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together, providing topics of conversation, acting as a tension
release, and serving as a scapegoat, though the nature of the
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content (often program related) of conversations held during
interact¥®ng, with TV's effects being greater and more negative,
These results indicate both possible benefits and potentially harmful
effects of media interactions and suggest a substantial mediating
effect of interactants on the impact of media mesSages, facts media
researchers should keep in mind. (JL) . . . '
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MEDIA EMBEDDED INTERACTIONS'

Although thére are potentially important implications to the stud& \
of media embedded interactions only a limited amount of research has been‘
conducted in this area. Two kinds qf‘research have been done: omnibus
studies on the effects of television have often ébntained a small subset
of questions ré]ated to medi; embedded interactions (Bower, 1973; Steiner, ' . ‘ %
1963) or narrowly focused research related one issue has been reborted
(e.g. Atkin, 1972, on anticipated jnteraction and Rosenblatt and Cunn{ngham,
1976, on the re]at%onship between interaction, television viewing, and
family tensions). As yet no systehatic treatment has been given to the

entire range of issues that media embedded interaction raises. This

-

reflects a continuing failure on the part of mass media researchers to

examine the social psychological setting in which Egdia is attended to |
¢ (Lang & Lang, 1978) or for that matter to examine the nature o; the medium_ N ‘

itself. The failure of the literature toﬁconsider the socia situdtional

aspects of media env%ronments in a systematic manner has potentially grave

implications for the Examination of the effecfs of the media as Salomon | .

and Cohen (1978) so ably point out. .. ( -

Why is the sfudy of media emﬂédded interactions important? First,
there is sugggstive evidence that media embedged»jnteractions are qualita- | °,
tively different from other interactions (ﬂohnsonbi1976, 1978). Some - |
researchers have maintained that {nte¥action in /the presence of media in
. essence constitutes a state of quasi-interaction that is.para11e1\npther
£ than interactive (Mactoby, 1951; Steiner, 1963; Walters & Stone®1971).

5 In and of itself this might be of little import, éﬁcept that severai

survey results indicate thaf‘fahi1ies spend & great deal of time viewing
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te]ev1s1on together (Bower, 1973; C/{f1n 1955; Lyle, 1972). +In fact,
for cons1derab1e numbers of family members, 36% accord1nq tp Hamilton
and Lawless (1956L the only time they interact is in the presence/st
television. If media ehbedded interactions are different from other
interactdons, there is at least the possibilit& that this mayt have
harmful effects on the interactants, and on tde dynamics df family
life in particular. ‘ ' N

Media embedded interactions may also mediatemthe effects df mass
media. By d1scuss1ng the content of the programming 1nteractants may
dampen the effects of messages (Lang and Lanq, 1978) or interactants
may distract attent1on of other'interactants thereby‘either reducing
the impact of messages or preventing messages from reaching potential

\\ audiences (Salomon & Cohen, 1978).

T\, . This paper wi]i provide a preliminary overview of the nature of

media embedded ‘interactions. Contrasts will be made bet&een television

_and radio embedded interactions and othefxinteraction situations.  Re-
search has demonstrated that: radio is a less involving med1um than |
television and, as a result, 1ts effects shou]d be somewhat less pro-
nounced than]the effects of teleyision (Johnson, 1976, 1979). The
discussion that.fo11ows is based on\a review of the jiterature, a qualitative
questionnaire distributed to college students at a 1a;ge midwestern university,
and items in a mailed queStionna1re sant to'a random samp]e of adults in a

ot

1argejn1dwestern city. The paper is organ1zed top1ca11y S0 ev1dence from

~

t
all three sources can be presented in depth on particu]aﬁ issues. Th1s

paper will focus on four areas: the functions of media embedded interactions, .

)
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the environment of media embedded interaction§, the effects of media on
v \‘ [ . .

&

social interaction, and reactions to medié embedded interactions.

The anctions of Media Embedded Interactions -

v

Interacting in the'presence of media serves several functjons for
interactants. F1rst they often compe to this sxtuat1on with a soc1ab111ty '
motive. In two nat1ona1 surveys 6?% in 1960 (Steiner, p963 and 44% in 1970
(Bouer, 1973) of réspondents reported that they watch te]ev1s1on usua]]y
or oécass1ona11y ma1n1y to be soc1%P1e when others are-watching. Tele-
vision is often seen asan excuse to be with family members and as a VAR 4
'stimulus to social interaction (Ly]e,\1972' Steiner, 1973).- Indeed it ff _—
appears to decrease 1n%eract1on with non-family, members and increase the .

lamount of time spent with the family (Coff1n, 1955; Hamilton & Lawless,
19565 Maccoby, 1951; Robinson,- 1972a, b). However, while television -
increases the amount of time that fani1ies.spend'tdgethe} "if‘éﬁgears "
that the increased family contact brought abgyt by te]evision is ‘not Coo
social excipt in the most limited senser{agnet of being in the same nnomawith

xotner'peop f Macgoby, 1951). Others havealso noted that while te]ev1s16n
ﬁ ‘ |
qppears to bring the family toqether, it really doesn t enhance the Tevel |

‘or gmount of their social 1nteract1on (Coff1n, 19555 Hamilton & Lawless,

1956 Robinson, 1972b Walter§ & Stgne, 1971) In- fEEZ':;-ZZRZZ‘?am11y ' ’

T s1tuaf1ons te]ev1s1on may provwde the appearance of togetherness, whgaf
] pnévent1ng fami]y members from d1scuss1ng the root causes of fam11y strife
f (Rosenb]atf & Cunn1ngham, 1976). A1l of thi% suggests that while inter- .
actants may come to media 31tuat1ons .to be sociabTe, 1n the end the natUre

4

o of the Sﬁtuatfon thwarts th1f mot1ve i . .




o Television ororides topics of conversation for interactants while
* the media is on (Lyle, 1972; Robinson, 1972b) and in subsequent inter-

-

- actipns (Atkin, 1972; LoSciuto, 1972).. The nature of the topics discussed
‘will be examined later in this paper,{z

fhiere the primary emphasis is on the

i 'extent to which media provoke or stiﬂu]ate canversations, Given the
re]gtively Tow involvement in radio. situations it was hypothesized that
teJevision, ir|benera1, would provoke more comments than rodio._,In.tne
mat]ed questionnaire respondents were asked Hbw often in'd typical hour
they were provoked or stimulated by the tnings tney see or hear on the
media to make comments to others. The means for television news and
entertainment werg 3.8 and 4.3; for.radio news and entertainment 2.9
and }.6 respective]y. The differences across the two media were\signifi-
cant (t=2.96,n3<.0f for news and t=2.64, p< .01 for entertainment). Thus

both television and radio appear to stimulate comments, but, as hypothesized

‘the effect of television, is somewhat more pronounced.

R
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Television also acts as a tension release in some insfances. Rosenblatt Lfi"-
and Cunn1ngham (1976) have' suggested that, espec1a11y in spat1a11y dense
situat1ons, television embedded interaction can give .the appéarance of

' togetherness while providing the means “for avoiding tense conversations,

The results of the open ended questionnaire suggests that/television is
fop
often the butt of humor and sarcastic remarks When asked how their reactions

differed when they viewed te]evision alone (resu]ts that will be discussed
in detail later) respondents said they were less crit1ca1 and more \

¢

responsive to it, but as more people enter. the situation respondents reported

that their conversations became more sarcast1c, cynical, and critical of

«




tetevision programming. Thus te]ev1s1on can act as a scapegoat, an .
dasily assailable target that cannot defend itself or be hurt by the
reJease of tensions.. However, television can alsp be a major source
of conf]ict among family éembers, especially re]ated.to choice of

programming and viewing times (Hamy1ton & Llawless, 1955; Lyle, 1972).

On the other hand respondents say that radio often sets a relaxed and

I .
.

casual mood among interactants. !

The Environment of Media Embedded Interactions

There are three primary elements of media embedded interactjons:

interactive, passive, and active. This section will discuss the
[2

H

nature of the passive and interactive environments, the remainder of .f
‘ . . .

the paper focuses on the active environment and its eftepts on inten}‘
actants. The pass$ive environment_consisgs‘of those elements From

" which the interactants ‘must actively seek out any meaning or interpretation.
‘For example, the meaning of most-inanimate\objects is provided by the
person that experiences the object. The interactive envinonment consists
of those elements that transmit messages to interactants in recognizable
codes, but whose future messages can be changed,@y the reactions of inter-
actants. Examples of the interactive environmentiinclude people and

. certain computer systems. The active-environment consists of those elements
(e.g. television, painting, stereos, etcz) that are actively sending out

messages that can't be immediately changed by interactant's reactions.

The most important feature of the passive and interactive environments.

is their relatively low salience in media situations. When-asked to describe

the environment:of their interactions most respondents to the open-ended

-
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questionnai?e used one or two word descriptors primarily associated with
* location (e.g. living room, dorm room, etc.). Responses relatedl -to
specific features such as furnishings rangéd from 11.7%-to 23.5% and for
e1éments'of the interactive environment (e.g. people's positions).from
.]0% to 17.6%." Interestingly people Jere soméwhat less sa]ienf in
descriptions than e]emepts of the bassive énvironment. The relatively
16w-saf1ence'pf fhe interactive dﬁd passive environmgnts may be partially
'qttributab1e to the dominant position of elements of the active énvironi
ment, especially te]evisi92;N~The mo§t commonly watéLed television sét
is most” frequently located "in a central area where people would have
to coqpete with ‘its-audio and video in order to carry on a conversation"
(Na]ters & Stone, 1971)
‘ To déscribe the effects of the inter;ctive environment respondents
were’asked to‘repsrt how their reactions to the media differeq‘when
"they attended to it alone as opposed to whén other peop]é\were present.
“Respondents reported that when they attended TV alone they: concentrated

* 3
more (6%), paid more attention (7.2%), were involved more (10.8%), and

were more subdued.or that they didn't object to programming as much (9.8%).
' Interest1ng1y, respondents felt freer when alone (6.0%), especially to -
] sw1tch channe]s or to turn off the TV, and 14.4% said they felt much
' freer to express the1r emotions (e. g y to cry, to day dream, etc.).
Only 6.0% felt that their reactions to telev1s1on were the same whether

- or not they were with. others.

/

were less critical of the TV (7.2%). However, 13.2% felt their reactions -




. ‘ ‘ ‘
Similarly respondents indicated that when they attended radio

alone they: day dreamed more (3.4%), Qere'more attentive (6.9%), .
felt more freedom (4.6%), were more,invo1§ed.(4.6%), and got more
éroq the radio (12.7%). Thirteen per cent' of the respondents re- "
portéd that they .either sang more (5.8%), or sag aloud only (10.4%), |
when they were alone. Slightly more respondents, 13.9% felt there *, * - -
was no difference in their reactions to radio when other people .
were present. , . ‘ .
There was Sﬁ'interesting témpora] dimens{on that emerged from
the results of the qualitative quéstionnaire.- When respondents were
-asked how their conversations on'weekends differed from those during
the week they saiJ that: they were iegs kask related (21.8%); task
related ({.0%); éoncerned méré with recreational activities (13.7%);
they were more reiaiedl)casua], etc. (21.8%); more Tively (4.8%); .
more personal (4.8%), more detailed or time consumirig (14.0%). Only
9.7% said there Qas no differéﬁce in their conversations on weekends

as opposed to-weekdays.

The Effects of Media on %ocial Interaction

’

This section wilT examine the general effects that media has on

interactants, facusing especially on media effects on the structure of
conversation, relationships betweén interactants; and thé tpﬁics dis-

cussed in media situations. Respondents to open ended questionngire

were asked to report, in geﬁera], how théir conversations were affected /

~ -
by television and radio. Only 10.3% Pf the respondents reported that

¢
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-television had no effect on their conversations. The remainder of the
respondents said that: they talked'less while viewing television (10.3%);
that it prov1ded topics of conversat1on (18. 3%) that their conversations
while watch1ng te1ev1s1on were more cynical, sarcastic or critica] (4.5%);
for some te;evision determined when ta]kiﬁg would otcur (4:5%5; a few fe]t:
that their codversations were limfted by TV, hampered by it and were
less persona1 as a result of it (5. 7%) 7e1r conversations centered
around the TV (10.3%); and the effects for some depended on the show (8.0%).

Substant1a11y more respondents, 28.4%, reported that rad1o had no .

! effect on the1r conversat1ons or that they acted as 1f the radio wasn't

- there (9.0%). "The rést of the resphndents reported that: their conversa-
tions were related to the radio show (3.4%), or that they talked about the
music (7.9%); radio set the mood (3.4%); and a few respondents reported
that they don't ta1k during~radio programs (5.6%). Interestingly 34.5% ot

<”“the respondents vo]unteered that radio had 1ess of an effect than television.

There is some ev1dence that different types of programming have
different.effects on interaction (Robinson, 1972a). As a result respondents
to the qualitative duestionnaire were asked How their conversation during
documentary (or‘neys programming) differed from’those occurring during
entertainment programming. For television respondents reported that their C \.
)

ponversations' were more serious (18.8%); had 1ess laughter (8.9%); had

lTess talking (10 8%) conta1ned more media related topics (20. 7%), and

. " had more of-an intellectual tone (8.9%). For radio respondents said their

. conversdtions:, were more serious (10.9%); contained less conversation

(15.8%); contained more conversation (7.6%); were content re1ath (12.0%);




or didn't differ (5ﬂ4%). Some reépondents reported that‘they concentrated
more (6.5%), while othere said that the}\tprned off or didn't 1isten to
radio news (5 4%). 1

In the qua11tat1ve questionnaire respondents were also asked to
descrtbe their conversations in non-media, radjo and te1evision sitdations,
For the non-media situations the most freqqent descriptor was the topic of
the conversatiens (33.9%, 40.0%).3 The other res%onses either fell into
two dimensions: heavy (8.9%, 4.4%); light (7.1%, 4.4%) and importapt
'(0.9%, 2.2%)-unimportant (small talk) (5.3%, 4.4%); or described the
interaction; persona1 (12.5%, 6.6%), both participate {3.5%, ZTZ%)’
-'g;ssip (5.3%,“0:0%), interest}ng (5.3%, 0.0%); and activities.engaged in
(0.0%, 13.32). | | )

The responses for television concentrated more on-describing the
surface characteristics of their conversations (timing, 1ength{ etc')
The actual responses fQﬂ] into the fo110w1ng categor1es convexeat1ons
assoc1ated with commerc1ais (6. 2% 2.7%); br1ef (20 8%, 8.1%), conversat1ons
re]ated to programming (18. 7% 8.1%); light (g_gzL_s 4%), and rowdy sbut
pleasant (0.0%, 16.2%). Far fewer nespondents descr1bed te1eV1s1o}
conversations in terms of their topics (16 6%, 16.2%). _This reflects the
lgenera]]y greater concern with the form, rather than the substance, of
3gnversat1ons characteristic of the responses for television.

The mest striking thing about the Yespon;es for radto_was’that
respondents frequently noted the re1axed and casua1'naturé ef their ébh-

versations could be described as small talk' (4.1%, 17.5%) or that they

weré vague and 1ittlg was said (10.4%, 2.5%). Respondents also reported

£
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thatltheir conversétions were brief or fragnented k]o 4%, 5 0%) , The

topic of conversation was less frequent]y mentioned than in the no media ¢
s1tuation (20 8%, 16 0%) Finally fewer respondents reported that their
conversations were media* related (8.3%, 7.5%). °

-

) - Earlier it was demonstrated that television and radio provoke
AN

interactants to discuss topicg re1ated to proqramming Respondents to

“the qua]1fht1ve questionnaire were asked to report what they actua]]y

talked.about in non-m 1a te]eV1s1on and radio situations. In the non-

{ media situations fiv genera] types of content were discussed: task

re1ated (10.8%, 28.0%), other people (14. 8% 7.0%), personal (17.5%, 10.5%),

. temporal (futuré plans, past -events) (9.4%, 22.5%); and idiosyncratic
‘personal interests (elo.-sports, music) (20.2%, 19.@%). SimilarTy a -

- ; substantié]horoportion (51.6%, 47%)- of the topics diScusséd.in television

A embedded—interactjon fell into these categories; although there was

;substantiailreduction in task re]ated topics mentioned (7.i%, 7.84). K

However, a substantial proportion of (41. 07 23.6%) the responses were

‘reiated to teieV1s1on programmlng (e.q. conversations re1ated to actors,

commercials, the content of the show, the qua]ity of the programming, etc. ). %

For radio and responses were less clear cut but there was a con51derab1e

reduction in the numiber of topics related to- programming (23.2%, 4.0%). =~ ~ R

R In the ma11ed questionnaire respondents were also asked to report )

Y] any habits they had deveioped when talking with others in the presence

of radjo or television. For television 33.9% of the respondents reported

thatﬂthei hadn't developed any habits. A subset of the.responses reflected

. diminished 1eveis of involvement: do not listen attentively, (16.1%), do ~ ,

v

not Took at other person (14.4%), lack of concentration (2.5%), tune out
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TV (1.6%), and tune out bther person (5.7%). Some respondents (9.3%)
neported that they were irrjtah]e when talking with others in the presence

of f{elevision. -The remaining responses.fell into a \general cateqoy& of

“effects on conversation: short conversations (5.9%), talk during commer-

cials (6.7%), and less talking (2.5%). \ _

’ Most of the respondents (74%) couldn't reca]] any habits they had
deve]oped when they ta]ked in the presence of, the radio. The remainder -
of the responses 1nd1cated_that respondents usually attend selectively to
radio, thus it only affects their conJersations whén something important is
on. ‘ . '

" Reactions to Media Embedded Interactions

The respondent's reactions to conversations in the presence of med1a

were pursued less directly in the open ended quest1onna1ré No direct -

questlon relating tg this issue was asked. However, the results of the | ¢

-

other questions indicated that'respondents were much more willing to describe
Y . ¢

Z
their conversatlons in the presence of media in _negative terms In the no

.

media situations there were essentially no negative evaluations of the nature
\

oﬁ their congersations. In the medla situations substantial numbers (approxl-‘
mately 40% for television}) of the eva]uatlons were negative ones'

Severa} questions in the malled questlonnalre were de51gned to explore
this area more thorough]y When asked 1f they 11ked talking in the presence
of television, only 16.5% sa1d they did. In contrast 65.3% of~the respondents
reported that they 1iked.to taTk in the presence of rad%o. Thus, as could be
predlcted from the qualitative questidnnaire, ‘there is a significant dlfference
(z= "y 97, p<.01] between these two media 1n respondent react1ons to talking

\\

in their presence.

¢
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, Td follow up on these answers respondents were askeé:wﬁét they liked
about talking in the presence of television. Forty-four per cent of-

) resPondé;ts gav; ﬁéf"bsipive response. A substantial proportion of<
respondents (36.4%) 1ike gpnversations related to programming, especially ﬁf,
those that promoted the respoq@ent's understanding of the show. There was
a smattering of other types of responses including escabe from: the show N
(%.2%), other ipteractants (1.6%), and commercials (2.5%). ‘

Respondents were also asked what they disliked about talking in the
presence of fe]evision: Most responses focused pn the disrupting nature'of
conversations in the presence of television. Conversations were reported
to dis}upt the show (22.8%) or distract attention from it (31.3%), respondents
saying they Tose track of what is happen%gg as a result of them. . Resﬁondents ;
also said that they couldn't simuataneougky carry on a conversation and
watch te]evis?on (12.7%). Finally, somé réspondents (15.2%) s;id'that they,
watch television because they want to,enjoy the programming, and talking
detracts from their enjoyment.

On a scaté-of 1 (hurts a lot) to 10.(he?p§ a Tot) respondents wesg asked
separately to report how much effect television and radio have on their

“conversations. The difference between the effects of the two media were
significant (t = 4.85, p<.01) with a mean response for television of 4.13
and for radio .of 5.85. - - ‘ C

Given the responses to the qualitative questionnaire it could be predicted

) that ‘respondents would enjoy conversations more in the presence of. radio. On .
a scale of 1 (very enjoyable) to 10 (very unenjoyable) respondents wére asked

to rate their conversation in television and radio news and entertainment

v

9 ' 7
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cpnditidns. -Rgdio conversations were significantly (t = -3.35, p {.001)
] more enjoyable during news programming with means of 5.1 for }a%jo and 6.1
S for television. For entertainment conditions there was also a significant
difference (t = -5.26, p {.001) with means of 3.8 for radio and 5.7 for

1 4 . .
television. -, ‘ \

. Disctussion .

There appears to be severg?kpossib1e bepefits to interacting in media
situations. First, it can encourage'a minimal level of interaction,J
especially amoné family membérs, by both providing a setting for interacﬁion ‘
to occur and topics of‘conversations. Second, television esLecia]ly bx .
dampening interactions, and also by acting as a scapegoat, may serve to reduce
tensions among interactants. Third, interaction ma& increase understanding
of or appreciation for programming. ‘ >

Conversely there are several potentially harmful effects of media
embedded interactions. One, there is a much greater tendency for media embedded
inkeractions to cdﬂsist mostly of sﬁa]] talk, especially topics related to

- programming. Partially as a result of scapegoating tﬁere is also a tendency

for television embedded conversations to assume a negative tone, character%zed

by sarcasm and critical remarks directed at programming. Thus the agenda, tone,
and depth of conversa¥on is to a certain extent determineq by the media and
thejr associated programming. Two, the flow of,the conversations is often
discontiguous with many breaks in the interaction. Three, there is a diminished
awareness of and iqvo]vement with other interactants. A1l of these factors
contribute to the characterization, discussed earyier, of media embedded inter-
actions as states of quasi-interaction, where it is doubtful that deep or

meaningful interactions are possible or typically occur.

ERIC R ..\15
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The resutts consistently revna] that television has a greater effect

oh socié] interactions than does radio, further’the effects of television
are more negative, whiﬂg some of the reported‘effgct§ of radio can be
construed as relatively positive. Significantly more respondents reported
that they 1iked %a]king in the presence of radio, that these conversations were
found to be more enjoyable, and that pradio didn't hurt ;heir conversations
as much as television. This may be (rresu1t of radio acting to set ; mood ©
for respondentg, resulting in more casual and relaxed cénversations, whereaé
10% of the respondents reported they were irritable when talking in the
presence of television. Indeed television embedded interacti;ns were reported
to be morée sarcastic and critical. Television provoged more- comments than
radio, and a much greater proportion of te]evdsion'embedded interactions
were d1rect1y related to the programming. ¥ For television more respondents
reported definite habits they had developed 1n their interactjons, most of
these habits reflecting diminished levels of involvement with other 1nter-
actants, and a greater concern with the form rather than the substance of the
interaction. Overall a substantial number of respondents volunteered that
radio had 1ess of an effect OJ their 1nteract1ons than did television.
' There are at 1east two explanations for the greater effect of television:

the level of involvement required to experience the different medium and
differential socialization of interactants to the two situations. There are
three primary reasons why television requires greater sensory involvement to
experience than radio. One, the television expenience is relayed primarily .

by two sensory channels, while radio is relayed by only one. Two, television

is pnimarfly a Jisua] medium, arguab]y‘the mnst important sense, while radiq

AR
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is exclusively an aural one. Three, television demands that people %0cus
attention to attend to the picture, fhis was dramatiéa]]y demonstrated
when respondenté repofted the habits they had deVé]oped while watching
television, radio doésn't require the same manner or degree of focused
attention. ~ ©
Althougﬁ probably 1ess\important, differential socialization to

the two media situations may play a role in their relative effects on

social interaction. Individuals may be trained to use media in differing

ways or to behave differently in the presence of various media. For radio,
whose primary programming is music, this may be particularly important.
We have been constantly conditioned, through the use of music in stores,
elevators, etc., to have musitc playing in the background. Most of the
Eime this background musi¢ is very similar to, if it isn't in fact, radio
content. Tﬂus We_have grown accustoméd to conversing and engaging in other
activities when radio is present. In fact radio is frequently thouth of
as a means of setting a mood for other activities, rather than as béing the
primary focus 6f situations. Convergely television is often the dominant
feature 1in ;he environment and the primary focus of activities. Thus

. customary behaviors and experience with different media may result in the

o

more pronounced effects of television.

{

The results also suggest & substantial mediating effect. of interactants

. on Ehe impact of media ﬁéssages. In fact the only thing Fespondents appea;\"
to like about conVersipg in the presence of television are comments re]afed
to progrpnming.‘ For most respondents there is a substantial difference in
fﬁeir reactions to programming when others are present. “When alone respon-

v

dents indicate that they are less critical of programming, more inclined to
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express their emotions, and more involved with the media. The results of the '.
mailed questionnaire also demonstrated thaé the presence of other inter-
actants distracted the attention of potential audiences and diminished

their level of involvement with programming. Thus the presence of other
interactants appears to distract attention from the media and to provide
interpretors.for media messages; these factors should be taken into account

in any study of media effects (Lang &&Lang, 1978; Steiner, 1963).
d .
‘ Conclusion

<’

In sum, media embedded interactions differ substantially from inter-
actions in other situations, with the effecfs of radio.being less substantial

than those of television. Media can have effects on relationships, communi-

»

cation fluency, and the topics discussed during an interaction. These
effects can have important implications for family life\either\through

affecting relationships among family members or affectidg the levels of

3

“tension felt amoﬁé family members. In addition, interaction can mediate

the effects of mass media by d%minishing Tevels of involvements or interpreting
» i
the meaning of messages. As a result of these factors research into the

£ .

nature of media embedded interactions and their potential effects on media

messages merits more investigation than it has received in the.past.

N
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N NOTES
1. This research was supported by a grant from the National Asseciation
of Broadcasters. I.would like to express my appreciation to Sherrie.
Mazingo andnédWard L. Ejnk for theiw assistance in the.early stages of

L

_this proﬁect.

2. The qualitative questionnaire consisted of a large number of open-
_ended questions related to social ‘interaction in non-media, television,
and radi6 situations. The'primary purpose of this open-ended (or

<

qualitatTve).puestionnaire was to discover how respondent‘s view inter-
action in the presence'of the media. S1xty -seven college students at a
' 1arge m1dwestern university comp]eted this quest{?ﬁﬁ=1re The answers
sz' to thls~quest1onna1re were quite diffuse, 1t was often noteworthy when
10% of the respondents answered a quest1on in a similar fashior. Further

*

¢ the nature of the samp]e makes 1t difficult to generalize d1rect1y to
h the population at large. But th1s was exp]oratory research des1gned to
identify prob]ems and generate hypotheses in an area where little syste-
mat1c research has been done,\n;t to proV1de systemat1c, authoritative
conclusions to a well identified set of problems.

Whe mail questionnaire responses reported in this paper consist of
both open-ended and c]osed quest1ons designed to exp]ore part1cu]ar
problems 1dent1f1ed in the qua11tat1ve quest1onna1re A systemat1c
random sample of 545 adults frem a 1arge midwestern city were asked to
complete this questlonnd1re One’ hundred and twenty-four returned the
quest1onna1re. Smcet substantial proportion of the general‘ population

. . :

4
L]

v
o




g

_ does not interact in the presence gfhﬁhe media (Lo Sciuto, 1972; Maccoby,
1951), the, topic with which this questionnaire was exclusively éoncerned,'
ﬁhis may partially éhcount for the re]ativeﬁy Tow response rdte.

Un]eés otherwise‘spgcifiéd results are from the qualitative question-
nﬁire. Because of the qualitative nature of the results, the questions
(and associated procedures won't be described in great detail here; however,

both questionnaires are described in detail elsewhere (Johnson, 1976).

¢

", L .
3. When there is more than one number contained in a parentheses the
first number is for situations when one other person is present and the

second is for situations in which there is more than one other person’

present, . 4

3 ~




