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Definitions of Multimedia

Multimediabprograms—-presentations‘using simultaneOUs COmbina—

r v - tioms of’audio tape slides; ~and film——have been 1in use for almost

twenty—five years.’ The first use of eleckronic media in. such a unified N

self-contained format was apparently the Pecture on. "Communication” done
LETIER /

N ‘ at the UniversitY’of Georgia in early l95k by Charles Eames, George Nel— Tﬁ

~son, and Alexander Gerardz Nelson (l954) reports that no lecturer was , —

“ used in this one-hour presentation; instepd, all the material was con-

tained in a series of films ind triptychlklide4tape montages. "Multi~

v _' medi programs in this multiscreen'forma are l"w actively used in dis-l
religion, and entertainment. References to these programs abound in the o

ever, , 1, | :
-+ multi-screen programs described above. o |

)

Multimedia 1s also used as an‘adjectiveito descrile an object

or act vity which combines different media or elements. In.thi form, .

4

~

-arts and in education. Klapper (l960, PP. lO9 110) seems to. h ve been -

. _the first to publish such a definition‘of multimedia, he used/the term \\\

to refer to several separate media used sequentially in one lecture or
o
. - .

O _ campaign. Many current educational listings use this word a anAadjecr

- tive, referring either to lectures or to "multimedia kits" ¢f records,

pamphlets, filmstrips, and so on.
. y

s




One way o reconcile the different definitions of multimedia

is'offered in Figure 1. In this model, there is a distinction ‘between

mixed activities and more direct expressions. ° For example, painting

a

(pigment applied to a ground) is presented as a non*miked form of com-.

e e,

munication. In such a system, writing and speech would also be ‘non-

'

-mixed .forms. All the other forms are multimedia (mixed media) of some -

sort The first multimedia regiort 1s- the loosely-bounded sphere of the~um*»m;'“,m

L

traditional mixed form% such as film, theq;re, ballet and opera, where
conventions are generally accepted and recognized. In the outer realm 7
of multimedia comW¥inations are mixtures which are either less ptedictabl;
or still undisc vered. Within this-outer sphere are multimedia kits,
multimedia progi:\§\(slide/tape/film), and avant-garde Intermedia per-

- -

. formances. All of thése combinations are recognizable by their resem-’
blance to past, similar works but they have few acknowledged conventions
regarding format length or structure, Youngblood (1970, pp. 346-398)
provides one way to distinguish_multimedia programs from the multiple
projections used in Intermedia pieces. He applies Intermedia to multiple

projections used (l) as large scale pavilion exhibits, (2) as accompani—

ment for human performers, and (3) as components in art gallery display

e -
¥

envi%‘nments.; Thus, the mass audlence mult -projections of world's falrs
» 1
are Intermedia while the interpersonal scale of classroom presentatiow)
) N

and convention exhibits 1is characteristic of multiriedia programs. \\

Aesthetics of Mixed Forms

N

" The graphic representation of the various communica ioh\media

An Figure 1 is somewhat related to aesthetic arguments "about ' pure snd\\g

g N S
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mixed forms of art. As recounted by Munro (1951,'bo. 157-206) , “aesthe~

ticians over the centuries have offered variousﬂschemes for organizing
r

the arts according to psychological functions, physiologieal appeals, or
formal structures _The chief reason for these theories of artistic ’
purity was to isolate each art intp P proper frame of activity.‘ Thus,
systems were established for separating prosé from poetry, isolating
various dramatic genres, Or performing gimilar actions. Several aesthe-
ticians, including Greene (1949) and ald\{1953), flatly reject mixed \

arts such as operd. Munro (1937), however, proposes an outline grouping

for thevarts which covered all maj and minor forms within six general

categories. One of these categp!’es Arts.of Public Performance, includes
many art forms which are inheren ly mixed media: for example, drama, opera,
ballet, cinema, radio, and tfle ision. It is clear that Munro's systeém

would offer gesthetic justif&c ion for the mixtures of Intermedia and

f
multimedyd programs as well. uch aesthetic'justification is necessary

é 4

gince all systems of qualitative criticism are grounded in aesthetics.
, ' ’

_Communicatiion and Criticism
T

Multimedia programs are used to serve a variety of communicative

purposes. Unfortunately, this does not mean that there are schools of

theory and criticism which underlie'the production of multimedia programs.
b | S

Virtually none of ,the cataloged writings on these programs deal with a

philosophical basis for this form of cqommunication. Perrin, writing in

1969 (p. 369) offered the only theory of multiple imagery to date. He

A . ,
sdid that simultaneous images on a large screen-—-or adjacent screens--

\
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create a pattern of informatidn cémpérison and” simultaneous visual mbﬁtage;
‘ PEr A
| R

these visually-rich displays increase information densi%y and facilitate
certain types qf learning. ?here have beep no fyrthef elaborations on'
theories of multi-image coémunication, noxr haVe'fhere been any examina-
tions of critical meghdds to be applied to multimediauﬁrogra?el

| One reason for the lac# of critical statements may be the mis-
«conception of wLat constitutes a éritical act. There are several types
of pragticai critics, as opposed to“Scholnrly.critics op_populnr critics,
who make Qital dec{sions regarding multihedia programs. These practical
critics include teachers, art directors, agéhcy execu;iveg, and clients
from various civic and governmental groups. Normglly, they twould not

L]

see themselves as critics; nevertheless, the results of their critical
co%ﬁents are directly applicable to the immediate value of specific
multimedia programs. Critical approval leads'to good grades, agency
Approval, or approval of salary. Criticdl rejectidn leads to poor grades
or revisions which cost.the prod;cer time, money, and prestige. Thus, ‘
the practical critic does not determine the historical worth oé a messiﬁe,
as does a scholarly critic; however, he serves an important, pragmatic
purpose in the creation and use of multimedia programs. Except for stu-

~dent projects, most practical crikicism of multimedia programs occurs in

a private session between producer and critic. After winning c itica; '

istic and subjective since there 18 no accepted system for criticizing

multimedia prograﬁs. One purpose of this paper is to offer a uniform

-




o

6

.

system for muklimedia criticism. In constructing such a system, it 1is

proper to°draw from existing schools of criticism and fron existing

Ay

.~

knowledge about the uses of.multimedia programs. . ,
Figure 2 shows some of the relationships‘between communication
and criticism. As noted by Kinneavy (l97l, pp. . 18-20), the basic cogm—~
munication triangle of encoder, decpder, and reality is joined together
by the signal arid serves as the source of all language. Each of these
. language components-gan be -analyzed separately, in both quantitative and
qualitative fashionsf\‘Quantitative criticism 1s concentrated on tne
concrete, measurdble aspects of linguistic structure. Various socia%r
. . . 7 ;

science analytic methods, such as structuralism and semiotics, are part

d

of this linguistic, quantitdtive spectrum. While these discoveries

w

have value concerning the underlying,tramsformational nature of multi-

media communication, the methodology is not suited to the needs of the

« practical critic. Similarly, the measuraBIQ effects of communication

are part of3 lengthy duaﬁtitﬂtive discipline %hich is not relevant to
the immediate needs of the practical critic. Only in the- pragmatic
aspects of communication-are there areas‘related'to-spontaneous qualita~-
- tive criticism. Even forms of communication and types of messages‘are
more of a theoretical than a practical'concern; consequently, the only
aspect of communication which lends itself to immediate, qualitative
criticism is the uséﬁof messages. In other.words, practical criticism
is directed to the uses or function8 of communication.

b(
Scholarly criticism is also focused on "’ thisraspect of communica-

W

tion, but with'a further emphasis on judgments of enduring social value.

"‘.\'"

[}
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FIGURE 2 | L ’
Some Interrelationships between Communication and Criticism
Adapted from Kinneavy (1971, p. 25)

~r

BASIC COMMUNICATION ! :
? \TRIANGLE - | o
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e

>  CONCERNS OF COMMUNICATION

\ / \ \COMMUNICAT’ION '
\L PROCESSES )

ASPECTS OF COMMUNICATION WHICH ARE ASPECTS OF COMMUNICATION WHICH ARE
ADDRESSED BY CRITICISM (description, ADDRESSED BY.SCIENTIFIC EVALUATION
analysis, interpretation, and Jjudg- . (measuremeint of effectiveness, con-
ment of form, style, content, value) sistency, validity, and reliability)
oo,
Structure Operations
(quantitative (qualitative
examinations) examinations)
Syntactics Semantics Pragmatics . : :
(codes) (meanings)  (messages and uses) , . i
-{9\ e v CoNy B v V.,
, Channels, Types Functions Effects Knowledge
, «mixed «dirpctive .information. .attitudinal -data
’ snon- ‘maintenance ‘ingtruction changes’ learned
mixed ‘restorative  ‘°persuasion +behavioral -.skills:
(from Figure 1) (see Figure 6) .entertainment . changes ~ learned

. senrichment )
(see Figuréd 6) ‘

' ‘ -/
» 9 - :




- . !
« -

The scholarly critic determines'the historical:worth of a_message. The.

scientific -evaluator measures the effectiveness of a message. The prac-

tical critic makes an immediate personal decision that affects the use
of a mesBage. Practical critics are the necessary arbiters between .
producers and audiences. Through informed,.responsible actions by such

critics, audienceswill benefit by receiving programs that‘are under-
\ .

. standable, attractive:/useful and highly enjoyable.
)

s

Functional/Experiential’ Crit fclam

Practical criticism and scholarly criticism are both focused
on the\functidﬂpl use a message has for society or particular segments

"

. of soclety. Thus, it would gseem proper to examine existing systems of

//’scholarly criticism in constructing a consistent method,of practical
criticism. Many of these schools of\critfcism ares categorized in o
Figure 3. Further information on each of these critical methods is con-

tained in the writings of Dickie (1973), Scott (l962), and Tudor (1973).

The general qualitative schools are suggested by Abrams (1953) and

Adams (1971). Each major schqol is focused on 4 different part of

Kinneavy's basic commuﬁication triangle, although- the terminology shifts

to words suggested ﬁ& Abrams: encoder becomed artist..decoder becomes
_ . . .
audience, reality becomes mnature, and the signal is the work of art.

The major schools of qualitative criticism emerged in different"centuries
)<

and are not really compatable in their emphases. Even the modern sub-

divisions noted in Figure 3 are firmly grounded in outlooks which cannot

be reconciled into me total viewpoint.
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" Adapted from Abraps ¥1953), Adams (1971), .Dickie (1973),

Scott (1962), and Tudor (1973).
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Thus, while the various schools of ;cholarly criticism all offer

2

gome useful insightk to the practical critic, none of them are ideally-

-

suifed to the full situation of the multimedia program. The program it=

self should be examined as in Objectivism; however, the functional pur-

.
v

pose of the program and its potential effects on the audience should
also_be Examined,as in Pragmatism. 'Relation of the program to’ nature or °

reality might well be a content consideration. Further, the expressive -

]

personality of the prodhcer and the individual perceptions of the critic
. should be taken into account, It is important to include the’ emotional

.

response of the critic when constructing a system of criticism. _Emotionai,

experiential reactions may encourage internal biases and misplaced em-.

phases which would hinder the critic’ s attempt at objective, detailed . '

analysis. A critic must re—examine his &kperiential reactions and

'

possibly re-evaluate his‘judgments. He must try to balance his feelings '

against his obsErvations. Often, these feelings serve as a filter

' .
through which observations are made. A critic must be aware of these

-

responses, thereby keeping the filters as clear as possibie‘. Takiing
all these considerations together, the critic will find. himself examining:
(1) style and structure of a program, (Z)Qcontent of a program».(B) potgn~

tial value of the program for a specific audience, and (4) hi T exper=

L4 . .
v -

ijential reactions from observing the program.

0f the various aesthetic approaches 8vailable to_the practica&

critic, the only one_which enoompasses all of the above considerations is ,/ ‘

-~

the "aesthetic field" of Berleant (1970). His phenomenological approach

focuses on the artisﬁ (producer), the aesthetic perceiVer "(critic or

w 12




involvement
B of‘the critic/perceiver in’ the aesthetic situation. The critic)and the
o . ‘t‘ - . )
/ rest of-.the audience are seen as vicarious performers who empathize with oy -
. .. - . ¢ LN ’ g

.the work and mentally merge with 1t as it 1s presented Further, Berleant .;~-

Like other modern aéstheticians, Berleant stresses the*acti_

L . (pp.\47 ~73) requires both artist and perceiver to be active and receptive'
he characterizes the experience in non-cognitive, qualitative terms'

te

sensuous,himmediate, uni' e, intrinsic, situational integral and in- v

tuitive. . . ;
o~ pE———

Ay
as an approach to criticism which

N

Bhenomenoiogy i1s now se

'urer3. Ortega y Gassett (1975)

o

avoids the divisions indicated in

&
™

and his environment.' Writers such as Ong ZIQZ\\ J“suggest~' that» -

W

*  of the audience (including.thé critic) by means of the mork\bﬁgart. As
. : . R AR IR AAR
T su - dialogue, ‘phenomenological aesthetics unites the major qualitative’

critical concerns in a holistic manner. Thus, fromgthe demands of prac-
> S o .
tical criticism and from the insights offer by phenomenology, we can X
”f . n \ .

suggest function and experience as the key areas<pf practical Criticism. ‘\\\ -

The functional/experiential method of multimedia eﬁdticism is 7\ .

: ultimately based on phenomenology, the description of primary interag&}ons. ) \\

. e »

. Sender,ireceiver _message,. and environment are "the components of the total

——

situation of communication. .Interfacing between all these components must

-




be accounted for when a complex channel of communication such as. the

) multimedia program 1is involved. Functional GXaminations "lead to analyses

4

of the sender's intentions,. the sfructure of the message, and the poten=

\“ 5 - . 5 ) . M B
: gial'Effects on the audience. Experiential observations emphasize the
. - .

reaction of the receiver and the influence of the environmeng This

environmental factor could réfer to creative influences on the producer,)
* 8 - --”‘ I Y - .
presentational influences on the critic, or~informational néeds of the

. @ - : .
audienoe, This éntire situation of multimedia.communication_should be

o ) X - . . , " .

examined in the process of'practiCal.criticism. Perhaps this situation

. can be\clarifiéd further by more discussion of the process of miltimedia

o

communivation.

e
3 )
A v

3

\Nature of Multimedia'Communicatibn

A
@

Most gingle: image slide—tape programs are similar in format and;v

technique to films and filmstrips. A number of approaches to theory,

: production "and evaluation of tlese media are currently available to

P
- ' .

producers and crit®*cs. Therefore, an.assumptinn is made here that g;ac—

ticioners of multimedia need explanations of multi-image multimedia pro-
grams. Further, the specification of slide/tape/film combinations for
these programs does not rule out related technology such as overhead

projectors and videotape. Another related attitude is that multimedia ’

v
o

programs are not bound to specific running times, numbers of images, or

image configurations. . - .

-
»

Figures 4 and 5 show & model of the multimedia communication-

“

process) without regard for the function a particular program serves.

-

- -
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’ .
Like all models, it 1s illustrative of the general process rather than a T

particular jnstance. In this model, critic and produ<er could refer\td'

4

,any‘of the students, teaéhers,.agency executives,,empLoyees, clergymen,’ ’
gnd. artists noted above. Similarly,fthe communicati channel-is'any
. ,

multime@ia program, no matter what length or format It is, what messagef/

it carries, nor what function it serves. The model 1s drawn as a‘series~

of concentric ci{cles to show the interrelationships of critic, producer,
program, audience, and larger social environment.

w B :
Berleant s‘phenomenological aesthetic field is incorporated into

~ . o . . . . .

this model since the entire communication process i 1llustrated. .Furtherh

the’concerns for encoding,'decoding, and retention £ allpmessages is
included.' The common basis of all multfmedia comm nication is indigated Y
here, therebxyembracing all producers, critics, an audiences. Inter-
action is shown in this model to emphasize the und=rstanding12hich must
\.
* be achieved betYeen producer and critic. During ‘the presentation of a
multimedia program, the producer becomes the primarv communicator.

Through that program,alone he sends’a specific message to a particular

audience., The critié must act as part of that audience, trying to empathize

o

and perceive the program as they ‘would perceive it, Total identification of
‘ critic with audience is not anticipated, but Lthe critic‘must not forget sthe
ﬁneeds and expectations of the Specific audience. For enample, students 2
. who need to learn geometric theorems will expect”enumeration,of ideag,
repetition for clarity, and'examples to illustrate concepés. 'ihe critic
: must remember the instructional needs f’these.learners when he criticices

the prggram. Some critics may have preconceived notions that all programs

.




. . . . . < . N . N
should use certain elements, humor for example, in order to be effective,

i .
Sueh presumptions prevent a critic from understanding an audience and
i o

. ~

from giving a fair evaluation to a program.
, | CoE
. Essentially, the producer communicates to the critic (and to

the rest of'the audience) with the multimedia program. This amounts to

breaking through the preséentation environment which protects the critic

and the audience from involvement. Secure in the isolation of the clags—

room, theatre, or convention hall, the audience, member must be, attracted
i .

.-

a&d stimulated by the multimedia program. Interest must be aroused and .

S I . °

',attention must be maintained for the channel to stay open between pro—

-
-

ducer .and audience member. Interest loss closes the channel, thus
. . »

leaving the audience member separated from the producer's message. Ex~

ternal noise in the presentatinn environment or,internal noise at the

Ml""n ) . ) .

encoding or decoding stages is a significant factor in-the loss of atten-
. - . -

A v

tion.

Both producer and critic are subject to external blases, expec-

)

tations, and pressurgs. These influences come from the \audience and

@

from the general social environment. The producer and the critic also

©

influence each ofher through biases, expectations, and pressures natural
/ ‘ ‘p
®to relationships such as student and teacher, employee and employer, or

"colleague and colleague. A communicator conslders’ these influences when -
,[< . .

function and content. From these internal ideas and

modifica ons {feedback loops), buoth the producer s message and the
. .
- " critic's response are formulated.

Al

cohstructing a message; he also considers the inherent limitations imposed
: = € : .

-

.

3
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In‘the process 07 cémmunication tﬁrough'multimedia programs the

~producer'smessage.___is_com,posed, encoded into a'specific structure and
format, and transmitted lhrough the channel of projected images and rgl

corded sounds. The critic decodes what his eyes and ears perceive, but
. s )
he does not passively receive the message jusf'as the producer trans-

Q

mitted it. Wit in the critic, there is an emotional responge to the

incoming“messag . 'this personal, experiential reaction serves as the’
N

filterkthrougH-Which the message passes before it 1s completely trans-—

lated,and categdrized. Such experiential feelings‘as interest, empathy,

\

and pleasure are. likely to make the critic more receptive to the pro-

-

'gram. If the critic is pleased by the program, he may sée the pictorial

-

compositions as aesthetically pleasing, hear ‘the soundtrack as captivating,

perceive a @lear function, and fing,value in the message. Likewise,

-

negatiye experiential reactions such as discomfort, embarrassment, boredom,

irritation, or defensiveness are likely to make the critic hostile to:ithe

-

program. An- agita ed critic may see lécﬁnical decisions as flaws, may

.

nitpick Structural and aesthetic choices nand may search for counter—

arguments to the message-. This experiential filtering is important to

. )

\ ) the communication process because it affects the critic's perceptiorf;

+

even 1f he thinks he 1s objectively receiving the transmitted message.

N

Perception of the message, response to it, and the varilous ex—
ternal influences on the critic will all be processed through internal
feedbaek loops., Then the critic formulated a response to the producer,
based oh the decisions which result from this internal processing. The

)
\

critic's message is ‘encoded into spoken or written words' next it is
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transmithd to the producer th&ough eithier the channel of speech or the

©

channel of an evaluati%p/form.Y Once the producer has decoded this message

| ! : : -~

" through his eyes and ears, heaib ready to process the critic's response.
Internal or external noise may énter these encoding and decoding processes

at any point. Response from the critic serves as the basis for further

[

verbal'communication between producer and critic. In a public performance
there might not be such immediate‘response but there would be the

possibiliky of a published critique. Concerning the practical critic,

-

though, \it is assumed that there is\direct dialogue between producer and

_critic. It is also assumed that there will be a private evaluatién

session in which the eritic explains his remarks to the producer. After

modifications and critical‘approval of the program, it 18 shown to an

v
\

audience in a classroom, convention hall, church,’ or public pavilion.
7 « e ;

+

+
Some progfams, such as student projetts, must be shown directly to the

. ' ’

audience without prior critical apprdvalm

Practical criticism deals with subjective analysis and judgment

7

of multimedia programs rather than with the empirical measurement of
effectiyveness. Thus, uniform critical responses cannat be expected. The

experiential influence affects judgments of technical quality and composi—
V) N -

tiopal unity. Critics of commercial productions are attentive to such

elements as focus, exposure, visual composition, clarity of narration,

K

”and consistent audio volume levels; Competant handling of these elements

a .

may make a program quite attractive to alcommercially-oriented critic.

cnic . .
Similarly, an educationally-orientedAmay be most aware of-content while

hardly noticing minor technical flaws. None of these critical responses

’

20
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are more correct than others; they simply refer to different situations.
A practical critic cannot expefience a_program. and then state

‘definitely’ that the program‘will achieve its ultimate purpose. Critics

‘cannot predict how much learning or pleasure will occur. These effects,

1f they can be known, can be measured only after the presentation. still,
the practical critic serves a worthwhile purpose by using his expert

knowledge to assess the potential value of a specific program before 1t~
& !

is shown to its public. Skilled producers\should make programs, since

‘ ’

v they can uge /\ technical oapabilities to present—successfully the: ideas

in a message. However critics should be the experts n eval?gring pro—

. - &

grams. Critics have a position of detachment from the work; they can *

. %ﬁ«
perceive it and judge it free from the creative investméng the producer,
. §' . ’
feels in his accomplishment Often the. critic ig. also a producen,‘but

3

in the act of. criticism he must align himself with tHe audience and

3

their n ds. .

Critics of multimedia programs usually preview a~work 'for the
audience.‘ The.critic-is expected to gauge the potential value/of the
program for that audience; Inhhis evaluation he notes structure,.style,
and ideas; then he commends Suﬁhesses and analyies failures, /Consequently,.
the practical critic acts as a sentinel for the audie?pe, gu%rding them -
from incoherent or noisy messages. Even the teacher evaluating a student
project is comparing it to the best possible version which could have been
presented to the class. - k

Description analysis, and judgment should be substantiated with

reasons and observable evidence, Specific justificatinns might be organized
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A .
best in a written evaluation instrument.. Based on the arguments presented .

- above, such an instrument would emphdsize functional qualities of the work'

@ and experiential qualities of the presentation. The format and fnclusions:

A : L . . . , , ,
-~ of -such an instrument require discussion in greater detai¥.
’ oo ) ‘ e » . < . ! i
‘g“"z“l Functions of Communication T .Ty
: '- ’ v ] :’\1 . \
i L o L B
Fee If a fuh tional approach is taken to practical criticismrof .

multim ’ia programs, there must . be some clarification of what funoiions

@
(

communiﬁationiserves. The basic assumption here is that these~funhtions L e
) A}
K

are somewhat discretes While any specific message probably uses elements

from two or more functions, there 1s nqrmally only one primary ﬁnnction

- -
- ' P #|

» being served. Thus,znlﬁnformational program may use, gsome persuas@ye o
techniques and some, entertaining devices, yet remain essentially an: .
M . ’ “ 4 ®- *
. informational experience.“ i ‘ ) ” , -

In -Figure 2 the functions of communication are designated as

inforﬁation, instruction, persuasion, enter%ainment, and enrichment. This

designation is a compilation ffom'several writers gn communication,

cspecially Cavéft (1974) and Schramm (1971). Articles, chapters, and ‘7\\\
- books have been written about differentiating these functions and specify-

ing their purposes and attributes. Figure 6 presents the ideas of several

writers concerning message types, functions, and purposes. These specific

message types'were suggested by Wiebe (1971), while the message purposes ;

. 3

were extrapolated from Carpenter (1973), Kaplan (1966), Lasswell (1971),
v & R

and Wrightf(1959) o . ~ S

One of the main chanacteristics that separates the various functions

B

of communication is the applicability of quantitative measurement. For

> 4

R O ‘ . 9
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: 'FIGURE 6 N ]
, Types of Messages °
as Related to Functions of Messages N '
'} acrrviry STRESSED  } FUNCTION PURPOSE
awareness, attentlion, INFORMATION survelllance
convrehension .
DIRECTIVE‘#Lacquision and reten=- '
v tion of date and | INSTRUCTION| cultural
‘4 skills transmission
yieiding, acceptancey PERSUASION correlation .
. committment _ ‘ (politics,
aporomnios)
MAINTENANCE | stabilization, routine ENTERTAIN- |
wor¥ nnd conversation NVENT . v
L . Titual
rebellion, vicarlous ENTERTAIN=- oA
sensory stimulation, MENT! ,
RESTORATIVE | pleasure . “ X p
| - expression, rapture, A& TCHMENT | discovery RPN
: maditation ' , / : , i
. . .' - 7 - o - . ) jii"%"ﬂ%‘"
Adapted ,from the writings of Lasswell, Wright, Schiamm, |
cavert, Carpenter, Kaplan, and Wiebe &as cited in this -

study.

¢ ' ‘ :
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:v purpos@, and (3) long-term effects which can be measured in various ways.

) 22
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example, both instructional and persuasive messages can‘be measured for

the attainment of specified goals by the receilvers. These two functions,

along with informat&gg, emphasize certain quantities in the message con- -

tent. Information’is different from instruction, and persuasion in that

informational learning is not designed to be measured agains@ a precise

gtate of ‘previous knowledge and behavior.. McGuire (1973, p. 226) notes

a

that instruction and persuasion have a further level of differentlation::

attention and comprehension while persuasion stredses
i o .

As Schramm (1971, PP+ 47-48) notes,

)

‘instruction stresség

-

yielding. entertainment 18 quite

gsimilar to instruction, information, and persuaslon in having deffﬁiﬁe°

. (1) structural qualities, in that all these messages require encoding,
s

attention-gathering .devices, decoding, and reduction of noise; (2) im-

r

mediate~effetts, in that each functional message 1s used for a’ specific

'

, Entertainment messages are known for their immediate emotional effects on

)
*

audiences, but these messages,also provide some;measurabh: affective

- results, Imitative behavior, especially goncerning violence and role

- .
modeling, has long been a subject of study concerning entertainment.

Only the long-term results of entertaimment messages can be quan-

titativelyrmeasured, though} there is little in the actual message that

can be quantified for recall since such an outcome is not important to

/

this function. Producers of informational and entertaining messages do

not implant specific items in their programs which can be tested later -

for recall. Audience reaction to these messages can be validly measured,

as can general social learning, but such measurement is more of a
) <

Rl
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A lusive since its effects are Qéry Bubjective and virtually uhmeasurable.

‘structural ‘and content characteristics that are necessary to that func-

tion. Critics must take each program in its functional framework when -

) . . . . o .
‘ . . .

A

. psychologica® study than a criticism of a message or an evaluation of )

[ p L. -

effectiveness. In'compafison to the othex-functions, enrichment is more : ° '
: ! . . ; ¢ ' i o

Enricbmeqt encompasées,di&arse.ﬁnd subtle ideéS'ﬁhiéh could be’ ‘jn'
. . f K ) } N . . » k ' ) . .
called spiritual, implying & genéril_metathbicaI feeling rather ihan a’,. !.

specific religious experience. In its fullest sense, the enrichment,

_ 1 . . v
function includes-aesthetic eXperience,'artistio insight, intellectual -
discovery, meditative tranquility, religious'ecstasy, romantic love,

platonic 'love, sensuality, and passion. Fbllowiﬁg tradimionai distinc-.
. . .
tions, enrichment‘includes the discoveries associated with the fige artsf -

entertainment; on the other hand, fakes*in the ritualized, stimulation-

~ o~
-

" centered activities of the popular arts. Some writers see these functions 0

A\l .

as being the ‘same, with alléwance for varying degrees of tgphﬁ&cal

%écility and manipulation of ambiguity. However, & oloser examination,'“

such as performed by Kaplan (l§66), shows thdt enrichment emphag%ﬁgs

. - . .
spontaneity, challenge, intensity, ahd similar types of involvement.

Entertainmenf, though, operates on a mote pattefned level of personal

. £y

N ' L. o
and social re~inforcement %ging stereotypes, familiarity, and sentiment.
An understanding of the differences- between each of the five

Cae ’ - u ‘ )
functions will aid the practical critic in evaluating a multimedia pég—
gram. Programs and nféssages serving each:fdnction_will displayfcértain.‘

<

judging the successful attainment of the desired goal, Specific char-

»

acteristics of each function are detailed in Figure 7. Since this
' - { : ‘ . »
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FIGURE 7 ‘ T
) . MULTIMEDIA-EVALUATION INSTRUMENT, LONG FORM- 24)
‘ ’ DATE
. PRODUCER OF PROGRAM_ B . .
TITLE OF PROGRAM i ‘ b
N \ .
RUNﬂING TIME s # OF IMA@E AREAS ## OF AUDIO SPEAKERS__ - . l\
. P T . o " .
EQUIPTMENT: : . o
“a ’ LY . , B . * P
1. slide projecéors (#) % dtssolve units (3)___
. 2, audio tape mono stereo quad _
3, movie projectors (#) movie projectors synchronized
i ‘lt. programmer_ 1f yes. punch paper tape . tone conctrol
5, other: : : : ' e |
o . : N ~ i
N RUNNING COMMENTS IF ANY:
CONCEPTION - EXECUTION
, o
R , . B
P :
) B “
¢
, / “

FEELINGS
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o o FIGURE 7, p. 2
©FUNCTION: . a o
I, RANK GRDER'THE FOLLOWING}FUNQ?IONS'AS YOU FEEL- THAT THEY APPLY
TO THIS PROGRAM. PUT NUMBERS ABOVE THE_PROPEB BOXES. S .
“INFORMATION: _ _INSTRUCTION s PERSUAS}ION: N ENTERTAII!ME‘NT: ENRICHMENT.
‘specified *explicit 'Sﬁﬁumeﬁts'&\ *predictable - 1 ethought or
locales, | learning ~ implicit or structure & - contempla=-
persons, objectives explicit - conclusions tion
_ dates, ace _ - conclusions : v inspired
pivities | “repetition .- , " enonthredte«
SR AU emphusiz-. *examples . |. ening theme | °internal
srepetition | ing the. to substan-| or ending . | awareness |
for clarity | objéctives | ~kiate are R - | stimulated| - -
’ e - : guments ‘ ' '
- ) ~ , :": . . . . . . <
e Very early into the program what did the function geem ‘to be?

was that impression confirmed?
How often was the function clear? ' IR
25% of the time 50% ‘75%__._ over 157
, . L

«

I1. WHAT FACTORS LED YOU TO -CHOOSE THE FUNCTION RANKED FIRST ABOVE?
FROM THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS, CHECK THOSE THAT. YOU FEEL APPLY

OR GIVE SHORT ANSWERS WHERE APPROPRIATE. .
External indigcations of functiong -, . .
___ producer's statement 3 T )

____ - pamphlet or handout. ' !

- 7 poster or other advertisements

other verbal clues (spépiﬁjfbrlefly)' . . S
other clues (may 1nc1ud§-sd§ﬁ things as presentation en-  ~

‘.

]

P omssnemans

N ——e .

vironment, €.g8. classroom, theatre, convention hallg etc.)

n

—— v

.n . X 5 ) . ’

Internal indications of functiont
na:aphruserdominnnt mesgsnge

devices which support ddminnnt_message:

narrption . C _
audio=-visual reinforcement
audio-visual juxtapositjon
multi-image reinforcement
‘multi-image juktapogition
appropriate iength -
arrangement. of Image.areas
pljucemem: of speakers

217 - :
4 ‘ . P
f - . o )

“
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~Ad
o F
i
:
:
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FIGURE 7, P. 3
devices which support domlnnnt megsage (continued):

pacing. fast _ moderate____ ‘slow___ vnried
"memory uesociations between n various program e1ements
enumeration of important points :
re-emphasis of important points
question/answer . N
humor: '
ambiguity -

specify presumed intended audience .y

Note any other program elements which support the fgnctioni

-~

Note some major program elements which distract from the*function:

- k. s (1
N

111, QPBCIFIC FUNCTIONAL CONSIDFRATIONS. RESTRICT YOUR RESPONSES
TO YOUR FIRST-RANKED FUVCEION ONLY. : ’
strOneg not strongly
‘agree’ certain’~ disagree
' ' Information:
Contents are clear.
Repetition is used for clarification.
Perceptual capacity of the viewer is respected.
Potential "noise" is overcome by emphasis. and
clarity. )

Ingtruction
The contents can be tested.
The unit could .integrate with other unitq of
<an instructional package.
~The unit reflects general gouls of the inqtruc-'
1 tional institution. -
‘The content 1s appropriate t? the‘objectives. &
The content is ‘appropriate to thekeducutionul R
- level of the intended uudience. "
. ' Perguas fon . .
‘The program indicates that the producer is
- competant, : ¢
The style of the .irgument puts the audience
~ into a receptive mood. ~
The aprangement of the. argument is clenr,
logical, and conclusive. e
argunent is apprOprxate to the ‘audlence.
style is condusive to the conclusions of
the nrgument.

3

.
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) FIGURE 7,-p. 4 e o
. - — N - N . . '
..‘gtrongly -not ~__strongly ' C _ S .
- agree certain  disagree T v e
V.‘,. - . _. B , \ -\ (. .
‘ , : Entertainment. -~ -, ' _
0 " The program's theme {s® familiar, . :
‘ - o The program's structure .and development
o " predictable.
4 - The conclusions are *generally expected. "
L ~ _ Ambiguity and challenge are mostly avceided. :
= . The program emphasizes diversion, fum,.or -
) "/ change from gommonplace “reality." . '
' ; : . . Enfichment ‘ ' N
ca . : The program usés ambiguity to maintain interest. R
The treatment of the theme seems original. s '
The message elements or conclusions-are some=
. what unexpected. . - o L
The content:is more affective than, gognitive. .
IV, TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS '
, ‘ o 4 N
strongly not.. ‘strongly
agree certain disagree -
. . —___7‘ ..r ‘ ‘ . R - \
- ' " Technical quality of the visuals. (exposure, "
. . © focus) is excellent, , 4 2
_ ' © Technical quality of the audio (levels, ' o
. ‘distortion) is excellent. ; N
. The presentation environment (light level,
4 R .<visablility, image size, audio voiume)
B T is excellents . .
' Aesthetic quality of visuals (composition, - o
clarity) {s excellent, - . - °
.- . ‘Aesthetic quality of audio (variety;*editing)w o
, 1s excellent. . = e - '
- a ‘;ﬁ‘m;x 9 s : ~. . ‘ » .
-fj~VGz vhat percentage of, the time did this program hold your attention:
o 25% _ S0%___ 15% over 75%___ : S
', What feelings did the program arouse {n' you that seem to support
{ts primary function?, - R
what feelings d1d’ the program arouse in you that seem co,ne&gté
its primary function? , )
4 ’ . . ° I3
Do you think that your emotional response would be similar to that
of a member of the intended audience: yes___ nO___ 2
Vet ,t;,':'.m' '__'__: ‘ oot aed ., ,'."-:'?-.1.,‘.::-;-_."..__;1. o .'7..._';._.-_-_':_;"-' :.5:'--'-"": o :.'7.;-: - :?.._.__,5,%'..._: .,.:5.:;.‘__; " --"r."l;a--'n.‘. aY .-’._‘_:3;'";”‘ é,r
, - SR S S T e 3
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.~ SIMMARY: EVALUATION:z -

FIGURE." 7, p. 5

",strongly not stfongly
agree “.certuin  disagree
L ——

> \\\¥ﬁg'progrnm's’funétion was clear over 50% of
o the time. . ’ 7 '

" The totnl_gxperienée of the program Affirms -

. the perceived functione .~ . ;

The program’s structure enhdnces the function.:

The progrem displays style and tecEpique'tﬁnt

enhance the functione - .

This program has high value for the (presumed)

. intended audience. ' :
) - » N . ’ / . )

Overall rating? ' _ .

superior__ above average__ averagq;_vfbe19w average _ Iinferior__

N

- A¢ecepted Rejected o
COmmeﬁtsj(including suggestions for revisionf!

@

»

o\
L

REVIEWER
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L . MULTIMEDIA RYALUATION INSTRUMENT, SHORT FORM '

’ - o » : \ v : Date

Producer and Title of Program . " >

-

Very early into the program what did the function seem to be- (eltcle) .
INFORMAT ION INSTRUCTION PERSUAS ION ENTERTAINMENT  ENRICHMENT b

!

Was that 1mpresslon cOnflrmed at the end of the programt yes__ no__ 1
o If not, what did the function: seem to be at the end of the program: o :
IR , INFORMATION INSTRUCTION PERSUASION ENTERTAINMENT ENRICHMENT
Respond to the following stuteﬁ%nts by checking the approptlnte bldnk. . y
strongly not strongly. ' ; - . ¥ . :
. agree certain . disagree . A : o
< > o ,
The program’s function was clear over 50% of :
. -~ the time. - . A}
g ) g The total experience of the program ufflrms

, the perceived function. - ' ;
e v ' The program’s structure enhances the function. o
- I ’ The program displays style and technique that : '
: enhance the functione .
\ , . - Technical quality of the visuals (expoaute, .
focus) is excellent. :
Technical quality of the audio (levelq, : ‘
, L distortion) is excellent. ~
Cy . The presentation environment (light level, B
visability, image size, audio volume)
v » N is excellent.
: Aesthetic quality of visuals’ (compoqition, _ .
) clarity) 1is excellent. o M
Aesthetic quality of audio (vuriecy, editing)
is exccllent.
This program held my uttention over 50% of
. . . the time, ¥ \
o, N This program aroused feelings in me that seem
' - ‘ : to support its primary function.
' * This program has high value for the (ptesumed)
. . intended audience. v £
comments (including suggestions for revision)s s S :

L]

. P : , . .

' N \\\ .
Overall ratings - ’ N ) C ‘ R
superior__ above average average___ ~ below average inferlor__

-

REVIEWER
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discussion has;now‘turned to actual, evaluation forms, more’explanation

shouTH be given about the hypothetical critical ingtruments prgﬁented
Va3

-

~in this paper. o o ’ : _ ’ .
‘ K‘-" . : ‘ . .

\ Evaluation Instruments .

One way to focus subjective, practical criticism would be to

1-.

'construct,@ qualitative evaluation instrument, ‘similar to instruments

. .

of scientific measu}fment. However, the attempt to organize and clarify
‘ 1

ead to scoring critical opinion as 1f it were empir—

.

: responses,must not
- ical testing. | Critical opinions cannot be scorqd for numerical validity
in the manner\of quantitative measurement. Numerical values can be - -
assigned to responses, and response items can be validly related to"
each other. Nevertheless, any total score on a critical insgrument

* would be relative only-to the specific critic using the instrument.

PerSonal opinions cannot be - numerically equated to universal values;

- however, a qualitative critical instrument would be useful and proper

in organizing and representing\a\critic 8 responses

- A qualitative critical instrpment should guide the critic to -, °
all the relevant considerations about ' a multimedia program. Based on

¥

the functibnal and experiential concerns examined in this paper, relevant

¥

statements about multimedia programs would include. (l) what function a

program serves, (2) what evidence justifies this choice of funetion,
~/

(3) how well a program serves a specific function, (&) What technical

o

. and stylistic gtandards a program achieves, (5) what emotional responses

-
'

' the critic has to the work, and (6) what the perceived value of the

.
. . .
- ' v . . /

. - 4 .
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program‘is for the’audience. A’ useful qualitative evaluation instrument

would require the critie to respond to each of the above points. Figure

’

7 (five pages) and Figure 8 (one page) are exampleszof such hypothetical

evaluation instruments, the first a fullv/elaborated questionnaire and
. / .

_the second a shorter summary checklist. ' .
Ca s

.

Informal testing with these instruments revealed concepts which

\

need to be clarified for the critic. ' Foremost among such considerations

.is the idea that both critic and producer have the goal of achieving a

s . T i.‘

P 4 - .successful multimeﬁia program. Thus, there should be a concentration
- on cooperation and full explication of the program in question. The -’

. producer cooperates by specifying all of the presentational data before

the preview.showing of the program. ‘Function, title, running time,

.

’

number of image areas (screens or aréas on a large'screen), number of.
~audio channels, number of slide and movie projectors used,‘yumber of
dissolve units used, and'type of automated programmer used are among the
items which the producer should specify to the critic. If the critic
knows this information before viewing the program, he can be more awaré
3

.l
of how-a program's format enhances the total presentation. &) g

. The design of a multimedia program will often determine t

cldarity and effe&tivenessﬂ%f the message. Number of image areas, arr%ngev e

ment of these arEas, and arrangement of the audio speakers can often inw

I

crease the total comprehension of a,program. A multimedia program is

.

not required td have just one,’ two, or three -screens, nor is it required

to have audio speakers placed near the screens. Some topics might lend

”

themselves to cruciform or X-shaped formats; some content might be

~a-
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Mi{* ) delivered best with quadraphonic audio signals f11ling the audience's
I

> entire environment.’ Similarly, image size can be a design consideration.

_ Some 1deas would be best clarified if one large image area we&e used for

8 ) ——

T e

topic statements and smaller image areas were used for supplementary in-

#

formation. Pacing and length must also be ‘appropriate to the program.

~

maintaih\attention. Length should -not exceed the time necessary to
' . )
¥ )

present and explain the primary message.

Re-inforcement and juxtaposition of JAmages andusounds can Be'

used for sucH purposes as clarity and\ irony. ;AudiOfvisual redundancy-
is very effective for clarity, especially when'related audio and visual

cues agﬁ ‘combined in the mesSage. In aﬂdition message.elements can be _
o)

used metaphorically to add further levels of meaning to a presentation

ES

Verbal deScripgions of farms accompanied by pictures of farms, farmers,

and produce’mould beaan‘example'of‘audio-visualvredundancy. Verbal . .
descriptions of American crop surpluses accompanied by pictures of food,
feasting Whites, and starving. Blacks would be an example of multi-image
juxtaposition-used for an ironic effect. Simple audio—visual juxtaposih
';fxtion couLd result from B soundtrack describing the rigors of a job while
the accompanying\images show a person loafing. Any of these structural
devices may be used to enhance a message, but in anycprogram some devices
will be more effective than others.
. Technical af¥ aesthetic considerations about a/prOgram are~often"
the most troublesome concepts for a practical critic. Those critics who -~

are not producers themselwes often.do not feel competant to judge the




[+
£

;

33

k] . .
. ’

productionxaspects of a program. An evaluation instrument can provide

. little help 4n gaining technical knowledge that a cgjtic does:not already'

possess. Reference to textbooks will help, but only practice as8.a pro-
ducer or judge will sharpen a critic s eyesﬁand ears. Possibly the

I

simplest distinctions that can be made are those of technically recording

the images and sounds and aesthetically arranging images’ and sounds.
. Thus,.technical quality of the visual elemerit includes sharp

focus and proper 1ighting of the main pictorial subject. Technical

quality of" the audio element includes: recording and reproduction of the

~aural signal'with consistent levels of volume; elimination of signal

distortion' and elimination of background noises,'unnecessary machine
"clicks,' and background "hiss." Aesthetic quality, or arrangement, of
the visual element includes interesting compositions and proper placg-

ment of shapes, lines, and colors to:lead theteye directly to the im- ;
portant subject matter. These design considerations are necessary for

: S
both individual images and the composite compositions of multiple images.

‘e o>

Aesthetic arrangement of the soundtrack includes the choice of narration

or singing voices, the use of variety, and the gkillful editing of the

ONE
components. Placement ofAsound after another, transitions between sounds,

and balance between background and foreground sounds are all aesthetic

. °

‘considerations about audio.

<% A problem in evaluation arises 1f the’ soundtrack is simply one -

" pre-recorded commercial s0257 since the aesthetic quality cannot be re-

lated to the prograth produder, In such a case,:- -the critic shg%ld minimize

his comments on the aesthetiecs of the audio and cbncentrate instead on the

-

35
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-technical quality of the transfer dubbing. A similar situation occnrs

' when the visuals are copies of commercial photographs or advertisements.

Again, emphasis should'be placed én the producer's technicai skill in

I3

proper_exposure and judicious cropping of the original.

Another concern is the environment of the presentation. The

producer must provide: (1) proper sightlines to the screens (2) images

large enough to be seen by the most distant viewers, (3) a light level

low enough for‘imaée clarity but possibly high enough for note taking,

and (4)'a(sonndtrack.loud enough to be heard clearly but soft enough to\

avoid distortion. Failure in any of these areas ceuld result in external

v .
L)

noise sufficient to block the transmission ‘of the intended message.

te preview session with the critic will not be in the

Often the priVa

same location'as the actual presentation. When this is.the case, these
- . \

r - .
environmental considerations cannot be dvaluated -adequately in the pre-—

the producer must demonstrate an awareness of these
&

view showing.e.Still,

presentational factors in-the -design of the program.

N ’ A final critical consideration relates to the basia nature-of
.o‘ Co S~ N . . s .

multimedia programs: these programs are composed\of restructured time but

Slides-freeze actions and

-

they are pg:sented in actual mechanical time.

environmen , allowing space and time to be re—arranged at.will, especially

in multi-screen ‘formats. . Similariy,'film is normally arranged in re-

structured time through editing; audio tape 1s also an edite€w1manipulated

A

product., Yet, this reconstructed "unreaR' multimedia-world is'presented

ders and slide projectors. The

r

in the real operational time of tape recor

aware of the inherent limitations of a medium where tape

- [

critic should be

©
X
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. . , . :
playback speeds, rotating slide trays, and advanging punch paper tape

restrain’ even the most sophisticated,automated rogrammer. A virtually

miraculous mechanical ballet occurs when prese' ational technology is' e e
respected and used within its natural limitati ns. Therefore, the critic
should accept noticeable slide changes; machife noises, and slight pro—'
jection distortion ("keystoning")\as inheren in this mixed medium. TheseL
minor inconveniences are goinglto océur whenever multimedia programs are
presented in spaces which were not.designed for such technical complexity.
: _ Consequently, mechanical distractions shou]d be noted onlyﬁﬂf they are“ ’
. o “ ‘ . : At
sighificantly exploited oY 'overcome. T,
‘Specific functional add experiential evaluative statements are/f .

' also included in the hypothetical instruments " The following references ?L

are among the many that are directly related to the proposed statements

about function: in ormation——Shannon and Weaver (1949) ; instruction--
Cavert (1974); per uasion—-McGuire (1973)' entertainment and. enrichment——

Carpenter (1973), Kaplan (1966), and Wiebe. (1971). Further,chhramm (1971)

” -

serves as a general reference “for all five functions The experiential

statements are intended to guide thg critic s internal examinatién of his-

. - ; )
feelings and reactions 1t is hoped that concentration on these aroused

feelings will clarify to the critid how his emotions affEct his attention .

span and his evaluative judgments. 0 b .
Both a long and a short critical instrument are suggested to apply

to varying presentational situations.’ The long form.takes about twenty

', minutes to complete and provides a thorough examiration of the program's

4
| é; structure and accomplishments. This detailed form would be used in private
\ , . ) »

L4

L
¢ N
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and reliability before they can be put to'general use.

36

sessions between the critic and the producer. " Since the short form can-

&
be completed in five ndnutes; it is ideal for rapidly—changing situations

such as: presentations of student projects or judging of entries in a

multimedia festival. Thus, -the short form provides ﬂ/rection to a critic
‘who must make immediate public decisions without prior consultation with

3

the producer, Of course, gsuch instrumentg must be tested for validity

1

. ]
Directions for Further Study

’

Future studies about multimedia programs should:first involve

discussiong‘%f the ideas presented in this paper. There is currently
little unified knowledge and activity among practicioners of multimedia,’
consequently, extensive talks and writings about definitions, functions,

functional considerations, multi-image theory, and multimedia criticism
, X ]

are necessary. A desired result of such discussion would be agreement

W

on the, parameters of multimedia programs. 1f diverse critics and‘pro—

l‘ers could adopt common concepts regarding their programs,"then com- °
1Y

munication betwcen them would be improved on both a local and a national

level. It must be emphasized, also, that agreement does not necessarily
have to support the ideas presented in this study. 1f logical gystems
for describing apd evaluating multimedia programs can be accepted, then

the particular system chosen should not be a point'of dispute.

—
-

Once concepts have been, accepted on the nature of multimedia
communication‘and the format of critical instruments, then work should
-IJI o
proceed on testing df . evaluation ingtruments., Proper research will

show which statements have validity. and reliability when}applied to -

. ®




¢

multimedia programs. This would result in instruments which could be

uniformly used, at least in this culture, to judge a wide range of multi-
.
a,
media programs. Specific evaluations would still be relative to individual
¢ritlcs; however,.prior agreement on terminolOgy'and'the meaning of cer-

tain critical responses would provide a basis for clear communication' o

. \4' I ~v " R
between producers and critics. Further, common acceptance of terms and o J

.
.

. concepts ab0ut multimedia programs would give producers a set’of guide-

~ .

lines to follow when constructing their programs.
T Other areas which need to be researched are perception and i
- )
learning as related to multimedia programs. Perception of multiple

»
[

imidges must be extensively compared to perception of single images, as
suggested in Goldstein (1975) * Then further‘study muSt be done“on )

multiple imagery as related to perceptual factors such as: color, size,
( - .
movement, image configuration, rapidiﬁy of image change, and effects of

dissolving images as compared to non-dissolving images. Another percep-

_'tual topic which needs to be studied relates to information overload.

«

Several studies exist concerning perceptual limitation and multiple-
channel stimulation, but’ no definitive conclusions"have been found. IS
el ‘ sk

v

\vFirst, studies shouid be done to determine how much visual information e

f' B

can be combined with simple aural information when retention«and ‘recall ] '
are important to therragram. A more difficult relationship to determine

- <
would be the interaction between complex visual information and complex

. auraluinformation.~ There must bevresearch to determine if a flexible

ratio exists between aural_and vigual stimulation. If so, general guide-
linee should be established to aid producers in construcing programs. '

N
[

¢
.
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- N

Aural complexity and visual complexity must be comparedtin terms of com-
pyehension so that\these two‘aspects of the program can be kept within ‘,
,the perceiver's physical capacity. '

Learning from multimedia programs alst must be studied in depth .-
Extensive'testing must be done on the effectiveness of multimedia programs

~

in relation to attention {mmediate recall, and retention of information,

A
.

The existing studies in this area have been few and contradictory. Con-
trolled and replicable examinations should be done comparing multimedia '\

programs to other channels: of learning. These "studies will be difficult

because it may not be sufficient to simply compare.single—screen and | _ R
multi-screen versions of the same program. Ohe of the advantages of \f
simultaneous, multiple sources- of information is the possibility of 3

marginal commentary. Through the complex format of a multimedia program,.

peripheral relationships can be presented along with the basic subject
matter of the program. In testing 1earning through multimedia programs, :
it may be necessary %o compare basic and expanded versions of the same

subjpct matter. Learning styleagmay also be g factor in these studies.
| i

For example, a program with an expanded treatment of a topic may'be too

.0“

complex for some learners. However, a possible indirect effect for these

‘ learnér;>might be that the excitement of a complex'program would help 0
. e ~ s
them retain the baglc core information. Whatever the . results, all the

factors relevant to complexity of the topic, learning styles, and ability

of the learners should be incorporated into the testing.

Multimedia programs are a contemporary phenomenon, using curreht .
technology in new. combinations to.reveal information 'and insights. Like

§ A . :
any medium, these .programs’ are subject tdfthe needs’ of the%g producers

<

10
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‘and'users._ Future improvements in. vid production, transmission, and

projection could affect the natnre',‘d use of-multimedia'programs. Home\

[

projection of large multiple imag might be possible from video disks,

video cassettes, or cable -trans 9sion - These innovationé”would eliminate

»

many of the current\problems a ciated with diStribution of multimedia
programs. Equipmeng reliabil 'iight also be improved If such changes
occur, it would not mean that the multimedia program would be replaced

by iideo It would simply mean that contemporary technologies would

IS -

: again evolve merge, and result in .a new mixed medium. The new combination

mlght be’ named multimedia*or videography oY some other descriptive title

Mhltiple-image multiple-channel communication is popular and

.~

-effective,isurely, this form of message delivery will remain iﬁ future

——?

generatiengs No matter what technology:is,émployed, there will always
_ be a\need for eager, responsible practiCal critics. These'guardians

will'continue'to protect ahdiencea by demanding that multimedia’programs

be functional, well-producéd,“and“interesting.

- . . [SERY
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