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SOmE PERCEIVED DIMENSIONS OF BRIEF MESSAGES

Coritemporary reseapthvconceptualizes several
dimensions of messageé including intensity, equivocation,
opinionation and .figurativeness. This paper seeks to
evaluate and clarify such concepts by identifying the

 message dimensicns actuaily-parceivad by receivars.
Factor analysis (with/varimax and oblique rotations) of
message ratings revealeﬁ a total cf five factors: Inof-
fensiveness, Certainty, Interest, Novelty and Figdra;
tiveneas. Results wers intefpreted as providing tanta—
tive and partial stport for currént conceptualizations
of equivbcation_and figurativeness as message dimensions.
Additidnal inVBStigatiﬁn of message Interest was

called for.



Eirnice wahrgenommens Dimensionen kurzsr Mitteilungen

Cis Forachung heuts grfasst die Dimesnsionen der
Mitteilungen unter solchen Begriffen wies Intensitat,
Mehrdeutigkeit, Halturg und Bildlichkeii. Diessr Beitrag
untersucht solche Begriffe unmd versucht sis zu kiZren,
indem die vom HOrer tats@chlich wahrgenommenén Dimensionaﬁ
isoliert werden. Faktorenenalyss dsr Bestimmungen von
mitteilungen.mit Varimax- und Schragrotationen érgab
insgesamt funf Faktoren: UnanstGssigkeit, Gewissheit,
Interes=se, Neuartigkeit und Bilcglichkeit. Die Erbsgnisss
murden tdahingehend inte;pratiert, dess die sngenommenen
Uo:siellungen v5n Mehrdautigkeit und'Bilq1ichkeit als
Dimensiangn van Miﬁteilungan vorlaufig und zum Teil
bestﬁtigtfwurden, Wsitere Untersuchungsen des

Interéssedfaktors durften von Nutzen sein..

(translation of abstract by Morris Voa)



SOME PERCEIVED DIMENSIONS OF BRIEF MESSAGES

In 1969 the New Orleans Conference on Resesarch and
Instructional Develogment, encouraged "methodologital
research designsd to'produce'more precise deFinitioné of
independent and dependent variables, particulariy
variables influencing ths characters of méssages and -
their.effects (Kibler & Barker, 1969)." This paper
rgports a preliminary attempt to identify perceived
dimensions of messagss and toc devéiOp semantic differen-
tial typs scales For'ﬁggg:rement of such dimensians.

The study focused on several dimencsions previously con-
y 1y

ceptualized in the literature.

Statement of Dfoblem

Contemporary students of communication have
identified and initiated investigation of several message
variableé including language intensity ({(Bowers, 1963;
Burgoon & Chase, 1973; Burgocn, Jones & Stewart, 1975;
Burgoon & King, 1974; Burgoon . Miller, 1971), eauivoca-
tion (Goss & williams, 1973; Williams & Goss, 1975),
opinionated language (Basehart, 1971; Infante, 1973,
1975; Mehrley & McCroskey, 1970; Miller & Basehatrt, 1969;
Miller & Lobe, 1967) and figurative lanquage (Bowers &
Osborn, 19663 Frentz, 1974; Jordan, Flanagan & Wineinger,

1975; Jordan & McLaughlin, 19765 Reinsch, 1971, 1974).
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Several qguesticns may te raised ab&ut this entire
bedy of research. first, do receivers actuslly
perceive messages as possessing these dimensions? (And
if not, what dimensions of massages are perceived?)
Second, are the concehtualized dimensions independeant
{cfthcgonel) or interrelated (obliqua)? Third, how
might the various characteristics of messeges be
measured? FEach of these questions is discussed briefly
belowy.

The idesntification of message veriables for investi-
gation has typically been concentual rather than empiri-
cal. (There have been, or course, attempts to gmpiri-
cally validats what was conceptually derived.) Conse-
Quently there have been few attempts to discover whether
or not such dimensions as intensity, equivocation,
opinionaéion and figurativeness are "natural" dimensions,
i.e. dimensions which receivers normally use to
bategoriie messages.A (Jordan & McLaughlin, 1976,

recently reported data suggesting that figurativeness

may not be such an organizing concept.) The concentually
ldentified dimensicns may of may not correspond to
gmpirically derived ones and important nmatural dimensions
may have been gverlooked.

At least two attempts to identify dimensjons of

messages do deserve attention, Carroll(1960)'calculated

~

39 objective measures and collected 29 subjective
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ratings from each of eight "expert" judges concerning
150 prose passsges. He reported six dimensions: general
stylistic evaluation, personal affect, ornmamentation,
abstractness, seriousness &and characterization. The
characterization dimensien, -hcwever, appears weak since
no subjsctive rating loaded in excess of .17 and only
one objective variable (percent of transitive verbs)
loaded as higH as .63. In addition, the small and
perhaps atypical sample of judges {all gight had an
interest and training in E£nglish literature) make it
difficult to gsneralize from the results.

Burgoon (1972) had a total of 321 judges evaluate
aither one or three messages édvocating civil rights for
Blacks on each of 12 scales. His results revealed three
factors: interest, militancy and evaluation. The
generalizability of these results may be somewhat limited
due to the small number ang relatively homogeneOUS nature
of thé’mesagges (all thres advocated social change).

A sécond q&estion which-~can be raised concerns the
relationshih between dimensions of messages. Present
conceptuélizations suggest that certsain dimensions may be
ralated. Ffor example Bowers (1964) found that in %ihe
language sahple tested figurativeness was positively
correl ated mith intensity, QOpinionated languaée is
defined by Rokeach (1930) as language indica;ing both an

attitude toward an object and an attitude toward other -
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persons who have attitudes toward the object; it would
seem then that opinicnated language and intense languaqe

may be related. In some cases dimensions seem to have

been unintentionally confounded. Ffor sxample, McEwen
and Greenberg (1970) may have tested messages which
differed in both intensity and equivocation; they report
(p. 344) operationalizing low intensity with verb forms
implying only a'hypothetical or possible connecticn
between source and concept (e.g,“"seems to be" vs. "is";
"may cause" vs. "causas"). Such maninulations would
seem to lessgn the definiteness with which a position is
taken in addition to, or rather than, reduciﬁg the
extremity (intensity) of the position revealed. This
may explain why the high intensity message was perceived
as clearser (less equivocal?) than the loﬁ intenéity
message (McEwen & Greenberg, 1970, pp. 346-347).

The final guestion to be raised concerns the measure-
ment of message variables. ' Jordén‘and McL aughlin (1976)
have argued thgt COntemporary'inuestigatiOn of figurative
language is inadequately cognizant of figurativeness as a
matter of degree along a 1iteral;Figurative:conginuum.

VWhile there have been several attempts to bpera%ionalize
degrees of Figuna£iveness (mcCroskey & Combs, 1969,
literal vs. literal analogy vs. figurative analogy;
Reinsch, 1971, 1974, literal vs. simile vs. metaphor;

Jordan, et. al., 1975, inanimate metaphor vs. apimaﬁe

8
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metaphor ) the criticism is basiczslly valid and could
legitimately be exéended tc research concerned with
other language variasbles as well. But attention to
deérees of message characteristics seems dependant upon
development of more senéitive measurement techniqués.
Semantic differential type scalés and factor analysis
appear to provide tools for a considerable advance in

the measurement of message variables.

Procedure
It was decided to use brief (i.e. one senteﬁce)
messages. This farilitated inclusion of more messages
than would have been practical with longsr messages.
Twenty sentences were constructed as reported in Tab}é 1.

!
Sentences were generated by the author—in an attempt to

include examples of varicus degrees of intensity
(1,7,9,12,15), eguivocation (6,13,16), opinionation (8,

10,18) and figurativeness (3,17,19,20).

- — — — — . — . S i T o - e - —— ———

A — " — g — —— . e " ST — — iy Y —————

Forty~-seven bi-polar adjective pairs were selected
from previous research or generated by the author. The
ad jective pairs are included in Table 2. An attempt was

made to include pairs expected to tap each of the
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~ TABLE 1

Text of Séntences

o ~NoWm 5N
¢ 4 s « s s o

9.
10.
11.
12.

13,
14,
15.
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

Maple leaves grow on maple trees.

Henry Kissinger is a very good Secretary of State.

McDonough District Hospital is an angel of mercy.

President Ford's pardon of Richard Nixor is
another example of how the American psopls get
screwed by their government.

The floor in this room is brown.

Rll you white honkeys are racists.

Western [llinois University is a good university.
Rll right thinking Americans realize that Richard
Nixon was the most beneficent President in the

hlstory of the United States.

I'ﬂaplp lsaves are really pretty.

Everyone knows that true democracy is only a myth.
The walls of this room are the color of vomit.

Western Illinois University is the finest
univegsity in the state of Illinois.

Black people are usually smarter than white
people.

Henry Kisadinger is God.

Maple leaves are breathtakingly beautiful.

McDonough District: Hospital is probably the
largest hospital in_western Illinois.

Western Illinois University is a big pile of
manure.,

Only an idiot could fail to recognize that Richard
Nixon was the most corrupt President in the'
history of the United States.

The church is a museum full of wax saints.

R policeman-is a blueberry of happiness.

i0
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factors noted in previous research.

A e e Y . g, A s D ot S e S s e s U R > s D s S S s s

mimeographed booklets were prepared in which the
twenty sentences were presented in a 8ystematically
varied sequence. Subjects were asked to evaluates each
messa;e on 47 seven;space scalss constructed from the
bi-polar adjective pairs. Thus each subject was asked
to make 940 responses. (ARctually 50 scales were pre-
pered and used, regquiring 1000 responses from each Sub-
ject, but limitations of available eguipment for dzta
analysis necessitated the efimination of three scales;)

Subjects were solicited from students enrclled in
the basic public spéaking course. Useable responses wsre

collected from. 211 students. All statistical tests were

from Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner and Bent (1975).

Results and Discussion
Pearson correlations between variables were derived
for the 4220 (é11 subjects x 20 messages) sets of
responses yielding a 47 by 47 matrix. Missing data,was
deleted pairwise; n ranged from &218wto 4176. All subse-.
gquent factor anal}sis was 5ased on this matrix.
for factor ana%ysis the method of principal factoring

)

. . . \ . . L e
with iteration was used; varimax rotation was selected.

i1 N



TABLE 2

S8i-poiar Adjective Pairs

. . Y -

VDN WA -

PN
a0
.

.12,

-
(@]
L ]

14,

—
[$4]
.

16.
17.
18.
19,
20,

21.

22,

23.

24,
25,
26.
27.
28,
29.
30.
31,
32,
33.
34,
35,

soothing--aggravating 36. useless<-useful
unfamiliar--familiar 37. sure--not sure
interasting--boring 38. cool--hot
vivid--pele 39. figurative-~
plain--fancy not figurati.e
complax--simple 40. concrete--abstract
passive--active ' 41. courteous--rude
undecided--decided 42, cautious--rash
cooperative-- 43. unexciging--exciting
competitive 44, confident--not confident
right-~wrong 45. sharp--dull
uncommitted--committed 46. good--bad A
reutral--extrems 47. subJective--objective

beautiful--ugly
insecure--secure
coiorful--~dull
clear~--not clear
cartain--not certain
strong--weak
acceptable--unacceptable
net originel--original
congenial--guarrelscma
calm--agitated
non-militant--militant
not intense--intense
understood--not understood
fair--biased '
sociable~-~unsociable
fresh-~stale '
1ntelllglble—-unlntelliglble
new--old '
unusual--usual
precise-~vague
metaphorical--literal
imaginary--real
peaceful--vigorous

12
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fhis tuechnique yields an orthogoaal solution with the
variance of the squared loadings in each column oF_tHe
factor matrix magﬁ"
L | Initially the .~ .yunvalue was set at*1.5

. | retaining six factors. This decision was made. using

Guttman's wéakest lower bound és a general guide and

, ! . ﬁhe test Qr disconéinuity (Rummel, 1570)., A Fac£or was

reta&ned, however, only if -at least two scales loaded on -

S

it. A scale was defined as loéding on a factor if it had
a primary loading in excess 6F .60 with no aqcondény
._loading as high as .40, o o f { B
- Resulﬁa;tasAfepor£ed'in:Tébie 3, revealed a three- |
. ; A .

lpéfcent of the total

- .

factor solution éccdﬁﬁfing Fb:‘d1.?
yéfian;q. The Firét—ﬁa;tof, tentativély called Inoffen-
éiyeneas, appeéreq to bela genera1 eyaluati%e factor
inleding jddgemenﬁa of agreémeh£,(accéptaﬁle—fuhaCCept_
abie,“Fair:rbiased);_extrem;ty'(non—militaht-—mi;;tént,

cautidbs-—rash),.and congeniality (congenial--

quarrelsome, courteous--rude, Sociable--unsociable).

1
BN ‘

Factor scores were-derived-for each subject on each
_ , | R :

_sentence by summing across ;h% approE?Téb scales and
dividing:by the number of scales.’ MBanr:::;;;\FB?\EEcﬁ\\\\\\\\\\\
. v, oy
3 , ' - ’
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TABLE 3 .
Rotated Factor Structufe: Orthogonal Solution
'actors ’ S
Scales*. ’ 3 o/
1 , 2 _ 3
1 " .685 .210 113
;1,644 2143 .225
19 | ©.611 .387 | .078
. 21 .‘") \: lo 753 0.1 66 » . . 043
22 .728 N 151 -~ - .088 "
23 1655 - .008 .124
248 . .619 .087 ~ 7 .296
, 26 .606 ~ .155 ..095
27 - .677 .184 .036
’ 41 - .707 _0095 . 0037
’ 42 ' .661 .06 .092
16 029 - 672 - 047
17 _ .077 , .688 . .017
37 .013 | .635 ©.060
3. S 073 | .067 L8785
15 .02 .194 : 647
28 - -“.208 - .077 . .612
Eigenvalues - - 9,818 5,927 - 3,831 *
Percent of T : - ‘ N ’_
“Total Variance 20.9 - 2.6 0 8.2
'*A11~non—loadin§ or factorially complex scales
| have been deleted ' ) :
'1/' - . . ’ !/"'
- o - X




11
. sentence are reported in Table 4 and indicate that
Sentence 1 and Sentence 9 were rated as least offensive

while‘Sentancs 6 was fated as most offensive.

~

D . D S R n . D " S — . T ——tn o - — " w— ma
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The éecona-FactO;, tentatively Ealled Certaint},~~

» seemg_tolbe'an index of the pércaivad certainty of.-the
_sourge (claar--not_ciear, certain--not Eartaih, sure-- .
not sure). - An examingtion of santéncelgatings (See Teble
C4) nggests, howavén, that\alijof the'santences.testea
afe relatiVaiy high an this dimension. .fhg highest
rétinés_are for sentences (1,2,4,5,9,15) théh seem to be
definite statements of opinion or objective fact. Lﬁmer
 ra£ings (but npné are belom the midpoiﬁt} 3.D)were given

- to senﬁencas con%ain;ng»quélifiérs such as "usually" or
"probably" (1;,16), sentences contéiningisbmewhat
ambiguoﬁs_tropes (3;20), and sentencés mhich‘perhaps.seem
-_0Vers£atag from lack of pohfidenée (8,10).

The third raetor;’tentatiygly called ;nperést, seome
tovheaSu:e phe;perceiyed intefest value ofﬁthe:stétgment
(intereéting;—boring,'Vivid-—palex colorful-;duli;'Frash——
stale). The lowest ratings were given to sihple state-
ments of objeétive faEt (1;5) while higher‘fétings:weré

-
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TABLE 4 R
‘Ratings of Sentences on Three Orthogonsl Factors
" /
e . : M¥ean Ratings*
Sentences Inoffen= Ja X
o siveness Certainty Interest
1.703 1.147 3.853
2 2.688 1.951/ 3.043
3 . 2.937 .2.518 ¥ 2.966
4 4,087 "1.872 0 2.218
v 57 2.859 _ 1.963 4,311
6 5.082 . 2,037 . 2.606
Y . 2.4A2 2.075 S~ 3,260 ¢
8 . 4.256 2.544 2.947
.. 9 ) -/ 1.826 1.836 - - - 2.890
10 S 3.896 f 2,592"' 2.714
11 S5 4,075 : 2.143 2.762 —
12 . S0 3,262 . - 2.035 S 2,777 ;
13 a 4,449 2.681 o +2.793
14 ‘ 4.388 " 2.359 '+ 2.595
15 ' 2,103 1.859 . 2.058:-
16 3,103 7,723 3.207
A7 4,422 . 179 _ . 2,472
18 - 4.074 035 2.656
19 g 4.240 417 2.629
20 . 3.025 : 81 . 2,237

-r

*A11 ratlngs are on a scale of zero to six wlth the
5 "positive" end set at zero. Missind data was deleted -
pairwise; n ranged from 200 to 211 wlth a maximum
pOSSlblB of 211

/
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13
given éentences which perhaps seemed fresh and interest-
ing in their subject matter or 3atyls (4,15,20).

This pattern of results suggeafs that the

receivers categorized these messagses on three
; independent dimensions. Thesé,dimensieus:Gear

:little fesemblance.ta Carroll's (1960)"f95u1ts bﬁt do
g correspon partiallyléo Burgoon's (1952) Findingsl
.Burgoon (p; 292) reportég threelfactors: .IAtereség
'miiitancy;and Evaidétion. Burgooh's Interést.FactorQ.
acppears to correspond directly to.the'Interést Factgf
ornerved ‘n thes;/rQSQIts.. Burgoohﬁs Militanmcy aﬁa
3 Troztion Factprs seem‘boﬁh to be included in tHe‘Ianf
fe~zi1ver 135 factor of these_resulté; one of Burgoqn'ézb

Mil: :arcy scales (non-militant—-milit nt)-and oAeiof his

Evaluat -~ scales (accgﬁtable--unéécgppablé) loaded on
Ino "%+ jveness. Burgoon did not 6bsar§e a factor simil-
i o .he Certainty.factor noted in £hesewfesu1tsg1

Sir © Tactor a;alysis ié limited by the éample oF'ratiﬁg
st and rating objects,ussd, BUfgoon}s failure to

ob. ¢ a Cerftainty factor anc the failure of this Study.

te fiffe:enﬁiaté between:Evalu.tion'and miiitancy‘@§y_be
prccedur al artifacts. ., |
A : sideration of'presently conceived ﬁessage’vér—
iabl =z .n light Af gheéeffé?ults'suggestsvseveral'tenté;
tive . -clusions. Firat,‘dimensiOns of intensity and

opinicnation did not emerge. -SCales‘axpected'to register.

7
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%a
intensity and opinionation loaded, along with some other
scales, on the Inpffensiveness ractor. This may be a
procedural artifact or it may inpicate that thess two
dimensions are not perceptually distinguished from each
other and from other fudgements.
Second the figurativensss dimension did. not emerge.
i\\ This is conszetent wlth the Findlngs\of Jordan and’
| | MCLeughlln (1976) and may 1nd1hate that Figuratlveness
BN is not.a beelc perceptual category.

’\ o Third, the Certainty Factor, whlle 1t ShOuld be

o interpreted WIth cautlon due to the apparent ‘hompgeneity 3

UF the language sample on this d1men810n, eppeare related
. . . -y @
to~equivocation. ThlS suggests that. eQulvocetion may be

N \
a basic and 1ndependent dimenslon of message perceptlon.
‘Flnally, the 1dent1f1cetion of an Interest Factor (ae
'noted also by Burgoon,’ 1972) suggests that the interest
value of meesagee may be a basic dlmenslon oF message-
perception. While this variable hes not prevlously been
the object of much reseerch such resee;ch may be
deelrable.
’It uas.not;p previOusly thatieeyecal of the dimensiOﬁ;
R presently under investigation by students of commUnicatict.
,may be intef}elated ConseQuently, an add1t10n31 Factor
analysis oF the dete u81ng an obllque rotatlon was
deemed-deelreble. An obllque rotatlon relaxee the,

'requlrement that Factors be 1ndependent and permlts the

‘emergence oF 81gn1F1cant but corfelated, dimensione.

N a8




h The mathod rf principal Facto;ing with iteration was
seletted wit~ an oblique rotation (delﬁa a 0).

Initially the required eigenvalue wss set at 1.5,
r%taining 8Six féctors. A Facﬂor was retained, however,

OQEY if at least two sgales loaded on the Faétor‘in
exéess of .60. ReSults,‘aS‘reported'in Table 5, reums
i \

‘a ﬁiva—Factpr‘solution. ’Factor 8cores fo;;eaqh subject
dn each Ssntence were again derived and mean ratings are
. . "\ L

:eported in Table 6. o ‘ \\~'!'X-. K

inéerﬁ Table 6

C——— I Sy B D " . — T — — S o > - o S

Tne first thres Fattoré'reéemble the Facto;s noted
with the orevious orthogbnhl rotatioa,' Factbr 1 differs
from the previous Factor 1 in {he addition of two scales

S (9,38) and the loss Bf\bpé (25).5 Factor;2 differs. from
the hreg}ous“Fbcfor 3 in_fhe absence bf two_SCéleS (4,28):
leaving it (as distingu shed.From Factor 4) mofé'purély,
anhindé¥ of tée iﬁtarésﬁ'value oF the SUBject:matter-as
opposed to;the'nobélty of fhe language.b And.Facﬁor 3 is
esSehtiallf‘identical to the pffviOUSY}aéﬁor 2. Two‘néw_

factors also.emerged,‘one tentat}vely called Novelty

seemingly concerred with the noveltyﬁqf‘language éhoices,
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L TABLE 5§
Rotated Factor'Strdcture Matrix: Oblique Solution®
Fartorn o -
Scales**
- 1 2 3 - 4 5
1 .683 .281 .200 167 ¢ .313
9 ..608 .077 - .039 .209 .305
i3 .636 .332 . 153" .044 T .208
19 .609 .335 .320  -.261 621
21 762 " .089° . 154 .188 - .389
22 751 . .015 - ..158 %187 .352
23 .678 .060 = - .,034 .128 . 263
24 . 645 .275 . . .080 . 202. . 286
27 375 169 167 . 133 - .370
35° .364- 134 - .005 144 .165
38 504 L1670 .129 112 L1440
41 . 707 ©.118 ’ .102 .075° 332
42 .651 . . .002: .041 . 154 - .34
3 .178 . .622 .125 426 .205
15 023 .634 .267 - .329 © .204
16 .0=9 .098 .689 .170 .225
17 . - .0°8 - 104 - 729 .126 - .189
37 .0=9 - .204 .633 .084 .240°
30 .040 353 .039 .688 152
31 .240 ~.108 " L1179 .706 .346
33 .18% .073 . .192 - ,222  © .670
Y . 359 141 .287 319 . .694
Factor Pattefn A = —
Correlations ’ SN - ‘ _
1 -.053 © ~075 197 .389
2 S .285 .276 .026
3 [ -.077 -.205
a ”‘, o . 4 : -356
*Delta equal to zero.
#*L]1]l ~:z-=loacing scales nave been deleted.
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TABLE 6
Ratings of Srntences on Obliqu. . tor .
Mean Ratinga#*
Sentences ‘
Ino* fen- Cer~ ~ Figura-
-siveness Interesz tainty Novelty tivensss
1 1.752 4,014 "1.147 - 4,583 4.824
2 2.638- . 3.114 . 1.951 3.467 3.748
. 3 . 2.782 2.998 * 2.518 | 2.877 2.157
4 4,078 - 2.165 1.872 3.481 3.095
5 2.822-° 4.517 1.963 3.486 3.724
6 4.980 . 2.569 2.037 3.939 2.538
7 2.3¢45 7 3.188 2.075 ©  3.716 3.602
8 4.4 - 2.909 2.544 2.761 - 2.675
9 1.763 2.978 1.836 +3.790 - 3,531
10 3,833 2.607 -~ 2.592 3.324 . 2.898
11 3.984 2.900 2.143 +2.285 2.448
12 "3.165 2.754 . 2.035 2.883 2.902
2137 4.362 2.746 2.681 2.555 2.665
“ 14 4,255 2.687 2.359 2.109 1.742 °
15 2.072 2.064 1.859 3.135 . 2.910
16 . 3.044 3.183 2.723 22867 3.410
17 6.328 2.452 0 2.179 3.007 1.877
18 4,012 '2.529 . 2.035 3.595 3.338 -
19 4,138~ 2.633 2.417 " 2.794 2.0N0
20

2.906 2,187 ©2.981 1 1.943 1.671

-t

*All ratings are-on a scale of zero to six with the
""positive™ end set at zero. Missing data were deleted o
pairwise; n Tanged from 200 to 211 with a maximum
: p0551b1e oF 211.
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C. e tatively call Lurativenss. , ssemingly |
concerned w o0 the figurativeness of language choices.
Sentence 17, for example, waa rated as rather figurative
(1.877) but nat espscially Novel (3.007).

It 8hould be remembered that with this rotetional

~method the factors are not.ortnogonal. As shown in the
lower portion of Table S,Factor 5 (Figurativeness) ie\

hlghly correlated with both Factor 1 (Inoffen51venes=)

and Factor 4 (Novelty). Factor 2 \Intereet) is also
positively related to both Factor 3 (Centarnty) and
Factor 4 (Nodelty) | |
These reaults suggest the Followlngvconclualons.
First, once aga1n Interest emeroed as an 1mportant
dimension of message“perceptron. There may be; nowever,
at least two_related'facets.of tne‘Intarest oimension,
interest'vaioe of the topic (factor'Z) and language
novelty (Factorvd)., Adoitional study oith hessagesfleés
5 homogeneous-on theae dimensions than the\present sanple

appears de51rable.

Second, Flguratlveness did emerge as a Factor, but was
correlated wrth other Factors.o_Thls Suggests that
”Flguratlveness may be an 1mportant, but not 1ndependent,
Ydlmen51on‘of message'perceptlon. There is no a Erlorl“
reaaon_to'aSSume that the basic dimensicns of.human'per?
ception are, ,or should be, ortnogonal. It is possible-
tnatinposing thejassumptionmof'ortnogonality on the data .

obscures important information. (Eince'jordan &

22
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mELaughlin, 1976, used an orthogonal rotation this may
explaiﬁ'the abeence of a figurativeness dimension in
their results.) At the very least, additional investi-
gation seems desirable.:

Tﬁis study was intended to anawer three quespioné:
(a) do receivers perceive messages as poésessing
intensity, equivocation, opinionation,'Figu;ativeness;
or otner dimensions?, (b) are the berceived dimensions,
independent or'interrelateA?, and (é) how midﬁt:sugh
aimensions of messages be effectively meaéured?

The resulpﬁ of this investigation,indiﬁéteithat
rgceivers.catngriie messages on at least threg or@h?r—
6nal-diméﬁsions (inoFFensiveness,.Ceftainty, Interest)
ard .two dimensions which are not independent (Novelty,

. Figufativgnesé). Thesebfactdr Qpru§£Ures pfo«ide
tantative.éupport F&r eqdivocation and partial<support
for Figurativenéss as preSénﬁly‘conceived.‘\The résﬁlfs
also suggéétwthat Iﬁtafgst may be an important (thoUgh
ia{gelf negleeted) méssage dimension. Intensity and
opinion@tidn.did-nOt emgrge as distinct factors. v

':Thg mFasQremen; df_tﬁé§elvari5bies reméiﬁs without an ade~

Qthe.splutidn; But.the'resths'oF this study do seeq.to,

indicaté that semantic differéntial éybe scales may bg a

uégﬁul techniqdé; Scales identified in this'study as |

loading on various factors of message perception woula

Qéem tp,qerve'as.a usaful.startind;boint FQr:FutUré in-

!vestigétipn,.:h : 23 R
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