

concepts - but they affect an individual's approach to an interaction and

'ti}el-i'ﬁfluence the J"sele'cti.op" of available messages. At distance x, for

example, a speaker'e; ve;:ba]. message may take precedence ovei-_'ilis facial

[

‘appeararnce. ¥Ae distance y, the opposite may be true. Similarly, digtance
- - hd » . . N .




t B
mnay affect the degree of reaction to an individual in terms of his -
30c1aT\$ole as opposed to his individual charaeteristieq (Hall, 1966)
Edward T. Hall (1959, 1966) has ‘done extensive work in'the area of man’'s

"silent languages." - Hall has examined the use of space and the “significance
+ . . .
" of varying social distances. He says, "It is in the nature of animals,

-

including man, te exhibit behavior which we call territoriality. -In so

. w . .
".doing, they use the senses to distinguish between one space or distance
Ty " . N . . £
and another. The specific distance chosen depends oit the trandaction;

4

the relationship:of thé interacting individuals, how they feel, and what

they are doing” (Hall, 1966).

In animais; s;at;al"hoges are s?_preeise that thef can be @easured in
eeptimeters (Hall; 1966), 'éfspenEES ta space, such as flight, can also‘be
predieped with extreme aceuraey.% I:bgas been more diffieult to isolate.

-

spatial zones in man because the use of space is, for the most part, un-

4. 4
conscious and because, in some quarters;,the existence of tertitoriality

in han was bitterly denied until rhe 1960°s (Séheflen: 1972). Hall (1966)

*
*

has nevertheless been able to’outlide four discrete spatial zones, each
- - . Y .

witl e near and far bhase: intimate, persgnal, social, and publie.

h ]

On the/ basis of interviews and observations in therJo\r;t':heasserh‘ f

seaborad, Hall established the following dimensions for the near and
. - v

far phases'of each zoue: ’ .

Intimate ° *  close”* zero to six inches
far -_six to eighteen 4nches

Personal close =~ 1% to 2% feet
. g far ‘- 2% to 4 feet

*

~ Social = . | close - 4 to 7 feet
far - 7 to 12 feet

 Bublic . closer- 12'to 25 feet
far - 25 §FEt or more




Hall claims that these Zomes are automatically established by both

parties to an Interaction on the‘ basis of the nature of the interaction.

1

The names of the zomes suggest their appropriate use.2

» Hall claims that the exist:ence of the four' spat:ial zones is univaraal.

'I'ha.t is, a person from any cult:u‘}'e will use all four kindsg of zones and the
.
use will vaty with the type of interaction. What is not universal, however,

,13 the specific.:‘li\.\st:ance, in feet and inchos,ht:hat: a culture assumes for

-

. 1
aach one of t:he zones, -

The classic example of non-universality is the int:eract:ion between tﬁu
gt
bt.\t'sinessmen who meet in a 1oﬁ§ corridor. One of t:hem is Latin American,

the other one .13 Am&ri-can. Both want the i.nt:eract:ion to be friemdly, and o

) t:he? ,boti\“nétiiially- and- ynconsciously try t:q. st:a:nd wit:hin the appropriat:e
“personal zone.” Yet the Latin American's "perSonal one" 1s much smallar
than ‘t:hat: of the Ame?q.can. And vwhen the Lat:in Amef(cap sets the dist:ance,
the Americaneloecomes uncomfort:able For the Amerij:an this :Ls "{nt{mate"
space, and §o\li1e moves b% The ‘Lat:i.n Ameri:can 1$ now-at what 'to him is
"social" distance and he feels remot:e, 80 he moves in again. This process

" continlies as the two move all t:he way down -the loug corridor. At the end’
of the interaction, .t:he» Lat:in Amencan has the vague feeling that: the
American 1s cold and unfriendly, and t:he American feels that the Latid
American is pushy, or even ho&osexual. ' )

) Support for Hall’s t:heories has come from many sources. McBride, King

and James (1965) studied the.effect of varymg interpersonal .dist:ances on

galvanic skin respo'nse (GSR), a m%asure of stress and emot:ion. They found
a\

- a conai}t:ent: ‘inverse relat:ionship between distance\a.nd GSR - the smaller th

\..




distance the greater the response. Their findings sugiﬁst that distance has
+ g definite emotional effect on 1nd1v1dua18 8nd {s therefore an important -

‘fabtor in 1n‘irpersona; 1nteraetfbn. Steinzor (1950) noted a re1ationship

between différent distances from a ‘speaker and the varying abilﬁhy to focus

. ~ .
on his verbal message. This suggestS'that Ha'l's notion of . different appro-.
[y ’ h . .

priate zones for different interactions is correct.- Albert and Dabbs , (1970)

fqnnd further support for the ides of appropriate gspatial zones and noted a’

variation in’ "seleeted? stimuli at different distances. The variation coincided

13
L

with the type of communication predicted by Hall at these respective distances.

r

Willis (1966) and Mehrabian {1968b} both found that distances varied eonsis-

teptly as a funetlon of the speakers relationshlp Mehrabian (19683) found

" a -systematic relatigpship between the dxsténoe set’ 1n*in£eraot1ons and the

Iiked/dis:iked, high status/low status, and male/femele variables. Set
fdistanoe are'apparently so consiatentuthat Willis (1#66) even suggested
" that speaking distance-be part.of an op;rational definition of interpersonak
re;ationships. That is, a apeeific distgnqe between two people dhring an

interaction might be used to define the nature of the interaction, and the

L

nature of their relationship.'

t
'

Support ‘for Ha1l's belief that the dimensions of the zones vary cultur-
ally is a&ao convincing. Watson and Grayes (1966) found éignifieﬁnt differ-
ences, 5etween the. proxemic behavior of Arab 4nd Amepican students.

» In similar interactions the Arabs stood much cToser. Collett (1971) showed

that Englishmen who vere trained to behave nonverbally like "Arabs were

reacted to more favorably by Arsbs than'Englishmen‘hﬁogbehaved "naturally.”
. - . - ) h‘ .‘ - -
Litele (1968) found evidence that people from Mediterrantsn culturés stood

S

closer than North Europeans.

-




Framed Distancte °
A television shot 1s essentially an image within a frame. "Evidence frmn '

several fields, inoluding anthropology, art, and psyohology, suggEst that

. ]

the manner in which a’person or object is pictured within,a frame creates

- -

a phenomenoi related to the perceptfon of distance.

.

‘Eaaard Hall (1966) has researched the sensorial, correlates of varying

interpersonal distances. ‘One sense he has described is vision. "At ang given

3

hinterpersonal distanoe, says Hall, one sees & specific amount of the other

13

person olearly. Hall s descriptions may be relevant to televisioT while a
television shot distorts visual cues to some extent (mo binocular vision, no's o~
peripheral vision, diStorted colors, a specific depth of field over which the

individual has no control, etc.), any*given shot of a person frames the individ-

o

,ual ip a certaih way. 1t may show only His head, or only his head and shoulders,

» -

or it may picture his whole body with varying amggnts of space aroudd} it. If

Fad
the. particular shot is meant to repregent what Person A sees (a subjective

*

shot), then the way Person Buis framed within the shot might suggest a dis-

tance betweer the two people.

E

~ That distance is an important aspect of the "framed" picture is statad by

h ]
4

.the artist, Maurice Grosser, in The Pailnter's Eve. Grogier suggests that}the
. : } - : ‘o
- unique, effect of a'portrait on the viewer results from a phenonenon related to

5r'interpersonal distange.t The closeness of artist and model yields a portrait

LA
-

which allows "the peculian_sort o% éommunication, almost a conversation, that . .
.the person vho looks at the.yigtur; is able to hold, with the person vainted there.”
< In his discussion of poxtraits Grosser implies that the size of the |
figure is not the key variable determining the response to a picture. What
is tmportant is the distanoe that is suggested by the r e;ative size of the_

figure,within the frame. An anq!Hote abont non-comprehension of the film

* . mediuam guégests that distance is the key variable there as well. Gumpert

R S L N B

‘.iﬂﬁ; o

.
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4 . ]

.

(1920) tells of a fiim prepared for a primitive tribe to instruct them im -

.\ - . ]

: ’ the eliminationfof a troublesome insect Within the film were close-ups of

e

“the insect. The natives were not impressed by the film They reacted by o

saying thnt if they had insects that big, then\\hey would worry. Their

.- LN .
‘response to the close-ups was in terms of size not distance; they thought :

* @

. they wvere seein§ a £ilm about giant inaects. Similarly Balazs (1953) : /|

'records that when Griffith first showed a big close-up ina Hollywood ‘ :

cinema and a huge 'severed’ head smiled at the publis...there was s -
) . v ;
" panfc in the cinema." . ] ) ’ .

t ] These-stories reveal thst‘one primary. rule of the cinema is that the

a

; size of an object in relation to ‘the screen does not generally indicate its ]
1 , * - - i i e . s
.. absolute size, but conveys a distance between the object and -the camera's ’

*eye. Thus, when the camerd functions sﬁbjeétively and shows the field of

vision of a character, it also defines spatial relationships - the

. charscter's physical distance from the things he sees. - - T

Psychologist Wifliam Dembers (1964) notes that the size ‘of an image

cast oh the retina ¥y a femiliar object is a cue to its distance. "8s m .

. object of fixed size moves ‘away from an individual,” says Dembers,_ there

is a correspondlng decreasé‘&n the size of the image tﬁat the object casts

L3

on the reatna ;he proximal size of a target is, thegegpre, one potential

13
"

. sou:ce of information about its distance.” Another psychologist; William
* .

Ittelson (1960), provides one reason why retinal size o? the image of another -~

-
-

person/serVes as a cue to distance and not size. Ittelson meations "the

+

k]

;; . tenacf£y wiLﬁ’which we hold od to our assumptions regarding the metric ’ m

-

properties of persons as we think they really are as.opposed to what we see.”

<" Thus in life when the retina] image of a person grows smaller we do not think
s 4 »

*a b L] . . "
- #
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of, the person as getting smaller; we think of him going \farther away;
: ]

Similarly, regardless of the size of the image of a petson within the‘tele7'

vision frame, we ought to react té the picture in terms of distance,

-

not. 8ize. If a given shot represents the vision of a character,  then the -
i . . . ! - /

screen becomes, in effect, that character's retins. -The' relative.sie of
people or objects within the screen shéuld ther;fo:e serve as a cué to the
d;sﬁance of beople and gbjects from Eﬁé character,

' Hypothesis . -

The above theoretical backgrsﬁnd suggests that;. 1) space and disbance

play a large and often unconscious role in interpersonal communicationqi_and
2) . that distance is likely to be a facton in the perception of television
Shots as well. These two concepts lead to the general hypothesis that

there is a systematic relationship between the manner in which a person is

pictured within a frdme (paiﬁtingfjtelevf!ion screen, film screen, epc.)

and varying interpersonal distance. Further,”if the framed personm represents

what another person sees (as in a subjective Bhot), it is believed that a
specific distance between the two péopie is suggested.h-
* oL .
Specifically, if judges are shown a series of subjective shots:

a) all judges should estimate a greater interpersonal distance for '
! . o
each succeeding shot ranging from close-up to long shot. 4

S) all judges should percei%e a given shot in relstiom to a si@iiar

. interpersonal distance.

These are the specific hypotheses that were tested.




Methodology
Fort:y-five students from introduct:ory communication courses at .

Queens CoIlege served as judges in the experiment, Bach_ Judge was given .

»
+ an envelope with,e:_lght: 5" x 8" index cards. On each card a 3" x 4" tele-

vision screen was drawn and a person or portion of a person was pilctured
. :

within the screen. The eight “shots,” A—H,‘ correspended to Millerson's

-~

(1961) classifications:

A. Face shot (very close-up) - the face occupying kt:he full

-

screen area.«

.Big close-up (full head) -{ the head occupying 5/6 of -
the vertical- height of the* screen. ‘ €
- - -“

Close-up thead and shoulders) - the head occupying 2/3

of . the screen.

Medium close-up (bust shot:) - tﬁe head occupying 1/2 of

the screen, - ' < e . -

-~

e

Mid-shot (waist gh_ct) - the head\ qc'cupying 1/3 offﬁhe géreen,
3/4 shot .(medi’.mn,-sh'ct:)-.- the head occupying, 1/6 of the screen.

Full-length shot - Phe head occupying 1/8 of the screen,
' Y

Eong shot - the body fills 1/3 to 3/4 qf the sexeen height
(1n shot used th.e body £1lls approximately 2/3 of the X
screen height). ’ ‘ ’ ! |
Every judge was present:ed 'with a different order of . th'e eight shots.’,
In addition to the shots every jud.ge ‘had eight: pairs of S‘I.Ihouet:t:e figures, .
.eight legal-size pi.eces of paper and a box of paper clips. ““The silhouct:t:e .

figures were three :anhes tall and t:he Judges were told t:hat t:hey rgpre-

* sented six-foot tall individuals. A line ru_nnipg the length of each

x




¥
? : s ,‘S' ' . )
legal-size plece of paper had small marks every half-inch to.indicate one
. , P

foot: of Mreal” distance. . Figures could b\e Placed anﬁm‘vhere from oue-eighth
inch to 13 inches apart (mose-to-mose). Thig scaled distance correspended

£
to a range of three inches to 26 feet (see figure 2).
) _h‘ 5 "

= D ——

- Insert figure 2 about here-
, +
-------------“-.\ ------- T-

After a brief explanation of theﬂﬁaélre of subjective shots, judges

were asked to estimate the distance two pe0p1e wvere. standing from each

other on tﬁe basis of subjective shots of on?/ person. Each judge lookad
a'ti bne shot at a time and then clipped the ﬁ/isures at wha.t ‘e felt w;s
an appropriate'inter'personal distance. Jut{i}gesI werg not allowed to go back’

to an ‘eir_l'ier shot {o review their estiq:ayfes.
t . + - », : . ‘
Resilts . ) O

&

_ The experimental desiOn yielded da.ta. for 45 judges, :cross eight treat-

. ments.}y‘po\ thesis (a) wa.s tested first, It was hypothesized that the.dis- .
" tance should increase -as the shots ranged from close~up (A) to* long shot (H)
For each, judge seven possible order-relationships are considered: A-B . B-C,
~.c-Db, D-E, E-F, F-G G-H., Ig the hyl?othesis is’ correct, the distance chosen
for the second shot in each pair should have been greater than the distance
chosen for the first. Of the total. of 315 such. pairs (seven for ea.ch of 45.
judges) only 31 did not yield the hypothesized relationship (9. 8?) )
Kypothesis (a) was supported by 91.27 of the pairs.3 In addition to this »

' i.ntuitive analysis it is pogsible to express the same results statistically.

?
The judges raw scores were converted into ranks (1-8) and Kendall's co=

L]

effj.cientaof concordance W (Siegel, 1956) was used. It was found that W
i

was equal to .98 and that the data was signficant beyond the .0005 level.
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' Next, sn\analy'Sis, of vaMance was performed. Means and variances were
-edleulated. The variance for each shot was high, and not surprisingly, the

variance- increased across treatments proportionately fto_'ﬁli'é increase - in the

means (as seen|in Table 3)¥ Since this occurred 1t was necessary to perform - -

a lo'garif,".lunic ttranaformation of the data (Schuessler, 1971) —before using ’

parametric statistics. A logarithmic transformatipn Jtends to equalize the

va:iance while maintaining the origin.al ratios among the means) The

analysis of variance for correlated measuxes (Winer, 1971) was performed
“¥

on the transformed data and indicated highly significant results between-

treatments (Table 1) o g A L. S ot
- S L. N S
) . Y -

CL
'ro test whether or not adjacent means differed significantly, 'S effe

“tests (Hcmemar, 1962) were performed (Table 2). f the means differed .

-

aignifi'cantly*at least at the.,05 level indicating that hypothesis (b) was

—

supported by the data. Consequently a table was constructed (Table 3')

compar:[.ng the mean distance for egch shdt to the corresoondihg Zs'l.)-atial .
o .o 2 .
zone (according to Hﬂ&, 1966). . o
------------- e -y - 0“- . -~ -

¥

Insert Table 2 and 3 about here

-

All of Hall's zones ranging from "far intimate" to“close ??uﬂlic“‘_were
tched with shots' Shot A (face shot), for encample, correspondsd to “far
timate space," shot C* (head andhshoulders) corresponded to the begirming

of "far personal space,'.' and shot D (bust shot) to the end of "far personal
spacej' and shot H (long shof) correspondbd to "close Public space." - :__:‘

.’.




¢ ~
.

Caut:ion should be t:aken in strictly applying the ghot/diat:ance continyum,
s ~
however, because of the degree of variance in eat:ﬁnat:ed distance within
i '

each treatment (Table 3). .

L

“Two zonea, "close intimate" and” “far ﬁublic" were not matched w:tth

—

,shots. Hilfersqm s classification of shots, however, also includea a

¥

"eighter, ahot:" (exg;:eme cl,ose-ixp) which was not uaed tn the study, and l;is

definit:ion of a "long ahot:" allowa for "looaer" shots t:han the long shot

/
judges were given. It: iz li.kely‘. therefore, that there are shots corres-

.

\
ponding to "close int:?.mate" and Mfar public" space as well.

* In summary, both hypotheaea were’ support:ed and a ahot/diat:ance continu,,um
—

was const:ruct:ed fTable 3). ) v I ' " -

.
-

. IR D:lscussion and Suggeated Research

9 The analyaia of the‘k&a indicated: | 1) that regardlesa 9f the order
Jin which shota were seen, jydges estimated greater distances ranging from
close-up to long shot, _2) thét >the mean diat:ances for shots differed figni-
ficautly, and 3) that tl;e varia;zce within each shot was high“but increased .
proport:ional:ely to the.mean,

The fi‘ndinga therefore strongly suggest that ‘the manner in which a

person _is pict:ured with:;.n as framet' creates a phenomenon relatf to perception

of physical -di.s‘x:a.nce., ‘ The Righ variance might indicate that a given shot

conveys a general rather than ‘a specific distance, or it hmight: 1ndica‘te that
L

the meaSuriqg device was not \precise\j The device used required Judges to

‘ l:ranslat:e percept:%on of real space into a very small scale (one half- inch

L]

= -one foot). (TOther@ea_suring dcv,icea might be t:ried in future studies, 1In

anyjcase, the wariance inereased propgr-%ionat:ely" to the increase in the *
. . ¥ f R . . . G

~means, suggesting that the response across treatments was comsistent.




P

! Since'tf'nis‘ stiﬂjr}ezncerﬁe:! with "portr:ayed subject:ive distance,"”

-

t'.he only direct applications are,in rerms of subjective shots. 'I.'he high
atatisti&al s,ignificance of the résults s however, has widesgread implicarions
:hi ‘l:har ir suggesrs many other desi:ra'ble research projects. Investigitions -
_gre med__t_o dete e the’ e:et'ent to which distance is & factor in the

. .viewer/image relationship and _t];e degree to which reactions to actual

oy

¢ p_hysical: space can be u_ge_d _e;"e"géneral guide in planning, predictiag,

and.analyzing audience respoﬁée o all types of shots. Of greater .

3 : . <7 :
significance is the possibility that television “grammar" is a derivative )
of the "gra;mngf' of interpexsonal behavior: The degree to which a.media ,

Bequence either reglicat or distorts_gLiven int:erp_rsonal cues may

-D

determine aa.ndience_gercgnrion and response. Camprehension, for e.acample,
nay depend upon the general adherence to "rules” derived from interpersonal
. behavior, while shades of meaning and special effects may be created by

.various deviations from these rulT. Perhéps' }of greatest significance is

the fact that iut:.ergersonal behavior varies cross-culturally, and that any

strong conhection betweeﬂ\ interpersonal and television variables would \s

f . 14

. thereby rhrust medja production d. criticism‘ into a cro'ss-culrural

perspective. Further studies are needed of course, before widespread

‘s

assumptions can be

‘J:he expanded d:&scussion elow is -divided inro three sectionss
1) implications regarding th us,e of Subjective shots, 2) potential implica-
tions for,,,the viewer/image I:I'elationship P and 3) possi.ble media‘corrélates

_ °of other- interpersonal var ables ! Relevant cfoss-cultural implications
n* )]' L)
are presented throughout, ' The second and -third sections aresprimarily

¥

outlines of possible'regf.arch toplcs which are related to the theoretical

=
-

) bac_kgrouﬁd and 'fihdi’ngs/ of this study.




\~Subje¢tive Shots -

Inasmuch as the data in&icates that a subjective shot suggests a distance
-

N »

betweed two people, the f ndings may be*interpret_a as having s{gnificance vt
in .the development of theory regarding production vai'iables and audience

. *respoﬁse. §pecifica11y, the "meaning" or effect of a sg?jeotive shot can
ppp— )
be partially outlined" The study results syggest that it is possible :to

-

( describe aspects of relal:ionships vﬂ?su‘bjective_shots alone, without 'l:he

L ™

ugse of objective shots and,evﬁn without dialogue. If two peqple are’ shown

A
interacting in subjective close-ups, for example, the distance between them '

5 b3

is roughly described and to. the ex;ent that interpersonal distance defines K

" relationships (Willis, 1966), the natur_e_of thetr’ relationship is defined.

1

- ith reg;rd 8¢ the es-tablé.shment of rules"fo? roduction, 'ho?ever,
. ) 't‘_ . \ . .. " )
the implications'of the $indings are somewhat ambiguous. Ou the one hand,,

by indiqa,iing that viewers perceive distance in -subjective shots, the findings ’
- . ﬂ . . Ld
suggest a setpof rules for composition of "grammatical"” visual forms, such -

as the selection of "appropriatei' shots or "proper" matching of subjec,tiv_ei/

shots to objective, shots.” The connecti‘on'betueen distances and shots  als

\

'suggests "wrong" shots - or ones that create special effects. If two éeople

-

are seen standing\at "personal distance" in an o}jective shot and the .,

L]

subjective shots are long shots (“publit dista‘hce") then psychologioab

isolation might be suggeste.d Conversely, if the subjectiv shots in
""\-‘..
~~ -

a scene suggest a closer distance than the objective sh.ol:s used emo- '

r

tional intensity might be conveyed. 6. On ‘the surface on migh&; infer that

these "rules" are quite relevant to commercial directors and to teachers
' :

L

of production tectgliqut. " On the other hand, the study s findings sugsest

T ¢ <




ahat a direecor, Iike anyene elge,,uneonspiously pereeives shots in terms of

. distance, and" probably naturally produces."grammacieal“ media forms. In
éhis sense the implications for c;;mercial direptops, even if tHey wére
'attencive to research findi: 's, ?;uld be nil, and.even if‘che Juse. of distance -
.in real life situations serves as an ;ceurate gutde to theﬁ}re;iné -and use
of shots, the role of the teacher of produecion tecﬂnique may be to: simply
leave séudencs alone and allow the; to adap: thei; inCerperSOnal iqt:uitioeH

L]
.

to' the stfueturing of.visual imqges. :' . ’_ . « -

-

There is perhaps only one signifiegﬁc ﬁrbddetion .application ok‘a

classification of shots in terms of d1stance., In eddﬂ!eon to explaining one

- » [ T

aSpqct of a visu&L ‘erammar,' a shot/d1stan¢e eonnection-also suggestq.tha;
£ .

there is not one visual grammar, but many. For while the use of dif%erenq‘

*

spatial zones in interpersonal interaction is épﬁgrently universal, the |

. . ' . 4 .
specific distance'set for'd given zome varies cfeéq:culturally. Therefore
: . L - 4 ‘ ! . -
JAf a-Subjeetfve shot eonveys a distance \there is a different'appropriate

subjective shot’ for every cultural group that uses space differently

" .sg s

addition, the contexts "in which a given spatial zone is ‘uded are alsg

,nl

culture specific. Pereeption of 3paee may depend upon whethdf’or not the )

" person sp?ﬂ en to is a relative, man Or a woman, or a member of' an ethnic, i

1

.or cultural group (Hall, 1966) It is Iogieal to assume% t refore,, that
* - .
_the seleetion of both subjeetive and obdect:ve shots should varyﬁand that

(%4 s J ~

‘interpretations of given shots would be different for members of différent
7 T

cultures. - e, U * S,

%

The same misunderetand}nge'fhat arise in interpersonel interaction

between membeps of different cultures might also a;ise ffom watehiﬁé




%

films or television programs produced in other countries. Although it is
‘ often Believed that exported. films favorably portra.y. the uative culture,

they may, in fact, reinforce stereotypes and misconceptions, ‘iiecause of

. df.fferent: concepts of space, the I.atin American businessman who sees a
film of Aserican businessman might still feel that Americans are cold and o
1npersona1 and the American businessman might view filmed Latin Ameriecan

'_ . businessmen as pushy or homosemml These misunderstandings might arisé

* (’_/"'
because media '-'gramar" is assumed to be a universal ‘language. The results
» kY . - \ i
‘of this study ‘suggest that some type of ”translation_" thay-be. necessary.—‘ For

"£ull desired impact, propaganda or iustructionel television an& £ilm productf.oué

sent abroad";ﬂ&y have to )be shot in the visual language of the target culture,

o
Teachers who have’ productidon students from diff.erent.culﬁdral baékgrounds
* -may have to take this into account in &nalysis of the students' work, and

criticism'of tel-evision and film, in general, _max«/'need‘ to- be put into

¥

cultural perspect:iw.rei.8 R ; ) .

?urther studies testing the perception of distanoe in subjective

L}

shots on the part of judges from other populetions are advisable before

“

* . generalizing the sp.ecific findings of this study to other situations.

’ Additionel research using shots of-anin;g.te and inafimate objects 'should.
. lead to & gmeraff.omla for computing distance from uctual object size’

and from size relatéve to the screen. If the connection between framing

and cultural perception of space stands the test .of further empirical P

——

'«research, ‘then what is known about cultura?se of distance might be

aaleicd to an analysis of visual mages Further, since interpersonal
v -

. reseafch to date iudicates for the most part, that there are systematic

cultural difference;.in theluse of space and distance, yet has only

.
i

- &
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' - =

chartefl a small fraction of the vast and camplex croas-cultural matrix,

. pro‘duc\tions from different cultural settings might be used to analyze
. * . b -

: varyinﬁ-pemeptions of space.

Iiewetf Iniaze ‘Relat'iogship ’ . ) .

The results of this study suggest that subjecti.ve- shots can spatially

define interpersonal interactions. If a viewetr perceives a certain distance

] betwe?’ two people it is likely that he will assume that the people respond

to each other in accordance- with that dist ce. Aftér all, regardleaa of
the nature of the televised sequence (news eport, fiction, ete.) the two

cﬁaractcrs interact within the same level of reality. For distance to be ~ .—
; - " .

-

relevant to subjective Shots, theréfore, the viewer does not have to

-

p“ersonally react to the distance, he only has to believe that the characters
react to it.‘ In the viewer/image relationship, however, the issue is mor

complex. Using a methodology almost: identical to the one used in this

=

study, judges mi t be asked: If this shot repnesents vwhat you see of
another person in rea1 1ife, haw far away would you he from each other?
Yet evenr if judges could match the shots to distances the 8igrlificance of

”distance communication” fo the viewer/image relationship vould not be
determined. Judges might be able to make some connection hetween 2 shot and
. \ . ) ) .
distange.on the basis of certain visual cues, but this would pot mean that

R . b J
there is any connection between viewer responses to television shots and

- résponses to actual distance. Studies of the viewer/image "distance” u;ust;\
. ) .

thersfgge focug on discovering reactions to shots and then on comparing
thase with reactions to actual physical distance. Future research might,

for example, investigate the ‘effect of different shots on viewers galvanic

N 4

I

skin responge. - _ ) . ’ t




_‘Wh.atev.er the reaction to shotp, it is no doubt altered by situational

‘. ’ " . a
varigbles (figure 1) and future studies_"might examine their effect. Also

- . . % Y . I L
~of significance is the constant non-physical nature of the viewer/image

" .relationship. There can be no real threat or seduction ?‘ven at "intimate’

viewer/image distance, , It is Eherefore'tmlike}y that'response to ‘television .

" distance could be as intex;lsE ;se response td actual plysical space. |,
..While the emotional effects of varying distance are probably muted in

tﬁe viewer/ image relationship angther aspect of distance is far more likely

1

. to be of signiffcance. *Changes in interpersonal distanqe cause variation
in selection of ava.ilab}.e stimuli, and general perception of other people. X

‘ﬁnerefore, 1f the viewer gets any impression whatsoever of person, scene,
.

or_ event from" a shot, it is possible that thF type of information corres-
. ponds to the type of infomatiori derived at ‘a certain distancé.\ Distance

factors miéht, for example, explain viewer perception of, and identification !

i . . .

' with cha:'."acters.9 .
If the viewer/image reletionship is based on distance, then subjective
shots would-have to be analyze@ in terms of the "doublp distance" that

.they suggest. In a2 subjective shot the viewer not only sees spatial
LS

relationships within the action, but he is also "placed" a_certain distance

away from what a charactér sees, One question that might(arise in a2

-

sub jective close-up of a character is‘ whether the viewer i_dentifies vlth ’

the character who is looking, or with the character who is seen.

o~

A viewer/image relationship affected by distance cues would suggeSt

eross-cultural variation in se1ection of all types of shots, In cultures

v— "

where interactions take place at cloer dist:ances, the- director might be

more likely. to "place' ‘the viewer cl s®r to scenes and characters.

+

1
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A cmss-cultural comparison of "framing" techniques might indicate whethel:

. . ‘
or not this :l.s truc. . % .

,Other.Intchcrs‘onal Variables e , ' - ' RN
v . ' . '

A comnection bctwe@ln intcrpcraonal distances and- shot s’citcction suggé‘a‘t-s .

that other variables ihhcrcnt in interpersonzl behavior q:ay'aj.sq have °

: correspooding nedia variab‘le,g. In addition to choosigg a close-up, or .

medium ahqt, ot long shot, 2 director also ce.lccts the area of his subject 7

that is included in 'the screen. ‘A close-up of a person, for éxamplc, may

This variable may be.re-" -

slfgw his f.acc,' or his haqu; or even his f—cct. )

" ated to eye behavior.. Shots may. be d's.’signed f;'o logically unfold a

scene according to a visual pattern-used in real life situations. Whew - - .

a di.rector cuts back and forth betwccn two charactcrs in an 'ﬁlteraction, the

"grammar” of his technique may be derived from the eye behavior of the 4o

¥y =

average observer at 'a similar live cvent. If eye behavior is .the determin- ) g

i.ng factor in shot selection, cultural diffenences must again be accounted

for. Evcry culturc das its own rules for gye. behavior - who has a right

. to 1oolg,.- at what, and for how long (Hall, 19686) ..~'\Thqsc9cu1tcra1 rules may ' t

affept productidﬁariablc’é ‘such as selection. and length of shots, as well

as viewer perception of the ::'inal»product. <

Rules of eye beliavior quld seem to have a direct connection with

certain tclcviaion variables beciause of the visual nature of the medium,
. ;
What is not as’ clear is the possible connection berween other senses and '

.  media, Interacticns in real life afford participants with information from

' N
" “'

a complex matkix of 'acnso}y pci'ce.ption. Touch, smell, and taste combine

H‘.I.th visual and aural stimuld to "flcsh out" pc;‘ccption of events and

. pcoplc. Hall. (1956), for mtample., notes t.hat ‘oné cue of "inbimatc .

!

.
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d:l;st:ani:e\" 1s thé heat from the other person's body. If interpersonal

v e

behavior cues, are relevant to perceptions of televisiod gid £11m, then
. 't:elevsie.:ion's portn:aya{l of a diﬁstorted sénsory environment ’hgs ctoss~-
cultt:ral igplications._ The.varying impo'rt:-anc'e of given senses in inter-
- personal in't:erac:io'n is liycely to af.fect: respox:me to given-shpts’ and ’
RO sequences. Americans, for exaﬁap}e, t:en.d to de-emphasize )dor as a source
g of il;foxl-mation about others. The less o'thers smell (in bf:ti',u senses) the .
t;etter. In some cultures howavef, one must be able to smell ahofher';
. breath to know and‘understnci him (Hall, 19266). Reaction to the ""des
dor‘:lz gt c]..bs p would probabiy differ with such cultural variations.
'NOther-behavior patterns which vary with culture and context include .
1.1 l:e::ar;t:ion angle -’bbth laterai.-ang Vertfcal, lengi;'h and pace of .
: ‘- -imteractions, and postural shi-fts during interactiqﬁs (Hall, 19‘6-6_; Scheflen,
: "1972). l'It: is possible that productfion variables‘ such as camera angle,

rate of cut:f:ing, and camera movement are related to these behaviors. If .

go, use and comprehension, of

» -

éiven media foims would also vary with cul-

tufe and context, and studies of production variables would have to go

beyond tests of the variables, in themselves, and analyze the nature of the .’
gubject matter and likely behavior at similar live events .0 ] -

1.

~ In smar:v, this study’s findings apply directly to an anaiysis’ of

gubjective shots, suggest response~based research int;o the viewer/image-

1

rélationship, and indicate_a lticed for culture2controlled research .
© - og - LN
. examﬁ:ing the relevance of qémr behavior patterns to the creation and com-
. o ) rc. - _, lJ \ *
ptehension of television sequences. ) .
* s. e * ‘ K4
- . 1Y
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1. Sometimes, however, the nature of the lens and the position of

2. "Close intimate space,” for instance, is a "love-hate" distance, .

- pature .are conducted. He notes that "desks in the offices of impoxrtant

- non~trangitivity appear (9.7%).
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characters with respect to the camera can greatly distort normal

perspective. The long lens often used to capture a baseball _

batter and pitcher, for example, makes them look much closer ;
,than they actually are. Similarly a "zoom-in" on a zoom lens -
creates a very artificial change in perspective (Millersom, 1961). u

the distance of lovemaking and wrestling. Even at "far intimate
digtance' "the presence of the other person is.ummistakable and may

"at; times be overvhelming because of the greatly stepp ensory
inputs" (Hall, 1966). "Personal distance" designate§ "the distance
consistently separating the members of nom-contact Species. It might be
thought of as a small protective sphere or bubble t an organism
maintains between itself and otlers" (Hall, 1966). “close personal
spdce” ome can easily touch the other person, Hall says that while it*.
" is appropriate for 2 wife to stay within her husband's "close personal
‘zone," it is not appropriate for another woman to do so. "Far persomal
dist;anoe" is equivalent to keeping someome at arms length. This zone ‘ ' .
marks "the limit of physical domination in the very real sense" (Hall, :
1966). Hall states thatthe “far personal zome" is appropriate for

""'subjects of personal interest and involvement." Tmpersonal business

takes place at "close social distance.” Co-workers hdve a tendency to ,

uge this zome, and it is a common distance at casual social occasions.

At "far social distance," says Hall, business deals of a more formal

-

people are large’ enough to hold visitors at the far phase of social
distance." Another intédresting aspect of this distance is its
itsulating chatacter. At "far social -distance," pecple within the same
open space can work imdependently without feeling compelled to interact.
A receptionist needs this much space, says Hall, to continue to type .
while someone is waiting in the same outer office. ''Close public : . e
distance" is used on more formal occasioms: Hall mnotes that linguists .
-have observed a more.careful choice of words, phrases, and syntactical
forms at this distance. "Far public distanceis the distance
"automatically set around important public figures" (Hall, 1966).
YPublic distance'" can, however, be used by anyone at public. events.

At this distance, thére are changes in both verbal and non-verbal style.
Everything, accoiding to Hall, is "exaggerated or amplified."
In the 31 instances wﬁere the distances did not increase as hypothesized, .

the data was further analyzed to uncover any additional non-transitivity. .
JIE,for example, judge X chose the following distanges for the first four
shots: A-5, B-3, C-4, D-6, the initial test would only reveal ope dis-.
order in.the A-B paiw. Yet the fact that the distance chosen for C is - ,
smaller than that chosen for A 1is also significant in that it reveals . p
a relationship that contradicts the hypothesis. After such an analysis. R
it was found that in only 3 of the 31 cases did such an additional - Cw
91.3% of the initial disorders were ‘
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Since this study was concerned with the "framing variable" agd not
actual television shots, it is assumed that the general f£findings
are relevant to all media which placel an image myithin a frame
(television, film, still photographs, painting, enc.) 'Unique
characteristics of each medium, however, will no doubt alter the
ovérall viewer response. Furthermore, the ratio for vertical
height to horfzontal length for anY given image may also affect ’\
perception of distance. ) A L .
Research supporting Hall's theories indicates that there,ia an
appropriate distance for a given type of interaction, that certain
feelings are associated with given distances, that stimuli -
selected in an interaction vary with distance. If subjective shots
correspond to specific distances, they can be matched to the nature
of the imteraction. Co-workers, for{example, tend to iteract at »

py

"elose-social distance” (Hall, 1966), suggesting the ufif of a
subjective shot similar to shot E. Similarly, if subjéctive
shots are classified in terms of distance, they can be "correctly"
matched to distances seen in objective shots,.within "the same o
televised seguence.

. . N . .
The.results of this study actually indibate that such shots are not
strictly "subjective" because they don't accurately represent what
8 character sees at a giypn distance. . Yat this type of shot is
generally considered:suNjective in television and £ilm literature
gince 1t is shot from the perspective of a2 character. Further, even
though it may distort subjective visual perception, the overzall
affect of the shot is subjective. '

It is possible to distinguish between distance-related media variables

and distance-related interpersonal variables. Since use of distance -

varies culturally, the distance between people in objective shots
ought to vary with’the culture of the people. This, however, is an

. interpersonal variable. ’ The framing of subjective shots is a media

variable. This distinction might be important in analyzing productions
vhere the characters are from a different cultural’background than the
dixector. The characters may interact in one cultural milieu while

their relationship is portrayed in another. A conptent anakysis of
television and film'would only tgll half the stoxy., 13 .

the locations of “cultural" boundaries are not always clea: As Hall o
(1966) and ‘Scheflen (1972) indicate there are different proXemic
patterns among subcultures, The issue of Mproduction” for other o
"cultures " is. thexrefore, rather complex. It might be interesting to
1nvestigate differing interpretations of network television programming
across subcultures and regions-of the United States. —Another area which
might be investigated is television and £ilm's potential for t teaching
cultural- patterns of distance behavior. - Television y~Eorzexample, might
be acting.as a "spatial socializer™ for minority group children in
___.__'_.__________,,
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- judge and the defendant.

v v .
Because of distance factors, an actoi in d‘telev on commercial, for
instance, might be présented either as an individual who makes an intimate
appeal {(close-up) or as an authority figure whose approach is based omn
a social role (medium,shot or long shot). The potential effect on
perception of characters or on identification becomes clearer in a
sequence involving more than one character. In a cpurtroom sequence,
for examplz, the director might be able to juggle response to the
With the judge shown at lofg shot the viewer's
cohce:n might be m;é;ly with the judge'’s performance a judge, while
in close~ups the c&Tern might be in terms of the judge'’s own feelings
.or his oum response to his role. Altermating t es of shots might
present a more complex perspective to the viewer.. The same manipulation
is possible for the defendant. Withy shots that convey different distances
the director might be able to broadly recast the scenario: 1) judge vs.
defendant (roles - both seen in medium or long shot), 2) judge' (fmedium
or long shot) vs. man {(close-up), 3) man vs. man- (both close-ups), und
so ono b
A simple case in point is low camera angle. If low camera angle cor-
responds to looking up at sameoi in real life, then its effect in a
television sequence would logically vary from a situation where a tele-
vised individual is a public figure, who is bften literally “looked “up
to,” to a situation -where the televised individual is a friend or ;
anyonewho is normally seen at the game level. Neither Tiemens (1970)
not Mandell and Shaw (1973) took such contextgal variables into account.
They simply studied vhether low angle, in itsélf, causes perceived
dominance.
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_ Vel ty NS § . .
. ‘ Betwe_e{ judges 12 44 ‘ !
. : Z . .
N Within judges 59 315 §
Freatments 53 7 7.57 | 398.4% '
- Residuals eu 6 308 . .019 ) F
. L . h
Totals n ' : E . )
. Note. = The analysis of \{ai-iance for .correlated measures ¥
- . s .
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Tasle 3

. Shot/Distance Continuum

Mean Distance [Standard Deviation Zone (Hall, 1566) . L
(iaches) - E | Name Dimensions (inches)

"

+

10.6 i 8.1 far intimate 6-18 - ° >

a 1y

20.1 o close personal 18-30 -

rl

.30.8 far personal. 30-48-

5 Ead .
43.0 - | £ar personal. 30-48 -

65.0 . close s.c:cial . 48-84

<

87.5 . ' far social ,84-144‘

L]

118.6 far social 84-144 " - °

[

167.7 - a close pubtic 144~300

Ld
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) Given certain “situational variables," a viewer sees a.television image by-way of a .
.. "framing variable." The "framing variable" may create a "mediated viewer/image distance” /
and may also portray distances within the action, ‘Such "portrayed distances" can be - )
either objective or s@_-l_eg:ive depending upon the use of objec::l.ve or subjettive shots,. . N
+ The relationship between two charactérs or between a character and an object can be - -
portrayed either objectively or subjectively. Relationships between objects, however, ¢ = -
can only be portrayed objectively since, by definition :he subjec:i‘ve sho: representl
animate perception,
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Fig. 2 - Distance Measuring Device * ,
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1) vwhite.legal size paper with scaled line °

e

T

2) woveable strip of paper with black silhouette (Jeft) ‘

2) woveable strip of paper with black silhouette "(Right) .
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