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AN INVESTIGATION INTO HOW DEGREE OF DISTRACTION WITH MOBILE
DEVICE USERS INFLUENCES ATTENTION TO DETAIL
JEFFERY C. ALLEN
ABSTRACT

Previous research has indicated that the overuse of mobile devices by youths,
especially at work or in class, can be disruptive to others, and be detrimental to the
individual engaged in this activity in regards to task performance. The purpose of this
study was to investigate the relationship between distraction due to use of mobile devices,
while engaged in a task, and subsequent recall of details being presented during exposure
to a stimulus.

Due to the ubiquitous and pervasive nature of mobile devices in today's youth
culture, and in our society as a whole, understanding and explaining what personality
types and dispositions, are likely to engage in the overuse of mobile devices, and how
their motivations for acquiring and using mobile devices in the first place may potentially
impact the users task performance, could possibly enlighten parents, educators, and even
the subject themselves as to the causes and ramifications of such behavior; thus, paving
the way to possibly developing and establishing protocols that might allow individuals to
use these devices more effectively and responsibly.

This investigation found that there is a significant overall inverse relationship
between distraction by mobile device use while on task and attention to the details of the
stimulus being presented. Persons between the ages of 26 and 40, and the personality

type of Neuroticism showed some relation to being distractible. The study also found



evidence that the personality type of Openness, those whose motivation for using mobile
devices were utility based, and females were more likely to pay closer attention to the
details of a stimulus (when controlling for all other variables including distraction by

mobile device use).
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION & RATIONALE

I recently was tasked to perform as a Teacher’s Assistant for a junior level writing
across the curriculum university course. Many of the students in this class seemed to
have difficulty meeting some of the writing criteria although the instructor was quite
knowledgeable, and appeared to be eager to assist any of the students in any way
possible. After grading the first assignment (which was due at the start of the second
week of classes), | became concerned as to why there were so many below average grade
scores on such a basic and simple assignment. | reviewed the graded assignment
submissions, began to pay closer attention to the errors being made, and noticed that most
of the errors were due to not following the posted assignment instructions. In my attempt

to discern a way to maybe help the students perform better on upcoming assignments,



I began to pay very strict attention to the behavior of the students while in class. It was
then that | became extremely aware that, what seemed to me to be, half of the class was
not paying attention to the instructor during the lectures, but were instead paying
attention to their cell phones and other mobile devices.

I immediately asked myself “How can anyone expect to learn anything, if they are
distracted by their mobile devices and possibly not paying attention to the source of the
information”. | was also concerned about what can be done to help these students
improve their performance. | decided to perform an experiment to examine the issues of
distraction by mobile device usage while on a task, and how a participant’s recall of
informational details delivered by a stimulus is related.

As a media effects student, it would not be unusual to assume that a mobile
device, such as a cell phone, pad, or tablet, demands a considerable amount of attention
from its user. One can hardly surf the internet for any amount of time before
encountering several pop culture news stories about incidents of people making faux pas’
while engaged with a mobile device including walking into other people or objects,
sexting scandals, or tragically, automobile accidents and fatalities due to texting while
driving.

Hammer, Ronen, Sharon, Lankry, Huberman, and Zamtsov (2010) reported that
millennial students themselves admitted to using their mobile devices for non-academic
purposes and during class. These users understand that the instructor and older students
find the practice disruptive, but still “believe such usage is legitimate” (p. 293). The

results of the study also indicated that many students believed that they were quite adept



at multitasking, and that cell phone use did not interfere negatively with their academic
performance. However, Watson and Stayer (2010) found that only 2.5% of their sample
population can be considered as part of a “privileged’ group of ‘Supertaskers’ who can
successfully perform simultaneously two attention demanding tasks without significant
reduction in performance on either task.

Recent investigations indicate that today’s young adults’ use of cell phones, and
other mobile devices, is fundamental to their method of symbolic interactions (Wei & Lo,
2003). Prensky (2001) even asserted that young people that he called “Digital Natives”,
who grew up with emergent media technologies, have drastically and fundamentally
changed the manner in which they learn.

Perhaps just as importantly in regards to this paper, the mobile devices are used to
satisfy the user’s social needs and gratifications, or to ease their sense of deprivation
(Blunter, 1994). Several studies, including Madell and Muncer (2007), Wei and Lo
(2003), and Leung and Wei (2000) have investigated user motivations in regards as to the
choice of using cell phones; however, few studies have taken into consideration how
personality factors and dispositions of shyness and sociability might influence how user’s
motivations might be prioritized in this regard.

What is missing in the previous research is the relationship between personality
type variations and degree of distraction caused by use of mobile devices. Moreover,
there is less known about the relationship between social needs as well as other media

effects and degree of distraction.



To examine this gap in the research, it was proposed that measures of a
participant’s personality factors combined with assessments of their, sociability or
shyness dispositions, gratification seeking behaviors and transportation could be used to
predict how a participants’ distraction caused by use of mobile devices while engaged in
an activity that should require a significant degree of attention to details when exposed to
media content presented through a stimulus would be evidenced.

This study is important to gain a better understanding of how and why cell phones
and other mobile devices are ubiquitously indispensable in today’s society. Some people,
especially youths, seemingly use mobile devices, especially cell phones, to the point of
being described by some as addictively (Bianchi & Phillips, 2005). *‘Misuse’ or ‘over-
use’ of mobile devices has been found to be disruptive or annoying while engaged in
conversations or while enjoying other group activities (Lenhart, Ling, Campbell, &
Purcell, 2010). “Misuse’ can even be detrimental or dangerous such as in regards to more
major issues such as learning activities, and safely driving an automobile (Walsh, White

& Young, 2010).

Results of motivational and personality investigations like this may be able to
help develop educational protocols that will enable educators to teach our youths how to
use these devices more productively, and to find ways to possibly moderate potentially
negative impacts for heavy mobile device users. Given the importance that mobile
devices have become to our youth’s symbolic interactions, and thus their/our social
constructs, it is also important that we attempt to understand why youths are so involved

with their mobile devices, how today’s emergent media may influence the user’s level of



engagement/absorption with the stimulus being presented (transportation), and what
effects age and possibly gender might have on mobile device use, and how these
variables relate to DoD.

Researchers Bianchi and Phillips (2005) found that extraverts (especially with low
self-esteem) and younger people were more likely to engage in problematic mobile phone
use. On the other hand, Auter (2007) found evidence that “cell phone use may be utilised
to avoid communication apprehension events” and provides users with the “opportunity
to strengthen some interpersonal communication bonds while avoiding others (p. 139):
the same study also found that “It is clear that gratifications obtained from cell phone use
are strongly related to traditional interpersonal communication motives — most notably,
affection, inclusion, and situational control” (p. 153).

This investigation also examined the role that the stimulus itself has in regard to
how users engage media: especially in regards to how a user’s level of involvement with
the stimulus is related to distraction. Green & Brock (2000) asserts that “The first
consequence of transportation is that parts of the world of origin become inaccessible” (p.
701) and that “Beyond loss of access to real-world facts, transported readers may
experience strong emotions and motivations” (p.702).

The basic assumption for this study was that the use of a mobile device during
class would distract the student enough to cause a significant lapse in the recall of the
information being presented by the instructor. Therefore, | chose to employ scales
labelled Degree of Distraction by mobile device use (DoD) and Attention to Detail

presented by stimulus (PAD); and used these measures to understand and explain how



DoD relates to recall of details of media content presented via a stimulus (PAD).
Therefore, the overall research question for this study was:

RQ: How degree of distraction (DoD), as a measure of

device usage while engaged with a task, relates to recall

as measured by attention to stimulus details (PAD)?

In an effort to better understand the role that the distraction that may be caused by
mobile device use might have in regards to learning situations, this study examined how
degree of distraction by mobile device use (DoD) related to the participant’s attention to
details of a mediated stimulus (PAD). The existing body of research indicates that
personality type, personality disposition, motivations for using the device itself, as well

as how involvement or engagement with the stimulus could have significant impact upon

how DoD and PAD are related while users are engaged in a task.



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

The basic assumption made in this investigation, based upon the existing body of
literature, is that the relationship between degree of distraction (hereafter referred in this
paper with the acronym DoD). and Participant Attention to Stimulus Details or recall
(hereafter referred in this paper with the acronym PAD), would be moderated by
demographic variables, as well as variables pertaining to personality type and personality
disposition, motivations for using mobile devices, and involvement with the media or
transportation.

In the rest of this chapter, | will review the literature on the Big Five Personality
Index, Sociability and Shyness, Uses and Gratifications, and Narrative Transportation
leading to the research questions and hypotheses.

Big Five Personality Index (BFPI1-44)

Studies have been undertaken to assess the validity of the personality factors that



have become known as the Big Five Personality Index (BFPI-44) in regards to how these
factors are used to predict job performance. According to Barrick and Mount (1991)
“The 5-factor model obtained by Fiske (1949) and Tupes and Christal (1961) was
corroborated in four subsequent studies (Borgatta, 1964; Hakel, 1974; Norman, 1963;
Smith, 1967)”, furthermore, they go on to state that “Borgatta’s findings are noteworthy
because he obtained five stable facors across five methods of data gathering” (p. 2). The
Big Five factors, as listed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998), are 1) Extraversion; 2)
Agreeableness; 3) Conscientiousness; 4) Neuroticism; and 5) Openness. These five,
widely accepted, broad categories are generally accepted as descriptions of personality
trait variable convergences that are derived from performing oblique rotational factor
analyses of bi-polar clusters of terms that indicate personality differences.

Factor | Extraversion is usually listed as the first category label and is sometimes
called Surgency. Barrick and Mount (1991) associate being gregarious, sociable, active,
and talkative as traits indicating extraversion or surgency. Some measures such as the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (1944), which is based on psychological theories developed
by Carl Jung, view extraversion/introversion as a dichotomist personality dimension that
is measurable on a contiuum; ergo, being high on the extravert scale indicates being low
on the introvert scale, and vice versa.

Factor 11 Agreeableness is usually listed as the second category label and,
according to Barrick and Mount (1991), is often interpreted as Likeability or Friendliness
(see Borgatta, 1964; Goldberg, 1981; & Guilford & Zimmerman, 1949, p. 4). Being

flexible, forgiving, courteous, and tolerant are some of the personality traits associated



with this dimension (Barrick & Mount, 1991).

Factor 111 Conscientiousness is usually listed as the third category label and is
sometimes identified as Dependability or Conformity by Fiske, 1949; and Hogan, 1983
(as cited by Barrick & Mount, 1991). Conscientiouness “appears to reflect motivational
stability—the tendency to set goals and work toward them in an organized fashion”
(DeYoung, Peterson, & Higgins, 2002, p. 535). In citing several other relatively recent
personality studies such as Costa and McCrae, 1992; Brand, 1997; and White, 1999, that
tested conscientiousness in regards to task performance, planning, arousal status, and
being persistent or driven Ylias and Heaven (2003) noted that when this dimension is
assessed as a continuous measure “one has good reason for expecting High Cs to
outperform Low Cs when distracted” (p. 1071).

Factor IV Neuroticism is usually listed as the fourth category label, and it is often
interpreted as a measure of emotional stability, or emotionality and includes the traits
commonly associated with nervousness, anxiety, depression, anger, and insecurity. Some
investigator prefer a two dimensional personality index favoring the use the categories of
extroversion and neuroticism as a system of personality classification taxonomy (Barrick
& Mount, 1991): in these types of personality trait examinations neuroticism is category
Il instead of category IV (after extraversion as category 1).

Factor V Openness which is usually listed as the fifth dimensions label and is
possibly the most debated interpretation. The category is often labelled Intellect,
Openness to Experience, or Openness to Culture in studies such as those by Borgatta,

1964; McCrae and Costa, 1985; and Hakel, 1974 respectively. Personality traits



inclusive to this dimension include “being imaginative, cultured, curious, original, broad-
minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive” (Barrick & Mount, 1991, p. 5).

The identification of distinct personality types prompts the following research
question pertinent to this investigation to arise:

RQ1. How personality differences, as measured by
the Big Five Personality Index (BFPI-44), relate to the
participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD) caused by
mobile device usage?

Sociability and Shyness scale (SandS)

Researchers question whether being sociable is the diametrical opposite of being
shy. It would seem instinctively obvious that someone who is sociable would be
classified as the personality type commonly labelled Extravert, and that someone who is
considered shy would be labelled as an Introvert (a label not commonly used today but
usually associated with the trait labelled Neuroticism). Choosing to answer that question,
Cheek & Buss (1981) performed 2 studies that involved 912 participants, to assess these
characteristics and to differentiate whether being sociable or shy is to be considered a
personality type or a personality disposition. The results defined sociability and shyness
as personality dispositions and subsequently were used in this investigation to assess the
relationship that these dispositions have in regards to DoD.

Sociability is defined as “a preference for affiliation or need to be with people”
(Cheek & Buss, 1981, p. 330).

Shyness is defined as “the discomfort and inhibition that may occur in the

presence of others” (Cheek & Buss, 1981, p. 330).

The Sociability and Shyness scale (SandS) was utilized in testing the following

10



research questions and hypotheses:
RQ2. How are the personality dispositions of sociability
and shyness, as measured by the Sociability and Shyness

scale (SandS), related to the participant’s Degree of
Distraction (DoD) caused by mobile device usage?

Uses and Gratifications for Mobile Device use (UGMD)

“The use and gratification approach assumes the audience’s active participation in
media selection and use” (Leung & Wei, 1998, p. 254). Recent research indicates that
today’s users depend upon their mobile devices to satiate their need for entertainment,
information, and to maintain social bonds. The traditional motivations identified in Uses
and Gratifications studies are typically characterized as Sociability, Utility/Mobility,
Information-Seeking, Fun/Entertainment, and Fashion/Status. Sundar and Limperos
(2013) have chosen to use the terms Modality, Agency, Interactivity, and Navigability to
describe the affordances indicated by the characteristics derived from their 57-item scale
by arguing that the nature of today’s emergent media has altered the interactive usage of
media content and platforms to the extent that a user’s needs may not even be formed at
the outset of the media interaction but rather that:

...the gratifications that we derive from media need not
necessarily be driven by innate needs, but could be
triggered by features we experience while using particular
media. The interactivity of most modern media makes
possible such a conceptualization whereby users are not
always goal-directed at the beginning of their engagement
of media, but tend to develop needs during the course of
their media interaction (p. 510).

Grellhesl and Punyanunt-Carter (2012) focused primarily on applying the Uses

and Gratifications theory to explain differences in motivations to use mobile devices for
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texting purposes based on gender, and their study found that “Both male and female
respondents reported ease of access and convenience of the ever-present mobile phone as
the number one reason they implement texting on such a wide scale” (p. 2178).

“Mobile telephones have revolutionized how people operate within their social
networks with family, friends, and colleagues” (Palen, 2002, p. 78). Not only have
mobile devices revolutionized how people that use them operate within their social
networks, the devices and their usage actually helps to create not only the social network,
but the society that users choose to belong to itself. Palen (2002) states that ““...mobile
phones also help sustain deep social ties for purely psychological and emotional value”
(p. 80); and that “Mobile phones, especially via short-text messaging, also support
creation of new kinds of social networks, including large, temporary ones consisting of
people linked by common interests and technology” (p. 81). These ‘large, temporary’
social networks are only temporary in the sense of the individual participants, research
indicates that these networks themselves are the products of the new type of symbolic
interaction and are permanent fixtures of today’s society and youth culture. Studies
concerned with internet accessibility, mobile device usage, and multitasking have shown
that users spend most of their time away from assigned primary tasks involved with
maintaining their social networks: see Rosen, Carrier, & Cheever (2013), Kirschner &
Karpinski (2010), and Junco & Cotten (2011) who reported findings indicating that
Facebook users spent less time that non-Facebook users studying and had lower GPA'’s,
and that for each 93 minutes above the 106 minimum per day average spent Facebooking,

a user’s overall GPA dropped .12 points. This might infer that at a reasonable usage

12



level, these students were perhaps helping each other to improve their academic
achievements by sharing information, but when the social networking became obsessive,
the academic motivations took a back seat to the need to maintain their social bonds and
social status. Kirschner and Karpinski (2010) even concluded that:

Students who reported Internet-caused schoolwork

problems were found to have spent five times more

hours online than those who did not, and they were also

significantly more likely to report that their Internet use

caused them to stay up late, get less sleep, and miss

classes. Although not specifically mentioning FB

[Facebook], the authors conclude that it is not so much

the Internet that causes these problems as the new social

opportunities of the Internet. Students who reported

academic problems were more likely to use the Internet

for real-time social activities such as IM and chat rooms

(p. 1240).

Wei and Lo (2003) noted that previous studies of fixed telephone usage have
indicated that two main uses of telephones were to satisfy the “intrinsic/social”” needs to
remain emotionally connected, and the “instrumental/task-oriented” needs to gather and
relay information, set business appointments, and the ordering of goods and services (e.g.
Keller, 1977, and Noble, 1987); furthermore, Wei and Lo (2003) goes on to state that
“The Keller and Noble findings showed that social uses were more frequent than
utilitarian uses” (p. 6). Wei and Lo (2003) noted that other researchers like Williams,
Dordick, and Jesuale (1985); Dimmick, Sikand, and Patterson (1994); O’Keefe and
Sulanowski (1995); Leung and Wei (1998); and Leung and Wei (2000); identified other
gratification based motives such as “fun/entertainment”; “reassurance”; “sociability,

entertainment, acquisition, and time management” ; "fashion/status”; and “mobility/

immediate access” respectively (pp.8-9).
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Sociability is a motivational category concerned with the user’s perceived ability
to establish and to maintain social connections by arranging meetings (business or
recreational), keeping in touch with family and friends, and to organize events (Leung &
Wei, 1998, p. 259).

Utility/Mobility is a motivational category concerned with the user’s perceived
ability to be able to reach multiple people and be accessible to those people efficiently,
store messages, ordering of consumer goods and services, and to use special tools such as
a GPS app (Leung & Wei, 1998, p. 259).

Information-Seeking is a motivational category concerned with the user’s
perceived ability to be able to find information about things like consumer goods, access
to internet search engines such as Google or Bing, and to stay updated on changes in the
news and weather (Leung & Wei, 1998, p. 259).

Fun/Entertainment is a motivational category concerned with the user’s perceived
ability to be able to find entertainment venues and events, viewing of videos, listening to
music, playing games, maintaining companionships, and boredom relief by contacting
friends or others (Leung & Wei, 1998, p. 259).

Fashion/Status is a motivational category concerned with the user’s perceived
ability to be able to show-off to peers, keep up with fashions and trends, to show that
expense is of no concern (Leung & Wei, 1998, p. 259).

Modality is a motivational affordance, described by Sundar & Limperos (2013),
relating to how media is presented to and perceived by the user. Today’s emergent

media, and the platforms used to access it, allows for users to consume as well as interact
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with media which has significant effects or the motivations a person might have for using
specific media in the first place. They go on to posit that different modalities such as
textual content, audio content, or visual content for examples, are processed in a different
cognitive manner which in turn affects distraction by the media and or the modality
(Sundar & Limperos, 2013, p. 512).

Agency is concerned with the gatekeeping and user generated aspect of emergent
media. When agency is enhanced, a user is provided the ability to change the nature of
their social bonds and networks by being able to act as source, recipient, gatekeeper, and
filterer: sometimes all at once. Accordingly, the gratifications that stem from ownness,
community-building, agency-enhancement, filtering/tailoring, and bandwagon serve the
interests of highly involved, highly motivated users (Sundar & Limperos, 2013, p. 514).

Interactivity is specifically concerned with the ability to be active when engaging
the media by having the ability to alter mediated content in real time. When users are
able to have interactive exchanges with the content, attention to the media is heightened
because the presentation is not static, and the processing of the message is constantly
being impeded or changed. In this sense the user expects a certain level of
responsiveness from the media, the source, and the interface, and prefers to be able to
effect a certain degree of control over the interaction (Sundar & Limperos, 2013, p. 516).

Navigability is an affordance similar to networkability, but is more concerned
with how network links flow together to enhance the user’s experience while in the
process of actively moving within and between links. This characteristic is maybe most

evidenced in how games are played. The modalities and the links between them are often
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so seamless that the user can actually become immersed into the ‘space’ or narrative
being presented.

The Uses & Gratifications scale items as proposed by Sundar and Limperos
(2013) better lend themselves to identify the characteristics of content, process, and social
gratifications that would prove relevant to this investigation. This scale needed to be
adapted for use in this study; therefore, the 57 items were subjected to factor and
reliability analysis before being utilized as a measure (see methods section for details).
This investigation applied the modified Uses and Gratifications scale to assess the effect
that a participant’s motivations had in regards to DoD:

RQ3. How a user’s motivations for using a mobile device,
as indicated by a modified Uses and Gratifications scale
(UGMD), relates to the participant’s Degree of Distraction
(DoD) caused by mobile device usage?

Transportation

Transportation, sometimes called immersion, absorption, or engagement amongst
other labels, can be described as a cognitive processing mechanism that allows for beliefs
to be affected by narratives. The study of this process is of significant concern to those
who investigate the persuasiveness of messages.

According to Green & Brock (2000) “To the extent that individuals are absorbed
into a story or transported into a narrative world, they may show effects of the story on
their real-world beliefs” (p. 701). Studies have shown that when an individual is engaged
with the mediated narrative to a high degree, that the person may be so involved as to

lose some ability to process factual data from the real-world in favor of the information

being presented through the narrative; however, the effects upon the user’s emotions and
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motivations can linger on, and affect the user’s functions in the real-world. These effects
evidence themselves regardless as to whether to narrative story is fictional or non-
fictional, and regardless to type of modality.

In essence “Transportation is a convergent mental process, a focusing of attention,
that may occur in response to either fiction or nonfiction. The components of
transportation include emotional reactions, mental imagery, and a loss of access to real-
world information” (Green & Brock, 2000, p. 703). As such is the case, using a scale to
assess the participant’s degree of transportation was useful to delve into the following
research question.

RQ4. How does the participant’s level involvement with

the stimulus as measured by the Participant Transportation
scale (PT) relate to the participant’s Degree of Distraction
(DoD) caused by mobile device usage?

RQ5. How does the participant’s level involvement with

the stimulus as measured by the Participant Transportation
scale (PT) relate to the participant’s recall of stimulus details,
as measured by Attention to Detail (PAD) score?

In light of the above discussion of the literature, this study predicts that the Big
Five Personality, Socialbility, modified Uses and Grtatification and Transportion factors,
and the pereception of narrative transportation will moderate the relationship between
degree of distraction (DoD) and recall of the details in the media content (PAD) that the
participants were exposed to through the stimulus. Hence, this study uses the following
research question and raises the overall hypothesis predicting the relationship between
degree of distraction (DoD) and recall of the details in the media content (PAD):

RQG6. What is the relationship of the Big Five Personality
Index types, Sociability and Shyness dispositions, Uses
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and Gratifications, and Transportation to recall of the
details of the stimulus, measured as PAD, controlling for
all other independent variables.

H1: Controlling for all other varaibles there is a negative
relationship between DoD and PAD, i.e. as the distraction
increases recall decreases.
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CHAPTER llI
METHODS
Recalling how this investigator was dismayed at watching students while in class
using mobile devices instead of paying attention to the instructor, this investigator
decided to create an observational measure to assess DoD. The measure was used to
ascertain what would spur a person to spend several hundreds of dollars for classes and
then not get the full benefit of the instruction? Was it personality type or disposition, was
it the device itself, or possibly the media that was being presented or accessible through
the device? Of course, there were concerns as to whether age, gender, ethnicity,
educational level, and even income had any relation to this behavior as well.
Stimulus
The stimulus used in this study consisted of three music videos, by three different
award winning artists from the 1990’s. The videos were excerpted from the VH-1 show

‘Pop-up Video’. The format of a ‘Pop-up Video’ allows for textual information about the
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artist, production of the video, or any other relevant matter to be presented during the
course of the video via an ‘info-bubble’ that was edited into the original video. When the
‘info-bubble’ or ‘Pop-up’ was inserted, it was accompanied by an audio cue that
resembled a plopping noise that was undoubtedly designed to draw the user’s attention
toward the ‘Pop-up’ and the information contained within. The assumption was that this
type of multi-faceted message being presented to the participant would allow for a more
precise measure of recall.

Procedure

An Institutional Review Board (IRB) from Cleveland State University was asked
to approve this experiment. After receiving approval, a sample group of participants was
derived from Cleveland State University School of Communication students who were
offered extra credit by their instructors in order to elicit their willingness to participate.
Sign-up sheets were used to schedule prospective participants who were provided with
the examination room location and the examinee’s contact phone number.

The participants were invited to a suite of on campus examination rooms on their
selected date and time. These rooms had cameras startegically positioned so as to be able
to record all participants within the examination rooms. There was adequate signage
posted that notified anyone entering these rooms that there were cameras monitoring
these areas. The cameras were utilized so that an obervational counting of mobile device
usage could be accurately performed at a later date.

This investigator used time-coded video from each of the three cameras used

(staging area, as well as viewing rooms 1 and 2), to identify and isolate each participant’s
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behavior during the entirety of the experiment. A coding system (See Figure 1) was
developed to assess DoD by utilizing a progressive numerical point system that would
attribute a value to the participant’s observed behavior during all stages of the
examination. Any participant observations that were not able to be assessed, for any
reason, including technical difficulties such as camera failure, were deemed reason for

the participant’s record to be deleted from the final sample.

Figure 1. Degree of Distraction (DoD) scale details

1=No Use: The participant did not use a mobile device at all.

2 = Glance: The participant only glanced at a device for less than three

seconds.

3 = Long Look: The participant looked at the device longer than three

seconds.

4 = Touch: The participant touched the device less than three seconds*.

5 = Multiple Touches: The participant touches the device multiple times
or longer than three seconds*~*.

6 = Pick-up: The participant picks up the device to use it.

7 = Multiple Pick-ups: The participant picks up the device more than

three times.

8 = Excessive: Over five instances of any of the previous actions except

No Use and Glance.

Note. * This does not include touching the device just to move it out of
the way.

Note. ** At every level, the value assessed merits one point in the next
higher level when the behavior occurs more than three times.

Once all the samples were collected, the tallies were entered into a spreadsheet and
double-checked for accuracy by this investigator. The final assessment was divided into
four scales:

STAGING1 measured mobile device usage during the
The pre-exposure to the stimulus and post-exposure to the stimulus questionnaires

were administered in a large staging area that consisted of a large open seating area with
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two computer stations available for use. The stimulus was administered in a private
exam room where a large monitor was used to expose the participants to the stimulus that
was on DVD. Each of the examination rooms had food and drinks made available to the
participants, and the stimulus room was set up to mimic a den or recreation room type of
atmosphere so that the participant would be as comfortable as possible.

pre-exposure portion of the examination.

STAGING2 measured mobile device usage during the

post-exposure portion of the examination.

STIMULUS measured mobile device usage during

exposure to the stimulus portion of the examination.

PROCESS measured mobile device usage across all

portions of the examination.

The pre-exposure questionnaire was administered to the participants after signing
an informed consent form. There was also a sign-in form which also was used to assign a
participant ID# which would be used to track responses to the two parts of the online
survey instrument that was posted on the Survey Monkey website. The participants were
advised that a monetary prize would be awarded to a random participant identified by this
participant ID# who would be selected by a random number generator at the end of the
semester, once the data was finished being collected.
The pre-exposure questionnaire included a 44 item, five point, Likert type scale:

where 1 = Disagree Strongly, and 5 = Agree Strongly as measures of the Big Five
Personality Index (BFPI-44) by Benet-Martinez & John (1998). This scale was designed

to measure the participant’s classic “Big Five’ personality dimensions: Extraversion,

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness by utilizing such
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statements as “I see myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable (BFP136).” and “I see
myself as someone who worries a lot (BFP119)”.

Each of the five dimensions were used as separate scales, as developed by Benet-
Martinez and John (1998). Each scale was comprised of the mean of the sum of the item
scores for each characteristic. Certain items were reverse coded as needed to preserve
proper polarity.

The next grouping of 17 statements measured the participant’s exposure to, and
preference for various musical genres (PPEG) on a six point, Likert type scale where 1 =
Not at All, and 5 = Favors Strongly. Questions included options such as “How much do
you favor country (PPEG5)? and “How much do you favor Jazz (PPEG4)?

The next grouping of 57 items was a Uses and Gratifications for Mobile Device
use Scale (UGMD) adapted from Sundar & Limperos (2013). This five point, Likert type
scale where 1 = Disagree Strongly, and 5 = Agree Strongly was used to assess the
participant’s motivations for choosing to use mobile devices and included items such as
“My mobile device is very important to me because it is stylish (UGMD19” and “My
mobile device is very important to me because it features content that is a true reflection
of myself (UGMD53)”.

A Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was run on a modified Uses and
Gratifications scale (UGMD) comprised of a 57-question questionnaire that measured
120 study participant’s motivations for using mobile devices. The suitability of PCA was
assessed prior to analysis. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that all variables

had at least one correlation coefficient greater than 0. 3. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
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(KMO) measure was 0.87. The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was found to be statistically
significant (p < .0005), indicating that the data was likely factorizable.

An initial PCA revealed 12 components that had eigenvalues greater than one and
which explained 37.1%, 6.7%, 4.6%, 3.9%, 3.6%, 3.2%, 2.7%, 2.6%, 2.5%, 2.4%, 2.3%,
and 1.8% of the total variance, respectively. Visual inspection of the scree plot, see
Figure 2, and assessment of the investigator’s interpretability criterion indicated that three
components should be retained and therefore three components were retained.

The retained three-component solution explained 52.3% of the total variance. A
Varimax orthogonal rotation was used. The interpretation of the data was consistent with
the motivations for using mobile devices that the questionnaire was designed to measure
with strong loadings indicating the attributes of utility on Factor 1, being reflective of self
on Factor 2, and using networkability to help in building social capital on Factor 3. The

component loadings and communalities of the rotated solution are presented in Appendix

Table 13.
Fiaure 2. UGMD PCA Scree Plot
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The next grouping of 65 questions measured the participant’s exposure to, and
preference for various musical artists (PPEA). A six point, Likert type scale where 1 =
Not at All, and 5 = Favors Strongly with questions such as “How much do you favor
Sting (PPEA10)?” and “How much do you favor Carlos Santana (PPEA31)?”

The 14 item Sociability and Shyness scale (S&S) developed by Cheek & Buss
(1981) was used in the ensuing grouping of statements to assess those two personality
dispositions. The scale was a five point, Likert type scale where 1 = Disagree Strongly,
and 5 = Agree Strongly which included the statements “I like to be with people (S&S2)”
and “I feel inhibited in social situations (S&S7)”.

The final group of the pre-exposure questionnaire consisted of a 13-item series of
statements which was used to measure the participant’s exposure to, and preference for
various media platforms (PPEM). The scale was a five point, Likert type scale where 1 =
Not at All, and 5 = Favors Strongly which included the statements “How much do you
favor MP3 Player? (PPEM2)” and “How much do you favor Live at Concert Venue?
(PPEMA4)”.

The stimulus was designed to be entertaining, somewhat immersive, as well as
informative, and was used as a way to gauge whether the participant would remain
focused on the task at hand, or how much they would be distracted by their mobile
device. The stimulus was comprised of three music videos from different artists: The
first video was "Say You'll Be There" (1996) by The Spice Girls. The second video was
“One” (1991) by U2. The third video was Janet Jackson’s ““Together Again™ (1997).

All three videos were captured on VHS tape from VH-1’s popular music video series
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Pop-up Video, then digitized and burned to DVD. The three videos combined had a
runtime of 13 minutes and 33 seconds. An introduction comprised of instructions for
watching the video, making themselves comfortable (to promote natural use of their
devices should they opt to do so), what to do when finished, and a musical interlude was
added to the music videos so that the entire stimulus portion runtime was 30 minutes.

The videos were selected due to the popularity of the songs as well as the artists.
The assumption was that even though the expected age group of the sample would be
only slightly familiar with the songs or artists, due to the fact that the songs were hugely
popular during their initial release, an audience that was unfamiliar with the song or artist
would still find the media entertaining. The introduction invited the participants to make
themselves comfortable by adjusting the lights, volume, and helping themselves to food
and drinks that were made available.

The narration of the instructions was augmented by New Age style background
music chosen to promote a relaxed atmosphere. The objective was to simulate as closely
as possible a homelike setting so that the participant would be encouraged to behave as
they normally would when watching a video. The only restrictions given in the
introductory narration asked the participants not to move the lounge chair (so that the
video cameras would capture all potential device usage), and not to fast-forward or
rewind the videos (pausing the videos was acceptable).

A post-exposure questionnaire was presented to the participants once they
returned to the staging area after viewing the videos. The first 24 items were designed to

assess how attentive they were to the details (PAD) of the video’s imagery, and to the
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information proffered in the video’s ‘pop-ups’. Those 24 items consisted of multiple
choice (A, B, C, or D) questions such as “What was the color of Janet’s head covering in
the Together Again video? (PAD17)”, and “What kind of research were the proceeds of
the song One donated to, according to a pop-up in the video? (PAD23)”.

The participants were then asked the multiple-choice question “Please indicate
which video you preferred most” whereas each video was an option (A, B, or C) with
option ‘D’ available for the choice of “Didn't like any of the videos” and was labelled in
the codebook as Participant’s Stimulus Video Preference (PVP). This measure was not
used in the final analysis.

The next section of ten statements were used to measure the level of the
participant’s transportation (PT) or involvement with the media. The scale was a five
point, Likert type scale where 1 = Very Much, and 5 = Very Much Not and included the
statements “I could picture myself in the scene of the events depicted in the video. (PT2)”
and, “I found my mind wandering while viewing the video. (PT7)”.

The remainder of the instrument was used to ask general demographic questions
to ascertain age, gender, employment status, household income, ethnicity, and education
level, except for the final question which was a section for the participants to list any
production type errors that they may have found in the videos. This item was labelled
“Video Error Assessment” (VEA) and was not used in the final analysis as the item’s
original purpose was to deter the participant’s focus away from the actual measure of

interest: use of a mobile device while on task.
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Data Cleaning

Once all of the samples were collected, descriptive statistics were ran for all
variables to ensure that the values fell into the desired parameters for that variable.
Variables such as Genre Relevance to the Participant’s Previous Experience (PPEG) and
Avrtist Relevance to the Participant’s Previous Experience which had response options
that had a value of “6” to indicate “Never Heard Of” were recoded to five point Likert
type scales in order to facilitate proper analysis and scores of zero were entered as
missing.

The scale for Participant’s Attention to Stimulus Details (PAD) was recoded so
that only the correct response to a factual detail presented in the stimulus created a value
of “1” and incorrect responses were coded as “0”. PAD was then recoded as four
separate scales:

1. PADTOTAL = Sum of the correct responses from
items PAD1 - PAD24;

2. PADHIGH = Sum of participant responses that scored
between 16 — 24 on PADTOTAL,;

3. PADMED = Sum of participant responses that scored
between 8 — 15 on PADTOTAL,;

4. PADLOW = Sum of participant responses that scored
between 0 — 7 on PADTOTAL.

This investigator decided to recode Age into the categories Youthful (18-25),
Adult (26-40), and Mature (41+) based upon examination of the distribution of the age of
the sample group (see Figure 3), and evidence from researchers such as Prensky (2001)
who indicated, that in regards to today’s emergent media, the age group that was born

about 1980 represents “the first generations to grow up with this new technology. They

have spent their entire lives surrounded by and using computers, videogames,
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digital music players, video cams, cell phones, and all the other toys of the digital age”

(p. 2). Prensky used the term “Digital Natives” to describe this group of people, and

Figure 3. Age Distribution Histogram
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asserted that they learn in significantly different ways from previous generations of
learners, and also that they use emergent technologies in different ways to do so.

Researchers Lai and Hong (2015) offer a substantially different view and assert
that there is no empirical evidence to suggest that “generation is not a determining factor
in students’ use of digital technologies for learning nor has generation had a radical
impact on learning characteristics of higher education students (p. 725).

The established scales (BFPI-44, S&S, and PT) were used as cited in the existing
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literature; therefore, each scale had to have its items from the questionnaire, recoded into
different variables after reverse coding specific items in order to preserve polarity. The
next step was to organize all of the DVD’s of the recorded participant sessions by date
and room number so that the device usage could be quantified for analysis.
Measures

This investigator created an observational measure to quantify a participant’s
degree of distraction (DoD) by mobile device usage while assigned to a task (watching a
set of videos). See Figure 1 for DoD details. A questionnaire section was utilized to
ascertain how well the participant recalled details of the presented stimulus and this
measure has been labelled Participant Attention to Detail (PAD).

Adaptations of The Big Five Personality Index (BFPI1-44) by Benet-Martinez &
John (1998) were used to assess personality type. See Table 1 for BFPI-44 scale
descriptive statistics.

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics — Big Five Personality Index (BFPI-44)*

n N Mean Std. Dev. Cronbach’s Alpha

BFPI Extraversion Scale 8 120 3.38 74 .825
BFPI Neuroticism Scale 8 120 2.65 .70 132
BFPI Conscientiousness
Scale 9 120 3.77 .60 .7185
BFPI Openness Scale 10 120 3.87 57 164
BFPI Agreeableness
Scale 9 120 3.97 .56 J17
Total 44
Valid N (listwise) 120

Note. N = number of respondents; n = number of items in each scale.
Note. *Scales cited from Benet-Martinez & John (1998).

30



The Sociability and Shyness scale (SandS) by Cheek & Buss (1981) was used to
assess the personality dispositions of sociability or shyness. See Table 2 for SandS
Shyness and SandS sociability scale descriptive statistics.

Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics — Sociability and Shyness (SandS)*
n N Mean  Std. Dev. Cronbach’s Alpha
Sociability Scale 9 120 3.53 .85 674
Shyness Scale 5 120 2.65 73 .830
Total 14

Valid N (listwise) 120

Note. N = number of respondents; n = number of items in each scale.
Note. *Scales cited from Cheek & Buss (1981).

The participant’s motivations to use mobile devices was assessed using an
adapted Uses and Gratification/Cell Phone Motivation Measures Scale (UGMD)
developed by Sundar & Limperos, (2013). A Principle Components Analysis (PCA)
yielded three Factors, utilizing 39 of 57 items, which explained 52.3% of the total
variance. The factors were Utility, Reflective of Self, and Networkable, see Table 3 for
UGMD scale descriptive statistics.

Table 3.
Descriptive Statistics — Uses & Gratifications (UGMD)

n N Mean Std. Dev. Cronbach’s Alpha

UGMDFACL/UTILITY 17 120 4.01 .70 932
UGMDFAC2/REFLECTIVE 12 120 3.02 7 .898
OF SELF
UGMDFAC3/NETWORKABLE 10 120 3.39 81 .854
Total 39
Valid N (listwise) 120

Note. N = number of respondents; n = number of items in each scale.
Note. *Scales adapted from Sundar & Limperos (2013).
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The extent of absorption/transportation induced by the participant’s engagement
with the stimulus was assessed using the adapted Narrative Transportation scale (PT) by
Green & Brock, (2000). The PT scale consisted of 10 items, see Table 4 for PT scale
descriptive statistics.

Table 4.
Descriptive Statistics — Participant Transportation (PT)*

n N Mean  Std. Dev.
Participant Transportation Scale 10 119 3.76 .63
Total 10
Valid N (listwise) 119

Note. N = number of respondents; n = number of items in the scale. *Scale cited
from Green & Brock (2000). Cronbach’s Alpha = .494.

In the pre-exposure questionnaire, sections were used to also evaluate the
participant’s exposure to or preference for musical genre (PPEG), and for musical artists
(PPEA). Demographic information such as age, gender, and race was collected from the

post-exposure section of the questionnaire, see Table 5 for demographic characteristics.

Table 5.

Demographic Characteristics

Gender % Age % Ethnicity %
Male 51.7 18-25 70.0 White 44.2
Female 45.0 26-40 20.0 Black 31.7
Not Identify 2.5 41-61 7.5 Asian 1.7

Multiracial 7.5
Not Identify 5.0
Other 9.2

Degree of Distraction (DoD) is one of the dependent variables (DV1) which was

a measure of observed mobile device use by the participant during the different stages of
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the experiment. The basic assumption was that easy access to mobile devices, to the
world-wide web via these devices, and personality factors, promoted distraction while
assigned to tasks and using mobile devices. Bianchi & Phillips (2005) asserts that
“Problem behavior associated with mobile phones is probably due to pre-existing factors
that make it likely that the user will engage in such behavior despite the consequences”
(p. 40). DoD was labelled as follows: pre-exposure to the stimulus (STAGING1), while
exposed to the stimulus (STIMULUS), post-exposure to the stimulus (STAGING2), and
throughout the process (PROCESS).

DoD was coded as an eight point Likert type scale. The investigator created a
scale that would accurately reflect how much a device was used while the participant was
being monitored. The final scale was first coded by this investigator himself, and at a
later date, an intercoder reliability test was conducted using ReCal for Ordinal, Interval,
and Ratio-Level Data. Results of the analysis show that intercoder reliability for DoD
STIMULUS (the only DoD scale used in this study) was 0.674 (Krippendorff's alpha). A
confirmatory standard bivariate correlation indicated a 67% correlation between the
coders (r = 0.67, p. =.035). See Figure 7 for the intercoder reliability ReCal results.

Table 6.
Descriptive Statistics — Degree of Distraction (DoD)

Mean Std. Dev.

STAGING1 1.41 1.31
STIMULUS 2.32 2.50
STAGING2 1.40 1.33
PROCESS 2.72 2.63
N 120
Missing 39
Valid N (listwise) 81

33



Participant Attention to Details (PAD) is one of the dependent variables (DV2)
which was a measure of the participant’s recall of details presented during exposure to
the stimulus. Researchers debate as to whether humans are actually capable of
effectively ‘“multitasking’. We are constantly being bombarded by stimuli from multiple
sources, and the use of mobile devices seems to give the user the ability to easily access
and control mediated interactions. Junco & Cotten (2011) examined the ability of users
to effectively multitask by testing their instant message usage asserting that “multitasking
can impede the learning process through a form of information overload” (p. 370), and
concluded that over 50% of their sample reported “that instant messaging has had a
detrimental effect on their schoolwork™ (p. 370). We used this measure to assess how

PAD related to DoD. See Table 7 for PAD scale descriptive statistics.

Table 7.
Descriptive Statistics — Participant Attention to Details (PAD)
Score Range * % N ** Mean Std. Dev.
PADLOW 0-7 50 6
PADMED 8-15 35.0 42
PADHIGH 16-24 60.0 72
PADTOTAL *** 100 120 16.25 4.82
Valid N (listwise) 120

Note. * Score Range denotes number of correct responses.
Note. ** N = number of respondents.
Note. *** PADTOTAL is the raw score totals for all respondents.
Note. Cronbach’s Alpha =.711
Big Five Personality Index (BFPI-44) is one of the independent variables (1\V1)
that was used to indicate distinct personality traits which affected how a participant

engaged with the media. Researchers Conway & Rubin (1991) posit that “Psychological
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elements mediate exposure and response to messages. They should help explain why
people use media the way they do” (p. 444). This investigation was designed to examine
how personality traits and dispositions affected distractibility by use of mobile devices,
and how these traits were mediated by a user’s motives for using mobile devices.

Sociability and Shyness was one of the independent variables (1V2) used to
indicate personality dispositions which affected how a participant engaged with the
media. Many researchers have linked personality traits like extraversion and neuroticism
to the disposition of being sociable. In investigating psychological factors in relation to
cell phone use Wei (2000) asked “What is the role of the cell phone in maintaining the
individual’s family ties and social connectedness?” and in regard to social connectedness
“What role does gratifications-seeking play?” (p. 4). Therefore, the relation between
mobile device use and disposition (being sociable or shy) was expected to prove valuable
as a confirmatory variable in regards to how personality type affected distraction by
mobile device use while on task.

Uses and Gratifications (UGMD) is one of the independent variables (1V3) that
was used to assess the participant’s motivations for using mobile devices. In preparing
for this investigation the literature review discovered many studies attempting to explain
motives for engaging different types of media and different types of platforms. Even
early studies into technologies such as landline telephones found that users select content,
media type, and platform based upon conscious motivational choices (Dimmick et al,

1994, p. 647). More recent studies focused on pagers, cell phones, and the internet. In
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light of the fact that today’s mobile devices have advanced to the state that they are
capable of performing all of those functions and more, it was evident to this investigator
that assessment of a user’s motivations for using any particular mobile device would be a
mediating factor in the participants’ behavior during this examination.

Transportation (PT) is one of the independent variables (1\VV4) that was used to
assess the participant’s level of involvement with the stimulus that was presented. The
premise for integrating involvement with the stimulus into this study is that users have
the ability to allocate a certain amount of their attention to multiple stimuli before the
capacity to process, recall, and make effective use of the information being delivered
through the message is diminished. Lang (2000) states that a user “can think about one
thing, or two, or maybe seven, at the same time, but eventually all of your resources are
being used, and the system cannot think yet another thing without letting a previous
thought go” (p. 47).

Participant Genre Preferences (PPEG) is one of the independent variables (1V5)
that was used to assess the participant’s experience with and preference for various
genres of music. As the stimulus for this examination was a set of pop-music videos**,
the assumption is that a user’s familiarity with different styles of music may affect the
degree of involvement that they might experience while exposed to the stimulus, the level
of attention to the details of the information presented during exposure to the stimulus,
and how distracted by their mobile devices that they may be during exposure to the

stimulus. The relation between the participant’s preference for specific types of genre,
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mobile device use, and involvement with the stimulus was expected to prove valuable as
a confirmatory variable in regards to DoD and recall.

Participant Artist Preferences (PPEA) is one of the independent variables
(I'v6) that was used to assess the participant’s experience with and preference for various
musical artists.

The music videos used in this study were performed by three different musical
artists, the assumption is that a user’s familiarity with various artists affects the degree of
involvement that they might incur while exposed to the stimulus, the level of attention to
the details of the information presented during exposure to the stimulus, and how
distracted by their mobile devices that they may be during exposure to the stim ulus. See

the stimulus and procedures sections for more information about the videos.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

While walking anywhere on Cleveland State University’s campus, it would be
extremely difficult to turn one’s eyes towards any direction and not see someone engaged
with their mobile device. Having observed this behavior occurring even in classrooms
during class, it seemed clear that using students as participants for this investigation was
not only convenient, but also relevant.

Sample and Independent Variables

A total of 136 Cleveland State University students, recruited from six
communication classes, signed up to participate in this study for three points of extra
credit given by the instructor. One hundred and thirty one participants completed the
online survey, which yielded 120 valid respondents.

Analysis showed that 51.7% of the respondents chose to identify their gender as

male, and that 44.2% of the respondents chose to identify as White in regards to ethnicity.
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The ages of the respondents ranged from 18 years old to 61 years old (M = 25.6), and for
purposes of this study, the sample group was divided into three age groups: Youthful
(18-25), Adult (25-40) and Mature (41-61). The Youthful set of respondents comprised
70.0% of the sample, the Adult set comprised 20.0% of the sample, and the Mature set
comprised 7.5%. See Table 5 for the complete Demographic Characteristics of the
sample group.

In order to test the overall research question pertinent to this study — “How degree
of distraction (DoD), as a measure of device usage while engaged with a task, relates to
recall as measured by attention to stimulus details (PAD)?” - a standard bivariate
correlation analysis was employed which indicated that a significant inverse relationship
between DoD (Stimulus) Mean = 2.32, and PAD (Total) Mean = 15.80, p = .002 did
exist.

In addition to the demographic variables, there were 11 additional independent
variables drawn from the literature on The Big Five Personality Types, Personality
Dispositions, Uses and Gratifications, and Transportation.

The Big Five Personality Types are characteristic traits that are commonly
labelled Extraversion, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, Openness, and Agreeableness.
We used the following appelations in naming the independent variable scales associated
with each personality type. The scales were derived from Benet-Martinez & John (1998).

The Extraversion Scale was designated BFPI EXTRAVERSION (M =3.38, SD =
0.74). The Neuroticism Scale was labelled BFPI NEUROTICISM (M = 2.65, SD =

0.70). We chose to name the Conscientiousness Scale BFPI CONSCIENTIOUSNESS
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(M =3.77, SD = 0.60). Lastly the Openness scale was named BFPI OPENNESS and the
Agreeableness scale was named BFPI AGREEABLENESS (M = 3.87, SD = 0.57) and
(M =3.97, SD = 0.56) respectively. See Table 1 for the entire BFPI-44 descriptive
statistics.

Personality Dispositions of Shyness and Sociability were derived from Cheek &
Buss (1981). The Sociability Scale (M = 3.53, SD = 0.85) and the Shyness Scale (M =
2.65, SD = 0.73), and were respectively labelled SandS SOCIABILITY and SandS
SHYNESS. See Table 2 for SandS descriptive statistics.

Uses and Gratifications scales used to assess motivations for using mobile
devices were adapted from Sundar and Limperos (2013) who developed an inventory to
quantify motivations in regards to “New Media”. When the 57 item inventory was factor
analyzed, three scales were retained for use in this investigation. The scales were retained
due to standard statistical criterion (Eigenvalues > 1, Coefficient loadings > .5, No double
loaders in the correlation matrix, etc.) as well as examination of the Scree plot and how
well the three factor or four factor solution fit the study model.

The three retained factors used were U&G UTILITY (M =4.01, SD = 0.70),
U&G REFLECTIVE OF SELF (M = 3.02, SD =0.77) and, U&G NETWORKABLE (M
=3.39, SD =0.81). See Appendix Table 13 for the Uses & Gratifications Rotated
Structure Matrix.

Narrative Transportaion also considered as involvement with the media was an
independent variable labelled PT TRANSPORTATION (M = 3.76, SD = 0.63) and was

used to ascertain whether being involved with the media would evidence an increase in
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recall to details presented in the mediated stimulus. See Table 4 for the entire PT
descriptive statistics.

This set of 1V’s was selected so as to provide this investigator with sufficient
meassures to uncover insights into how user behaviors are evidenced in regard to mobile
device usage, and how this behavior might influence distractibility in learning situations.
When individuals are distracted from the message being sent, maybe we need to change
the “channel”.

Table 8 illustrates the results of a standard bivariate correlation between DoD and
PAD. These results clearly indicate that when a participant was less distracted by mobile
device use, that the participant’s attention to details of a mediated stimulus is high. We

then went on to test how our other independent variables related to DoD.

Table 8.
Bivariate Correlation — Participant Attention to Details (PADTOTAL)
and Degree of Distraction by Mobile Device Use (DoD.)

N * Mean Std. Dev.  Sig. (2-tailed)

PADTOTAL 81 15.80 4.82

STAGINGL1 (DoD 81 1.48 1.31 169
STIMULUS (DoD) 81 232 2.50 .002
STAGING2 (DoD) 81 1.40 1.33 148
PROCESS (DoD) 81 272 2.62 .007
Valid N (listwise) 81

Note. * N = number of respondents.
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Dod as Dependent Variable

One of the fundamental concerns at the outset of this study was how personality
type was related to DoD which was RQ1: “How personality differences, as measured by
the Big Five Personality Index (BFPI), relate to the participant’s Degree of Distraction
(DoD) pertaining to mobile device usage?”

To test this question as well as the other RQ’s where DoD is the DV, a multiple
regression was utilized to predict how DoD as the criterion variable was related to age
(Youthful and Adult), gender, BFPI Extraversion, BFPI Neuroticism, BFPI
Conscientiousness, BFPI Openness, BFPI Agreeableness, SandS Shyness, SandS
Sociable, U&G Utility, U&G Reflective of Self, U&G Networkable, and Transportation.

Age, in general, was not found to have statistical significance as indicated by the
model significance value (p = .569) as shown in the regression model descriptives of
Table 9 below. However, the age group Adult did show a significant degree of
distractibility (p < .05).

BFPI-44 and DoD were tested in the standard multiple regression (see Appendix
Figure 4 for regression model summary). Results of the multiple regression indicated
that the amount of variance of the DV DoD explained by the variables BFPI
Extraversion, BFPI Conscientiousness, BFPI Openness, and BFPI Agreeableness was
statistically insignificant (R = .059, p =.32; R =-.062, p =.293; R =.078, p = .246; and R
=-.057, p =.309) respectively. BFPI Neuroticism (R =.225, p =.022) showed a

statistically significant amount of explained variance for the DV DoD. Therefore, only
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the personality type BFPI Neuroticism were shown to be more distractable when using
mobile devices.

At this point one might begin to conclude that the perceived relationship between
distraction due to mobile device usage and personality type doesn’t exist. | interpreted
these initial findings as an indicator that all personality types are more or less equally
prone to disctraction by mobile devices except for the personalities commonly described
as neurotic. Taking into consideration that the personality dispositions of sociability and
shyness could apply to any personality type, the next logical step was to examine those
dispositions.

SandS & DoD was the subject of RQ2 which asked “How are the personality
dispositions of sociability and shyness, as measured by the Sociability and Shyness scale
(SandS), related to the participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD) caused by mobile
device usage?

A standard multiple regression was employed to assess the relationship between
sociability (as measured by SandSSOCIABLE scale) and DOD, and shyness (as
measured by SandSSHYNESS scale) and DoD. Results show that as shyness decreases
DoD increases, but to an degree that is statistically insignificant (R = -.07, p = .278).
Results also show that as sociability increases DoD also increases, but also to an degree
that is statistically insignificant (R = .07, p =.276). In light of these findings we report
that these dispositions have no significant realtionship to degree of distraction caused by
mobile device usage. See Table 9 for full results.

UGMD & DoD examined RQ3: “How a user’s motivations for using a mobile
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device, as indicated by a modified Uses and Gratifications scale, relates to the
participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD) pertaining to mobile device usage?”. The
multiple regression results show that as the motivation labelled Utilty increases DoD
increases, but to an degree that is statistically insignificant (R = .06, p =.315). Results
also show that as the motivation labelled Reflective of Self increases DoD decreases, but
also to an degree that is statistically insignificant (R = .02, p = .426), and that as the
motivation labelled Networkable increases DoD increases, but again to a degree that is
statistically insignificant (R = .12, p = .146). In light of these findings we report that the
motivations indicative of the factors Utility, Reflective of Self, and Networkability are
not significantly related to degree of distraction caused by mobile device usage. See
Table 9 for full results.

PT & DoD concerned the examination of RQ4: “How does the participant’s level
involvement with the stimulus as measured by the Participant Transportation scale (PT)
relate to the participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD) pertaining to mobile device
usage?”. Analysis yielded similar results. The multiple regression results show that as
PT decreased Dod increased, but yet again to a statistically insignificant degree (R = -.03,
p = .414), and hence Narrative Transportation was not found to be related to degree of
distraction caused by mobile device usage by this analysis. See Table 9 for full results.

Table 9.
Standard Multiple Regression (DoD as Dependent Variable)

Coefficients

Model r Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.00 -.208 .836
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YOUTHFUL -.152 .069 .354 124

ADULT 220* 196 1.051 297
FEMALE -.067 -074  -561 o717
BFPI EXTRAVERSION .059 -036 -.231 .818
BFPI NEUROTICISM .225% 335 2158 .035
BFPI

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS  -.062 -007  -.045 .964
BFP1 OPENNESS .078 .088 .637 526
BFPI

AGREEABLENESS -.057 -021  -142 .888
SandS SHYNESS -.067 -.294 .618 110
SandS SOCIABLE .068 -.045 -.296 .768
U&G UTILITY .055 072 408 .685
U&G REFLECTIVE 021 -116  -.650 518
Of SELF

U&G NETWORKABLE 119 203 -1.172 246
PT TRANSPORTATION  .025 .004  .032 975

Adjusted R?=-.019
F=.893,df =78, p=.569
Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p<.001
PAD as DV

Results were previously reported to show that a very limited relationship between
DoD and the independent variables that describe age, gender, personality type (BFPI),
personality disposition (SandS), motivations (UGMD), and transportation (PT) was
evidenced. The next step taken was to examine the relationship between DoD and PAD
when using for PAD as the DV and controlling for DoD as an 1V along with the other
IV’s.

Degree of Distraction by Mobile Device Use (DoD) and Recall/ Participant
Attention to Stimulus Details (PAD) was initially tested using a bivariate correlation to

test the general relationship between DoD (STIMULUS) and PAD (TOTAL) as the

general research question relevant to this investigation was:
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RQ: How degree of distraction (DoD), as a measure
of device usage, affects recall as measured by attention
to stimulus details (PAD)?

The bivariate correlation indicated a Stimulus (DoD) Mean score of 2.32 + 2.50, and a
Mean Total PAD score (M = 15.80, SD = 4.82) which was significant (p = .002).

These preliminary results do indeed indicate a significant inverse relationship
between degree of distraction when using a mobile device and the recall of details that a
participant exhibited while being exposed to a stimulus: when distraction increased some
attention to the details of a stimulus was diminished.

To test the relationship between PAD and DoD when PAD was used as the DV
and DoD was used as an 1V, we employed a standard multiple regression to control for
all IV’s including DoD to investigate the following research questions and hypothesis:
See Figure 6 for the regression model summary with PAD as DV.

RQ5. “How does the participant’s level involvement
with the stimulus as measured by the Participant
Transportation scale (PT) relate to the participant’s
recall of stimulus details as measured by Participant
Attention to Detail (PAD).

RQ6: What is the relationship between degree of
distraction (DoD), as a measure of device usage,
during exposure to stimulus and the attention to

the details of the stimulus, measured as recall/PAD,
controlling for all other independent variables?

H6: Controlling for all other varaibles there is a
negative relationship between DoD and PAD, i.e.
as the distraction increases recall decreases.

Table 10.
Standard Multiple Regression (PAD as Dependent Variable)

Coefficients
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Model r Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 1.00 -.341 134
YOUTHFUL .086 .067 .385 702
ADULT -.072 .058 .346 731
FEMALE .203* 174 1.469 147
BFPI EXTRAVERSION .033 -063  -.459 .648
BFPI NEUROTICISM .000 072 502 617
BFPI
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS  .043 .056 427 671
BFP1 OPENNESS 299** 258  2.087 041
BFPI
AGREEABLENESS 110 -035 -.256 799
SandS SHYNESS .089 206 1.249 216
SandS SOCIABLE .040 290 2.125 .037
U&G UTILITY 195* 348 2.196 .032
U&G REFLECTIVE -.049 -130 -811 420
Of SELF
U&G NETWORKABLE  -.151 -306 -1.967 .054
PT TRANSPORTATION  .076 -014  -115 909
STIMULUS DOD -.285* -.293 -2.648 .010

Adjusted R?>=.189
F=.2.230,df =79, p=.014
Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p<.001
Demographic Variables were tested first and the results of our multiple regression
analysis showed no significant difference between a respondent’s age and PAD when
controlling for all other 1V’s. Females however, did show increased attention to details
when exposed to the stimulus (R =.203, p < .05) when controlling for all other 1V’s.
BFPI-44 personality characteristics were examined using our multiple regression
analysis and also showed no significant difference between a respondent’s personality
type and PAD except for the personality type labelled Openness (R =.299, p <.05). This

personality type showed a significant positive correlation to attention to details when

exposed to the stimulus (R =.203, p <.05) when controlling for all other IV’s.
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The SandS personality dispositions referred to as shyness or sociability returned
no significant correlations to attention to stimulus details when controlling for all other
IV’s as well.

UGMD measured the motivations for using mobile devices or the gratifications
received from using them. The only motivation for using mobile devices which returned
a significant result was Utility (R = .195, p <.05). This indicates that when the
participant’s motive for using a mobile device was for utilitarian reasons their attention to
presented stimulus details was positively correlated.

PT was concerned with the level of the participant’s involvement with the
stimulus. Quite surprisingly to this researcher, the positive correlation between PAD and
involvement, as measured by The Participant Transportation scale (PT), with the media
(R =.076) was statistically insignificant.

Using DoD as an IV was implemented so that the predicted relationship as stated
in H6 "Controlling for all other variables there is a negative relationship between DoD
and PAD, i.e. as the distraction increases recall decreases” could be tested. H6 was found
to be supported. The multiple regression yielded significant results showing that as PAD
increased STIMULUS DOD decreased (R = -.285, p < .05).

Significant Findings

The bivariate correlation analysis showed that a significant inverse relationship

between DoD (Stimulus) and PAD (Total) p =.002 exists. Further analyses have shown

that when DoD was used as the DV in a multiple regression, the age group labelled
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ADULT (26-40) and the personality type classified as Neuroticism were both positively
correlated with DoD ((R = .225, p =.022 and R =.220, p = .025) respectively.

We subsequently tested all IV's using a standard multiple regression where PAD
was the DV and DoD was one of the IV’s and found that when controlling for all IV’s
females, the personality type labelled Openness, and the motivation for using a mobile
device of Utility, all had significant positive correlations to PAD (R =.203, p < .05; R =
299, p<.01; and R =.195, p <.05) respectively. The same analysis also showed that
DoD had a significant inverse correlation to PAD (R = -.285, p <.05) thus supporting the
prediction of H6 which stated that “Controlling for all other variables there is a negative
relationship between DoD and PAD, i.e. as the distraction increases recall decreases”.

Table 11.
Standard Multiple Regression: Significant Results

Coefficients

Model r Beta t Sig.
I (DoD as Dependent Variable)
ADULT .220* 196 1.051 297
BFPI NEUROTICISM .225* 335 2.158 .035

Adjusted R?=-.019
F=.893,df =78, p=.569
Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p<.001

Il (PAD as Dependent Variable)

FEMALE .203* 174 1.469 147
BFPI OPENNESS 299** 258  2.087 041
U&G UTILITY 195* 348  2.196 .032
STIMULUS DOD -285*  -293 -2.648 .010

Adjusted R?>=.189
F=.2.230,df =79,p=.014
Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p<.001
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS
This investigator began this study hoping to ascertain why bright,
potentially brilliant students were seemingly wasting their time and money in classes by
not paying attention to the sources of knowledge available to them: all because of
distraction caused by the use of mobile devices.

Not surprisingly results of our bivariate correlation analysis indicated that there
was indeed a relationship between DoD and PAD. One of the surprising findings of this
study concerned demographics and how factors such as age, and gender influenced
degree of distraction due to mobile device use.

Discussion

Demographic differences were shown to not be as significant as was expected.

The age group of 26 — 40 were prone to distraction and the other age groups were not.

This is surprising in that this group comprised only 20% of the sample population; and
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that one would intuitively expect the younger age group to be more distracted. There was
no significant difference found between males and females in regards to DoD.

Utilizing DoD as the dependent variable of the regression analyses showed that
only Neuroticism was discovered to be statistically positively related to distractibility.

All of the other independent variables had no statistically significant relationship to DoD.

When PAD was used as the dependent variable however, test results indicated that
being female (R = .203, p<.05), being the personality type labelled as Openness (R =
299, p <.01), and those whose motivation for using a mobile device was Utility (R =
195, p <.052) were found to be statistically positively related to recall as measured by
PAD.

DoD (R =-.285, p <.05) as a controlled for independent variable, also showed an
inversely significant correlation to PAD just as H6: “Controlling for all other variables
there is a negative relationship between DoD and PAD, i.e. as the distraction increases
recall decreases” predicted: therefore, the hypothesis was supported, strongly indicating
that if one is distracted by using a mobile device, their attention to details of a stimulus
will be diminished. Below is a summary table of the results in regards to each of the

independent variables, research questions, and hypothesis:

Table 12.

Results Summary of Findings

IV’s/Research Question/Hypothesis DoD as Dependent Variable Results
Demographic IV’s The age group labelled “ADULT” (ages

26-40) showed a significant relationship
with being distracted by mobile device
use. Gender had no significant results.
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RQ1: How personality differences, as measured
by the Big Five Personality Index (BFPI1-44),
relate to the participant’s Degree Distraction

of Distraction (DoD) caused by mobile device
usage?

RQ2: RQ2. How are the personality dispositions
of sociability and shyness, as measured by the
Sociability and Shyness scale (SandS), related to
the participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD)
caused by mobile device usage?

RQ3: How a user’s motivations for using a
mobile device, as indicated by a modified Uses
and Gratifications scale (UGMD), relates to the
participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD) caused
by mobile device usage?

RQ4: How does the participant’s level of
involvement with the stimulus as measured by
the Participant Transportation scale (PT) relate
to the participant’s Degree of Distraction (DoD)
caused by mobile device usage?

BFPI NEUROTICISM was found to have
a significant relationship with being
distracted by mobile device use. No other
personality types had significant results.

No significant relationship found for either
personality disposition tested in relation to
the participant’s Degree of Distraction
caused by mobile device usage.

No significant relationship found for all
motivations to use mobile devices tested
for in relation to the participant’s Degree
of Distraction caused by mobile device
usage.

No significant relationship found for
participant’s level of involvement with the
stimulus in relation to the participant’s
Degree of Distraction caused by mobile
device usage.

IV’s/Research Question/Hypothesis

PAD as Dependent Variable Results

Demographic IV’s

RQ5. How does the participant’s level of
involvement with the stimulus as measured by
the Participant Transportation scale (PT) relate
to the participant’s recall of stimulus details, as
measured by Attention to Detail (PAD) score?

RQ6. What is the relationship of the Big Five
Personality Index types, Sociability and
Shyness dispositions, Uses and Gratifications
and Transportation to recall of the details of the
stimulus, measured as PAD, controlling for all
other independent variables
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The gender labelled “FEMALE” showed a
significant relationship to the participant’s
recall of stimulus details. Age was shown
To have no significant relatioinship.

No significant relationship found for the
participant’s level of involvement with the
stimulus in relation to the participant’s
recall of stimulus details.

The personality type BFPI OPENNESS,
the motivation U&G Utility, and the IV
STIMULUS DoD all showed a significant
relationship to the participant’s recall of
stimulus details. There was no significant
relationship found for all of the other
independent variables in relation to the
participant’s recall of stimulus details.



H1: Controlling for all other variables there is H1 was found to be supported. There is a

a negative relationship between DoD and PAD, significant inverse relationship between

i.e. as the distraction increases recall decreases. Degree of Distraction caused by the use of
mobile devices and the Participant’s
Attention to Details of a stimulus.

Limitations

During the process of conducting this experiment, it became extremely evident to
this investigator that unforeseen variables needed to be accounted for in order to better
understand human behavior. The most invaluable tool that was not available to this
investigator was a means to ascertain the content of the information being accessed while
the participant was on task. Looking back, questions could have been added to the post-
exposure questionnaire, but a self-report of that type would have to be concerned with the
validity of the report. A method of collecting and analyzing the media being accessed by
any participant that actually used a mobile device while on task would have proved
invaluable to this study.

Some may have issue with a convenience sample being used. Using participants
that were not college students would definitely be more representative when trying to
understand human behavior in general, but since this study was concerned with
understanding this behavior because of how distraction may be affecting learning, using
student participants seemed to be reasonable.

A bigger issue, as far as this investigator is concerned, is that the sample group
was offered extra credit for their participation. Looking back after the data was collected,

it became apparent to this investigator (who also was the primary facilitator during the

53



process) that many of the participants seemed to rush through the questionnaire sections
because the motivation was to expend as little time as possible. This may have caused
some participants who would have normally used their devices more to not do so. Itis
also possible that many participants that may have been more prone to use their devices
may not have done so during the pre-exposure and post-exposure sections of the
examination due to the presence of the facilitator. Setting up the staging room differently
so that the facilitator was not in the room constantly may have altered the behavior of the
participants: however, this factor did not affect the findings as only the degree of
distraction caused by mobile device usage was only analyzed during the stimulus section
of the examination.

Future Research

Mobile device use is so prevalent in our society, that there is much more to be
done to fully understand how these devices play a role in our lives.

Performing a content analysis of what media the participants actually access while
utilizing their mobile devices would prove useful in gaining insight to what role second-
screening plays in distractibility. Previous research into multi-tasking may have to be
reconsidered due to how attached today’s youth are to their devices from such an early
age. The mobile device could almost be considered a new appendage that may have new
and different types of cognitive processing mechanisms to have developed in our brains.
Tomorrow’s research endeavors into these devices may not yield useful results, unless
and until they are carried out in a multi-disciplinary manner. Psychological measures and

bio-feedback instrumentation may be needed to fully understand how these devices have
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have been incorporated into our daily routines.

Emergent virtual reality technologies have also made mediated experiences much
more immersive. Mobile devices are now able to process virtual reality media by using a
few relatively inexpensive accessories and downloadable applications. | will become
important to study how users integrate this emergent technology into everyday usage, and
how can this technology be used as learning tools as well as an entertainment option.

Mobile devices are here to stay, it is incumbent upon us as educators to learn
effective ways to use these powerful tools to enhance our youths learning experience,
because it is extremely unlikely that we could/or even should deter their use in schools

and other learning environments.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A

Survey Instrument Pre-exposure Questionnaire

Here are a number of characterisscs that may or may not apply to you. For
exampie, do you agres That you are someane who likes to spand time with
chers? Flease indicate on the scale Delow Tho mcent 10 which you agree or
cisagree with tha dollowing saasemant:

3.1 see myself as someone who...

DISAGREE DISAGREE A NEITHER AGREE
STRONGLY LTTLE OR DISAGREE

s taliatve.

is emofonally stable, not
oasly upset

doas a thoraugh job.
s doprossad, bue.

s origmal, comes up “ —~ N
with now ideas. '

porsevens untll T sk
i finished

valuos arsstic, assthobic
APBNON0OS.

is helptul and unsaiish
with athors.

is relaxed, handies
sroas wol

s consideratn and kind
ia almas: everyona.

s full of anargy.

ssarts quarrols with
others.

5 a rolable worker,
can bo tense.

B ingenious, a deep S %
thinkor

makas pians and follows Y 5
through 'with them.

has a forghving nature.

10nds 1 be
disorganized

worrios a lot. B ) )
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AGREEALITTLE

AGREE
STRONGLY




kes %0 cooparate with
othars.

10nds 1 bo quiat.

s sophisticated In ant,
music, or iferaturn.

s iInverave.

tands 1o find fauk wm
others.

tands 1o ba lazy.

has an assertive
porsonaliy.

can be coid and aloof.

& resanved

can bo somewhat
careless.

can be moody.

s sometimes shy,
nnibited .

5 curpus about many
drfSarent things.

daes hings effciendy.

remains oaim in tense
situations.

prafiecs work that s
PO,

s cutgoing, sociable.

s somatimes rude to
athars.

gonerates a ot of
onthusiasm.

gots narvous aasily.

Ikas %o reflecs, play with
iBaas

has fow arsstic intanests.

has an acave
magnaton.

= sasty distracted

i genaraly trusting

DISAGREE
STRONGLY

DISAGREE A
UTTLE
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NEITHER AGREE
OR DISAGREE

AGREE
AGREE ALITTLE STRONGLY
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I 4. How much do you favor each of these musical gennes?

Plaase indicate on the scaie below your astude towards each of thesa musical ganres?

NEITHER
FAVORS A LIKES NOR FAVORS
MNOT AT ALL LITTLE DISLIKES FAVORSALOT STRONGLY
Hip Hop ) ( ) )
Failk Y f"‘- ™y ~ ~
Rock [ ) )
Jazz ] )
. —~ ~ ~ -~ ~
I Soul 7 ~ ™ ~ '
Rap ) ‘B & 3 Yy
Eazy Listening ) ),
RAB j
Techro )] )
Classical )
Raggan ™ ™ ™ ~ ™
Pap L_ ) {
Big Band L ) L
—~ ~ -, ~ ~
Fiai — ~ “ -~ ~
Othor (plaase spacity)
Fioaze incicate on the soaie balow the extent to which you agres
or disagres with the following statemant:
5. My moblle device Is very important to me because...
DISAGREE DISAGREE A NEITHER AGREE
STRONGLY LUTTLE OR DISAGREE AGREEALITTLE
| can foal $at | am in ~ N\ .
oontrod. : ’ :
| can use it to connect -
with othars g
1t ks I com) — \ y

| DO NOT
KMNOW WHAT
THIS MUESCAL

STYLE IS

(]

AGREE

STROMNGLY

~
7

—

-




It alows ma %o buld
social captal

It alows me %o surf the
irfarnot for things that |
am intemstod in.

It alows me 3 expand
my social network.

| can use it to enfoy

escaping into a different
word.

| am abla to control my
IPeraction Wi e
marface.

The device is sasy 0
use and axpiorn.

It can anticipate my
neecs.

| got to do a lot of things
on K.

Once | use it, | fool B &
S .

| cam porfoem a number
of tasks.

| am abio 10 nfioence
how It looks

It alows Mo O review

opinions of others bedore
| make decisions.

| fool acsve whon | use
E

It allows Mo 10 S0t my
proferoncos.

It allows me % sort
through indormation and
share it with others.

It is styflsn.

It creates the expenance

of being presant in
distant ervironments.

| can awoid viewing
things Tat | do not wan?
oA

| expoct 10 interact win
the systoem.

The experience is
unusual

& haips me Immana
myself in places that |
cannot physically
AXDONAN0S.

~~ ~
3 b
™
DISAGREE DISAGREE A
STRONGLY UTTLE
J
N £
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Y

NEITHER AGREE
OR DISAGREE

AGREE ALITTLE

i’

STRONGLY




| can specify my needs
and prefarancas on an
ongoing basis.

It aliows me %0 cbtain a
wide variaty
Infiormation.

| kv that the contont
s real and not made up.

It helps ma to miom and
chack out vanous iInks.

It allcws mma o ink o
ather pieces of
Information.

It responds wod 5 my
RJIasis.

It lats me Broadcast my
maoughts.

12 aliows ma 0 Erowss
froaiy.

1t s fum 50 exphone

It wil doubla-chack with
ma bafiore parforming a
Tizicy

It is not & passie
IPRarECtion.

1t aliaws ma 50 b in
charge.

It aliows ma o
oustomize so $hat | can
makn i ey oW

It late ma pay.

| arm able o influence
how it works.

It aliows M 5o Pave my
£y,

Tha ntectacs =
dfanant.

1t alows: b 5o assert my
idanity

It s nava
 makos ™ eales tha

lama part of a
COCTIMAINEy

it s cE3ncirve.

1t IS reSDaREheS 50 Ay
aommands.

DISAGREE
STROMNGLY

~

DISAGREE A
UITTLE
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NEITHER AGREE

AGREE ALITTLE

L

o

STROMNGLY




It ghves me comifor 3o
e the thoughis and
apnicns of offers.

It lats e soo trings for

2 ghves ms the powar o
Broaceast o my

It lots ma compane my
ophnioes with thosa of

It i unigue.
Tha crroiogy B

It features content Tat is
@ tree reflacson of ()

DISAGHEE DISAGHEEA  NEITHENR AGREE
STRONGLY LITTLE ORDISAGREE =~ AGREE ALITTLE
It offers a number of

visanl ailds for mons L) J w. L
affective usa.

Tha interface heips me 3 .
avery 59 of the way. st

I fnal Mo 1 am able 1o
aNDaTONCS TINgs " " \
thare

The expariance is very ~ N \ Y
much ke roal ife. ! 1 :

Flaase indicata on tha soaio below your asshude owards aach of thess musical artiss?

6. How much do you favar each of these musical artists?

NEITHER
FRVORE A LIKES NOR FAVORS
MNOT AT ALL LITTLE DESLIKES FAVORSALOT STROMOGLY
Wike MNaisan L J L ] J L
Mariah Caroy M) M ) ) ()
André Riou [ ) [ ] )
Frank Sinatra 1 i Y ! '
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-

DONT KNOW
THIS ARTIST
OR GROUP

N




The Unthanks
Crazy Frog
Sting

¥id ok

Ciana Krall

Mioy Cyrus
Duran Duran
Tha Baatos
Ema

R Kally
Underacid
Dolty Faron

Stoaly Dan

Fath Hall

Snoop Dogg

uz

NEITHER
FVORS A LIKES NOR
MNOT AT ALL LITTLE DISLIKES

Stzh

Groan Day

Ton Amos

Arthur & Yu

Taylor Swik

Carice Santana

Oursast

Findlay Naph

T 3 Tend's L J
Eton Jobn
Maodonna
Fiana Appie
Sade

NSYNC
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FANMDRS ALOT

FAVORS
STRONGLY

DONT KNHOW
THIS ARTIST
OR GROUP




Wan Halen )

Kanny G ) | )
Cufturs Cus ® /s
Shaggy i ) E)
Moby & ® ~
Fandulem ) [ B
Koyshia Colo ) g )
Jarnimy Cash \ 7 N
Amy ‘Winahouse ) { )
Konny Chasnay )
Whenay Houston {1 [ )
Eminam ( )
Ray Charlas L) )
Bayz i Mas - o ™y
Mo Dot B [} Y
Bartam Strolsand ) ( )
Bayonce ) | ]
The Rippingtons [ ) { )
Pinis Fioyd () ( )
Naugriy by Natura LJ | L/
Mana Guirand L) L L)
Other (plaase specty)

Flaase indicate on the scale below the extent to which you agres
or dizagreo with the following statemensts:

7.1 am soclally somewhat awkward.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREEALUTTLE DISAGREE
i i 3
L8 L 4
8.1 like 1o be with people..
NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE AUTTLE DISAGREE
i i A
% . A
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L

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY




9. When conversing. | worry about saying something dumb.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREEALITTLE DISAGREE
r " %

10. | am often uncomfortable at parties and other sacial functions.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE
F. ' 3
L. Ly 4

11. | welcome the opportunity to mix socially with people.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREEALUTTLE DISAGREE

® P ®

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE AUTTLE
b

12. I'd be unhappy If | were prevented from making many social contacts.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE
' ' B
L . A
13. | feed inhibited in sodial situations.
NEITHER AGREE DR
DISAGREE STRONGLY [DISAGREEALITTLE DISAGREE
e B &
LY ! 4
14.1 dont find it hard to talk o strangers.
NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY  DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE

o o i
L i J

15.1 am more shy with members of the opposite sex.

NEITHER AGREE DR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE
f ( )
LS LS .

16. | find people more stimulating than anything else.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE AUTTLE DISAGREE
o .’ ™
\ 4 Fd

17.1 have trouble looking someone right In the eye.

NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALUTTLE DISAGREE
[ ( \
.\ - 4
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AGREE ALITTLE

~
r

AGREE AUTTLE

\

AGREE ALITTLE

L

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE ALITTLE

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

L

AGREE STRONGLY

)

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

3
4




18. | feed nervous when speaking to someone in authority.

NEITHER AGREE OR

DISAGREE STRONGLY  DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE AGREE ALITTLE
r r ~ 5
L : ) )
19. | prefer working with others rather than alone.
NEITHER AGREE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE AGREE ALITTLE
o ' . g ‘\
20. | feed tense when I'm with paople that | don't know well.
NEITHER AGHEE OR
DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE ALITTLE DISAGREE AGREE ALITTLE
i r' » 5\

\ \ 4 J

Flaase indicate on the scale below your atude towards sach of these musical mediome?

21. How much do you favor each of these musical

mediums?
NEITHEHR LIKES
NOTAT ALL FAVORSALITTLE NOR DISLKES FAVORS ALOT

FM Radio ) ) )
MP3 Player () ) )
Laptop () ) ).
Live at Conoert Venise M ) ™) M
€D Blayer ' ~y -~ &
Canzoms Tﬂﬂ Y FA '\I Y
Vil Recoro [ ) ) ) f
AM Hadla ) ) )
Desicop Computer ) )
Cabla TV Music -~ - ~ P
Chamnrai
Live by Instrumant. o~ - -~ P
Player
Subscription Music ~ -.,
Channei

Othaer [plaase spacity)

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

AGREE STRONGLY

3
r

FAVORS
STROMNGLY

Please inform the investigator that you have
completed this section of the study.
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Survey Instrument Post-exposure Questionnaire

Haaing ans a numbar of mulphn ohoion quasticns tha? perain 1o the wdacs that youw have just wewed. Plaase arawer sach quastion o
s Demst of your abiRy; plaaso answar &wory quaston. W nons of T options ans cormact, T you do not nemambar, or i you don't keow
usg the answer T

* 1. Please enter the three digit response ID# that the researcher gave you:

2. In what city was the videoOne shot?

WA

3. Which Spice Girl appeared first In thelr video Say You'll Be There?
Moionis B A KA “Scary Spice”
" Victoria Backham ALK A *Posh Spics”
) Mslanis C. A KA *Spony Spice”

A

4. What color was the 1st car inSay You'll Be There?
1 Olve groan
() Blunweh whie sxipes
Fiad Wit whiss SiTpas

) A

5.Why did Janet write the song, according 10 a pop-up in the videcTogether Again?

A= a fribuls to ke brother Michasl
() As a tribute to fiends that died from AIDS

As a tibute to her hutband

A
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6. What family member of U2's lead singer Bono
appeared In the One video?

Sistor
1 Dad
Y Mom
P,
7. In the Together Again video, how were people lkept safe from the animals?
77 By nsarsng the animails dighally in ediing
| Hy keaping the arimal trainers close by
| By making sure TSt tha SRIMaE wors fod property Detore Shaoting

MR,

8. According to a8 pop-up In the videoOne, who painted the cars?
| An arest named Trabants
(") Tha band's dnumenar

| Tha dirscior of the video

| NA

9. In Say You'll Be There, what was the name of the desart where the video was shot?
| Tha Samam

T Tha Majave

) Tre Ges

| NA

10. What nickname did the dancers give to Janet in the
Together Again video?

| Mama
() Poany
) Boaty

Y A
11. In the One video, why did band member “The Edge” dress in drag, according 10 a pop-up?

| Because ho & a ransvesite
| To show the saxual duality inside al of us
| Batauss nd woimsn ware avalable on that day of the shoot

) A
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12. In the Say YouW Be There video, what kind of miitary vehicle

Interrupted the shoot?

) Apep

| Ahellcopter
A i

7w

13. According to a Say You'W Be There pop-up, what kind of classes did the band take to prep for the
video?
| Boing classes
Dancing dasses

Martal ars classes

/'\Mh

14. What was the primary concept of the videoOne,
according to a pop-up?
| Eastand Wast Berin can reunits 10 DECOMS one
Faris coming togather 2= one 5o form a whols
S

Ona parson aione is unbanoed

| N

15. In the Together Again video, what kind of pet did Janet take with her on her 1989 tour?
{7 Acimck panthar
| Adbion

“ 7 A monkey

LY

16. What 2 types of weapons do the Spice Girls use in the videoSay You'll Be Thena?

M Maching guns and spaars
| Riockets and grenacdss
Throwing knives and a blashr

| N

17. What does the see-z2aw shown In the videoOne
represent, according to a pop-up?

T Thatwe all go Tvough uDs and downs in ids
That ife can be a playground of fun
That pecple ane unbalanosd when alone

o
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18. What was the color of Janet's head covering in the
Together Again video?

] WA

19. What kind of seedy place did a pop-up say that U2'sOne video was shot in?
") Agambing parior
| Adrug den

A Brothel

LY

20. How many Spice Girls are there, as seen dancing in theSay You'll Be There video?
Four
1 Fua
M sx
A
21. Where was the Together Again video shol, according to a pop-up in the video?
() Southern Caiformia
7 Tanzanis's Seronget Flains
On a set in Mew York Gry
) nm
22. Who portrayed the character 'Penny’ acconding to a pop-up In the video Together Again?
") Michaed Jackson
7 Janet Jackson

LaToya Jacksan

A

23. According 1o a Say You'll Be There pop-up. who came up with the alter ego names for The Girls used
in tha video?

| Tha video's produces
Tha video's dinsctor

TN
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24 What kind of research were the proceeds of the songOne donated 1o, according to a pop-up in the

videa?

) Suiade prevennon
[ ) Sexual stuse

N ADS

| A

25, According 1o a Together Agaln video pop-up, where was Janet to mest her friends again?

In heaven

| Ata oo

) Atapark

| A

26, Please indicate which video you prefemed most:
1 = Most preferred 2 = Somewhat prefermed

3 = Least preferred 4 = Didn't prefer any of the videos

| Janet Jackson: Together Again

| The Spice Gire: Sy You'Tl B Thare

u: One

. Didn’t bke any of tha vidoos

27. Please indicate your how well your opinlon is represented in regards 1o Janet Jackson's videoTogether

Again.

Whie | vt viewing T
video, activity going on
e foOm SFDund me
Was on my misd

| ool picture mrpsal in
tha soame of tha owants
oopicssd In he Wied.

| 'was montally invoived
N o video wihila
wiowsng It

Afar o video anded, |
found B aasy o put it cut
of my mind

T vides affecied me
emotianaly

1ound mysalf Tenking
of ways the vides could
have tumed out
diarantiv.

VERY MUCH

-

SOMEWHAT
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NOT 50 MUCH  VERY MUCH NOT




IHound my mind

‘wanderng whie viewing L J w A
hi whck.

o+

Thea ervants dopicied in
tha vided are relevant to ) ) )

my avaryday |fa

Tha events depicied in

the vides hare changed () ) )
my Ia.

1520l have & whid mantal ~ ~ ~
imaga of Janet Jackson ' '
Demographic Info

- 28. Enter your age In years
| I

29, How do you prefer to identify in regand 1o sex?

| Male
7 Femnale
|| Frafer to not identty

| Other (plaase specty)

30. Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

Py

Employed, working ful-sme
() Employed, working par-time
[ ) Employesat a college work study position
) Not empioyed, looking for work

| Mt employed, NOT looking for wark

| Fidined

") Disabled, ot abls % work

| $0to 5,993
| $10,000 w0 $24,999
() $25,000 o $49,999

7 $80,000 w $74,999

75

31. How much total combined money did all members of your HOUSEHOLD earn last year?




() $78.000 w $99,9080
() $100,000 3 $128,999
) $128,000 1 $148,966
() $150,000 %o §174,999
() $175,000 1o §196,955
() $200,000 and up

() Prafer not to arswer

32. Ethnic onigin (Race): Please specify how you prefer to identify your sthnicity.
7 whim

() Black orAfican-Amercan

") Amencan Indian of Aliskan Native

Y Asan

[ ) Nasve Hawsilan of other Pacific lslander

" From multipio moss

() Prefer not to identify

[ Some cther mco (piease specfy)

l |

33. Education level: Please indicate the college ciass which curmently applies 1o you,

() Freshman

) Scphomom

(™ Junior

() Senior

() Gradue stucent

() Cther (plaase specily)

Error Assessmant

In each video, thare may or may not have boon BLATANT obsermbie emors in regamds o matiers pertaining to content, contnuity, or
producaon walue. For mxampie. $ha main characier may have appearsd in fhe opening scana weanng a scarf, b in subsequent shots
(wimin T sama scana), T scarf may have disappaared and Then reappaand: this would be an axample of a conanuity error
whareby the soript supenvisor cvariooked this detal. These types of amors ane commonly mlled ‘bicopers”.  Theso videos warne darfved
from WHS recoriings and thass may ba minor Tackng anMacss visibia® Tass 6o Rot oount 5% &Tors 1 ba documeniad.
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34 . Possible Observed Emors

2

a

| I
| I
| I
I I
; | I
| I
| |
| I
| I
| I

Please inform the investigator that you are done.
Thank you very much for your participation!

Appendix B

Tables
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Table 13

Uses & Gratifications Rotated Structure Matrix for PCA with Varimax Rotation (Three Component Solution)

Rotated Component Coefficients

Component 1

Item/Label

UGMD29/INFO LINKABLE

UGMD26/VARIETY OF INFO

UGMD28/SKIMS LINKS

UGMD32/BROWSABLE

UGMDS5/SURF INTERNET

UGMD54/VISUAL AIDS

UGMD50/COMPARE OPINIONS

UGMD48/SEE FOR SELF

UGMD13/UTILE

791

779

.753

.720

692

.647

622

.620

.618

Component 2 Component 3

147

.013

224

202

-.149

241

.349

.367

-.002

.001

.023

041

.163

372

204

281

273

290

Communalities

(Three Factors)

647
.608
.618
.586
.640
518
.588
.594

466

Hypothetical Communalities

(xxx Factors)

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

1.000
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UGMD33/FUN 595

UGMD30/RESPONSIVE 592

UGMD46/RESPOND COMMAND .587

UGMDS52/INNOVATIVE TECH  .586

UGMD18/SHARABLE 571
UGMD38/PLAYABLE .565
UGMD11/VERSATILE .556

UGMD31/BROADCASTABLE 524
UGMD51/UNIQUE 312
UGMDA41/INTERFACE DIFFERS .301
UGMDA45/DISTINCTIVE 305
UGMD27/REAL CONTENT -.025
UGMDS55/INTERFACE HELPS .309
UGMD34 DOUBLECHECKS 77
UGMD23/0DD EXPERIENCE  -.139

UGMD44/COMMUNITY REAL  .282

294

406

481

404

77

196

184

176

.681

.668

.644

.620

.589

.586

576

571

345

184

.061

012

.380

183

221

489

.169

137

031

.094

245

227

.309

460

.559

.549

.580

507

501

390

392

545

591

.556

.509

394

.503

427

447

.618

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000
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UGMD40/SUBMISSIVE

UGMD36/OBEDIENT

UGMD35/NOT PASSIVE

UGMD53/REFLECTS SELF

UGMD4/SOCIAL CAPITAL

UGMD6/EXPANDS NETWORK

UGMDY/EXPLOREABLE

UGMD1/CONTROL

UGMD7/ALLOWS ESCAPE

476

443

.156

.353

150

215

426

272

216

UGMDS8/INTERACT INTERFACE .451

UGMD3/FACE TO FACE
UGMDI16/FEELS ACTIVE
UGMDS57/LIFELIKE
UGMD14/DECORATEABLE

Valid N (listwise)

-.217

.095

-.094

244

120

.563

.559

.538

522

.266

.045

-.088

155

184

238

.249

370

436

77

.298

254

107

461

712

.685

.616

.616

.582

574

570

.555

.552

532

.633

573

.326

.609

.599

518

.568

AT

420

590

434

453

.504

374

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

Note. Major loadings for items are bolded.
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Figures

Figure 4

Appendix C

BFPI-44* Scale Item Details

Variable Name

Items (Label)

BFPIEXT

BFPINEUR

BFPICONSC

BFPIOPEN

BFPIAGREE

BFPI1 (Talkative), BFPI11 (Energetic), REVEXTBF21 (Rev Quiet),
BFPI126 (Assertive), REVEXTBF28 (Rev Reserved), REVEXTBF31
(Rev Stable), BFP136 (Outgoing), BFPI38 (Enthusiastic)
REVNEURBF2 (Rev Stable), BFP14 (Depressed), REVNEURBF9
(Rev Relaxed), BFP114 (Tense), BFPI119 (Worrisome), BFP130
(Moody), REVNEURBF34 (Rev Calm), BFP139 (Nervous)

BFPI3 (Thorough), BFPI16 (Perseverant), BFP113 (Reliable), BFP116
(Planner), REVCONSCIBF18 (Rev Disorganized),
REVCONSCIBF25 (Rev Lazy), REVCONSCIBF29 (Rev Careless),
BFPI33 (Efficient), REVCONSCIBF43 (Rev Distractible)

BFPI5 (Original), BFPI7 (Artistic), BFPI15 (Ingenious), BFPI22
(Sophisticated), BFP123 (Inventive), BFPI132 (Curious),
REVOPENBF35 (Rev Routine), BFP140 (Reflective),
REVOPENBF41 (Rev Inartistic), BFP142 (Imaginative)

BFPI18 (Helpful), BFPI10 (Kind), REVAGREEBF12 (Rev
Quarrelsome), BFP117 (Forgiving), BFPI20 (Cooperative),
REVAGREEBF24 (Rev Judgmental), REVAGREEBF27 (Rev
Aloof), REVAGREEBF37 (Rev Rude), BFP142 (Imaginative)

Note. * Scale and items used as developed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998).
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Figure 5. Multiple Regression Model Summary: DoD as DV

Model Summary

Std. Error Change Statistics

R |AdjustedR| of the R Square F Sig. F
Model R Square Square Estimate Change | Change df1 df2 Change

1 4028 161 -019 248190 161 594 14 65 569

a. Predictors: (Constant), PT TRANSPORTATION
SCALE=MEAN(PT2,PT3,PT5,PT6,PT8,PTI,PT10,REVTRANSPT1,REVTRANSPT4 REVTRANSPTY),
FEMALE, BFPI NEUROTICISM
SCALE=MEAN(BFFI4,BFPI14,BFPI19,BFPI30,BFPI39, REVNEURBF2, REVNEURBF9,REVNE URBF 34),
BFPI OPENNESS
SCALE=MEAN(BFFI5,BFPI7 BFPI15,BFPI22 BFPI23,BFPI32, BFPI40,BFPI42 REVOPENBF 35 REVOPE
NBF41), Sands SOCIABLE SCALE=MEAN(SS52,555,556,5510,5513), YOUTHFUL= UNDERZ23, U&G
REFLECTIVE OF SELF COMPUTE FAC2 =
MEAN(UGMD51,UGMD41,UGMD45, UGMD27, UGMD55,UGMD34, UGMD23, UGMD44, UGMD40, UGMD
36,UGMD33 UGMD353) (COMPUTE), BFPI EXTRAVERSION
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI1,BFPI11,BFPI26,BFPI36,BFPI38, REVEXTEF21,REVEXTBF 28 REVEXTBF31),
BFPI AGREEABLENESS

SCALE=MEAN(BFFI8,BFPI10,BFPI17,BFPI20, BFPI44, REVAGREEBF12, REVAGREEBF24, REVAGREE
BF27 REVAGREEBF37), BFFI CONSCIENTIOUSMESS
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI3,BFPI6,BFPI13,BFPI16,BFPI33,REVCONS CIBF 18, REV CONS CIBF25, REVCONS
CIBF29,REVCONSCIBF43), U&G NETWORKABLE COMPUTE FAC3 =
MEAN(UGMD4,UGMDG,UGMD9,UGMD1,UGMD7,UGMD8,UGMD3,UGMD16,UGMD57,UGMD14)
(COMPUTE), U&G UTILITY COMPUTE FAC1 =
MEAN(UGMDS5,UGMD11,UGMD13,UGMD 18, UGMD28,UGMD29,UGMD30,UGMD33,UGMD31,UGMD3
2,UGMD50,UGMD38 UGMD46 UGMD... (COMPUTE), Sand3 SHYNESS

SCALE=MEAN(551,553,554,557,559,5511,5512,5514 558REV), ADULT = 2640
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Figure 6. Multiple Regression Model Summary: PAD as DV

Model R

R Square

Change Statistics

Adjusted Std. Errorof | R Sguare
R Sguare | the Estimate | Change F Change df1 a2

Sig. F Change

1 5862

343

189 4.06348 343 2.230 15 G4

014

3. Predictors: (Constant), STIMULUE DOD DURING STIMULUS, U&G REFLECTIVE OF SELF COMPUTE FACZ =
MEAN{UGMD51,UGMD41,UGMD45 UGMD27, UGMD55,UGMD34, UGMD23, UGMD44,UGMD40,UGMD36 UGMD35, UGMDE3)
(COMPUTEY), BFFI EXTRAVERSION
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI1, BFPI11,BFPI26,BFPI36,BFPI38 REVEXTBF21 REVEXTBF28 REVEXTBF31), BFPI AGREEABLEMNESS
SCALE=MEAN(BFPIZ BFPI10,BFPI17 BFPIZ0 BFPI44 REVAGREEBF 12 REVAGREEBF 24 REVAGREEBF27 REVAGREEBF3T),
YOUTHFUL= UNDER23S, PT TRANSPORTATION
SCALE=MEAN(PTZ PT3,PT5,PT6,PTE FTI PT10 REVTRANSPT1 REVTRANSPT4,REVTRANSPTT), BFFI OPENNESS
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI5,BFPI7 BFPI15 BFPI22,BFPI23 BFPI32 BFP140,BFP142 REVOPENBF35 REVOPENBF41), FEMALE, BFPI
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI3,BFPIG,BFPI13 BFPI16,BFPI33 REVCOMSCIBF18 REVCONSCIBF25 REVCONSCIBFZ,
REVCONSCIBF43), SandS SOCIABLE SCALE=MEAN(S52,555,556,5510,5513), BFPI NEUROTICISM
SCALE=MEAN(BFPI4,BFPI14 BFPI19,BFPI20, BFPI29,REVNEURBFZ REVNEURBF9 REVNEURBF24), UG NETWORKABLE
COMPUTE FAC3 = MEAN(UGMD4,UGMDE, UGMD9,UGMD1,UGMD7 UGMDE,UGMD3,UGMD 18 UGMDE7, UGMD 14)
(COMPUTE), U&G UTILITY COMPUTE FAC1 =
MEAN{UGMD5, UGMD11,UGMD13, UGMD 18 UGMD28, UGMD29 UGMD30,UGMD33,UGMD31,UGMD32 UGMD50,UGMD 38,
UGMD46 UGMD... (COMPUTE), SandS SHYNESS SCALE=MEAMN(SS1,553,554,557,550,5511,5512,5514, 858REV), ADULT

= 26-40

Figure 7. Intercoder Reliability Analysis: DoD STIMULUS

ReCal for Ordinal, Interval, and Ratio-Level Data
results for file "INTERCODER STIMULUS.csv"

File size: 50 bytes

M coders: 2
N cases: 10
M decisions: 20

|Krippendorff's alpha (interval) 0674 ‘

Select another CSV file for reliability calculation below:

Oordinal [Hinterval [Ratio

Browse... No file selected. Calculate Reliability

[ save results history (what's this?)

Disclaimer: This application is provided for educational purposes only. lis author assumes no responsibility for the
accuracy of the results above. You are advised to verify all reliability figures with an independent authority (e.g. a
calculater) before incorporating them inte any publication or presentation. If you have any questions, comments, or
suggestions regarding ReCal, please send them te deen at dfreelon dot org.
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