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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF VERTICAL CAMERA ANGLE
ON PERCEPTIONS OF SOURCE CREDIBILITY

BY

James Lawrence Gaudino

Previous research relating vertical camera angle and source
credibility has produced conflicting findings that have not
been theoretically interpretable. This dissertation
presents a theoretical perspective from which an extension
of previous research in undertaken. The study involves an
experimental manipulation of vertical camera angle to test
its effect on source credibility and interpersonal
attraction. The results of the experiment indicate a main
effect for vertical camera angle only on some dimensions of
source credibility. Further, the effect of camera angle
was trival with respect to variance accounted for and was

in a direction opposite to that predicted.
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Chapter 1

Three experiments (Mandell & Shaw, 1973; McCain, Chilberg,
& Washlag, 1977; Tiemans, 1970) suggest a relationship
between video camera angle measured on the vertical plane and
perceptions of source credibility. The results of the
investigations are confusing (see Appendix A). On the
surface, these investigations indicate mass media production
techniques, such as vertical camera angle, can have an
important impact on the persuasive efficacy of the message
carried by the mass media. This observation challenges an
implicit assumption that seems to be guiding much mass
communication research: that the primary distinction between
mass and interpersonal communication is the former's enhanced
speed and efficiency of delivery and the former's restricted
impact. The three experiments are also confusing because
their results are at times conflicting and because the
authors provide no theoretical explanations for the observed
effects.

This paper explores the issues surrounding effects of mass
media production techniques in an effort to offer a
theoretical perspective explaining the observed relationship
between vertical camera angle and source credibility. The
discussion results in propositional statements relating
vertical camera angle and source credibility. The results of
a test of hypotheses derived from these propositions are

reported and discussed.




This paper presents the argument that traditional mass
communication research has primarily investigated the
delivery potential of mass media. 1In contrast to that
tradition, this paper presents a theoretical perspective
emphasizing the expressive characteristics of production

techniques typically used in the visual mass media.l

1. In working toward this goal, an attempt is made to keep
the theoretical arguments sufficiently broad to suggest
investigation of the impact of a variety of production
techniques. Because the goal of this paper is to develop a
theoretical perspective explaining the effect of vertical
camera angle, the development of the argument focuses on
photography and video-tape, often citing research on
television and film. Similar arguments can and have been
made for print. For example, Carpenter (1979) suggests each
mass medium is a language and the code systems are largely
not understood. He argues that the written word did not use
oral language, but a code of its own that verbal speech has
come to imitate. He suggests oral language use to be a
polysynthetic composition of images in which little
distinction was made between subject and verb. Written
communication separated the images into linear sequences of
subject, verb, and object. Advances in the medium of printed
communication such as the newspaper or book added still more
codes, such as the order of images on the page, the color and
size of the type, etc. Typographical and design factors
relating to the printed page have also received study. The
perception studies performed by the Gestalt psychologists
(Zakia, 1975) suggest people can be lead to perceive objects
in varying ways by use of such artistic devices as balance,
shape, continuance, form, proximity, and figure-to-ground
relationships. A liberal interpretation of Arnheim (1974)
and Kepes (1961) suggests that viewer's eye can be led from
one object to another in a predetermined sequence by
manipulation of graphic devices representing these factors.
In newspaper design, the techniques most often used are the
visual pull of the objects and the relationship or balance
they form within the visual field. Operationally, the visual
objects worked with in print copy are the headlines, text,
and art. Each in turn have visual aspects such as color,
size, shape, brightness, and interest potential. These
commonly known elements form the basis for much practical
writing in newspaper layout and design manuals. Essentially,
the commonly accepted task of such layout is to attract
attention, to provide order (often operationalized as
prioritization of content) for the reader, and to create a
pleasing appearance (Garcia, 1981; Hutt, 1967).




The theoretical argument developed in this paper draws
from semiology of the cinema and from social perception
theories. The majority of attribution research has
investigated the processes affecting judgments concerning the
dispositional character of the observed person. Using
Heide%'s (1958) terms, behavior is thought to mediate or
carry:fhe message concerning the motivation or character of
the observed person. Heider's writings suggest that behavior
is perceived with relative accuracy on a physical level and
that the significant interpretation occurs during attribution
of causes for the behavior. Semiotic critiques of the cinema
suggest that production techniques, primarily juxtaposition
of film elements, can influence the attribution process. A
few authors suggest that production techniques such as camera
angle can also influence the perception of the object
depicted at the physical level. The argument made in this
paper is that when behavior is apprehended via mass media
channels, the production techniques serve as an additional
level of mediation. These latter arguments serve as the
basis for the combination of attribution theory and semiology
in explaining the effects of vertical camera angle on

perceptions of source credibility.




Theoretical Perspectives

Unfortunately, no theoretical perspectives are explicitly
stated in the three experiments described in Appendix A.
Tiemans' (1970) experiment is based on an extension of
practical assumptions made by writers on film making and the
two that follow are similarly supported. The inconsistent
and conflicting results of those experiments are difficult to
explain within traditional perspectives guiding mass

communication research.

Traditional mass communication literature.

The relationship between vertical camera angle and
perceptions of source credibility suggests that methods of
production have the potential to influence the persuasive
efficacy of the verbal message content. The ability for
production technigques to influence message content has,
according to Baggaley and Duck (1976), been largely ignored
in traditional mass communication studies. Most
investigation of mass communication has, according to those
authors, examined the effects of special thematic content on
segments of the audience for the medium in question.

They suggest the emphasis on effects of specific content
might be due in part to the persuasiveness of information
theory (Pierce, 1961; Shannon & Weaver, 1949) and a tendency
to define mass communication in terms of the delivery

capacity of the medium. For example, in discussing the




traditional sender-message-channel-receiver model of
communication, Berlo (1960) describes the channel as the
"boat" hired to carry the message from source to receiver.
The important questions relating to channels, according to
Berlo, concern their relative effectiveness and efficiency in
delivering a message. X

Other definitions of mass communication seem to take a
perspective similar to the boat analogy of Berlo. Such
definitions are often attempts to distinguish mass
communication from interpersonal communication, and the task
is often accomplished by emphasizing delivery potentials.
For example, while Wright (1959, 1964) conceptualizes mass
communication in terms of the nature of the audience, the
nature of the communication experience, and the nature of the
communicator, all are discussed in terms of delivery. While
a number of other authors have elaborated on this basic
definition (Klapper, 1949; Schramm, 1979; Sherif & Sherif,
1956; Weibe, 1952; Wirth, 1948) the emphasis is generally on
mass production and transmission of messages to large,
heterogeneous, anonymous audiences in relatively short time
frames (Gerbner, 1967; McQuail, 1975). This transmission
channel emphasis pays little attention to the process of mass
communication or to the unique expressive potential of the
mass media.

When viewed historically (see Appendix B), it is really
not surprising that effects of production techniques have not

received extensive attention. Much of the early




investigation of mass communication focused on newspapers and
radio, both primarily verbal media, and the study of content
effect was easily performed from paradigms taken from
interpersonal communication. In fact, many of the early
empirical investigations of order, credibility, sidedness,
etc., used simulated media content as experimental stimuli
(e.g., Hovland, Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 1949; Hovland, Janis,
& Kelly, 1953). It seems that the verbal, persuasive models
of research were largely transferred to the study of the
media which increasingly included nonverbal messages. As the
mass media technology advanced and media content became
available to more persons, research attention apparently
moved from the Hovland-type of research on message effects to
what was apparently becoming a more significant difference
between mass and interpersonal communication: the former's
enhanced delivery potential measured in terms of speed and
audience size.

These comments are not intended to be critical nor to
suggest that mass media theory and research has been either

misdirected or trivial.2 Rather, the three empirical studies

2. One criticism of the sociological perspective that can be
made is essentially a question of internal validity. If
production techniques do impact the meaning of the message or
the perception of the source of the message and if
traditional studies have ignored such effects, studies
conducted in the traditional paradigm may not have adequately
controlled for the content being studied. It could be argued
that null findings are the result of production techniques
and not the impotence of the media and that significant
learning and persuasive effects are as much a function of the
manner or means of presentation than of the content itself.
reporting a relationship between vertical camera angle and




source credibility suggest that techniques used in the
production and delivery of mass communication may impact the
content of the message and thereby the effectiveness of the
message. By taking a sociological perspective, traditional
mass media research has generally overlcoked the
communicative aspects of the mass media. An explanation of
the observed relationship between vertical camera angle and
source credibility discussed above poses a different research
question than that guiding most mass communication research.
The relevant question becomes how and why a mass medium can
influence the message, and the question implies that the
conceptualization of the channel in terms of its delivery
potential will not yield satisfactory answers. Rather, the
question suggests a need for a theoretical perspective that
focuses on the communicative capacities of mediated channels.

The discussion of such a perspective follows.
Mass communication as communication.

The delivery vehicle perspective is not the only
conceptualization of mass communication available in the
literature. For example, while Berlo (1960) used the boat
analogy to define the channel, he also suggests that mass
media may use codes that influence the message. Schramm
(1979) offers a definition of mass communication that while
parallel to the sociological perspectives described above

alsﬁjsuggests the mass media use distinct code systems.



Schramm's treatment of code systems is brief and is little
more than an acknowledgement of the obvious emphasis on
orthographic codes in printed communication as compared to
television and movies. The realization that the media do
more than deliver messages is implied in the now cliched
expression "the medium is the message" (McLuhan, 1964).

Perhaps the most explicit recognition that the media
contain codes is made by Harrison (1974) who adds them to his
typology of nonverbal codes. His writing is of wvalue to this
paper because it suggests potentials for mass media to be
expressive. For example, he suggests the mass media can
reduce, expand, or reorder the time sequence of events or the
spatial relationship between objects. He also points out
that stylistic features of the media can alter normal
relationships between verbal and nonverbal communication and
can influence perceptions of other nonverbal codes.

The potential expressiveness of the mass media discussed
by Harrison seems quite valid on the surface. Yet, much of
the study of media codes makes an implicit assumption that
photographic content is somehow a real, a truthful, or an

accurate representation of the objects depicted.3 The notion

3. The term photography will here be used to denote the
mechanical reproduction of visual images. At this

point, there is no reason to conclude that a visual image
produced by traditional silver oxide processes will be
perceived differently than would a similar picture produced
by digital or laser technology. Additionally, no single term
is known to capture the mechanical recording of reality
without reference to the actual process involved. Therefore,
terms like ~hotograph, photography, photographic process,
pictures, and pictorial communication or expression are used
to refer to all mechanically produced visual images.




that photography faithfully reproduces reality is not new: it
has been the subject of a debate beginning soon after
Daguerre's announcement of his process for producing silver
plate images in 1839 (Sontag, 1977). The argument was
whether or not photography should be considered an art, and
the central issue concerned the control the photographer
exercised over the photographic image and the meaning of the
photograph. When the photographic process was novel, many
art critics argued that photography was nothing more than the
reproduction of reality, based on a common agreement that the
photographer controlled little more than the proper focus and
exposure. Critics believed the process was a means of
capturing reality (and thereby truth) and that nature and not
man had primary control over the image depicted.

As people became more knowledgeable about the medium and
as techniques and equipment improved, the photograph-truth
relation was shown to be a sophism and photographers
gradually were recognized as active agents in the production
of photographic images (Freund, 1980; Snyder & Allen, 1975;
Sontag, 1977; Szarkowski, 1966). Becker (1970), for example,
suggests the camera be thought of as a typewriter, capable of
expressing anything the photographer desires. Yet, the basic
assumption that the photographic image is somehow free of
interpretation or is truthful may remain in many practical
applications.

Snyder and Allen 1975) review literature suggesting that

underestimation of the expressive nature of photography may
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influence thinking concerning mass communication.
Essentially, the argument presented is that if pictorial
content created by a mechanical process is perceived to be
true, realistic, and free from human subjectivity, it could
serve as an extension of direct experience. Whereas people
generally recognize that reports and drawings are subject to
distortion based on the obvious human intervention in the
recording process, they are less likely to be so suspicious
of a pictorial image thought to be mechanically produced and
therefore free of interpretation. Based on this argument,
photography extends the range of the cliche that "seeing is
believing" because of the false assumption that the camera,
like the mirror, doesn't lie.

Worth (1981) and Becker (1970, 1977) make essentially
this point in their discussion of the use of still
photography and film in anthropology and sociology. They
suggest that many anthropologists and sociologists
incorrectly assume that a film or a photograph captures what
is actually there. Their argument is that pictorial content
is expressive and not merely representational, and that it
contains a code that needs to be and can be better understood
by both professional and lay users. Worth calls for
researchers using photography to become more literate in the
visual media to prevent mistaken inferences and so they can
use pictorial content not merely as a recording device but as

anthropological data.
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The most thorough investigation of such a code system is
provided by modern studies of film, initiated in the 1920s by
the film-makers Eisenstein (1965), Pudovkin (1958), and
Balazs (1953). These early practitioners and theorists
attempted to generate laws relating accepted artistic
processes of film-making with established scientific
perspectives. The guiding framework for most of their work
seems to have been the assumption that the visual media are
or contain a language. More currently, the perspectives
guiding similar research efforts are linguistic (primarily
semiotics) and psychological (primarily Gestalt) models.

Unfortunately, not a great deal of the literature
available in this country is directly applicable to the
vertical camera angle and credibility relationship, primarily
because the majority of the relevant writing is concerned
with syntactic structure and not with production techniques.
Carroll (1980) and Metz (1974a, 1974b) argue that little is
known about meanings associated with the shots themselves
because of the early and enduring emphasis placed on the
effect of montage (the juxtaposition of shots). Eisenstein
(1965), for example, attempted to empirically demonstrate
that sequential structure (essentially syntax) is the major
expressive aspect of film, and he therefore devoted a
majority of his writing to the development of a taxonomy of
montage. In his latter work, Eisenstein admits to an
overemphasis of montage at the expens' of the content

(semantics) of the shots and to the need to incorporate the
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synchronization of the sound track with the image and the use
of color into his taxonomy.

Somewhat more applicable to this paper are the writings of
Pudovkin (1958). Of particular importance is his suggestion
that the main technique of film making is to completely guide
the viewer's attention and perception. Essentially, he
argues that production techniques are devices that cause the
viewer to perceive objects as would the director or person
operating the camera. This involves, suggests Pudovkin, the
selection of materials to be perceived, the arrangement of
the materials into scenes or shots, the selection of a
perspective from which to record the scenes, and the editing
together of the scenes into a unified composition. .Pudovkin
appears in agreement with Eisenstein's later writings that
montage cannot be separated from the study of content.

Balazs (1953) claims that the cinema represents a
significant departure from the art form that serves as its
base, the theater. The important difference between the two
is that the cinema frees the director from many of the
limitations imposed by the stage. Specifically, the medium
of the cinema permits varying the spatial relationship
between the viewer and the scene and thereby the dimensions
and composition of the scene. It permits division of the
scene into separate camera shots and permits manipulation of
the angle, perspective, and focus of the shots. Finally, it
permits montage, or the assembly of separate shots into new

and meaningful wholes.
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Of importance to the relationship between camera and
source credibility is this notion of camera set up, or
perspective. Balazs suggests that the perspective of the
camera becomes the view of the scene taken by the viewer of
the picture. He observes that any perspective has both a
physical reality of the object and a relationship of the
object to the camera. He suggests that only a very well-
trained viewer can tell whether the perspective taken by the
camera is true to the object in reality. Balazs implies that
most people react to pictures as they would react to objects
viewed from similar perspectives in the real world.

Spottiswoode (1954) presents a similar argument. He makes
the obvious point that artists must limit themselves to sense
data in order to convey their intended message. While this
is true of all art forms, the medium of film permits the
artist to more subtly alter the perceptual relationship
between the viewer and the objects in the pictures in ways
not previously possible in non-photographic media. For
example, a painter's control of the audience's perceptions is
both apparent and limited. The strength of film is the
control the director has in leading attention and altering
perceptual relations and still maintaining subtlety of intent
and highly realistic images.

Pudovkin, Balazs, and Spottiswoode extended their analysis
beyond montage to such production techniques as camera angle,

focus, pans, etc. But, as is the case with much of the
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cinemagraphic literature, their investigations were not as
systematic or as grounded in established scientific theory as
those of Eisenstein (Carroll, 1980). Therefore, besides
lending support to the assumption that production techniques
such as camera angle can impact perceptions and meaning, the
early studies of camera technique do not provide significant
assistance in explaining the relationship between vertical
camera angle and source credibility, except to suggest that
the camera position creates or defines the perceptual
relationship between the viewer of the picture and the object
depicted.

The conclusion often drawn from these early studies is
that film can be studied as a language, and the theoretical
perspective often selected to guide the study of the cinema
is semiology (see Appendix C). Worth (1981) makes this point
most forcefully and extends the argument beyond the study of
film. He argues that a common language about visual
communication is possible, that standards for the
acceptability of evidence supporting a theory can be
established, and that the approach best suited to these tasks
is semiology.

Many others apparently agree, as evidenced by the growing
body of semiotic literature on film and other forms of visual
communication (A. Berger, 1982). Yet, as Wollen (1981)
argues, film theorists, as a group, have not always
rigorously adhered to the systematic methodological or

theoretical assumptions of linguistics or semiotics. Carroll
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(1980) extends this criticism to Metz, perhaps the most
influential film theorist in this country. Carroll argues
that like most investigations of film, Metz's work is
essentially descriptive and does little more than outline the
current use of film structure and is therefore not a
theoretical treatment of film language. Carroll's point
seems well taken and can be generalized to the majority of
writings on film (see for example, Bretz, 1962; Davis, 1975;
Guss, 1968; Jacobs, 1950; Millerson, 1968, 1976; Nizhny,
1962; Zettl, 1973, 1976).

Carroll suggests a possible cause for the fall back to
description over theory is partially a result of a bias
toward a structural or syntactical analysis of existing
films, possibly because of the persuasiveness of the work of
Metz. It may also be, as Peters (1981) argues, that most
scholars follow Eisenstein's assumption that the shot is the
smallest unit of the language of film.

Worth (1969) traces the history of film units to the
period predating Eisenstein, when the dramatic or theatric
scene was thought to be the smallest building block of the
cinema. The scene, at the turn of the century, was defined
in the theatrical sense and operationalized as the amount of
film in the camera (technological limit) and the length of
time required for the drama to unfold (thematic limit). The
assumption underlying this film-language unit was the belief

that the camera need be held in place until the thematic
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content was completely and sequentially developed. It was
thought that to do otherwise would ultimately result in
confusion for the viewer of the film. During this period of
film-making the action or objects in front of the camera were
the only elements believed to create meaning.

Following the turn of the century, film-makers discovered
this type of scene to be divisible and that a dramatic
sequence could be filmed in segments which could be later
combined or edited without creating viewer confusion. Over
time and after experimentation the practice of editing was
extended from spatial and temporal editing, in which elements
of a scene are shot and combined without adherence to natural
or realistic chronology or space, to cognitive editing, in
thch ideas were also combined to form new ideas.

Worth (1981) elaborates on this shot-as-language-unit
conceptualization by distinguishing between a camera shot or
cademe and editing shot or edeme. A cademe is
operationalized by Worth as the image produced between the
pressing and the releasing of the camera button. Edemes are
those portions of the cademes actually selected by the film-
maker for combination into larger units of meaning. Worth
makes an analogy to verbal communication by suggesting
cademes represent all possible words and edemes the words

chosen to be used in a sentence.4

4. Actually, given modern technologies, Worth's
operationalization is not completely satisfactory. It is
possible to stop and restart the camera without the viewer
taking note of the break.
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Metz (1974a, 1974b) makes the point that a picture is not
a code element, such as a word, but is more like an utterance
or sentence. For example, a picture of a house is not
analogous to the word "house" but is more like the sentence
"here is a house." While Metz agrees that pictures communi-
cate, he argues they cannot be broken down into discrete sub-
units as can be done with verbal sentences. It therefore
follows that because pictures, like sentences, are infinite
in number, they can never be cataloged and the cinema can
never be formally considered a code system. He acknowledges,
however, that there are factors within a shot that are
expressive and that such elements probably act as would
adverbs or adjectives. Again, the problem, according to
Metz, is the inability to catalog these expressive units.

Peters (1981) also criticizes the shot-as-word analogy as
being too simplistic. He agrees that a picture is not a sign
but a speech act comprised of expressive elements. Peters
differs from the mainstream by suggesting that individual
shots can be systematically reduced. He argues that despite
the high iconicity of photographs, mechanically produced
visual images do not always represent objects as a person
would perceive them in reality. The difference between the
depiction and the reality he calls the "visualization" of an
object. The visualization is, according to Peters, the
result of the "form" of the picture.

Form at least partially determines how a viewer perceives

a picture and is not necessarily related to the material
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properties of the image.5 It can be based on a perceptual
relationship between the viewer and the objects depicted that
is created or controlled by the picture-maker. While form
can be an intentional characteristic from the standpoint of
the film-maker, Peters argues that viewers can be more or
less actively aware of the formal qualities of the picture.
The less visible the form of the picture, the more the
objects depicted are viewed as being like reality. In
extreme cases, such as a photocopy of a document, form can
become completely invisible and the picture is treated as
reality. In the opposite extreme, such as might be the case
with abstract painting, form can become so apparent as to
become completely distinct from the iconic content.

Peters argues for a code of formal qualities based on the
manipulation of a construct he labels the camera-eye, or the
spatial and technological relationship between the object
depicted and the camera. Camera-eye manipulations are
partially responsible for the pictorial form. The value of
camera-eye to this study is its ability to systematically
5. Peters argues that form has two levels, mimetic and
expressive. The former relates to how the iconic properties
of the content are formed and essentially pertain to how the
reality before the camera is recognized. The second level
involves how the form alters the reality of the object
depicted. It should also be noted that form is affected by
factors other than camera work. For example, lighting,
background, color, picture size, and framing are likely
important determinants of form. The relationship between

form and camera work are explicated because the their
relevance to this paper.
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explain intra-shot expressive effects. These ideas are

summarized as follows:

Definition 1: The form of a picture defines the

visualization of the object depicted or the difference

between the object as perceived in the picture and the
object in reality. Form is always present in a picture,
although it can be more or less visible to a viewer.

Definition 2: Camera-eye partially defines the form of

the picture. It is the spatial and technological

relation between the object depicted and the camera. It
is therefore a product of camera placement and movement
and the mechanical process of recording the image.

Proposition 1: The form of a picture is related to the

meaning derived from the picture such that if form is

invisible, the viewer will attach meaning derived from
the form to the object depicted.

These statements present a fundamentally different
perspective of mass communication than that found in either
the delivery vehicle conceptualization or even in the
majority of the semiotic theories that stress montage or
syntactical structure. As developed earlier, the delivery
channel either denies or overlooks the expressive capacities
of pictorial mass communication. The semiotic perspectives
typified by Metz assume an expressive capability but appear
primarily interested in the effect of montage because the

shot is thought to be the smallest meaningful unit of film.
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Peters, on the other hand, argues that shots themselves can
be systematically studied in terms of their form. Because
two of the three experiments described in Appendix A use
single shots to manipulate camera angle, form and camera-eye
are central to an explanation of the different perceptions of
credibility produced by different camera angles.

It is assumed here that vertical camera angle is a
potential camera-eye manipulation. That is, camera position
on the vertical plane creates a pictorial form that, if
invisible, attaches itself to the object depicted. Given the
validity of these assumptions, the attributes that define the
visibility of the form become particularly important.

Unfortunately, Peters does not address the topic and his
silence is worrisome because other authors (Wollen, 1969;
Bazin, 1945) suggest the visual media are "transparent" in
that the effects of presentation are available to the viewer.
The contention of these authors is that the intention of the
film maker and thereby the intended message are clearly
knowable by the viewer. Taking a contrary position, Arnheim
(1969) and Baggaley and Duck (1976) suggest the viewer must
have a minimum competency in reading a visual image before
the producer's intention can be known. They argue that many
people have neither the literacy nor the involvement with the
medium to recognize the effect of production technigues.

Of importance to this paper is Peters' suggestion that
there mav be a difference between the degree fo which forh is

visible in moving pictures and still photography. In the
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cinema, the camera is often not stationary and instead moves
with the scene depicted. 1If it is also assumed that most
viewers are aware of an intent to manipulate perception in
movies, form in film may be more visible than is form in
still photography (Becker, 1970, 1974).

It might also be that levels of involvement with the media
content and the purpose for consumption of the content might
influence the degree to which the form is analyzed. As the
uses and gratifications perspective (Blumler & Katz, 1974)
and the information utility perspective (Atkin, 1973)
suggest, the purpose of the viewer likely influences the
impact derived from the mass communication experience.
Examining extreme positions, recognition of formal qualities
might be more likely if a film critic were interested in
analyzing the meaning of a particular movie or still
photograph than if a lay-person viewed the same content for
escape or relaxation. In the former, attention would likely
be focused on form. In the latter case, the viewer, even if
highly literate concerning camera-eye and formal qualities of
pictures, might suspend such detailed attention for enjoyment
of the content.

Finally, it seems likely that the subtlety of the camera-
eye manipulation would be related to the visibility of form.
Subtlety would probably be a function of both the magnitude
of the manipulation and the likelihood the perspective would

be taken in real iife. For example, vertical camera angles
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of a few degrees might be less visible than either the
"bird's eye" or "worm's eye" views obtained by placing the
camera high above or far below the object depicted.
Similarly, slight camera shaking or movement might be an
invisible sign of action or motion, but severe manipulations
of this type might draw attention to the form because the
viewer rarely experiences such extremes in reality.

The following statements summarize these common-sense

notions:

Definition 3: Visibility of form is the degree to which

a viewer of a pictorial image is aware of form of the

picture.

Proposition 1a: The visibility of form is inversely

related to the literacy of the viewer pertaining to

formal qualities of pictures.

Proposition 1b: The visibility of form is related to

the viewer's purpose such that purposes suggesting high

involvement with form are more likely to result in

visibility than are purposes not highly involved with

form.

Proposition 1c: The visibility of form is positively

related to the magnitude of the camera-eye manipulation

and inversely related to the likelihood the techniques

simulate routine, real-life perceptions.

The literature relating to specific effects of camera-eye
is limited. Charles Anderson's (1972) review of the

literature on the effectiveness of presentation style on
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learning outcomes of mediated instruction supports the
existence of an attention gaining effect similar to that
speculated by Pudovkin (1958). Anderson's conclusion is
speculative and attempts to tie together the majority of
either nonsignificant or inconsistent findings. He
concludes that the ability of presentation technique to
enhance learning may be a simple result of increased
attention or interest. Anderson's suggestion, while
conjecture, is consistent with the theory on which
programming such as Sesame Street and The Electric Company
were based (Palmer, 1969).

Probably the most thorough empirical treatment of the
question concerning the expressive impact of production
techniques is offered by Baggaley and his associates
(Baggaley & Duck, 1976; Baggaley, Ferguson, & Brooks, 1980).
They agree that the visual media contain presentational
techniques that impact the persuasive efficacy of the message
and that such effects are generally not recognized by
scholars or lay viewers of the media. For example, they
concur that an effect of production technique is the
stimulation and maintenance of interest. They claim, for
example, that the two commentator format of news and the use
of multiple cameras in news broadcasts is mainly a device for

increasing visual interest.
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Baggaley and Duck go beyond the attention gaining
techniques and suggest that the method of presentation can
offer important information to the viewer. They claim that
because production techniques provide the viewer with
important cues on which judgments concerning the source and
the content can be made, the means of television presentation
are analogous to nonverbal communication in face-to-face
contexts. Obviously, the impression formation process they
discuss is partially a function of the characteristics and
behavior of the source. It is their contention, however,
that the viewer's perception of the source is also influenced
by production techniques. More specifically, the image of a
source is not unlike a caricature in that certain features
can be magnified or muted. They conclude that the verbal
message does not stand alone as implied in the sociological
perspective discussed earlier. They also argue that instead
of the medium being the message (McLuhan 1964), the medium
and the message are inherently intertwined.

To test the assumption that production techniques can have
an impact on the effectiveness of the message, Baggaley and
Duck (1976) performed six experiments investigating the
effects of camera angle on the horizontal axis, camera shots
excluding or including speaking notes, variation of visual
content behind a speaker, reactions of a television
audience, and reactions of an interviewer. The sixth
experiment evaluated the use of combinatiorns of the above

factors. The dependent measure in the experiments was viewer
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evaluation of the speaker.6

The results reported by Baggaley and Duck provide strong
support for their assumption regarding the potentially
powerful effects of production technique. Baggaley,
Ferguson, and Brooks (1980) report a series of 30 experiments
conducted over a five-year period that replicate those of
Baggaley and Duck, extend the range of production techniques
studied, and examine potential viewer differences. The
dependent measure was again viewer evaluation of speaker
effectiveness. The operationalization was similar to that
contained in common credibility scales. While a direct
comparison between their evaluation measure and credibility
is problematic, the overall results support the basic
contention of the argument presented thus far: that
production effects can impact the mass communication message.

Common sense and Peters' construct of camera-eye suggest
that vertical camera angle can alter the spatial relationship
between the viewer of a picture and the object depicted. If
it is assumed that eye-level is a normal, even, or equal
perceptual relationship between two people, shots taken from
below the eye-level of the person depicted should cause the

viewer to see the other as being physically above. Stated in

6. The ratings were semantic differential scales, including
the following adjectives: sincere-insincere, pleasant-
unpleasant, honest-dishonest, shallow-profound, tense-
relaxed, ruthless-humane, believing-skeptical, hostile-
friendly, inferior-superior, reliable-unreliable, direct-
evasive, straightforward-confusing, expert-inexpert, nervous-
not nervous, fair-unfair, stable-unstable.
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the reverse, the below-eye-level shot forces viewers of the
picture to perceive themselves as spatially below the person
depicted. Additionally, if the form is invisible, the person
depicted will be viewed as if actually on a higher plane. If
the form is visible, the viewer will be cognizant of the fact
that the spatial difference is a result of camera angle. The
object will still be seen in the manipulated spatial
relationship to the viewer, but he or she will be aware that
it is manipulated by camera-eye. If meanings are associated
with this spatial relationship, they should be attached to
the object depicted if form is invisible. If form is
visible, such meanings should be attached to the form and not
the object depicted.

Peter's ideas are adopted here because of their value in
rethinking the conceptualization of mass communication as a
delivery vehicle and in rethinking the assumption that the
shot is not systematically analyzable. Obviously, the
relationship between vertical camera angle and source
credibility is not yet explained. What is specifically
lacking is the connection between the manipulation of spatial

relationship and perceptions of source credibility.
Camera angle and dominance.

Tiemans (1970) bases his experiment on practical wisdom
suggesting that vertical camera position influences
perceptions of dominance and power. As argued above,

manipulation of vertical camera angle influences the spatial
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relationship between the viewer and the object depicted.
Machotka and Spiegel (1982) label the vertical relationship
between two people vertical syntropism. Further, isotropism
refers to equal vertical placement. Positive acrotropism
refers to a condition in which an object person is above
"another person. Negative acrotropism is when the object
person is below the other person. Expanding their concepts
to include objects as well as people and accepting the notion
that vertical camera angle results in perceptions of
discrepancy in relationships in vertical space yields the
folloying proposition:

Proposition 2: Camera angle is related to vertical

syntropism such that cameras positioned below the normal

viewing level of the object depicted produce positive
acrotropism for the viewer of the picture and cameras
positioned above the normal viewing level of the object
depicted produce negative acrotropism for the viewer of
the picture. Cameras placed at the normal level of the
object produce isotropism.

Proposition 1c suggests that if the vertical camera angle
is subtle, the viewer will perceive the object through the
eye of the camera without becoming aware of the camera-eye
manipulation. Therefore, if the camera positioning is
subtle, the viewer will perceive the person depicted as if
actually above or below because the camera angle manipulation

will be invisible. If the camera position is noticeable, the
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spatial relationship will be perceived but the viewer will
attribute it to the camera position and not to the actual
vertiéal displacement of the person depicted.

Agaiﬁ, Tiemans (1970) bases his investigation on the
assumption that camera angle influences perceptions of power
and dom%nance. Given the validity of the arguments
presented thus far, the important question becomes whether or
not vertical syntropism influences perceptions of power and
dominance.

Neither power nor dominance are well defined in either the
practical literature or the three experiments described in
Appendix A. Both terms are commonly used in the social and
psychological literature to refer to the ability to control
énother person's behavior. Power is generally conceptualized
as the potential or the ability to influence the behavior of
others. 1t is generally conceived to be asymmetrical and
based on some form of means control or reinforcement
potential. Harold Anderson (1937a, 1937b, 1939a), Berger,
Cohen, and Zelditch (1966), and Maccoby and Jacklin (1974)
suggest dominance is the exercise of such power. Status is
typically used by these authors to refer to a hierarchical
ranking of other persons based on perceptions of power or
dominance.

As Machotka and Spiegel (1982) conclude, the role vertical
syntropism plays in establishing dominance hierarchies has
not been systematically studied. Henley (1977) suggests that

most nonverbal literature tends to investigate the effects of
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behavior on such dependent variables as attitudes, liking,
intimacy, emotive expressions, and relations to verbal
message content. Unlike Mehrabian's (1972) suggestion that
nonverbal communication varies on empirically derived
dimensions of evaluation, potency, and responsiveness, Henley
follows Brown (1965) and argues for a horizontal and vertical
distinction. The horizontal contains those behaviors which
facilitate social exchange. The vertical dimension pertains
to the power or status relationship between communicators.

Henley's choice of the vertical dimension to represent
power relationships is on one hand arbitrary. As she points
out, many power indicators have little if any reference to
spatial dimensions (e.g., Goffmann, 1967). On the other
hand, there seems to be an intuitive conceptual relationship
between power or status and vertical ordering. As she points
out, most people are controlled by those larger from birth
through early adolescence. References to vertical syntropism
and power also appear in common expressions of speech such as
"underlings," "looking up to," "working under," and "on top
of." Artistic depictions of Homeric heroes and Egyptian
Pharaohs stand a head taller than ordinary soldiers, and a
common person does not normally hold his or her head higher
than a leader in primitive societies.

A number of authors suggest that dominance hierarchies are
necessary for performance within a social group because

humans as well as animals need to be aware of their status or
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ranking in a hierarchical structure (Gellert, 1961, 1962;
McGrew, 1972; Savin-Williams, 1976, 1977, 1979; Strayer &
Strayer, 1976). Investigations using a variety of
methodologies suggest people placed in situations requiring
group action rapidly form dominance hierarchies and that
individuals are rather accurate in perceiving who does and
does not control or attempt to control the behavior of
others.

Tinbergen (1968), Maclay and Knipe (1972), and Wynne-
Edwards (1962) take a bio-sociological perspective and
suggest that dominance hierarchies are based on physical
power. Tinbergen suggests humans are predisposed to behave
in ways that permit successful interactions and that balance
drives of fear and aggression. Maclay and Knipe make the
argument that humans, like all social animals, engage in a
pseudo-fight in which various forms of symbolic acts take the
place of physical aggression. In general, these maneuvers
involve a confrontation ritual based on dominance rankings,
confidence and potential fighting ability rather than on
physical strength or skill. The pseudo-fight results from
the need to avoid the physical harm encountered in struggles.

Maclay and Knipe claim the human pseudo-fight is more
complex than that found in the animal world because people
attempt to protect themselves from physical harm and the loss
of self-esteem or social position. They suggest, however,
that as with less social animals, physical strength may be an

important factor in deciding conflicts between people. The
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authors offer much indirect evidence in support of their
claim. For example, they cite a 1915 statistical review
indicating bishops are generally taller than clergymen,
university presidents taller than college presidents,
insurance executives taller than policy holders, and sales
managers taller than salesmen. Blau (1964) argues similarly
that physical power wunderlies most human relationships.

More current investigations support the relationship
between physical size and dominance. Scheflen (1973)
suggests that a slumping posture is a sign of submissiveness.
Feldman (cited from Henley, 1977) suggests that standing
erect is a sign of dominance, but that being tall is an even
better indicator. Reversing the relationship, people of high
status are perceived to be taller than those of lower status
(Dannenmaier & Thumin, 1964; Wilson, 1968). One of the better
predictors of success in sales, measured by both job
acquisition and performance, is height (Dunnette & Kitchner,
1975; Harrell, 1960; Kurtz, 1969; Lamont & Lundstrom, 1977;
Mosel, 1952; Ohmann, 1941). Other anecdotal examples also
suggest power is related to physically elevated positions
(Korda, 1975; Packard, 1957).

Studies of dominance hierarchies among groups of children
indicate young children establish stable dominance
hierarchies based partially on physical size and strength (H.
Anderson, 1937a, 1937b, 1939a, 1939b; Savin-Williams, 1976,

1977, 1979). Studies of adolescents also indicate that they
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form dominance hierarchies but that older youths are more
likely to base them on characteristics other than physical
prowess. Savin-Williams (1980) argues that physical
attributes are more prevalent in younger children because
their physical traits are more salient and because physical
differences are greater among the young. Additionally, as
children grow older and socialize into more acceptable models
of behavior, traits other then physical power become
increasingly important. Yet, as a number of case analyses
show, dominance hierarchies based on physical size and
fighting ability do not totally disappear among adolescents
or adults (Suttles, 1968; Thrasher,1927; and Whyte, 1943).
Machotka and Spiegel (1982) report an experiment relating
spatial relationships to perceptions of dominance. They
suggest that meaning derived from viewing line drawings of
human figures is a function of both the vertical height and
position of the figure's head.7 The authors claim a main
effect for vertical displacement on perceptions of dominance
such that higher heads were perceived as being superordinate
and important. If a lower head position is combined with a
bowed head, the person is seen as subordinate and
insignificant. The lower figure is perceived as friendly so

long as the head is not bowed.

7. The manipulation included conditions of looks ahead,
looks at other figure, and looks down. Head position showed
effects for more perceptions than did vertical syntropism.
Adjectives used in ratings were: hostile, haughty, distant,
initir "ing, superordinate, important, friendly, subordinate,
insign.ficant, humble, approaching, other-concerned,
intimate, withdrawing, self-concerned, and receiving.
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The above literature, although far from conclusive,
suggests that physical height or elevation may be positively
related to perceptions of power and dominance. The trend
appears to be an emphasis on physical power during youth and
a gradual socialization toward dominance judgments based on
other characteristics during adolescence. Yet, in several
studies the dominance and vertical acrotropism relationship
was found among adolescents and adults. The conclusion seems
to be that the relationship between perceptions of dominance
and vertical syntropism may be weak or contingent on other
factors.

The theory of status characteristics offered by Berger,
Cohen and Zelditch (1966), and Cohen and Roper (1972) is of
value in explaining the relationship between vertical
syntropism and power. The theory suggests that when groups
form for task accomplishment, people quickly seek cues
concerning each others' competence in contributing to the
goal attainment. In conditions of ambiguity, any cue can be
used, unless it is known to be irrelevant. Irrelevancy,
according to the theory, is determined by negative inference.
That is, a positively valued cue is assumed to be relevant to
task completion unless prior learning experience has shown it
to be unrelated. This burden of negative proof is used to
explain why dominance perceptions are often based on
apparently irrelevant attributes of physical size, sex, and

race (in addit.on to the size studies cited above, see Adams,
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1980; Adams & Landers, 1978; E. Cohen, 1974; Cohen & Roper,
1972; Fenelon & Megaree, 1971; Katz & Benjamine, 1960; Katz &
Cohen, 1960; Lockheed & Hall, 1976).

When combined with the literature suggesting a
relationship between vertical syntropism and power, the
theory of status characteristics suggests that when faced
with a need to judge power relationships under conditions of
ambiguity, people may base such judgments on physical size or
elevation. This would particularly be the case if vertical
syntropism is the only cue available, is known to be relevant
to the situation at hand, or is not known to be irrelevant to
the situation at hand. Stated in propositional format, these
arguments lead to the following:

' Proposition 3: Vertical syntropism is related to
perceptions of dominance and power in situations in
which persons make dominance or power judgments such
that the higher person will tend to be perceived as more
powerful or dominant if the spatial difference is the
only cue available to distinguish between people, if the
cue is not known to be unrelated to the power or
dominance in the given task situation, or if the cue is
known to be related to power or dominance in the given

task situation.
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Camera angle and credibility.

Despite the fact that credibility is probably the most
thoroughly studied construct concerning perceptions of
communicators, an argument similar to that outlined above
cannot be as easily made. Whereas vertical syntropism can be
logically related to power and to behavioral control based on
its implication of physical power and status ranking,
credibility is generally used as a measure of the
persuasiveness of a message source. It would seem that the
acceptability of a message would be logically unrelated to
vertical syntropism in most situation and given most message
topics. Making the case for the relationship requires a
review of theoretical writing on credibility.

The conceptualization of source credibility as the
receiver's perception or evaluation of the source of a
message is traceable to Aristotle (1954). He indicates the
multi-dimensionality of ethos by suggesting it is based on
the receiver's evaluation of the source's intelligence and
character. Hovland and his associates (Hovland, Janis, &
Kelly, 1953; Hovland, Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 1949) define
credibility, quite like Aristotle, as the receiver's
perception of the source's expertness and trustworthiness.
Essentially, credibility is the most effective means of
persuasion and the generalization that a highly credible
source is more persuasive than a low credible source is one

of the more consistently supported main effects in the
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communication literature.

Unfortunately, not much available research is directly
applicable to the relationship between vertical syntropism
and perceptions of source credibility. Since the early
conceptualization and study of the effects of credibility,
many investigations have been undertaken to determine the
generalizable dimensions of source credibility (e.g.,
Anderson & Clevenger, 1963; Cronkite & Liska, 1976; Delia,
1976; Lashbrook, 1971; Littejohn, 1971). As a number of
authors have commented (Cronkhite & Liska, 1976; Delia, 1976;
Kaplan, 1976; King, 1976), these studies of credibility may
have done as much to obscure the theoretical relevance of
credibility to communication exchanges as to explicate its
role as either a antecedent or consequence of communication
effectiveness. As a number of reviews suggest, most of the
empirical efforts to discover the dimensionality of
credibility have been post hoc methods utilizing factor
analytic techniques. Delia (1976) summarizes the reviews of
these factor analyses (e.g., Applbaum & Anatol, 1973, 1974;
Hensley, 1974; Steinfatt, 1974; Tucker, 1971a, 1971b) as
indicating the generalizability and stability of the factor
structures are suspect. He suggests the problem is that
theory was abandoned in favor of the psychomethods outlined
by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957). Delia argues that the
definition of credibility has eroded from dependence on a
specific communication context to a mor~ generalized

interpersonal or social perception of personality traits.
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As a solution to the atheoretical problem, Delia (1976)
calls for a constructivist approach to source credibility.
The basis for such a conceptualization is the assumption that
one's knowledge is based on what one perceives and that
perception is based on one's construct system. Similar
thoughts are expressed by Heider (1958), who argues that
while people observe the concrete behavior of others, they
attribute causes for the behavior in order to create a more
consistent, ordered, and predictable world. In Heider's
terms, the behavior mediates the causes for behavior
observed. The causes for behavior are generally of two
types, dispositional and environmental (e.g., H. Kelly, 1973;
Orvis, Cunningham, & Kelly, 1975).

The meaning of the factors of credibility, from the
constructivist perspective or from attribution theory, rests
in the commonality between individual construction systems.
As implied by George Kelly's (1958) commonality corollary
(see Appendix D), successful communication exchange requires
a sharing of constructs. As Delia argues, it is likely,
given common experience and socialization, that individual
construct systems share a common ground. Factors extracted
from credibility studies likely represent a related set of
constructs used in similar ways by a group of people
confronting a given range of phenomena.

Delia further suggests that credibility is best understood

from the perspective of the naive social actor, an
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epistomological assumption derived directly from Heider and
Kelly. Like the early definitions of credibility discussed
above, most people probably equate credibility with
acceptance or rejection of another person's message. Delia
and his associates (Delia, Crockett, Press, & O'Keefe, 1975;
Press, Crockett, & Delia, 1975)) suggest that the receiver of
information judges the source of a message differently in
different task situations.

Delia (1976) argues that credibility can only exist in a
communication context in general and typically only in a
persuasive communication context. Stated differently,
judgments of credibility only take place when a receiver
perceives the need to evaluate the source in terms of the
believability of the message content. He goes on to suggest
that the nature of the communication situation likely
influences how that judgment is made. For example, Kaplan
(1976) suggests a conceptualization of credibility based on
source appropriateness. Essentially, he argues that in some
situations, a receiver judges a source based on cues relating
to jntel{igence or expertness with relation to the message
topic. In situations involving more subjective topics,
coorientation may be paramount.

Collins (1970) suggests receivers make such communication
relevant judgments based on a problem-solving orientation, an
identity orientation, an authority orientation, or a
consistency orientation. The former is the more trad}g}pwal

credibility situation and probably best represents the
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dimensionality found in the empirical literature. The
identity orientation is similar to Kaplan's coorientation and
concerns those situations in which homophyly or attraction
are used to evaluate a message source. Authority
orientations encompass those cases in which message sources
are evaluated according to their legitimate power or status
position. Consistency orientation involves the similarity of
relevant attitudes or beliefs.

These different orientations are a possible explanation
for the reversed finding of McCain et al. (1977). Those
authors suggest that dominance and homophyly are inversely
related. While that assumption is debatable, the findings of
Machotka and Speigel (1982) do suggest that positive
acrotropism tends to be inversely related to perceptions of
friendliness. It might be that the experimental condition
created by McCain et al. created a situation in which
identification was highly valued and a high camera position
therefore produced perceptions of friendship and
coorientation. Obviously, this explanation is speculative
and it is offered without adequate knowledge concerning the
conditions established in that experiment.

The constructivist conceptualization of credibility is
intuitively pleasing because it squares with a common-sense
notion about how a person goes about judging another's
credibility and because it offers a theoretical explanation

for the variability of the number and type of dimensions
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found in the empirical investigations on source credibility.
Taken to its logical extreme, however, George Kelly's (1958)
individuality and range corollaries (see Appendix D) suggest
that each person's construction system is unique and that
each construct fits only a limited range of experience. Such
individual and context boundaries to generalizability are
particularly problematic because this paper concerns a mass
communication effect. While it has previously been argued
that the majority of relevant research has overemphasized the
delivery aspect of mass communication at the expense of the
expressive capacity of production techniques, it should not
be forgotten that mass communication is primarily one-way,
and primarily directed at a mass audience. Individual and
situational specific attributions of credibility suggest
return of a null effects paradigm (Klapper, 1960).

Fortunately, the attribution perspective need not be
interpreted as denying the possibility of generalizable
effects. Rather, Kelly's commonality corollary and a common-
sense realization that there is a common ground in most
communication exchanges suggest that in many cases people
make attributions with enough similarity to make
generalizations concerning mass communication possible. The
value of the attribution position is its focus of attention
not simply on the attributes of the source but also on the
frame of reference of the receiver of the message.

The need to consider the communication task or situation

is at first glance problematic given the heterogeneity and
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anonymity of the mass communication audience. As suggested
by the uses and gratifications perspective (Blumler & Katz,
1974), people use the media for different purposes. Based on
the argument discussed above, it is reasonable to assume
these different uses may yield different criteria on which
credibility is based. Any relationship between camera angle
and credibility will therefore have to be qualified by the
boundaries of subject and audience limitations. For example,
if Delia's claim is correct that credibility pertains only to
persuasive contexts, then the camera angle and credibility
manipulation is meaningless if associated with content
consumed for escape or entertainment. This problem suggests
the need to investigate typical media viewing situations. It
is assumed here that there is enough commonality in the
nature of mass media consumption to make generalizations
possible. But, it must be recognized that the
generalizations hold for the situational boundaries only.

Even accepting the constraints of a limited range of
applicability, the relationship between vertical syntropism
and source credibility has yet to be established. Looking
again to attribution theory, the suggestion is that physical
characteristics and behavior are typically used by people to
characterize the dispositional properties of another. The
nature of the attribution process is debatable (Appendix D).
A common assumption of most perspectives, however, is that

people attribute behavior to either dispositional
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characteristics of the actor or to the environment. Further,
these attributions can be based either on the behavior
itself, or on inferences from other behaviors or
characteristics.

Reference to this latter process is found in George
Kelly's (1955) organization corollary. The nature of the
inference process is again not necessarily agreed upon, but
is essentially an "if, then" type of attribution in which one
observed characteristic suggests another. Unfortunately, the
majority of the attribution relevant studies have not dealt
with credibility and therefore provides little evidence that
vertical syntropism can influence credibility (see Appendix D).

The status characteristic theory discussed above'(Berger
et al., 1966) can again be used to provide a theoretical
linkage between credibility and vertical syntropism. The
theory suggests that people use various status cues to
determine the likely competence of another in successfully
completing a task objective by establishing an expectation of
performance. Given conditions of ambiguity with regard to
another's competence, the theory suggests logically
irrelevant cues can be used in forming the expectation.
Influence is then yielded to the person because others form
an expectation that he or she is more likely to facilitate
task completion.

To apply this theory to credibility, the latter term has
to be defined in terms of an expectation of goal attainment.

Such a poéition is not unlike that suggested by the
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constructivist position outline above. When presented with a
persuasive message, the receiver is faced with a need to
decide whether or not to adopt a message. The receiver
should, according to status characteristic theory, look for
cues to aid in making the decision. The theory also suggests
the cues should be related to an expectation that adoption
will be in some way rewarding. This notion of credibility as
relating to an expectation of task accomplishment is
supported by McCain et al's (1977) finding that vertical
camera angle is related to task attractiveness (McCroskey &
McCain, 1972; McCroskey, Hamilton, & Weiner, 1974).

Given conditions of ambiguity with respect to the
expectation of the source's competence concerning the given
task, status characteristic theory suggests people will
likely pick available source cues that are not known to be
not associated with credibility. Based on the arguments
presented thus far, the following propositions are offered:

Proposition 4: Vertical syntropism is related to

perceptions of source credibility in situations in which a

person must make an evaluation of the appropriateness of a

message source such that the higher person will be

perceived as being more credible if the judgment is made
under conditions of ambiguity, if the vertical syntropism
cue is not known to be unrelated to credibility in the
given task situation, or if the cue is known to be related

to credibility in the given task situation.
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At this point in the theoretical development, no
relationship can be offered concerning differential effects
of vertical syntopism on the dimensions of source
credibility. According to the status characteristic theory,
however, vertical syntropism should be related to task
attractiveness.

Proposition 5: Vertical syntropism is related to

perceptions of task attractiveness in situations in

which a person must make such an evaluation such that
the higher person will be perceived being more task
attractive if the judgment is made under conditions of
ambiguity, if the vertical syntropism cue is not known
to be unrelated to task attractiveness in the given task
situation, or if the cue is known to be related to task
attractiveness in the given task situation.

The propositions and definitions presented above lead to

the following research hypotheses:

Hl: There will be a main effect for vertical camera

angle on perceptions of a message source credibility and

dominance such that photographs taken with cameras
placed below eye-level of the source will result in
higher credibility and dominance evaluations than
cameras placed at eye-leVel, which will result in higher
evaluations than if the camera is placed above the eye-
level of the source.

H2: There will be a main effect for vertic::1 camera

angle on perceptions of the task attractiveness of a
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message source such that photographs taken with cameras
placed below eye-level of the source will result in
higher task attractiveness evaluations than cameras
placed at eye-level, which will result in higher
evaluations than if the camera is placed above the eye-
level of the source.

H3: There will be an ordinal interaction between camera
angle and the relevance of the communication situation
such that the relationship hypothesized in H1 and H2

will be strongest for relevant message situations.






Chapter 2

To test the hypotheses developed above, two males were
photographed using three camera angles. The individuals were
chosen from the local business community to reduce the
likelihood they would be familiar to the experimental
subjects. White males were selected to better match the
racial and ethnic backgrounds of the experimental subjects.
To control for variation in facial expressions, clothing,
etc., each of the males was photographed using three 35mm,
tripod-mounted cameras with the shutters triggered
simultaneously.

The manipulation of camera angle involved placing the
middle camera at the eye-level of the message source and then
varying the other cameras eight degrees above and below. The
eight degree variation was chosen to best represent the
maximum of vertical syntropism encountered in real-life
situations.8 The message source was instructed to look at

the middle camera.

8. According to the World Almanac (Newspaper Education
Association, 1984), the discrepancy between the average height
and the maximum and minimum height of a representative sample
of 18 year olds is about five inches. Hall (1965) suggests
the boundary between personal and social distance is about
four feet of separation. A photograph is typically viewed at
arm's length or less, or about one to one and one-half feet.
The range of normal height (vertical) differences and
interaction zones (horizontal distances ) results in about
eight degrees of vertical variation. McCain et al used

angles ranging from about 9 to 18 degrees above and below

eye level. The 18 degree variation they labelled extreme and
the nine degree subtle. Mandell and Shaw used an angle of
about 12 degrees above and below eye-level. Based on a self
report measure, they claim subjects were unaware of any
special camera affects. Tiemans used angles of 18 degrees.
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The resulting photographs were then screened by a
professional print shop using a 100-line screen. The
screened photographs were then pasted on white paper and
multiple copies produced using a xerox-type process. The
copied photographs were then collated with instructions and a
series of questions. Examples of the experimental stimuli
are included in Appendix F.

To achieve adequate power, the photograph-questionnaire
packages were shown to 180 experimental subjects randomly
assigned to treatment conditions (see Appendix E). The
subjects were obtained from advertising classes at Michigan
State University. All the experimental subjects were upper
division students and 66 were male. The mean age was 21.79
years (standard deviation of 2.70). Nearly all (95 percent)
were white.

To preclude prior opinions relevant to the message topic
or message and delivery characteristics from interacting with
or masking the effect of the camera angle manipulation, the
photos were presented to subjects without an associated
message content or even acknowledgement of which side of the
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