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Towards Better Measures of Parasocial Phenomena 

 The proposed study is a content analysis of existing measures of parasocial interaction, 

parasocial relationships, and related phenomena, with the intention of developing a new, more 

valid measure of parasocial interaction intensity. After a brief overview of parasocial 

phenomena, this paper identifies three critical conceptual confounds inherent in extant 

measurements, identifies the extant scales to be included in the content analysis, outlines the 

procedure for coding and analysis, and concludes with the anticipated outcomes of the study, 

including three subsequent research studies that will build from the proposed project’s findings.  

Parasocial Phenomena 

 Parasocial interaction (PSI), first described by Horton and Wohl (1956), is the 

psychological sensation of two-way interaction with a person or character (persona) in the media 

during a one-way exposure to them. If social interaction is predicated on reciprocated awareness 

and response between participants, then PSI is when one feels as if the persona is aware of and 

responding directly to them – even if this is objectively not the case. This imaginary interaction 

can develop into an overall affective and cognitive disposition towards the mediated persona: a 

parasocial relationship (PSR): “While PSI is restricted to the duration of media exposure, PSR 

can endure beyond the single exposure sequence – much like a friendship that exists between 

two persons beyond their face-to-face communication sequences” (Schramm & Wirth, 2010). 

 The distinction between parasocial interaction and relationship is fairly clear: PSI occurs 

during exposure, and PSR endures beyond and between PSI. Measurements of PSI, from a 

theoretical perspective, ought to gauge the extent to which a person perceived the persona to be 

aware of and responding directly to her. Measurements of PSR, accordingly, ought to capture the 

dimensions of media-generated affective and cognitive dispositions that mirror established social 
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relationship dimensions (in other words, PSRs should be treated as “normal” relationships, which 

are too complex and multiplex to be wholly captured in any one scale). Despite this 

straightforward delineation, “potential boundaries between PSI and PSR blurred” (Schramm & 

Hartmann, 2008, p. 386). For example, Lim and Kim (2011) say that “para-social interaction is a 

pseudo-intimate relationship” (p. 767), and Murphy, Frank, Moran, and Woodley (2011) 

describe PSI as a pseudorelationship.  

So and Nabi (2013) claim that “parasocial interaction requires positive, repeated exposure 

to a mediated personality” (p. 333). Conceptually, PSI does not require any precursor, any more 

than you need to have met someone before to be able to meet him or her the first time. And while 

relationships are reinforced and grow through repeated interaction, PSR does not require 

repeated exposure to emerge either – PSR can be established after a single interaction (again, just 

as with interpersonal relationships).  More troublingly, this particular description of PSI also 

suggests that positivity is a prerequisite of parasocial experience. The assertion that one must 

enjoy an interaction in order to feel one has had an interaction lacks face validity: it is unclear, 

theoretically, why enjoyment should influence the sensation of interacting at all.   

Parasocial interaction, then, is simply the psychological sensation of a persona being 

aware of and responding to you vis-à-vis an interpersonal exchange. It is not parasocial 

relationship – which, like all social relationships, transcends any isolated interaction – nor does it 

depend on one’s enjoyment of the experience or liking of the persona. Operationally defining 

PSI must take these considerations into account, as measures that fail to do so cannot rightly 

claim to be measuring parasocial interaction. Yet with such widespread conceptual slippage in 

descriptions of PSI, it is not unreasonable to think that such slippage also pervades our scales. 

Thus, a thorough investigation of the state of extant measures is theoretically justifiable. 
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Operational Confounds 

 PSI vs. PSR. As we have seen, “progress in the field may have suffered from a lacking 

clear distinction of both constructs. Past research tended to treat PSI and PSR interchangeably” 

(Schramm & Hartmann, 2008, p. 386). Measurements which purportedly capture PSI cannot 

include items that are actually tapping enduring or persisting relational dispositions; such items 

might more accurately be said to be tapping PSR. A PSI scale should only include items that 

refer directly to a specific exposure episode, and engage the presence or absence of perceived 

awareness and response on behalf of the persona.  

 Affinity Bias. Even if most authors do not explicitly mimic So and Nabi’s (2013) 

conflation of positive affinity with PSI, it may be that measures of PSI constructed absent a 

concern for this confound intrinsically take positivity for granted. If items are constructed with 

the assumption that they are being answered in relation to a liked persona, then applying those 

items to PSI with a disliked persona may produce responses that reflect the disliking rather than 

the state of the PSI. 

 To illustrate this, consider a hypothetical item, “I wanted to give [the persona] a hug.” 

We might imagine that a strong sense of interaction could lead a person to begrudge the 

mediated nature of the encounter, strongly agreeing with this item. Because the item refers to a 

specific moment, rather than a general proclivity for hugging, it can be seen as approximating 

PSI rather than PSR. However, if the participant disliked the persona, he might respond with 

disagreement to the item. The answer would have been chosen to reflect absence of positive 

affinity, but it would be interpreted by the researcher as evidence that the participant simply 

hadn’t connected with the persona. Affinity bias in item wording, then, can confound results by 

suggesting weak or absent PSI when in fact PSI may have been present, but negatively valenced.  
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 Medium Bias. While the media climate has changed drastically since Horton and Wohl 

(1956) first proposed the existence of PSI and PSR, the underlying psychological mechanisms 

driving these phenomena likely has not. Thus, while certain formal elements of a given medium 

may influence the experience of PSI, those elements are not, theoretically, components of PSI, 

and cannot rightly be included in measures thereof. As Giles (2002) explains: 

“Behavioral aspects of PSI are most likely with forms of direct address by media 

figures, although strong PSI is also exhibited with soap characters (Perse & A. M. 

Rubin, 1987) and cartoon characters (Hoffner, 1996), suggesting that direct 

address is not a prerequisite for PSI… Thus a parasocial relationship may exist 

with many different types of figure, regardless of the overt interaction between 

user and figure in any given encounter.” (p. 291). 

 Unlike PSR and Affinity Bias, bias towards medium may be more intractable because our 

notions of interaction are rooted in awareness and response, the cues of which may be 

inextricably bound to media or genres which explicitly acknowledge, if not individual audience 

members, then at least the existence of an audience. There is a fundamental difference between a 

narrative-bound encounter, where the characters should not, by formal conventions, be aware 

they are in a story (and thus should not be aware of or responding to a reader or viewer), and the 

interactional contexts with which most parasocial research has been preoccupied (such as 

television news or talk shows) where audience awareness and vicarious participation are crucial 

components on which the exposure itself is founded. 

 The field thus far has largely taken for granted that PSI becomes PSR, and that PSR 

exists because of prior PSI. This may be erroneous – perhaps PSR with narrative-bound personae 

develops as a function of fundamentally different psychological processes than 
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perceived/imagined interaction (e.g., identification, transportation, empathy, etc.). If that is the 

case, then attempting to account for these types of media figures in the construction of a 

parasocial interaction scale is a fool’s errand: stripping out items which do not make sense in a 

narrative context may result in the omission of all items actually gauging PSI. Likewise, items 

that do make sense in a narrative context may be tapping something different from PSI. 

Identifying the media contexts in which a given item seems applicable would thus be extremely 

informative in guiding subsequent scale development, regardless of which contexts are 

ultimately accepted for that scale. 

 Awareness of audience is not the only form of media bias (though it may be most 

influential). Biases towards audiovisual components which exist in some media but not others 

(for example, literature does not include music or voice acting) may result in items which do not 

tap pure PSI, but rather PSI within only certain media.   

 PSI Intensity. Self-report measures purporting to gauge parasocial experience in a single 

exposure should utilize terminology that makes clear that they are not truly measuring actual 

PSI. As this proposal seeks conceptual clarity for the field, it would be ironic to define PSI as 

terminating at the conclusion of an exposure episode only to claim to measure PSI after the 

exposure has ended. While PSI remains conceptually viable, and may be measurable via non 

self-report measures (such as psychophysiological tools), it is important to note that, 

conceptually, there can be no PSI measure in a self-report survey.   

Hypotheses 

 The theoretical justification for content analysis of items is the assumption that existing 

scales contain one or more of the aforementioned confounds. Accordingly: 

H1: Extant parasocial interaction measures include items that tap a separate construct: PSR. 
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H2: Extant parasocial interaction measures include items that are biased by positive affinity. 

H3: Extant parasocial interaction measures include items that are biased by medium. 

 Simply acknowledging the existence of these confounds, or even quantitatively 

establishing their prominence, would be a relatively minor contribution. This study is conceived 

as the first step in a multi-study process, which would construct and validate a new measure of 

parasocial interaction intensity. It is hopeful that a field with as rich a history as that of parasocial 

will have produced some items that are not confounded, which can be retained as the core of a 

future scale. Moreover, some biases are more intractable than others: while the issues with 

medium bias discussed above may preclude easy resolution, affinity bias could conceivably be 

fixed with minor rewording, allowing well-intentioned items to be retained in a new form that 

produces more easily interpreted responses. This requires subsequent analysis, guided by these 

research questions: 

RQ1: How many extant measurement items can be retained for future PSI Intensity study? 

RQ2: How intractable is media bias in extant items? 

RQ3: How intractable is affinity bias in extant items? 

Method 

Content for Coding 

 Perhaps the most prominent measure of parasocial interaction is the 20-item scale 

proposed in Rubin, Perse, and Powell (1985), based on a similar scale by Levy (1979). Rubin 

and Perse (1987) subsequently shortened the 1985 scale to a mere 10 items. These two papers are 

regularly cited, and their scales regularly used, albeit frequently with some mention of 

modification. Recent attempts to improve upon the Levy and Rubin scales have abounded, 

spearheaded most prominently by Tilo Hartmann, who has proposed both the Experience of 
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Parasocial Interaction (EPSI) scale (Hartmann & Goldhoorn, 2011) and the PSI-Process Scales 

(Schramm & Hartmann, 2008)1.  

The Rubin et al. (1985) scale (which includes all items in the 1987 version) and the 

original Levy (1979) scale are included because they are most widely used or adapted. Both the 

EPSI and PSI-Process Scales, as explicit efforts to improve on the other scales, are included to 

assess whether they have truly done so. Together, these scales constitute 146 items for analysis 

(7 for Levy, 1979; 20 for Rubin et al., 1985; 6 for Hartmann & Goldhoorn, 2011; 113 for 

Schramm & Hartmann, 2008). It is worth noting that these are not the only scales in existence; 

however, they are by far the most influential. In the interest of not fatiguing coders, quality, 

rather than quantity, has guided the selection process.  

Coding Process 

 Three undergraduate research assistants will be employed for the analysis. Coders will be 

trained using one scale – the 22-item Audience-Persona Interaction Scale (Auter & Palmgreen, 

2000) – which has not been included in the final analysis but which contains items similar 

enough in variety and content to reflect the goals of the analysis. Several items will be used as 

examples to train coders, and the complete scale will be analyzed repeatedly until acceptable 

intercoder reliability is achieved between the three coders. Once this has been achieved, analysis 

of the 146-item sample will proceed. Items will be presented randomly to coders, rather than in 

the context of their original scale; theoretically, assessment of whether an item is beholden to one 

or more of the confounds should not depend on the items before or after that item. 

 For each item, coders will be asked to classify the item as tapping either PSI or PSR, and 

as positively biased, negatively biased, or neutral (unbiased) in phrasing. Coders will also be 

                                                
1 Hartmann has made the complete scales available for consideration and is open to suggestions for revision. 



TOWARDS BETTER MEASURES 9 

asked to classify the media contexts in which the item would or would not make sense. This 

includes media in which a fourth wall does not exist (e.g., news, talk shows), media in which the 

fourth wall does exist (e.g., drama, literature, film), neither, or both. Some items may be 

classified as not making sense not because of the fourth wall, but because of reference to 

audiovisual components that medium does not involve.  

Analysis 

 Once consensus has been reached for all items, items which are free of all three 

confounds (that is, items which measure PSI rather than PSR, are unbiased in their wording, and 

function in diverse media contexts) will be considered a firm foundation for constructing a new 

PSI Intensity measure. Items that measure PSR will be removed from consideration, with the 

understanding that they may be fruitful for construction of new PSR-oriented measures but are 

distinct from the measurement of PSI.  

 Of the items that remain, affinity and medium bias will be assessed. The researcher will 

collaborate with the coders to determine whether affinity bias can be removed from an item by 

simply rephrasing the item, keeping the underlying concept intact, or whether affinity is 

intractable from the item (suggesting that it may make more sense in an affinity scale than in a 

measure of PSI). Items failing the media bias criteria will be evaluated to determine whether 

items can be divided sensibly into two scales (one for narrative contexts, one for non-narrative 

contexts). Special attention will be paid to whether items that failed on the basis of audiovisual 

components are randomly or systematically distributed across these two new scales. Importantly, 

the narrative scale will be offered tentatively as a narrative PSI Intensity scale, with the caveat 

that (as previously discussed) it is worth seriously considering whether “interaction” is the 

proper term for engagement with a persona who remains oblivious to the audience.  
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Future Considerations 

 The aim of the content analysis is simply to shed light on the prevalence of the three 

confounds (PSR, affinity, and medium) thought most likely to obfuscate the meaning of results 

from studies that have employed these measures. From this analysis, the foundations of a new 

and confound-free scale will be established. Admittedly, a content analysis of prior scales is a 

relatively minor undertaking, and the proposition of a new measure without direct testing is, in 

itself, a relatively minor contribution to the field.  

However, this small step seems more prudent than simply constructing a new scale 

altogether, which seems to be the traditional approach for scholars who have been unhappy with 

existing measures of parasocial interaction. New scales constructed without proper consideration 

of the old items are likely to neglect some dimensions which earlier scales did a good job of 

tapping, and may repeat some of the same mistakes earlier scales have made (a point 

underscored if items in newer scales do not fair considerably better in the analysis than items 

from older scales). The outcome of the proposed study, then, is not merely another scale, but also 

a deeper understanding of what that scale measures; and, accordingly, a deeper understanding of 

what other scales do not. Practically speaking, this also endows the new scale with a degree of 

credibility that other new scales might lack, because it underscores the reasons for the new 

scale’s superiority to its predecessors, a superiority grounded in theoretical clarity. 

Validation of any new measure is the work of a series of studies, rather than just one. 

Refinement of the measure itself, including exploratory factor analysis, the adding or removal of 

certain items, and subsequent confirmatory factor analysis, requires multiple pilot tests. 

Moreover, because this measure aims to tackle both affinity and medium bias, its validation will 

necessarily be piecemeal. After establishing the measure’s capacity to capture strong PSI in 



TOWARDS BETTER MEASURES 11 

contexts where it’s expected to (e.g., with favorite television personae, for which the popular 

Rubin et al. (1985) scale was created), it must then be demonstrated that the measure captures 

strong PSI Intensity where others have failed to: first, with least favorite, or hated characters 

(contra Tian & Hoffner, 2010), and then across media.  

In the latter case, reliability across media contexts without any item wording modification 

would stand in stark contrast to the deterioration of response quality on competing measures, 

whose prevalence in the literature has been qualified by the prevalence of modification. Building 

two scales, one for narrative and one for non-narrative contexts, might go a long way in 

diminishing the amount of modification researchers need to do; ideally, the measure will cease to 

be modified at all, and items will be retained consistently across studies.  

These subsequent studies are beyond the purview of this proposal, and hinge heavily on 

the results of the current study. Yet hopefully it is clear that the current study is a critical first 

step towards achieving conceptual clarity and more theoretically defensible operationalization in 

the study of parasocial phenomena. If we continue to use confounded measures, we will continue 

to produce confounded results, and interpretation of the claims of an entire field’s worth of 

research is difficult (if not impossible). The study of parasocial interaction is enjoying a 

renaissance across a wide array of research domains, and thus the impact of our measures has 

never been greater. This research takes that responsibility seriously, and strives to ensure that 

that impact is all for the better.  

In addition to the practical contribution of setting a foundation for the development of a 

new and valid measurement of PSI Intensity, this study introduces new terminology (PSI 

Intensity) to clarify the conceptual problem with claiming to measure evanescent phenomena 
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with post-exposure self-report measurement. This terminological distinction should also help 

mitigate the tendency to conflate PSI with PSR in descriptions of the phenomena.  

Lastly, this study breaks new ground in its suggestion that despite the existence of 

parasocial relationships with personae in narrative contexts, parasocial interaction may not, 

theoretically, be the proper mechanism by which those relationships are formed. Though the 

preliminary step of attempting to salvage narrative PSI through construction of a separate scale 

specifically for narrative contexts may be an efficient stopgap, future research must take 

seriously this suggestion and explore whether it has merit. 
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Appendix A1 

Levy (1979) 

[Rate the following items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)] 

 

1. The newscasters are almost like friends you see every day. 

2. I like hearing the voices of the newscasters in my house. 

3. When the newscaster shows how he feels about the news, it helps me make up my mind 

about that news item. 

4. I like to compare my own ideas with what the commentators say. 

5. When the newscasters joke around with each other, it makes the news easier to take. 

6. I feel sorry for the newscasters when they make mistakes. 

7. Television shows you what people in the news are really like.  
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Appendix A2 

Rubin, Perse, and Powell (1985) 

[Rate the following items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)] 

1. The news program shows me what the newscasters are like. 

2. When the newscasters joke around with one another it makes the news easier to watch. 

3. When my favorite newscaster shows me how he or she feels about the news, it helps me make 

up my own mind about the news story. 

4. I feel sorry for my favorite newscaster when he or she makes a mistake. 

5. When I’m watching the newscast, I feel as if I am part of their group. 

6. I like to compare my ideas with what my favorite newscaster says. 

7. The newscasters make me feel comfortable, as if I am with friends. 

8. I see my favorite newscaster as a natural, down-to-earth person. 

9. I like hearing the voice of my favorite newscaster in my home. 

10. My favorite newscaster keeps me company when the news is on television. 

11. I look forward to watching my favorite newscaster on tonight’s news. 

12. If my favorite newscaster appeared on another television program, I would watch that 

program. 

13. When my favorite newscaster reports a story, he or she seems to understand the kinds of 

things I want to know. 

14. I sometimes make remarks to my favorite newscaster during the newscast. 

15. If there were a story about my favorite newscaster in a newspaper or magazine, I would read 

it. 

16. I miss seeing my favorite newscaster when he or she is on vacation. 

17. I would like to meet my favorite newscaster in person. 

18. I think my favorite newscaster is like an old friend. 

19. I find my favorite newscaster to be attractive. 

20. I am not as satisfied when I get my news from a newscaster different than my favorite 

newscaster. 
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Appendix A3 

Schramm and Hartmann (2008) 

[Rate the following item from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly disagree)] 

1. Please indicate how likeable/personable you thought [person] was during the show. 

[Rate the following items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)] 

2. I can still remember exactly what (the person) looked like.   

3. The picture of (the person) is still vivid in my mind. 

4. I formed only a fleeting impression of (the person) 

5. I barely noticed how (the person) behaved.  

6. (The person) repeatedly attracted my entire attention. 

7. I watched closely how (the person) behaved.  

8. I didn't notice anything particular about (the person).  

9. I didn't pay attention to (the person). 

10. I made an effort to comprehend the reactions of (the person). 

11. I tried to understand the acts of (the person).  

12. I hardly thought about why (the person) did certain things.  

13. I hardly thought about the meaning of (the person's) actions.  

14. I intensely thought about the behavior of (the person). 

15. I repeatedly pictured (the person's) situation in my mind. 

16. I did not think about (the person's) situation one bit. 

17. I rarely wondered about the consistency of (the person's) behavior.   

18. I repeatedly pondered whether I know people who resemble (the person).  

19. I have wondered every once in a while whether I have been in similar situations as (the 

person).  

20. (The person) did not trigger any memories in me.  

21. I have rarely pondered whether I have ever been in similar circumstances as (the person).  

22. Every once in a while, I have pondered previous incidences in which (the person) has 

behaved similarly.  

23. I have occasionally recalled all the things I know about (the person).  
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24. I have rarely thought about whether (the person's) behavior is typical of him/her. 

25. I have rarely thought about what (the person) looked like in my memory.  

26. I repeatedly appraised/evaluated whether I like or dislike the comments and the behavior 

of (the person).  

27. I have formed an opinion about (the person).  

28. I repeatedly pondered what I think about (the person).  

29. I have noticed characteristics about (the person), which I like or dislike.  

30. I did not consider how one should evaluate the behavior of (the person).  

31. It was not important to me to judge (the person's) behavior.  

32. I did not form an opinion about the things that (the person) said or did during the show.  

33. It did not seem necessary to me to form an opinion about (the person).  

34. I often put effort into anticipating how (the person) will behave.  

35. I repeatedly tried to guess what (the person) will do or say next.  

36. I have actually never thought about what (the person) might do or say next.  

37. I rarely had any expectations about how (the person) will behave next.  

38. I have often thought about what the future holds for (the person).  

39. I often had ideas about how things would develop for (the person).  

40. I did not concern myself with what could happen to (the person) during the course of the 

show. 

41. I rarely made assumptions about what could happen to (the person).  

42. While observing (the person), I repeatedly considered whether I would have done a better 

or worse job than him/her. 

43. Every once in a while, I have thought about whether (the person) is similar or dissimilar 

to me.  

44. I have considered what unites me with, and what distinguishes me from (the person).  

45. I have frequently had thoughts such as "I would like to do this like (the person)" or "I 

definitely don't want to do this like (the person)." 

46. I was neither excited about nor agitated by what (the person) has said or done.  

47. I have rarely thought about whether I personally would have acted in the same way (as 

the person). 

48. I did not compare myself to (the person).  
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49. I have actually never wondered whether (the person) has something to do with me.  

50. There were moments in which I admired (the person) very much.  

51. Occasionally, I downright loved (the person) for what he/she has said or done.  

52.  (The person) was likable.  

53. One simply has to like (the person).  

54. I couldn't say anymore whether I had positive feelings towards (the person).  

55. (The person) did not particularly call forth affection in me.  

56. I did not feel particularly sympathetic towards (the person).  

57. I neither liked nor admired (the person) for what he/she has said or done.  

58. There were moments in which I despised the person very much.  

59. Occasionally, I hated (the person) for what he/she has said or done. 

60. I found (the person) to be particularly dislikable.  

61. I felt rather negative towards (the person).  

62. I did not find what (the person) has said or done particularly objectionable.  

63. I did not link any particularly negative feelings to (the person).  

64. I did not feel any particular aversion towards (the person).  

65. I couldn't say anymore whether I hated (the person). 

66. I always felt compassion for (the person).  

67. When (the person) was doing badly, I was also doing badly; when (the person) was doing 

well, I was also doing well.   

68. I could easily have determined how (the person) felt in various situations.  

69. In some situations it seemed to me as if I felt the same emotions as (the person). 

70. I could only rarely empathize with the mood of (the person).  

71. I could not comprehend the feelings (the person) showed.  

72. I demonstrated little empathy towards (the person).  

73. I would have been unable to say whether (the person) felt well or badly.  

74. I was hoping that (the person) would get the "proper punishment" for what he/she has 

said or done.  

75. I was continuously and gloatingly waiting for something bad to happen to (the person).  

76. When (the person) was doing badly, I was doing well; when (the person) was doing well, 

I was doing badly.  
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77. I was unable to develop any benevolent feelings towards (the person).  

78. It wasn't important to me whether something bad happened to (the person).  

79. I did not feel any joy/would have felt no joy when something bad happened/if something 

bad had happened to (the person).  

80. I did not feel the need to gloat when the person was miserable.  

81. I more or less didn't care when (the person) was doing badly.  

82. When (the person) showed up, I forgot my own feelings and adopted his/her mood. 

83.  (The person's) feelings were sometimes contagious.  

84. I had the impression that (the person's) mood was rarely transferred to me.   

85. The feelings, which I observed (the person) go through, were not contagious.  

86. The behavior of (the person) had a strong influence on my own mood.  

87. I occasionally reacted very emotionally towards (the person).  

88. What (the person) has said or done did not trigger any emotions in me.  

89. I reacted rather matter-of-factly and emotionally unfazed towards (the person).  

90. My reaction towards (the person) was downright physical.  

91. Whenever (the person) was visible, I directed my entire attention towards him/her.  

92. Everything that (the person) has said or done left me simply motionless.  

93. (The person) triggered no physical movement in me.  

94. I sometimes gestured towards (the person).  

95. Certain things (the person) has said or done, triggered a reaction in me that was clearly 

visible in my facial expression.  

96. I neither expressed my opinion about (the person) via my facial expression nor via 

gestures.  

97. My facial expression did not give away what was going through my head about (the 

person).  

98. In certain moments, I spontaneously said something to (the person).  

99. I repeatedly and audibly made remarks towards (the person); for example, through a 

snide comment or an approving word.  

100. In some situations, I spoke for (the person) while he/she was silent.  

101. I occasionally shouted something at (the person). 

102. I never audibly verbalized my opinion about what (the person) has said or done.  
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103. I rarely commented audibly what impression (the person) left on me.  

104. I barely remember what comments I made towards (the person).  

105. When (the person) was visible on the TV screen, I did not make any remarks.  

106. I sometimes would have loved to say something to (the person).  

107. I some instances I would have liked to contact (the person).  

108. I often wished I could express my opinion to (the person).  

109. I was often close to expressing my thoughts about (the person) with the 

appropriate facial expression and gesture.  

110. I never intended to react to (the person).  

111. I never felt like commenting on (the person's) actions.  

112. When (the person) was visible on the screen , I was not particularly eager to turn 

towards him/her.   

113. I do not feel the desire to react to (the person).  
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Appendix A4 

Hartmann and Goldhoorn (2011) 

[Rate the following items from 1 (do not agree at all) to 7 (totally agree)] 

 
1. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] was aware of me. 

2. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] knew I was there. 

3. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] knew I was aware of him/her. 

4. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] knew I paid attention to him/her. 

5. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] knew that I reacted to him/her. 

6. While watching the clip, I had the feeling that [name] reacted to what I said or did. 
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Appendix B 

Auter and Palmgreen (2000): Audience-Persona Interaction Scale 

[Rate the following items from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)] 

[FAV = my favorite character from the show I just watched] 

[CHARS = the characters from the show I just watched] 

1. FAV reminds me of myself. 

2. I have the same qualities as FAV. 

3. I seem to have the same beliefs or attitudes as FAV. 

4. I have the same problems as FAV. 

5. I can imagine myself as FAV. 

6. I can identify with FAV. 

7. I would like to meet the actor who played FAV. 

8. I would watch the actor on another program. 

9. I enjoyed trying to predict what FAV would do. 

10. I hoped FAV achieved his or her goals. 

11. I care about what happens to FAV. 

12. I like hearing the voice of FAV. 

13. CHARS interactions similar to mine with friends. 

14. CHARS interactions similar to mine with family. 

15. My friends are like CHARS. 

16. I’d enjoy interacting with CHARS and my friends at same time. 

17. While watching show, I felt included in the group. 

18. I can relate to CHARS’ attitudes. 

19. I wish I could handle problems as well as FAV. 

20. I like the way FAV handles problems. 

21. I would like to be more like FAV. 

22. I usually agreed with FAV. 

  



TOWARDS BETTER MEASURES 24 

Appendix C 

Coding Instructions for Content Analysis 

For each item, please check Yes or No for whether the statement fits the item: 

• This item refers to a specific exposure episode. 

• This item refers to general exposure. 

 

• This item contains positive language (e.g., like, enjoy). 

• This item contains negative language (e.g., dislike, avoid). 

• This item contains neutral language (if neither of above). 

 

• This item makes sense for television news personae. 

• This item makes sense for television talk show hosts. 

• This item makes sense for television characters. 

• This item makes sense for film characters. 

• This item makes sense for video game characters. 

• This item makes sense for book characters. 

 


