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(ABSTRACT) 

This research examined what first-party observers, the photographers, think and feel 

about their photographs, what they plan to do with them, and how they rate overall, 

technical, and emotional quality. This research was undertaken to determine the influence 

of technical and emotional attributes on overall perceived photographic quality. 

Thirty-eight novice photographers participated in this study. One half were between 

the ages of 18 and 35, and the rest were 36 and older. Twenty were female and 18 male. 

Participants allowed the researcher to process one 24-exposure roll of 35-mm color print 

film. Participants were first asked a battery of questions concerning their habits of picture 

taking and collection and storage of photographs. Next they were asked to rate the overall 

quality of 15 of their photographs. They were then asked a series of questions about their 

photographs. The questions centered on the occasion, people in the picture, feelings 

toward the picture, expectations, and anticipated usage of the picture. Participants also 

rated the overall, technical, and emotional quality of each print.



When the images were rated by experts, it was found that females had higher expert 

ratings than males. Additionally, when the age by gender interaction was examined, 

differences were found between young males and young females and older females. It was 

found that participants use the three different measures of quality, Overall, Technical, and 

Emotional, in different ways. Emotional quality was rated higher than both Overall and 

Technical quality. It was also found that the importance of the occasion in which the 

photograph was taken, the happiness and pride it elicits, and the fulfillment of expectations 

were all related to the three quality measures. In addition, sociability was related to 

Overall, tenseness was related to Technical, and joy was related to Emotional quality. It is 

interesting that, when subjects rated their demandingness for quality of images and a trade 

off between having a picture and quality, neither of these was related to any measure of 

quality. Comment data confirmed anecdotal thoughts about why people take pictures and 

how they look at them. Future research recommendations are made.
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INTRODUCTION 

Chalfen, when talking about the 11.75 billion photographs taken in 1984, stated: 

...the annual human production of 11.75 billion of anything is worthy of 

cultural analysis. But more impressive is the realization that people are not 

forced to take and show all these pictures. There are no biological or 

physical pressures that require these kinds of photographic activities or 

accumulation of pictures. In contrast to physical survival, it appears that we 

are exploring a massive, but optional form of symbolic support for our 

existence and our lives. (1987, p. 15) 

Approximately 18.5 billion dollars were spent on photographic equipment in the year 

1987 (Wolfman, 1988). The amount of money spent and the number of photographs taken 

per year are steadily increasing. By 1993, the Wolfman Report stated 18.45 billion 

photographs were taken by people in the United States (Wolfman, 1994). Those people 

look at these pictures, show them to their friends and relatives, place them in photo albums, 

carry them in their wallets, and put them in frames. Various researchers have investigated 

what people take pictures of and what they do with them (e.g., Chalfen, 1987; Halle, 1991; 

Wolfman, 1994). 

Halle (1991) investigated the photographs on display in the homes of 105 families. He 

sampled families from three geographic areas in New York: Greenpoint, Manhattan, and 

Manhasset. The urban area of Greenpoint was predominantly working and lower-middle 

class households. Manhattan consisted of urban, upper class families. The suburban area 

sampled was Manhasset and consisted of upper-middle class households. He found that in 

the three geographic areas, the number of households displaying family photographs 

ranged from 100 percent in Manhasset to 97 percent in Greenpoint, down to 71 percent in



Manhattan. One of the reasons for the difference between Manhasset/Greenpoint and 

Manhattan was the feeling that “...family photos are not art, and therefore should be 

confined to albums” (p. 221). The average number of photographs displayed in Manhasset 

and Greenpoint was 28, while in Manhattan the number was 22. On average, these 

photographs were spread over three rooms. The majority of the photographs were of the 

family; only about five and one half percent of the pictures were of non-family members. 

The author also found that the majority of photographs depicted the family at leisure. 

Formal occasions (e.g., weddings, first communions, graduations, work suits, and 

military uniforms) only accounted for 10 percent of the photos in Manhattan, 29 percent in 

Greenpoint, and 30 in Manhasset. And, lastly, not one house displayed a picture of a 

divorced spouse or a family member lonely or unhappy. 

Wolfman (1994) reported the most common types of framed photographs and the most 

popular subjects of consumer photography (Tables 1 and 2, respectively). Similarly to the 

findings of Halle, the majority (57.5 percent) of framed photographs were of family. The 

Manhattan findings of Halle approximate Wolfman in that only 10.5 percent of the 

photographs framed were of weddings. 

TABLE 1 Types of Photographs Framed (Adapted from Wolfman, 1994, p. 28) 

  

  

Types of Photographs Framed Percentage 

Children 37.9 

Family Pictures 19.6 

Wedding Pictures 10.5 

Portraits 8.3 

Adult Snapshot 8.0 

Antique Photos 5.0 

School Pictures 3.0 

Other 7.7 
 



TABLE 2 Most Popular Subject Categories (Adapted from Wolfman, 1994, p. 41) 

  

  

Types of Subject Percentage of 

Prints 

People, All 66.9 

Adults 46.0 

Children 35.6 

Nature/Landscapes 16.0 

Buildings/Structures 14.4 

Beach/Water 10.2 

Animals 8.1 

Cars/Vans 5.5 

Toys/Hobbies 2.9 

Presents/Gifts 2.8 

Shows/Sports Events 2.7 

Furnishings 2.5 

Documentation 2.4 

Exhibits/Displays 2.3 

Christmas Trees 1.6 

Cakes 1.5 

Other Subjects 1.4 

Snow Scenes 1.2 

Subject Through Glass 1.1 
  

However, this research has generally been conducted on photo albums or other edited 

collections of photographs (e.g., Chalfen, 1987; Halle, 1991). Worth stated “Film 

footage, unorganized and unedited, is considered the most scientific and therefore the truest 

because it was ‘real behavior’ presumably untouched by human eye or brain -- a pure 

record” (1976, p. 7). Jacobs (1981) suggested that family albums are selective or 

conditioned memories, that the albums are born of selections. “...important choices are 

made during snapshooting, and this is also the case when some snapshots are selected for 

family albums, and others discarded” (p. 104). The researcher never sees what came out 

of the camera. Additionally, the majority of the research has not systematically recorded 

the quality of these photographs. Therefore, little is known about technical and emotional



aspects, as well as overall quality of photographs, and how each of these attributes relates 

to each other. 

This research was conducted to determine the influence of technical and emotional 

attributes on overall perceived photographic quality. This goal was reached by collecting 

information about expectations, subject matter, and emotional, technical, and overall quality 

ratings from first-party photographers and images.



LITERATURE REVIEW 

To familiarize the reader with the background of first-party image evaluation the 

pertinent literature will be reviewed in this section. 

First-Party Evaluation 

First-party image evaluation is defined as the photographer’s evaluation of his or her 

own pictures. Third-party evaluation would then be an uninvolved person evaluating the 

image. A last class of observer, second-party, would be defined as someone who is not 

the photographer, but is directly involved with the subject matter of the image (Miller and 

Segur, 1989). It has been the contention of many researchers that these different classes of 

observers view and rate photographs differently. Jacobs (1981) and Byers (1966) both 

described their thoughts on how and why these classes differ. 

Snapshots, according to Jacobs (1981), are made by, of, and for the nuclear family 

and incorporate both public and private symbolism. When third-party viewers are 

** .unaware of the symbolic context, then [they] view the snapshot with vastly 

impoverished eyes” (p. 99). Byers (1966) suggested that different viewers of the same 

photograph will make different interpretations. “The viewer, when he reports what he sees 

in photographs and what they mean to him, may agree with neither the subject nor the 

photographer. ...When almost any photograph is shown to a group, people ‘see’ different 

things in it. Although people talk to one another about photographs and often behave as 

though they agree about a photograph, a little probing will show that the agreement is 

usually about design, composition, or the identification of a few objects. One talks in 

captions, describing the obvious, and avoiding what a semanticist would call meaning” (p. 

28). Byers paraphrased a comment by Edward T. Hall: “Edward T. Hall has suggested



that the photograph conveys little new information but, instead, triggers meaning that is 

already in the viewer” (p. 31). 

The problem with the above statements, as Jacobs points out, is that researchers have 

been forced to speculate on the meaning and reasons behind snapshooting: “There has 

been no carefully conducted research concerned with how people regard photographs of 

themselves, or snapshots that they themselves made” (p. 95). However, there are some 

exceptions. 

The first study to directly investigate observer involvement was done at Eastman 

Kodak Company by Zwick in 1978 (Miller and Segur, 1989). Zwick conducted a 

preliminary study on the effect of observer involvement on judgments of image quality. 

The photographer rated 75 percent of his own prints to be “Good,” whereas uninvolved 

experts rated only 20 percent of the same photographs as “Good.”’ However, there was 

considerable agreement across levels of involvement for prints that were rated as “Not 

Acceptable.” The author summarized these findings: “It is significant that the difference is 

mostly between what can be called good and what is less than good, and there is less 

disagreement about what is totally unacceptable” (p. 4). From these results, the author 

concluded that “...disinterested and photographically experienced observers use a different 

standard of picture quality for their judgments of prints than the amateur photographer uses 

for his own prints” (p. 4). However, Zwick's study was methodologically unsound. The 

photographs were taken by the author's son, the judgments were made using a limited 

category sort method (Good, Acceptable, and Not Acceptable), and no statistical analyses 

were performed. As a result, the reliability and the validity of these results are suspect. 

Faulkner and Segur (1984) conducted a study to “...provide a better understanding of 

the reasons why there was often some discrepancy between customers’ ratings of their own 

personal pictures and the ratings assigned by experienced print judges at Kodak” (p. 1). 

They stated that this discrepancy is most likely to exist with prints given high ratings, and



that lower rated images have good agreement among judges. This result is similar to that 

found by Zwick. The subject (customer) was asked to rate each image, using the scale: 

Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor, and Not Worth Keeping. The subjects were 200 

110-camera users and 100 Disc and 135 users. The researchers found that when the 110 

participants made first-party image evaluations only 31 percent of the images were rated the 

Same as expert judges, while when they made third-party judgments, the agreement 

increased to 64 percent. Similar results were found for the Disc and 135 users. The 110 

prints that were rated higher by the customer were found to have more problems (e. g., 

camera shake, flare, focus, and color problems). One explanation for the discrepancy 

could be that the judges responded more strongly to the problems than did the customers. 

It was also noted that when the customer rated the roll of film as more important than 

normal, that the prints tended to receive higher quality ratings. Also, images that were 

considered to be a “special” occasion were rated higher than “general” occasions. 

Faulkner and Segur (1984) also reported results from the “110 Contrast Study”’ that 

investigated the differences between first party and expert image evaluations of overall 

quality. When first-party ratings were different from the expert judgment, picture takers 

were asked why they rated prints higher or lower than experts. The answers are tabulated 

in Table 3. Emotional attributes were named as the top three reasons why images were 

rated higher by the photographer than by expert judges, while if the picture was less than 

expected technical attributes were cited. The authors stated: “The interview data collected 

in the 110 contrast study confirms that personal involvement can play a significant role 

when people rated the quality of their own personal prints. The effect of personal 

involvement was, in nearly all cases, that the customer gave the picture a higher rating than 

the judges” (p. 23).



TABLE 3 Reason Why First-Party Ratings Differed From Expert Ratings (Adapted from 
Faulkner and Segur, 1984, p. 22) 

  

  

Reason Rated Higher % Reason Rated Lower % 

important subject matter 30 color 14 

memory of event 26 framing 13 

better than expected 9 unsharpness 11 
  

Miller and Segur (1989) examined evaluations of 10 first-party images from 397 

respondents. The information collected was a quality rating on the six-category “Excellent, 

Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor, Not Worth Keeping” scale; who the photographer was; the 

subject matter of the image; a reason for the quality rating; and the expectations of the 

image. The main findings were that 70 percent of the images were rated as “Good,” “Very 

Good,” and “Excellent” by the respondents and only 29 percent of the images were 

considered to be less than expected. Additionally, “‘...people also indicated that they based 

their judgments on print attributes such as color and sharpness at least 50 percent of the 

time and otherwise relied on subject appearance and memories for their evaluations” (p. i). 

One additional finding of interest dealt with the photographer. Twenty percent of the 

images were taken by someone other than the respondent and the analyses were broken 

down in that manner. Both the rating and the reason for the rating were found to differ 

significantly based upon whether the evaluations were first or second party. 

Miller and Segur (1991) reported that technical attributes were more often cited as the 

reason for images being either better or worse than expected. Clarity, exposure, color, and 

sharpness were the top four reasons for unmatched expectations. Appearance, 

composition, and facial expression were the fifth, sixth, and seventh reasons. However, 

when the photographers were asked why they gave an image its rating, more aesthetic and



emotion attributes were cited by subjects. Facial expression was ranked third, appearance 

fourth, and feelings seventh, while clarity remained first. 

Gillis (1993) reported that “good” color, sharpness, and personal attributes 

(aesthetic/emotional quality) were decisive factors when subjects rated their images. The 

author stated: “True color, Good composition, Good subject expression, and ‘Just what I 

wanted’ cannot be judged by an impartial observer. These attributes may very well drive 

the ratings much higher than the technical aspects of the prints warrant” (p. 4). 

As the above research indicates, the relationship of the observer to a photograph’s 

subject matter makes a difference in the subjective quality rating of that image. 

Technical vs. Emotional Quality 

Worth (1976) suggested that one can evaluate statements about photographs using a 

variety of conventions: aesthetic, scientific, and emotional. These conventions have been 

used in a handful of studies. 

Heinrichs and Cupchik (1985) performed a study on preference of visual art as 

influenced by individual differences. The authors used two different measures of 

preference: objective and subjective. Objective was an interest-based preference for one 

type of painting over another, while subjective was a pleasure-based preference. When 

rating pairs of paintings for the objective measure, subjects were instructed “to ‘analyse the 

paintings in terms of composition, style, etc.’ in an objective manner. They indicated on 

bipolar 8-point scales which painting in the pair was more interesting and which painting 

they would like to see again” (p. 508). For the subjective measure, the subjects were 

instructed to “‘...view the pairs of paintings in a “very emotional manner.’ Subjects were 

asked to use their emotional reaction as a guide in indicating on bipolar 8-point scales 

which painting in a pair was more pleasing and which painting they would like to see 

again” (p. 508). The findings indicated that when subjects were instructed to rate the



paintings subjectively, or emotionally, that they choose artistic styles that match or 

correspond to their emotional style. 

The only known study to separately examine technical, aesthetic/emotional, and overall 

image quality of photographic images is the work of Weiman, Sayer, and Brunetti (1993). 

The pertinent sections of this research involved collecting first-party images from two 

populations, Eastman Kodak Company employees and residents of Blacksburg, Virginia 

Each subject was required to rate a set of his or her own photographs, as well as 

photographs from other participants in the study. Participants first made a judgment of 

overall photographic quality. No specific definition of overall quality was stated; rather, it 

was determined independently by each participant. The photographs were then rated for 

technical and aesthetic/emotional quality. The order in which the technical and 

aesthetic/emotional rating was performed was counterbalanced among participants. A list 

of characteristics associated with each attribute was provided to the participant. Participants 

were instructed that the list was only a subset and that they may think of additional 

characteristics to include. The characteristics listed for technical quality included 

sharpness/clarity, color balance, density, contrast, grain, and exposure. The characteristics 

for aesthetic/emotional quality included composition, pose, frame, reflection/shadows, 

emotional ties/feelings, activity, expression, gestures, and distance. 

In analyzing the first-party results, moderately high correlations were obtained among 

overall, technical, or aesthetic/emotional quality for either subject population. A statistical 

difference was found between the Overall versus Aesthetic (r = 0.7119) and Technical 

versus Aesthetic (7 = 0.5626) correlations for the Kodak employees. There was no 

difference for the Virginia residents. The first-party Virginia results “‘...suggest that 

participants do not readily differentiate between aesthetic, technical, or overall quality in 

their own photographs” (Sayer, 1992, a preliminary report to Weiman et al., 1993, p. 9). 

Additionally, the authors could not employ any “parametric” statistics to determine 
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differences between the rating attributes due to one score per cell for first-party evaluations. 

Although there was no statistical difference, the data suggest that aesthetic quality was rated 

higher than overall and technical. One potential problem of this study is the definition of 

aesthetic/emotional quality. It could be argued that composition, framing, 

reflection/shadows, and distance are not emotional attributes, but are technical. 

First-Party Image Quality Model 

Richard Pigion, an ergonomist with Eastman Kodak, suggested that first-party image 

evaluation could be described by using measures of technical and emotional quality in a 

four quadrant scheme (personal communication, June 14, 1994). This concept was 

adapted from the work of Csikszentmihalyi and Csikszentmihalyi (1988). These 

quadrants, as shown in Figure 1, represent categories of decreasing postiveness: “Public 

Display,” “Private Display,” “Left Overs,” and “Throw Away.” 

The best possible case is when both the emotional quality is high and the imaging 

system produces high technical quality (Qyvy). In this case, it is hypothesized that the 

photograph would be on public display. A photograph on public display might be framed, 

stuck on the refrigerator, or pinned on a bulletin board in an office. The next best case 

would be when the emotional quality is high, but the technical quality is low (Qqy). It is 

hypothesized that these photographs would be in a private display. Private displays may be 

photographs carried in a wallet or placed in a photo album, someplace where the general 

public would not have direct access without the permission of the owner. The third best 

case would be when the emotional value of the image is low and the technical quality is 

high (Qy). This category is hypothesized to contain the photographs that are the leftovers. 

These images are not put on any kind of display nor are they thrown away. The owner is 

unsure what to do with photographs in this category. The worst case is when both the 

emotional and technical quality are low (Q;). Photographs in this category are hypothesized 
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as “garbage.” It is in this area one could expect that the images would be thrown away. It 

is hypothesized that Public and Private Display will be the most frequently assigned 

categories, followed by Left Overs, and then Throw Away. 
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Figure 1. First-party flow model. 

Faulkner and Segur (1984) reported that emotional attributes were named as the top 

reasons why images were rated higher by the photographer. This finding supports, in part, 

the proposed model of first-party image quality by suggesting that emotional quality can 

play a decisive role in overall image quality. Gillis’ (1993) results also support the 
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proposed model in that personal attributes, or emotional image quality, can override 

technical image quality. 

Rating Scales 

Many different types of scaling procedures have been used to evaluate subjective image 

quality. Gescheider (1988) suggested that three major groups of responses exist: (a) those 

where ordinal discrimination judgments are made, (b) those where subjects bisect or 

equisect the sensory continuum, and (c) those where subjects assign numbers to stimuli 

that represent the sensory magnitude. The task of subjectively judging photographic image 

quality seems to be compatible with both the first and last categories. Some of the scaling 

procedures in the first category, ordinal discrimination, include paired comparisons and 

rank ordering. Magnitude estimation and category scaling require subjects to assign 

numbers to the stimuli. 

Paired comparison has been employed in image quality rating with good success 

(Sayer, 1994). This method involves a judgment of preference for all possible (n(n-1)/2) 

pairs of stimuli. It is the comparison among all possible pairs that lends itself to the 

determination of the influence of small differences among stimuli. In an experiment where 

all images have different scene content, the paired comparison method does not seem 

appropriate, as the differing scene content would intervene and confound judgments. 

Employing a rank order to derive a scale for first-party images has similar implications as 

paired comparison, in that images with differing scene content are not amenable to this 

method. 

Magnitude estimation is purported to provide a ratio scale of judgments; therefore, it 

seems that it would be the best scaling procedure. However, due to the normalization of 

free modulus magnitude estimation data, the data should be a full factorial design and have 

at least two between-subject ratings per stimulus (see Brunetti, 1994, for an explanation). 
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One of the idiosyncrasies of first-party image evaluation is that only one observation is 

made on every stimulus; additionally, it is usually a between-subjects design. Therefore, 

free modulus magnitude estimation is not an appropriate method. 

The remaining procedure is category scaling. For first-party image evaluation, 

category scaling has traditionally been the method of choice (e.g., Miller and Segur, 1989; 

Miller and Segur, 1991; Weiman et al., 1993). Additionally, in a review of the literature by 

the Displays and Controls Laboratory (1991, May), the recommendation was made that an 

anchored subjective scale with at least seven intervals should be used for rating visual 

display systems. Reinhart, Beaton, and Snyder (1990) used the nine-point adjectival scale 

shown in Figure 2. They stated that the scale had been validated in a variety of studies. 

However, some of the adjectives seem ambiguous. For example, Best and Excellent are 

synonyms, as are Marginal and Passable. It was suggested by Morrison (personal 

communication, August 12, 1994) that the scale be converted to a numeric scale with the 

first and last descriptors as anchors (Figure 3). This revised nine-point scale was selected 

for this research. 

  

Best Imaginable 

Excellent 

Good 

OK 

Passable 

Marginal 

Poor 

Awful 

Worst Imaginable       
Figure 2. Nine-point adjectival rating scale. (Adapted from Reinhart, Beaton, and Snyder, 

1990, p. 17). 
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Figure 3. Subjective rating scale. 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

Thirty-eight inexperienced photographers were solicited from two Ritz camera stores 

(in Blacksburg and Christiansburg, Virginia) and through advertising on various listservers 

and flyers. An inexperienced photographer was defined as a person who does not read 

photography magazines, had not taken a class in photography, does not take pictures as 

part of his/her job, and does not consider photography a hobby. Subjects were also 

required to have taken or know who had used the roll of film. At Ritz Camera, customers 

bringing in 24-exposure rolls of print film were approached and asked to participate. The 

listserve messages and flyers advertised a need for inexperienced photographers with an 

unprocessed 24-exposure roll of film. Potential subjects contacted the researcher by 

telephone or e-mail. If the subject met the criteria, a time and place to pick up the film was 

arranged. The film was taken to Ritz Camera for processing by the researcher. As 

compensation for their time, subjects were given two rolls of KODACOLOR GOLD Film, 

as well as free processing of the “experimental” film. Subjects were told that the 

compensation equaled a $30.00 value: $13.00 for processing and printing, $5.00 for 

double prints, and $6.00 for each roll of film. The knowledge of the total dollar value 

helped attract participants. 

Two of the 38 subjects had to be excluded from the quantitative data analysis; 

however, their comment data are reported. These subjects and the reasons for exclusion 

were subject 2, because she did not know who had taken the majority of the pictures, and 

subject 14, who was too experienced. The remaining 36 subjects were blocked into 9- 

person blocks of female, 18 to 35, female 36 and above, male, 18 to 35, and male, 36 and 
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above. All subjects had at least 20/30 near visual acuity, and one male subject was found 

to have deficient color vision. Answers to Initial Questionnaire questions concerning age 

group (1.1), gender (1.2), occupation (1.3), and number of people living in the house with 

the participant (1.4) are listed in Table 4. 

Apparatus 

The stimuli were viewed in a controlled environment. The light source was a Macbeth 

SpectraLight II (Model SPL-50). The illuminance was measured with a Minolta 

Iuminance Meter. The meter was placed flat on the table parallel to the luminaire with the 

integrating hemisphere up. The position of the meter was 30.48 cm from the subject’s side 

of the table and 67.31 cm from the right side and is depicted by the letter “M”’ in Figure 4. 

Illuminance was approximately 1740 lux. The luminance of the surround was measured 

using a Minolta CS100 spotmeter at the same spot where illuminance was measured and 

was 248 cd/m?. A daylight color temperature source of 5000 degrees Kelvin was 

employed. The CIE 1931 x, y color coordinates, as measured with the CS100, were 0.372 

and 0.369, respectively. The booth was set up such that the luminaire was parallel to the 

viewing surface (Figures 4 and 5). 

Viewing distance was not controlled. The photograph was placed approximately in the 

same spot as the illuminance meter, but the subject was allowed to move it to any position. 

If the orientation (vertical or horizontal) was obvious to the experimenter, the photograph 

was placed in the correct orientation. When the orientation was not apparent, the 

photograph was placed on an angle. 

A mat board barrier was placed between the experimenter and the participant so that the 

participant could not see what the experimenter was writing. A video camera was used to 

record the experimental session. The camera was positioned such that, during the majority 

of the session, only the image being evaluated and the subject’s hands were captured. 
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TABLE 4 Subject Number (Ss), Age Group, Gender, Occupation, and Number of People 
in Household 
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Figure 4. Viewing booth configuration. 
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Figure 5. Photograph of the experimental setup from the subject’ s point of view. 

Stimuli 

Fifteen first-party prints were collected via the film intercept. Images were selected 

from the roll of 24 prints to reduce redundant subject matter. Of the 570 pictures, 21.6 

percent of them were taken on a vacation (Table 5). General occasion was the second 

largest group (17.2 percent), followed by Special Occasion (15.8 percent), and Holidays 

(15.4 percent). Only about five percent of the pictures were taken either at a party or on a 

birthday. The majority of photographs were taken of family members (37.9 percent), 

followed by friends (23.8 percent) (Table 6). Pictures without people accounted for 14.9 

percent of the photographs. Only eight percent of the images were of the participant. The 

majority of the pictures were taken by the participant (412 out of 570), 24 percent were 

taken by someone the participant knew, and only 4 percent were taken by strangers. The 
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majority of photographs were taken outdoors (48 percent) (Table 7). A distant second 

location was the living room (16.7 percent), followed by schools or recreation centers (9.4 

percent). This may be due to the time of year the intercept was conducted: November 18 

to December 20, 1994. The only category with no responses was Picnic Shelter. A few 

images were taken in unusual locations: Bathroom, Office, and Hospital. 

TABLE 5 Occasion Frequency for All 38 Subjects 

  

  

  

Occasion Frequency Percent 

Vacation 123 21.58 

General 98 17.19 

Special Occasion 90 15.79 

Holiday 88 15.44 

Other 68 11.93 

Wedding 42 7.37 

Party 31 5.44 

Birthday — 30 5.26 

Total 570 100.00 
  

TABLE 6 Participant’s Relationship to Subject Matter for All 38 Subjects 

  

  

  

Who's In Frequency Percent 

Family 277 37.95 

Friends 174 23.84 

No One 109 14.93 

Self 64 8.77 

Strangers 33 7.26 

Pets 23 3.15 

Animal (Not Pet) 20 2.74 

Co-workers 10 1.37 

Total 730 100.00 
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TABLE 7 Location of Photograph for All 38 Subjects 

  

  

  

Location Frequency Percent 

Outdoors 275 47.83 

Living Room/Foyer 96 16.70 

School/Rec. Center 54 9.39 

Party House 35 6.09 

Den/Family/Play Room 25 4.35 

Dining 24 4.17 

Kitchen 19 3.30 

Gallery/Tourist Attraction 9 1.56 

Hotel/Airport/Subway 9 1.56 

Mall 9 1.56 

Car 7 1.22 

Hospital 4 0.70 

Church 3 0.52 

Office 2 0.35 

Barn 2 0.35 

Bedroom/Bathroom 2 0.35 

Picnic Shelter 0 0.00 

Total 575 100.00 
  

Each print was assigned a quality value and problem type by Kodak’s expert judges in 

the Image Evaluation Program (IEP) (Tables 8-11 for problem definitions). Using the 

standard procedure for print evaluation, one judge assigned problem levels to one set of 

prints, while a team of three judges assigned the quality value. Problems were identified 

on a four-point scale. A print with no problem was rated a four, if the problem was 

detectable it was a three, if it was objectionable it was a two, and if it was considered not 

worth keeping due to the problem it was labeled a one. 

The scale the expert judges used was a ratio scale from zero to infinity. Although the 

upper limit technically is infinity, at this point the highest number ever used is 152. The 
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stimuli in this study range from 1 to 105, thus covering the lower two-thirds of the scale. 

Of the 35 problems, only two were not found in the stimuli: no images were found to have 

Soft Due to Camera or Formaldehyde Staining problems. The most frequent problems 

were Flare (32.34 percent of images) and Color (48.51 percent). Frequency distributions 

of problem levels can be found in Appendix F. 

Four copies of each photograph were made, with two going to the participant, one to 

the IEP judges, and one for first-party evaluation. After the study was finished, the prints 

were given to the Human Factors group at Kodak for future research. 

TABLE 8 Sharpness Problems and Definitions 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Sharpness Problems Definition 

Camera Shake Blur caused by camera movements during exposure 

Ambient Light Shake Camera shake or background motion blur appearing in the 
ambient exposure of a flash picture 

Poor Focus Camera was incorrectly focused or subject was closer than 
minimum focus distance 

Depth of Field (DOF) The closest and furthest parts of the subject are out of focus, 
Focus while the middle area is in focus 

Subject Motion Blur Subject is blurred because it was in motion during exposure 
  

Soft Due to Camera Some sharpness problem with the camera or its lens that 
affects picture quality 

  

  

Grain The perception of a granular structure (speckled pattern) in the 
__ picture that was not part of the original scene 

Flare Image appears soft, fuzzy, and low in contrast or a reflection 
off the lens of the camera 

Other Sharpness A sharpness problem that cannot be explained by any of the 
above definitions 
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TABLE 9 Exposure Problems and Definitions 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Exposure Problems Definition 

Scene Factor Some characteristic of the scene makes it difficult or 
impossible to obtain an optimal or “problem free” image 

Underexposed Low-contrast or “muddy” images caused by underexposure of 
the negative 

Overexposure Images that have contrast or color problems caused by 
overexposure of the negative 

DOF Under When one part of the subject in a flash picture is underexposed 
and the rest is normal 

DOF Over When one part of the subject in a flash picture is overexposed 
and the rest is normal 

Density Lightness or darkness of a print caused by photofinishing 

Flash Obscured Part of flash obscured 

Flash Failure A severe underexposure adjacent to one or more flash pictures 

Short Wait Flash fire without sufficient charge 
  

TABLE 10 Flash Problems and Definitions 

  

  

  

  

  

  

Flash Problems Definition 

Flash Reflection A reflection of the flash in any shiny object in the scene 

Flash Shadow Unusually large, harsh shadows with sharp edges and virtually 
no illumination in the shadowed area 

Redeye A red or pink appearance in the subject's eyes due to reflection 
off the retina 

Dark Background Flash fall-off in indoor flash pictures causing a very dark 
background 

Other Flash Problem A flash problem that cannot be explained by any of the above 
definitions 
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TABLE 11 All Other Problems and Definitions 

  

  

  

All Other Problems Definition 

Color Color that degrades from the overall quality of the image 

Framing Tilt When the camera is tilted with respect to the scene 
  

Framing Translation When the camera is shifted horizontally or vertically with 
respect to the subject 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Finger/Strap Over Lens The scene is partially obscured by a finger, hand, camera 
strap, etc. 

Fog An image made from a negative that was exposed to light, not 
through the camera 

Light Dirt White areas on the image caused by dirt in the imager during 
printing 

Dark Dirt Black areas on the image caused by dirt affecting the film 
before processing 

Formaldehyde Staining _A partial or overall magenta color due to a chemical reaction 
with formaldehyde 

Other Camera Problem A camera problem that cannot be explained by other problems 

Other Photofinishing Scratches, abrasions, metering problems, or any other problem 
Problem attributable to the photofinisher and is not listed above 

Other Film Problem Any physical film problem caused in manufacture and any 
design faults not attributable to any of the above definitions 

Other Problem Any problem that does not fit into a specific category 

Procedure 

Subjects were solicited from both Ritz camera stores and through advertising. When 

subjects agreed to participate, they were asked to sign the Photograph Consent Form 

(Appendix A). This consent form states that four copies of the participant’s photographs 

will be made, that the pictures will be used for research by Virginia Tech and Kodak, and 

that to get his/her pictures back, the participant must come to Virginia Tech. This consent 

form also gave the participant the date and time scheduled to come to the laboratory in 

Whittemore Hall. 
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Once at Virginia Tech, the participants were asked to read and sign the Informed 

Consent Form (Appendix B). Visual acuity and color vision were then assessed. If the 

subjects did not meet the visual acuity criteria, they were given their prints and dismissed. 

Deficient color vision was not used to dismiss subjects because judgments of the stimuli 

were not made across subjects. If the subjects met the criteria, they were asked to answer a 

set of questions (Appendix C). All questions were asked by the experimenter. When a 

question containing multiple choices or a rating scale was asked, a copy of the choices or 

scale was provided to the subject. This questionnaire contained questions about 

demographics, picture-taking habits, and viewing and storage of photographs. 

Subjects then rated each of their photographs for Overall quality using a scale where 

“1” was the Worst Imaginable Quality and “9” was the Best Imaginable Quality. No formal 

definition of Overall quality was provided; rather, participants determined what Overall 

quality meant to them. Subjects then looked at their images, one at a time, while answering 

the questions in the Specific Image Questionnaire (Appendix D). These questions centered 

on the occasion, the people in the picture, how the participant felt when looking at the 

photograph, and what he/she was going to do with the photograph. 

After completing the Specific Image Questionnaire for all images, subjects again rated 

each image for Overall quality on the nine-point scale. After Overall quality was assessed, 

participants rated, also using nine-point scales, the Technical and Emotional quality of each 

image. The rating order of Technical and Emotional was counter balanced across subjects. 

The definition of Technical quality was similar to that defined by Weiman et al. (1993; ie., 

grain, sharpness, exposure, color, etc.). Emotional quality attributes were defined as 

emotional ties to the subject matter, feelings elicited by the scene, activities portrayed in the 

scene, and expressions and gestures of the subjects in the image. The more aesthetic 

attributes defined by Weiman et al. (framing, shadows, etc.) were not part of Emotional 

quality. Full definitions of Technical and Emotional quality can be found in Appendix E. 
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The last task was a pile sort. Subjects placed each of their prints into a bin, according 

to what they thought they would do with the photograph (see Figure 6 for a photograph of 

the bins). The bins were labeled: “Public Display,” “Private Display,” “Left Overs,” and 

“Throw Away’. Public Display was defined as a photograph that one would not mind 

showing to anyone. For example, it may be a framed photograph in the living room, on 

the refrigerator, or on a bulletin board in an office. Private Display was defined as a picture 

that one might show to family and friends, but would not want the general public to view. 

Private Display photographs may be carried in a wallet or placed in a photo album. Left 

Overs was defined as photographs that the owner would not know what to do with. They 

would not be thrown away, but they would not be on display. Throw Away was defined 

as photographs that would be put in the trash. 

This concluded the experimental session. Subjects were debriefed, given the 

remainder of their prints and two rolls of film, and dismissed. 

Experimental Design 

A between-subjects design (Figure 7) was employed. Due to difficulties in obtaining 

male subjects, there were 20 female and 18 male subjects initially, from which 2 female 

subjects had quantitative data removed as discussed previously. The independent variables 

were Age and Gender. The dependent variables included subjective ratings of Overall, 

Technical, and Emotional quality; an image quality rating from the experts; the pile sort 

information; and other measures taken from both questionnaires. 
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Figure 6. Photograph of the pile sort bins. 
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Figure 7. Experimental design. 
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RESULTS 

A paired t-test was run to determine if a significant difference existed between the first 

and second rating of Overall quality. Recalling, the first overall rating was taken after 

completion of the Initial Questionnaire. This was the first time participants looked at their 

pictures. The second overall rating was taken after completing the Specific Image 

Questionnaire for all images, but before Technical or Emotional quality was rated. 

Although the second rating had a larger mean (Overall, = 5.5481, Overallz = 5.637) and a 

lower standard deviation (Overall; = 2.1449, Overall2 = 2.1367), the t-test was not 

significant (2539) = 1.4581, p = 0.1454). This result indicates that the subjective rating of 

overall quality did not change due to the Specific Image Questionnaire. Overall 1 and 

Overall 2 were significantly correlated (r = 0.7811, p < 0.0001), but the correlation 

indicates a reliability lower than anticipated. Based upon this result, the two ratings were 

averaged (“Mean Overall”) and used throughout the remainder of the analyses. 

Analysis of Variance 

ANOVAs were run to determine the effects of age and gender on the mean measures of 

Overall, Technical, Emotional, and Expert quality ratings (Tables 12-19). 

No significant effects were found for the dependent variables Mean Overall, Technical, 

and Emotional quality. The Gender and the Gender by Age interaction were statistically 

significant for Expert Ratings (F(1,32) = 8.10, p = 0.0077, F(1,32) = 4.15, p = 0.0499, 

respectively). For the Gender effect, females had a higher mean Expert Rating, 57.21, 

compared to men, 45.67. The interaction, as shown in Figure 8, indicates the largest 

difference is between males and females under 35. A Student-Newman-Keuls post hoc 
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analysis indicated that the differences were between young men and women of both age 

groups (Table 19). 

TABLE 12 Age by Gender ANOVA Summary Table Using Mean Overall Quality 

  

  

  

Source af SS MS PF p 

Gender (G) 1 0.33 0.33 0.30 0.5848 

Age (A) 1 1.49 1.49 1.36 0.2516 

G*A 1 1.49 1.49 1.36 0.2516 

Ss/G, A 32 35.07 1.10 

Total 35 38.38 
  

TABLE 13 Age by Gender Means Table for Mean Overall Quality 

  

  

  

  

Count Mean Std. Error of Mean 

Female 18 5.69 0.25 

Male 18 5.50 0.25 

18-35 18 5.80 0.23 

36+ 18 5.39 0.26 

Female, 18-35 9 6.10 0.30 

Female, 36+ 9 5.28 0.37 

Male, 18-35 9 5.50 0.35 

Male, 36+ 9 5.50 0.38 
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TABLE 14 Age by Gender ANOVA Summary Table Using Technical Quality 

  

  

  

Source df SS MS F P 

Gender (G) 1 1.0000 1.0000 0.6600 0.4229 

Age (A) 1 0.0004 0.0004 0.0003 0.9572 

GA 1 0.8300 0.8300 0.5500 0.4649 

Ss/G, A 32 48.5500 1.5200 

Total 35 50.3800 
  

TABLE 15 Age by Gender Means Table for Technical Quality 

  

  

  

  

Count Mean Std. Error of Mean 

Female 18 5.72 0.27 

Male 18 5.39 0.30 

18-35 18 5.56 0.27 

36+ 18 5.54 0.31 

Female, 18-35 9 5.88 0.38 

Female, 36+ 9 5.56 0.40 

Male, 18-35 9 5.24 0.36 

Male, 36+ 9 5.53 0.49 
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TABLE 16 Age by Gender ANOVA Summary Table Using Emotional Quality 

  

  

  

Source af SS MS F p 

Gender (G) 1 1.56 1.56 1.83 0.1859 

Age (A) 1 3.02 3.02 3.54 0.0692 

GFA 1 1.15 1.15 1.34 0.2548 

9s/G, A 32 27.36 0.86 

Total 35 33.09 
  

TABLE 17 Age by Gender Means Table for Emotional Quality 

  

  

  

  

Count Mean Std. Error of Mean 

Female 18 6.40 0.18 

Male 18 5.98 0.27 

18-35 18 5.90 0.21 

36+ 18 6.48 0.24 

Female, 18-35 9 6.29 0.23 

Female, 36+ 9 6.51 0.29 

Male, 18-35 9 5.51 0.30 

Male, 36+ 9 6.45 0.39 
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TABLE 18 Age by Gender ANOVA Summary Table Using Expert Ratings 

  

  

  

Source af SS MS F Pp 

Gender (G) 1 1199.47 1199.47 8.10 0.0077 

Age (A) 1 65.07 65.07 0.44 0.5122 

G*A 1 615.04 615.04 4.15 0.0499 

Ss/G, A 32 4740.03 148.13 

Total 35 6619.61 
  

TABLE 19 Age by Gender Means Table for Expert Ratings 

  

  

  

  

Count Mean Std. Error of Mean Grouping 

Female 18 57.21 3.17 

Male 18 45.67 2.77 

18-35 18 50.09 3.86 

36+ 18 52.78 2.55 

Female, 18-35 9 60.00 4.48 A 

Female, 36+ 9 54.42 4.56 A 

Male, 18-35 9 40.19 4.33 B 

Male, 36+ 9 51.14 2.50 A B 
  

Means with the same letter are not significantly different, p > 0.05. 
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Figure 8. Gender by Age interaction using expert ratings. 

An ANOVA was used to determine differences among Mean Overall, Technical, and 

Emotional quality ratings (Tables 20 and 21). Rating Types was significant, with p < 

0.0003 and F (2,70) = 9.18. Milliken and Johnson (1984) outlined a method to correct for 

sphericity without having to compute the Greenhouse-Geisser epsilon (Greenhouse and 

Geisser, 1959). The procedure is to compare the F-ratio in question to the p-value using 

“the conservative Box correction degrees of freedom. If it is significant, stop - the adjusted 

degrees of freedom will also be significant” (p. 359). The conservative Box corrected 

degrees of freedom are computed by dividing the respective degrees of freedom by the 

number of repeated measures minus one. The F-ratio for Rating Types, using the corrected 

degrees of freedom, is still significant at p = 0.0046; therefore, the Greenhouse-Geisser 

epsilon was not computed. However, the corrected degrees of freedom and p-values are 

reported in Table 20. 
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A Student-Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed that all contrasts, except Mean 

Overall and Technical quality, were significant at p < 0.05. This result indicates that 

different ratings were assigned to photographs when Emotional quality was assessed, but 

when Mean Overall and Technical quality was assessed, the ratings were similar. 

TABLE 20 ANOVA Summary Table for Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional Quality 

  

  

  

Corrected 
Source af SS MS F af Dp 

Rating Types 2 9.24 4.62 9.18 1 fF 0.0046 + 

Ss 35 86.64 2.48 

Rating Types * Ss 70 35.24 0.50 35 7 

Total 107 131.12 
  

+ Corrected for sphericity using Box’s corrected degrees of freedom. 

TABLE 21 Means Table for Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional Quality 

  

  

Rating Count Mean Std. Error of Mean Grouping 

Mean Overall 36 5.59 0.17 A 

Technical 36 5.55 0.20 A 

Emotional 36 6.19 0.16 B 
  

Means with the same letter are not significantly different, p > 0.05. 

Party Analysis 

Photographer party assignments were made by using the answers to question 1.7: 

“Who took this picture?” on the Specific Image questionnaire. When “myself” was. 

selected, the party assigned was first, when “friends,” “co-workers,” or “family” was 

selected the designation of second party was made, and when “stranger” was the answer, 

the party was third. Of the 540 prints, 398 were first party, 137 were second, and 5 were 

36



third party. It should be noted that the category of third party is not consistent with the true 

definition of third party (i.e., an uninvolved observer), but rather is an uninvolved 

photographer. Due to the small number of third-party photographers, this classification 

was dropped from the analyses. 

The effect of Party on Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional quality ratings, and on 

answers to Specific Image questions 4.2, “Was this occasion important to you?” and 4.9, 

“Does this picture live up to your expectations?” was evaluated by unequal-n ANOVAs. 

When using the GLM procedure in SAS, both type I and III sum of squares (SS) are 

calculated. The type I SS is the sum of squares for each variable as it was sequentially 

added into the model in the order specified in the MODEL statement. If there is any 

common variance between two or more variables, it will be attributed to the first variable 

entered in the model. Type III SS gives the sum of squares for each variable as if it was 

entered first. For equal-n analyses type I and III SS should be the same; however, in 

unequal-n analyses they may not (SAS Institute, 1990). Cody and Smith (1987) suggest 

using type III SS, which are reported in Tables 22-31. 

Only Mean Overall quality elicited a significant difference in Party. Photographs taken 

by first-party photographers were judged to have higher Overall quality than second-party 

(5.7481, 5.4581, respectively). There was no difference in ratings of Technical and 

Emotional quality, Occasion, and Expectation between first and second party 

photographers. 
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TABLE 22 Party ANOVA Summary Table Using Mean Overall Quality Ratings 

  

  

  

Source af Type III SS MS F Pp 

Party 1 2.9051 2.5051 6.2300 0.0193 

Ss 35 75.9508 

Party * Ss 26 10.4621 0.4024 

Total 62 87.7109 
  

TABLE 23 Party Means Table for Mean Overall Quality Ratings 

  

Dependent Variable Party N Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
of Mean 

Overall Quality 1 36 5.7481 0.1762 3.6000 7.5000 

2 27 5.4581 0.2595 2.0000 7.8750 

TABLE 24 Party ANOVA Summary Table Using Technical Quality Ratings 

  

  

  

Source af Type IlT SS MS F p 

Party 1 0.2406 0.2406 0.2300 0.6345 

Ss 35 90.2897 

Party * Ss 26 14.2692 0.5488 

Total 62 104.6859 
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TABLE 25 Party Means Table for Technical Quality Ratings 

  

Dependent Variable Party N Mean — Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
of Mean 

Technical Quality 1 36 5.6357 0.2068 3.1300 8.1667 

2 27 5.7264 0.2687 2.4000 8.1429 

TABLE 26 Party ANOVA Summary Table Using Emotional Quality Ratings 

  

  

  

Source df Type II SS MS F p 

Party 1 0.0813 0.0813 0.0700 0.7882 

Ss 35 62.4808 

Party * Ss 26 28.7053 1.1040 

Total 62 91.7725 
  

TABLE 27 Party Means Table for Emotional Quality Ratings 

  

Dependent Variable Party N Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
of Mean 

Emotional Quality 1 36 6.2334 0.1647 3.7300 8.0000 

2 27 6.4284 0.2850 3.3330 8.7500 
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TABLE 28 Party ANOVA Summary Table Using Occasion Ratings 

  

  

  

Source df Type Il SS MS F p 

Party 1 0.4739 0.4739 0.5000 0.4847 

Ss 35 98.6261 

Party * Ss 26 24.5202 0.9431 

Total 62 123.3004 
  

TABLE 29 Party Means Table for Occasion Ratings 

  

Dependent Variable Party N Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
of Mean 

Occasion 1 36 6.9155 0.1889 4.8571 9.0000 

2 27 7.0155 0.3337 3.0000 9.0000 

TABLE 30 Party ANOVA Summary Table Using Expectation Ratings 

  

  

  

Source af Type IH SS MS F p 

Party 1 0.2712 0.2712 0.2900 0.5955 

Ss 35 80.7517 

Party * Ss 26 24.4083 0.9388 

Total 62 105.2355 
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TABLE 31 Party Means Table for Expectation Ratings 

  

Dependent Variable Party N Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum 
of Mean 

Expectation 1 36 5.2331 0.1970 2.6000 8.4286 

2 27 5.1641 0.2831 ~=2.0000 8.0000 

Regression Analyses 

For all regression analyses the maximum r? improvement (MAXR) selection technique 

in SAS was employed (SAS Institute, 1990, p. 1398). MAXR finds the best model for all 

/ variable models, where / is the number of predictor variables. The best model was then 

chosen from the set of / models by finding the one with the highest number of significant 

predictors. 

Regression analyses were performed using Overall quality as the criterion variable and 

Technical, Emotional, and Expert Ratings as predictors. Three different measures of 

Overall quality were separately assessed; the first Overall rating (Overall 1), the second 

overall rating (Overall 2), and the Mean Overall rating (Tables 32-42). The regression 

equations for each dependent variable used the same predictors: Technical, Emotional, and 

Expert quality ratings, as seen in Table 32. 

Using a z-test set forth by Cohen and Cohen (1983): 

Bor -B., 

aa ro eal (1) 
Ne 

where B is the normalized coefficient between the selected criterion variable, C;, and the 

Emotional rating predictor variable, E, it was found that the emotional component was 

weighted less in the Overall 1 (0.2110) equation than in the Overall 2 (0.4334) and Mean 

Overall (0.3416) equations (see Table 33). Additionally the r2 for Overall 2 is numerically 
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larger than for the other equations (72 Qveraii2 = 0.5853, 7Overall1 = 0.4035, r?MeanOverall = 

0.5426). This suggests that when subjects rated their pictures for Overall quality the 

second time, the emotional component was larger, due to the emotional nature of the 

questions on the Specific Image Questionnaire, which immediately preceded the second 

Overall rating. 

TABLE 32 Summary of Normalized Regression Equations Related to Overall Quality 

  

  

Y Equation re 

Mean Overall 0.4700 (T) + 0.3416 (Em) + 0.1157 (Ex) 0.5426 

Overall 1 0.4586 (T) + 0.2110 (Em) + 0.1119 (Ex) 0.4035 

Overall 2 0.4279 (T) + 0.4334 (Em) + 0.1065 (Ex) 0.5853 
  

T = Technical, Em = Emotional, Ex = Expert Rating 

TABLE 33 Grouping for z-test Between Normalized Emotional Coefficients 

  

  

Box S Eee Grouping 

Mean Overall 0.3416 0.0398 B 

Overall 1 0.2110 0.0434 A 

Overall 2 0.4334 0.0385 B 
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TABLE 34 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Mean Overall Quality 

  

  

Source af SS MS F p 

Regression 3 1186.7328 395.5775 211.5900 <0.0001 

Residual 535 1000.2069 1.8695 

Total 538 2186.9397 
  

TABLE 35 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Mean Overall Quality 

  

Normalized Non-normalized Standard Error 

  

Variable Parameter Parameter F Dp 
Estimate (B) Estimate (b) of Mean 

Intercept 0.0000 0.7540 0.2155 12.24 0.0005 

Technical 0.4700 0.4265 0.0347 151.11 <0.0001 

Emotional 0.3416 0.3114 0.0292 113.35 <0.0001 

Expert Rating 0.1157 0.0107 0.0033 10.69 0.0011 
  

TABLE 36 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Mean Overall Quality 

  

re Variables in Model 
  

0.5426 Technical, Emotional, and Expert Rating 
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TABLE 37 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Dependent Variable Overall 1 

  

  

Source df SS MS F Dp 

Regression 3 992.3020 330.7673 120.6500 <0.0001 

Residual 535 1466.7222 2.7415 

Total 538 2459.0241 
  

TABLE 38 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Overall 1 

  

Normalized Non-normalized Standard Error 

  

Variable Parameter Parameter F Dp 
Estimate (B) Estimate (b) of Mean 

Intercept 0.0000 1.2781 0.2610 23.9800 <0.0001 

Technical 0.4586 0.4415 0.0420 110.4200 <0.0001 

Emotional 0.2110 0.2041 0.0354 33.2000 <0.0001 

Expert Rating 0.1119 0.0109 0.0039 7.6600 0.0058 
  

TABLE 39 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Overall 1 

  

re Variables in Model 

0.4035 Technical, Emotional, and Expert Rating 
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TABLE 40 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Overall 2 

  

  

Source df SS MS F p 

Regression 3 1436.3153 478.7717 251.7200 <0.0001 

Residual 535 1017.5771 1.9020 

Total 538 2453.8924 
  

TABLE 41 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Overall 2 

  

Normalized | Non-normalized Standard Error 

  

Variable Parameter Parameter F Pp 
Estimate (B) Estimate (b) of Mean 

Intercept 0.0000 0.2230 0.2174 1.1200 0.2906 

Technical 0.4279 0.4115 0.0350 138.2700 <0.0001 

Emotional 0.4334 0.4187 0.0295 201.4600 <0.0001 

Expert Rating 0.1065 0.0104 0.0033 9.9800 0.0017 
  

TABLE 42 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Overall 2 

  

r2 Variables in Model 

0.5853 Technical, Emotional, and Expert Rating 

Intercorrelations of all variables used in the above regression models are given in 

Tables 43 and 44. All correlations were significant at the 0.05 level. As expected, Overall 

1 and Overall 2 have the highest correlation with Mean Overall (0.9439, 0.9435, 

respectively). Of the correlations between Mean Overall and Technical, Emotional, and 

Expert Ratings, Technical quality had the highest correlation, followed by Emotional, and 
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then Expert Rating (0.6675, 0.5350, 0.4080, respectively). Overall 1 and Overall 2 had 

similar correlations with Technical, Emotional, and Expert Rating (0.6043, 0.4001, 0.3851 

for Overall 1 and 0.6566, 0.6100, 0.3848 for Overall 2). Technical and Emotional quality 

were correlated (0.3881). Expert Rating and Technical Rating (0.5501) were more highly 

correlated than Expert Rating with Emotional quality (0.0990). As noted previously, while 

the Overall 1 and Overall 2 ratings did not differ significantly, the correlation between them 

(r = 0.7811) indicates a reliability that is not as great as might be expected. 

TABLE 43 Means Table for Quality and Expert Ratings 

  

  

Std. Error 
Variable N Mean of Mean Minimum | Maximum 

Mean Overall 540 5.5926 0.0868 1 9 

Overall 1 540 5.5481 0.0921 1 9 

Overall 2 540 5.6370 0.0920 1 9 

Technical 540 5.5518 0.0956 1 9 

Emotional 540 6.1852 0.0952 1 9 

Expert Rating 539 51.4360 0.9437 1 105 
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TABLE 44 Quality and Expert Ratings Correlations, p-values, and Number of 

  

  

Observations 

; 

Dp Overall 1 Overall 2 Technical Emotional Expert Rating 
n 

Mean 0.9439 0.9435 0.6675 0.5350 0.4080 
Overall 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 540 540 539 

Overall 1 , 0.7811 0.6043 0.4001 0.3851 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 540 539 

Overall2 . 0.6556 0.6100 0.3848 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 539 

Technical . 0.3881 0.5501 
0.0001 0.0001 
540 539 

Emotional . . 0.0990 
0.0216 
539 

  

Tests for differences between correlations (Bruning and Kintz, 1987, p. 228) were 

performed (Table 45). For Technical quality, all correlations were different except Mean 

Overall vs. Technical and Overall 2 vs. Technical. For Emotional quality, all correlations 

were significantly different, with Overall 2 vs. Emotional having the highest correlation (7 

= 0.6100), followed by Mean Overall vs. Emotional (7 = 0.5350), and lastly Overall 1 vs. 

Emotional (7 = 0.4001). This result confirms the results of the regression analyses that the 

first Overall rating was less driven by Emotional quality than the second. The correlations 

of Expert Rating vs. Mean Overall and Expert Rating vs. Technical were significantly 

different, as well as those between Expert Rating vs. Mean Overall and Expert Ratings vs. 

Emotional quality. 
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TABLE 45 Difference Between Quality and Expert Rating Correlations 

  

Correlation 1 
  

  

  

  

Correlation 2 t af p 

Mean Overall vs. Technical Overall 1 vs. Technical 5.9044 537 <0.0001 
0.6675 0.6043 

Mean Overall vs. Technical Overall 2 vs. Technical 1.1078 537 0.2685 
0.6675 0.6556 

Overall 1 vs. Technical Overall 2 vs. Technical 2.4262 537 0.0156 
0.6043 0.6556 

Mean Overall vs. Emotional Overall 1 vs. Emotional 11.9209 537 <0Q.0001 
0.5350 0.4001 

Mean Overall vs. Emotional Overall 2 vs. Emotional 6.6039 537 <0.0001 
0.5350 0.6100 

Overall 1 vs. Emotional Overall 2 vs. Emotional 9.3897 537 <0.0001 
0.4001 0.6100 

Mean Overall vs. Expert Overall 1 vs. Expert 1.7336 536 0.0836 
0.4080 0.3851 

Mean Overall vs. Expert Overall 2 vs. Expert 1.7501 536 0.0807 
0.4080 0.3848 

Overall 1 vs. Expert Overall 2 vs. Expert 0.0115 536 0.9908 
0.3851 0.3848 

Expert vs. Mean Overall Expert vs. Technical 4.8413 536 <0.0001 
0.4080 0.5501 

Expert vs. Mean Overall Expert vs. Emotional 8.2242 536 <0.0001 
0.4080 0.0990 

Regression analyses were also performed between Mean Overall, Technical, and 

Emotional quality with Initial Questionnaire questions 2.6 “My pictures are the most 

important item in my house,” 2.15 “For most of the pictures I take, I'd rather have a picture 

that is of poor quality than none at all,” and 2.16 “I am much more demanding regarding 

picture quality than most people.” An average of Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional 
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quality for each subject was used because there was only one answer per subject for each 

Initial Questionnaire question. All questions were rated on a nine-point scale. For question 

2.6 the low anchor was “Very Unimportant” and the high anchor “Very Important.” In 

question 2.15 the low anchor was “Rather Have Poor Pictures” and the high was “Rather 

Have No Pictures.” In question 2.16, the low anchor was “More Demanding” and the high 

was “Less Demanding.” A correlation matrix of all variables is presented in Tables 46 and 

47. As anticipated from previous analyses, Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional 

quality are all significantly correlated (Mean Overall vs. Technical = 0.6290, Mean Overall 

vs. Emotional = 0.4835, Technical vs. Emotional = 0.5906, respectively). These values 

are different from previous analyses because the present correlation was run by averaging 

the quality rating within subjects. The only other significant correlations were between 

Emotional and Importance (r = 0.3484) and Poor/None and Demanding (r = -0.3368). The 

Emotional vs. Importance correlation suggests that the more important photographs are to a 

person, the higher emotional value they have (or vice versa). The Poor/None vs. 

Demanding correlation suggests that when persons see themselves as more demanding, 

they would prefer to have no photographs then to have photographs of poor quality. 

Again, this was intuitively expected. 

Regression analyses using scores on questions 2.6, 2.15, and 2.16 as predictors and 

Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional as criterion variables yielded only one significant 

equation (Tables 48-50). It was found that Emotional quality was related to Importance by 

the relationship: Emotional quality = 5.2346 + 0.1714 (importance of Photographs). It 

was surprising that a relationship among Technical quality and Poor/None and Demanding 

was not evident. 
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TABLE 46 Means Table for Quality and Initial Questionnaire 

  

  

Variable N Mean Std. Error of Mean Minimum | Maximum 

Mean Overall 36 5.5926 0.1745 3.0667 7.4667 

Technical 36 5.5519 0.2000 3.1333 8.1333 

Emotional 36 6.1917 0.1621 3.7333 8.6000 

2.6 36 5.5833 0.3294 1.0000 9.0000 
Importance 

2.15 36 5.0278 0.4263 1.0000 9.0000 
Poor/None 

2.16 36 3.9722 0.3149 1.0000 8.0000 
Demanding 
  

TABLE 47 Quality and Initial Questionnaire Correlations, p-values, N = 36 

  

  

r 2.6 2.15 2.16 
Dp Technical Emotional Importance Poor'None_ _ Demanding 

Mean Overall 0.6290 0.4835 0.3062 -0.1322 0.1135 
0.0001 0.0028 0.0693 0.4422 0.5100 

Technical 1.0000 0.5906 0.2949 0.1091 0.2724 
0.0001 0.0808 0.5266 0.1080 

Emotional 1.0000 0.3484 0.0342 0.2346 
0.0373 0.8432 0.1684 

2.6 , 1.0000 -0.0598 0.1498 
Importance 0.7290 0.3832 

2.15 . . . 1.0000 -0.3368 
Poor/None 0.0446 
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TABLE 48 Regression ANOVA for Emotional Quality and Initial Questionnaire 

  

  

  

Source af SS MS F Pp 

Regression 1 4.0184 4.0184 4.6980 0.0373 

Residual 34 29.0825 0.8554 

Total 35 33.1008 
  

TABLE 49 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Emotional Quality and Initial 
Questionnaire 

  

r2 Variables in Model 

0.1214 Importance 

TABLE 50 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Emotional Quality and Initial 

  

  

Questionnaire 

Normalized Non-normalized Standard 
Variable df Parameter Estimate Parameter Estimate — Error t Pp 

B b 

Intercept 1 0.0000 5.2346 0.4677 11.1920 <0.0001 

Importance 1 0.3484 0.1714 0.0791 2.1670 0.0373 
  

Regression analyses were also performed between Mean Overall, Technical, and 

Emotional quality and Specific Image Questionnaire questions 4.2 “Was this occasion 

important to you?”’, 4.8 “How do you feel when you look at this picture?’’, and 4.9 “Does 

this picture live up to your expectations?” Question 4.2, on a nine-point scale, had a low 

anchor of “Very Unimportant” and a high anchor of “Very Important.”’ Question 4.9, also 

a nine-point scale, had a low anchor of “Worse,” a mid-point of “Equal,” and a high anchor 
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of “Better.”’ In question 4.8, a semantic differential scale, a single answer of “Very,” 

“Quite,” “A Little,” or “None” could be given for each pair of bipolar adjectives. The 

seven pairs of bipolar adjectives were Happy-Sad, Joyless-Cheerful, Lonely-Sociable, 

Embarrassed-Proud, Involved-Detached, Excited-Bored, and Tense-Relaxed. Each 

adjective pair was numerically scaled from “1” to “7,” left to right, where “1” was equal to 

Very of the first adjective, “4” was equal to None, and “7” was equal to Very of the second 

adjective. Although the data were collected in categories, the underlying continua of the 

data were continuous, therefore permitting parametric analysis. 

The regression equations for Overall, Technical, and Emotional quality as criterion 

variables are summarized in Table 51. Remaining regression tables can be found in 

Appendix G. All equations utilized the predictors Occasion, Happy-Sad, Embarrassed- 

Proud, and Expectation. It is interesting to note that only Emotional quality used Joyless- 

Cheerful. It was originally hypothesized that this adjective pair was the same as Happy- 

Sad; this result indicates otherwise. Lonely-Sociable was used only in the Overall equation 

and Tense-Relaxed was only used in Technical. 

Pearson correlations were performed between Overall, Technical, and Emotional 

quality, and Occasion, Expectations, and the seven adjective pairs from question 1.8 (see 

Tables 52 and 53). All the correlations were significant to at least 0.01. As expected, 

Expectation was highly correlated with both Overall and Technical quality (0.7474 and 

0.5117, respectively). Also expected were the correlations of Happy-Sad, Joyless- 

Cheerful, and Embarrassed-Proud with Emotional quality (-0.5268, 0.5284, and 0.5468, 

respectively). It was not anticipated that Overall and Embarrassed-Proud would be 

correlated (0.5266). 
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TABLE 51 Summary of Normalized Regression Equations Related to Quality Ratings and 
Specific Image Questionnaire Answers 

  

Y Equation 

y2 
  

Overall 0.0578(Occ) - 0.1374(HS) - 0.1313(LS) + 0.1640CEP) + 0.6348(Exp) 

0.5988 
  

Technical } 0.1062(Occ) - 0.1037(HS) + 0.1358(EP) - 0.0993(TR) + 0.4143 (Exp) 

0.3015 
    Emotional } 0.0943(Occ) - 0.1693(HS) + 0.1586(C) + 0.2055CEP) + 0.2150(Exp) 

0.4066     
  

Occ = Occasion, HS = Happy-Sad, JC = Joyless-Cheerful, LS = Lonely-Sociable, EP = 
Embarrassed-Proud, TR = Tense-Relaxed, Exp = Expectation 

TABLE 52 Means Table for Quality Ratings and Specific Image Questionnaire Answers 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Variable N Mean Std. Error of Mean Minimum Maximum 

Overall 540 5.5926 0.0869 1 9 
Technical 540 5.5519 0.0957 1 9 
Emotional 540 6.1852 0.0951 1 9 
Occasion 540 6.8926 0.0863 1 9 
Happy-Sad 540 2.4963 0.0565 1 g 
Joyless- 
Cheerful 540 5.4481 0.0528 1 7 
oe 540 5.1889 0.0549 1 

prpatassed= 540 5.1407 0.0625 1 7 

pyolved 540 2.9222 0.0640 1 7 

Excited-Bored 540 2.9778 0.0543 1 7 

Tense-Relaxed 540 5.0333 0.0612 1 7 

Expectation _ 539.———«5.1224 0.0899 1 9 
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TABLE 53 Quality Ratings and Specific Image Questionnaire Correlations, p-values, and 
Number of Observations 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

r Happy- —_ Joyless- — Lonely- Embarrassed- Involved- 
P Occasion Sad Cheerful Sociable Proud Detached 
n 

Overall 0.1379 -0.4476 0.4270 0.2403 0.5266 -0.3251 
0.0013 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 540 540 540 540 

Technical 0.1697 -0.3425 0.2872 0.2194 0.3877 -0.2063 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 540 540 540 540 

Emotional 0.2058 -0.5268 0.5284 0.4203 0.5468 -0.3936 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 540 540 540 540 

Occasion 1 -0.1319 0.1786 0.3360 0.1713 -0.2086 
0.0021 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 540 540 540 

Happy- 1 -0.7568  -0.6028 -0.6418 0.5338 
Sad 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 540 540 

Joyless- 1 0.6197 0.6484 -0.5480 
Cheerful 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 540 

Lonely- 1 0.4878 -0.5051 
Sociable 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 

Embarrassed- 1 -0.4972 
Proud 0.0001 

540 
  

(Continued on next page) 
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TABLE 53 Continued 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

r Excited- Tense- 
Dp Bored Relaxed Expectation 
n 

Overall -0.4061 0.2531 0.7474 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 539 

Technical -0.3276 0.1673 0.5117 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 539 

Emotional -0.4811 0.3164 0.4744 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 539 

Occasion -0.2663 0.2445 0.1229 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0043 
540 540 539 

Happy- 0.6318 -0.4323 -0.4349 
Sad 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 539 

Joyless- -0.6348 0.4902 0.4281 
Cheerful 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 539 

Lonely-Sociable -0.6033 0.4677 0.2979 
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 
540 540 539 

Embarrassed- -0.6584 0.4847 0.5170 
Proud 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 539 

Involved- 0.5705 -0.3585  -0.3049 
Detached 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 

540 540 539 

Excited- 1 -0.4796 -0.4456 
Bored 0.0001 0.0001 

540 539 

Tense- 1 0.3122 
Relaxed 0.0001 

539 
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Point biserial correlations were computed between Mean Overall, Emotional, and 

Technical quality and Specific Image Questionnaire questions 4.3: “Was this occasion 

important to others?”, 4.4: “Did you wish you were doing something else?’, 4.10: “Does 

this picture capture the moment, as you remember it?”’, 4.12: “Would you alter this 

image?” All questions could be answered yes or no, where yes was coded as “1” and no 

was coded as “Q.”’ For the question about doing something else (4.4) some participants did 

not answer, as they did not take the picture. 

Correlations for all questions except 4.3 were significant. For question 4.4, doing 

something else, the No’s had a higher mean rating for all quality measures (Emotional = 

6.28, Mean Overall = 5.6895, and Technical = 5.6136). This result indicates that, for all 

quality measures, the higher the quality the less likely the participants were to wish they 

were doing something else. When asked if the picture captured the moment (question 

4.10), the answer “Yes” had a higher mean rating for all measures of quality (Emotional = 

6.2972, Mean Overall = 5.6850, and Technical = 5.6319). This result indicates that the 

higher the ratings, the more likely the picture was thought to capture the moment (or vice 

versa). For the question about image alteration (4.12), the No’s had a higher mean rating 

for all measures of quality (Emotional = 6.7596, Mean Overall = 6.5288, and Technical = 

6.3317). This result indicates that the higher the picture was rated for Emotional, Mean 

Overall, and Technical quality, the less likely the participant was to want to change the 

image. 
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TABLE 54 Point Biserial Correlations Quality and Specific Image Questionnaire 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

4.3 Important to Others vee 54 Nec 486 nbs t af ip 

Emotional 5.9811 6.2160 0.0319 0.7526 538 0.4520 

Mean Overall 5.6509 5.5905 -0.0090 -0.2073 538 0.8353 

Technical 5.5660 5.5453 -0.0030 -0.0650 538 0.9482 

4.4 Doing Something Else Nno = 475  Nyes = 40 

Emotional 6.2800 5.4000 -0.1076 -2.3165 513 0.0209 

Mean Overall 5.6895 4.6375  -0.1390 = -2.9502 513 0.0033 

Technical 5.6316 4.8000 _-0.0995 _-2.1486 513 0.0321 

4.10 Capture Moment Nag = 32. Nyes = 508 

Emotional 4.4063 6.2972 0.2023 5.2524 538 0.0000 

Mean Overall 4.1250 5.6850 0.1825 4.6816 538 0.0000 

Technical 4.2813 5.6319 0.1435 3.5974 538 0.0004 

4.12 Alter the Image Nno = 208 Nyes = 332 

Emotional 6.7596 5.8253 -0.2060 -4.3503 538 0.0000 

Mean Overall 6.5288 5.0060 -0.3672 -7.2834 538 0.0000 

Technical 6.3317 5.0633 _-0.2778 -5.7009 538 0.0000 
  

Questionnaire Comment Summary 

Question 4.9 “Does this picture live up to your expectation?” employed a nine-point 

scale where 1 was “Worse,” 5 was “Equal,” and 9 was “Better.” Subjects were then asked 

to explain why the picture was worse or better than they expected. When 5, or Equal, was 

given, subjects were not asked to explain. The comment data were summarized and sorted 
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according to the expectation rating (ratings 1 through 4 were Less than Expected, 5 was 

Equal, and 6 through 9 were Greater than Expected). Of the 540 photographs, 142 were 

Equal, 195 were Less than Expected, 201 were Greater than Expected, and 2 were given 

no rating. The three most frequent comments for both Less than Expected and Greater than 

Expected are summarized in Table 55. For Less than Expected, the most frequent comment 

concerned centering and framing of the photograph (25.13 percent of those photographs 

rated Less than Expected), followed closely by sharpness problems (24.62 percent), and 

the appearance of the people in the picture (21.54 percent). For Greater than Expected, 

subject’s appearance was the most frequent comment (32.84 percent). Comments 

concerning capturing the moment or enjoying the activity or event depicted in the activity 

was the second most frequent comment (21.89 percent) followed by sharpness comments 

(17.91 percent). This is contradictory to Miller and Segur (1991) who found that technical 

reasons, Clarity, exposure, color, and sharpness, were most often cited as reasons for 

unmatched expectations. However, appearance, composition, and facial expression were 

the fifth, sixth, and seventh reasons. In the present study, sharpness was the only similar 

technical attribute. 

TABLE 55 Expectation Comments 

  

  

  

Less than Expected Greater than Expected 

Problem Freg. Percent Problem Freq. Percent 

Centered, Tilted, Framed 49 25.13 Subject Appearance 66 32.84 

Sharpness 48 24.62 Captures Moment 44 21.89 

Subject Appearance 42 21.54 Sharpness 3617.91 
  

Picture taking habits. All participants reported owning a camera; however, of the 38 

participants, 19 were unable to remember the model name of their camera (Table 57). The 
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majority of participants cited themselves as the primary picture taker for their family, and 

30 percent stated that they shared the responsibility with their spouse or a friend (Table 56). 

Two women stated their husbands were the primary photographer in their households. On 

average, the participants used 13 rolls of film per year, with 2 as the fewest and 52 as the 

most. 

The majority of subjects were able to recall at least the last two times they took 

photographs; however, there is no way to evaluate the accuracy of these data (Table 58). 

Most participants normally have their film developed at a camera store with a mini-lab, with 

15 of the 26 doing so at Ritz (Table 59). This result may be misleading, as the intercept 

was conducted at Ritz stores. Discount stores, mailers, and drug stores were the second 

through the fourth places to have film developed, with grocery stores the last. 

TABLE 56 Summary of Answers to Question 2.2 “Who takes your pictures?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 38 

Self 23 60.53 

Self and spouse 11 28.95 

Spouse 2 5.26 

Self and friends 1 2.63 
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TABLE 57 Camera, Primary Photographer, and Number of Rolls for All Subjects 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

            

Ss 2.1 Camera 1 Camera 2 2.2 Who takes your 2.3 
pictures? Rolls 

per year 

1 | Yashika, Husband NSLR, Self Self 12 

2 § Pentax, SLR, Husband Kodak 110, Self Husband 8 

3 § Nikon, 400 Auto, Self Olympus, OMG, Husband Past-Husband, Present-Self } 15-20 

4 } Pentax, NSLR, Zoom, Self Husband 55%, Self 45% 20-25 

5_| Nikon, Zoom Touch, Self Self 10-12 

6 { Pentax, K1000, Self Polaroid Self 3 

7 § Pentax, SLR, Self Vivitar FF, NSLR, Self Self 12 

8 # Cannon, NSLR, Self Self 3-4 

9 § Canon, NT, SLR, Self Pentax, NSLR, Self Self 7 

10? Olympus, NSLR, Self Canon, AE-1 SLR, Self Self >6 

11 § Vivitar, Opus, Self Self 10 

12 Pentax, Husband Self 16-18 

13 | Pentax, K1000, Self Cannon, PS, Self Self 3-4 

14: Canon, EOS, SLR, Self Polaroid 60-Husband, 40-Self 12-15 

15} Canon, NSLR, Self Self 10-20 

16: 7, tele NSLR, Self Canon, SLR, don’t use 6-8 

17; Nikon, 6, SLR, Husband Pentax, Spotmatic, 50/50 Husband does better job. 15 

18 § ?, NSLR, Self Self 4 

19 § Olympus, Stylus Zoom, Self Self 12 

20} Canon, SLR, Husband Husband-40, Self-60 12 

21 Kodak, Self Self, Friends 4-5 

22* Minolta, X700, Self Minolta, NSLR, Self/Wife 60 Self, 40 Wife 6 

23 ¢ Polaroid, Wife Self/Wife 50/50 >50 

24} Nikon, EM, Self Nikon, FE, Self Self 7 

25 {| Fugitsu, SLR, Self Self 3 

26: Polaroid, 35 mm, Self Self 5 

27: Minolta, Snappy, NSLR, Self Self 3 

28 | Pentax, SLR, Self ?, NSLR, Wife 66 Self, 33 Wife 8-10 

30} Vivitar, P30, NSLR, Self Self 3-5 

31; Nikon, 8000, SLR, Self Olympus, NSLR, Self Self 40-50 

32 Nikon, 2002, SLR, Self/Wife } Polaroid, Spectra 50/50 Self/Wife 20 
50/50 

33 | Minolta, NSLR, Wife 50/50 Self/Wife 8-10 

34 | Kodak, Self Kodak, Wife Wife-Grandchildren, Self- { 15-20 
Travel 

35 § Olympus, Stylus, NSLR, Canon, FTB, SLR, Self Wife-70 Self-30 52 
Wife 

36} Kodak, Self Kodak, 110, Self Self 2-3 

37 Kodak, Self Nikon, NG7, SLR, Self Self 20 

39? Canon, T70, SLR, Self Konica, SLR, Self Self 10 

40: Canon, AT1, SLR, Self 110, Wife Self 1-2 
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TABLE 58 Last Three Picture Occasions and Place of Development for All Subjects 
  

Ss 2.4 Occasion 1, Who 
took 

Occasion 2, Who took Occasion 3, Who took 2.5 Where do you develop 
your pictures? 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

            

t % General, Self General, Self Special, Self Camera, Discount, Grocery 

2 % Vacation, Husband Paint-Ball, Husband Wedding, Friends Discount 

3 +: Wedding, Self Parents Visit, Self Son’s Birth, Husband _ {| Camera (Ritz) 

4 } Vacation, Husband Home Remodeling, Self } School Play, Self Mailers 

5 4 Thanksgiving, 60% Son Watching TV, Self } Halloween, Self Grocery 
Self, 40% Husband 

6 {| Company, Self Halloween (School ist Day Of School Camera 
Project), Self 

7 + Baby Birth, Self Daughter Birthday, Self { Daughter Playing, Self | Camera (Ritz) 

8 § Football Game, Friends { Football Game, Self Volleyball Game, Camera (Ritz) 
Friends 

9 : Vacation, Self Thanksgiving, Self Trip, Self Drug, Mailers 

10 { Kids-General, Self Holidays Camera (Ritz) 

11 } Wedding, Self Birthday, Self Birthday, Self Camera 

12 | Wedding, Self Visiting, Self Vacation, Self Camera 

13 } Special Occasion, Self {| Christmas, Self Family Gathering, Self } Camera, Discount 

14 | Wedding, Self Thanksgiving, 50/50, Vacation, Self Camera (Ritz) 
Self/MHusband 

15 { Christmas Trees, Self | Students, Self Grandchildren, Self Camera (Ritz) 

16 § Family Reunion- Garden, Self Ice Storm, Self Camera (Ritz) 
Thanksgiving, Self 

17 $ Vacation, Husband Vacation, Self Vacation, Husband Camera (Ritz), Mailers 

18 { Relatives Visiting, Self} Birthday, Self Vacation , Self Drug, Discount 

19 3 Party, Self General, Self Party, Self Camera (Ritz) 

20 § General, Self Birthday, Self Easter, Self Camera (Ritz), Discount, 
Mailers 

21 } Birthday, Self Christmas, Self Birthday, Self Drug, Discount 

22 | Thanksgiving, Vacation, Self/Wife Graduation, Self/Wife % Camera 
Self/Wife 50/50 50/50 50/50 

23 § General, 50/50 Vacation, 50/50 Camera 

24 i Family Get Together, §{ Birthday, Self Graduation, Self Mailers 
Self 

25 ; Winter Storm, Self Kittens-Pets, Self Camera, Discount 

26 } Vacation, Self Vacation, Self Vacation, Self Camera, Mailers 

27 ; Party, Self Girlfriend’s Visit, Self Visiting Family, Self | Discount, Mailers 

28 } Halloween, Self Vacation, Wife Vacation, Self Grocery 

30 § Canoeing, Self Party, Self Vacation, Self Camera, Drug 

31 } Vacation, Self Vacation, Self Ice Storm, Self Camera (Ritz), Mailers 

32 : Christmas, Self Home Repair, Wife Vacation, 50/50 Camera (Ritz) 

33 § Birthday, Wife Graduation, Birthday, Cookout, 50/50 Drug, Mailers 
Wife 

34 } Travel Australia, Self | Party, Self Travel Europe, Self Camera (Ritz), Drug 
35 { Christmas Program, Thanksgiving, Wife/Self | Christmas Parade, Wife } Camera (Ritz), Drug 

Witfe/Self 

36 } Christmas, Self Wedding, Self Discount 

37 } Vacation, Self Family Party, Self Football Party, Self Discount 

39 } Graduation, Self Trip, Self Trip, Self Camera, Grocery 

40 } Family Pictures, Self { Ice Storm, Self Camera (Ritz), Drug 
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TABLE 59 Summary of Answers to Question 2.5 “Where do you develop your pictures?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 38 

Camera store 26 68.42 

Ritz 15 39.47 

Discount store 10 26.32 

Mailers 9 23.68 

Drug store 8 21.05 

Grocery store 4 10.53 
  

Memories was the overwhelming response to the question of why pictures are taken 

(Table 60). Only two subjects did not cite memories or sharing as reasons for taking 

pictures (Table 61). 

TABLE 60 Summary of Answers to Question 2.7 “Why do you take pictures?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Memories 34 89.47 

Sharing 12 31.58 

Enjoy taking 5 13.16 

Fun to look at 3 7.89 
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TABLE 61 Answers to Question 2.7 “Why do you take pictures?” 
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2.7 Why do you take pictures? 

record memories, capture cute images, to make drawings from 

record memories, fun to take 
memories, records of people 

to show to relatives, remember kids 

son changes so much, relatives want copies, enjoy looking at 
keep memories, record what happened 
like to have moments of children, sentimental 
memories, things we did, give away, have picture of same events 

enjoy taking, good for architecture, remember things, share/give away 
memories, like to look at, good feelings, aesthetics-compose picture 

enjoy looking at, see if good/bad pictures, ask for advice, record memories 

record memories, to keep them 

show things to people, record memories, capture beautiful images 

history buff-record, record moment/event, art-appealing, capture unusual items 

record memories, record what’s happening, use as teaching aid 
people, nature 

capture moments, relive 

record events 

represent activities, record memories 

look back especially at children, history of family 

record memories, don't want to miss moment 

stuff record 

record memories, something to look at, show off, give away, memories 

preserve what happened, attempt artistic 

record memories, hold on to the past 
record memories, remember, to show others 

preserve memories, interesting to look back 

have visual record of son as he grows 

fun to look at afterwards, technical reasons, show family what doing, show friends 
enjoy trying to get good copies (enlargements), gifts, slide shows in class 

remember events, keeping records 

capture moment in time, memories, keepsakes, share experiences 

newsletter, international travel albums, scenes 

record events, memories 

reminisce later, see children grow, new edition to family-grandchildren 

record events, memories, enjoy looking at 

tell more stories, send home-share, preserve moments, trip, new place 
capture moments, preserve image/experiences, artistic (in past) 
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Only five subjects did not report taking pictures of their families (Table 62). “Objects” 

and “fish” were the most unusual answers (Table 63). 

TABLE 62 Summary of Answers to Question 2.8 “What do you take pictures of?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Family 33 86.84 

Scenery 25 65.79 

Friends 14 36.84 

Vacations 8 21.05 

Pets 7 18.42 
  

Vacations, family get-togethers, holidays, and birthdays were most often cited as the 

occasion in which photographs were taken (Table 64). The most unusual photographic 

events were funerals and births (see Table 65). 
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TABLE 63 Answers to Question 2.8 “What do you take pictures of?” 

  

  

Ss 2.8 What do you take pictures of? 

1 family, pets 
2 family, pets, scenery 

3 family 
4 kids, vacations, scenery-sunsets, house-before/after 

5 family-especially son 

6  family-kids, objects-building, trees, snow storms 

7 ~~ children, nature, ice storm 

8 family, friends 
9 friends, places visited-travel, unusual items, scenic with or without people 
10 family-kids, husband, people, friends, landmarks, sight (sometimes) 

11 family, scenery, trees, ice 

12 family, pets, vacation, children, grandchildren 

13 family, pets, scenery, unusual things in scenery, capture reality of nice thing 

14 nature, family, scenery, genealogy-houses of relatives, churches/yards 

15. grandchildren, cats, children at school, nature 

16 season changes, family, pets, friends 

17 nature-animals, vegetation, trees 

18 family, children, places have been, special occasions 

19 people, friends, family, doing fun things, scenery (to record event) at fun place 
20 family, snow, neat things, flood on the Roanoke river, self/husband trips 

21 family, friends, landmarks, sights 

22 family, landmarks, sights 

23 objects, car, animals, fish 

24 family, scenery, friends 
25 projects, pets (cats), scenery, sunsets 

26 family, stuff to remember, scenery 

27 ~~ people, family, friends, acquaintances 

28 family, son doing things, someplace we have been, us at someplace 
30 people doing things, friends, activities 

31 family, scenery, people in chemistry department 
32  kid-mostly, scenery 
33 = family, wildlife, landscapes, house 

34 ~wife, friends, people, grandchildren 

35 family, travel 

36 = family-individuals, good background 
37 family, people, scenery, friends 
39 people-family and friends, nature/trees, flowers 
40 family, people, friends, ice storm, unusual events, landscapes 
  

65



TABLE 64 Summary of Answers to Question 2.9 “On what occasions do you take 

  

  

pictures?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 38 

Vacations 23 60.53 

Family get-togethers 22 57.89 

Holidays 20 52.63 

Birthdays 18 47.37 

Special event 12 31.58 

Weddings 11 28.95 

General occasions 10 26.32 

Graduations 7 18.42 

Parties 7 18.42 

Anniversaries 1 2.63 

Births 1 2.63 

Funerals 1 2.63 
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TABLE 65 Answers to Question 2.9 “On what occasions do you take pictures?” 
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2.9 On what occasions do you take pictures? 

holidays, special events, spontaneous events 
birthdays, holidays, fun events 

weddings, family get-together, births 
vacations, holidays, kids’ school activities 

birthday, holidays, seasonal-fall leaves-snow, anything cute, spontaneous 
birthdays-all, holidays, weddings, family get-togethers, graduations, company-family, baptisms 

birthdays, weddings, graduations, christenings, don’t need any occasion 
birthday, holidays, sports events 
special occasions, birthdays, group involved, family get-togethers, parties I have 
daily things-cute, funny, holidays, family get-togethers, visits to friends 

birthdays, anniversary, weddings, family get-togethers 

birthday, holidays, weddings 

site-seeing, scenery-exceptional, family get-togethers, visiting 
weddings, funerals, genealogy, vacations 

family gatherings, when cats doing something nice/weird, natural things, interesting, special events 
at school 

holidays-especially if son visiting, family get-togethers, new, catastrophic events 
weddings, family get-togethers, when want to capture moment, permanence, verifies occasion 

birthdays, dressed up, Halloween, dog does something cute, kids projects, family get-togethers, 

visits, graduations 

football games, weather-creates scenery, daughter, vacations, parties-any social gathering 

birthdays, holiday, Christmas, Halloween, vacations 

birthdays, holidays, family get-togethers, vacations 
holidays, family get-togethers, vacations, day trips/landmarks 

general, birthday, holidays, wedding, family get-togethers, vacations, parties, special events 
birthday, holidays, family get-togethers, graduations, vacation, traveling, parties 

birthdays, holidays, Christmas, Thanksgiving, graduations 
concerts, out doing something, unusual events, vacations 

when people at house, family far away, scenery, vacation 
holidays, weddings, vacations, parties 

parties, outdoor activities 

department get-togethers, vacations, unusual occasions, sunsets, ice storm, ice 

family get-togethers, vacation, special events, may not include people-new car, pretty outside 

family gatherings, holidays, birthdays, any special time 

travel, Claytor lake, family reunion 
anniversaries, birthdays, holidays, Christmas, Thanksgiving, family get-togethers, reunions, 

children's activities, programs, soccer games, travel 
birthdays, holidays-Christmas, weddings, vacations, travel-resort, places 

get-togethers (any type), school related functions, graduations, vacations, parties 
meetings-professional, visits, important events, graduations 

birthdays, weddings, family get-togethers, visits, special occasions, daughter's daycare show 
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Most people said that they liked remembering the event, capturing the moment, and 

looking at the photographs later when asked what they like about taking pictures (Table 

66). One subject responded that she did not like to take pictures, but since her husband did 

not do it, she felt it was her responsibility (Table 67). 

TABLE 66 Summary of Answers to Question 2.10a “What do you like about taking 

  

  

pictures?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=37 

Remembering 14 37.84 

Capture moment 12 32.43 

Looking at later 10 27.03 

Fun to take 6 16.22 

Share 5 13.51 
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TABLE 67 Answers to Question 2.10a “What do you like about taking pictures?” 
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2.10a What do you like about taking pictures? 

capture moments, remembering, if good put into album 

surprise when get back-especially after a while 
see the pictures, how subject looked 
getting them back, laughing, remembering 

triple flash (usually make son laugh), show off son, like to look at later 
have record of occasion 

do black and white-adds nostalgia, natural looking-not setup 
looking back and remembering what was going on. 

take to look at later, detailed memories-reference-accurate, artistic aspects-play with angles 
concrete reminder of event, show to kids when grow-up-naked baby 

memories, remembering old times, view beautiful scenes 

results 

quick, simple, easier than drawing or describing, lasting 
opportunity to record, capture beautiful and historical things, make record 

makes memories solid, ability to relive, good visual aids for explaining, record of things that 

happened 

don’t really like to, job has fallen to me, like having the pictures 

that there is a record, make copies for relatives, look at again 

composing, captured subject well, getting back-experimental rolls 

expressions, capture special moments, memories can’t hold on to 
fun, skill at taking 
end product 

colors, how they turn out 

way to express what I see, provides memory 

when the picture comes out clear, like using camera (manual camera) 

see how turn out 

looking at afterward, rewarding 

catch memorable sights, moments 

looking afterwards 
being out in nature, traveling 
remembering 
spontaneity, moment, retains moment (can't be relived) 

bring back memories, record of growing children, put in a newsletter 

ability to share with people not there, relive events 

see when taken (Polaroid), remember occasion 

looking at, recalling, rethink events 

capture image, feels good 

preserving images or people (genealogy), capture nice images, mood 
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When asked what they did not like about taking photographs, participants responded 

with “it’s a hassle” and “I don’t like having to deal with the technical aspects” (Table 69). 

Subjects also reported that they did not like to interrupt the event to get a picture. Some felt 

left out of the event, and others did not like the response of people turning away from the 

camera. About 23 percent of participants stated they did not like the cost associated with 

taking pictures (Table 68). One person said he worried about taking pictures. Another 

stated that she could gauge how much fun she had at an event by how few photographs she 

took. 

TABLE 68 Summary of Answers to Question 2.10b “What do you dislike about taking 

  

  

pictures?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=35 

Hassle 12 34,29 

Interrupting event 9 25.71 

Cost 8 22.86 

Equipment 6 17.14 

Not getting what I wanted 6 17.14 

Nothing 5 14.29 

Pictures of self 3 8.57 

Storage 2 5.71 
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TABLE 69 Answers to Question 2.10b “What do you dislike about taking pictures?” 

  

  

Ss _2.10b Dislike? 

1 cost 
2 pictures of myself-hate 
3 nothing 
4 don’t like being in them 
5 cost of film/develop, buying photo albums 
6 always forget to turn on flash 
7 ~~ seems set up, formal, wish knew color developing process, don’t like having to take out 
8 bad pictures of self 
9 doing things with after-throw away, cost, keeping up with equipment 
10 dealing with lighting, exposure, depth of field, focus, expressions, content, composition, color (also 

does BW) 
12. when they don’t come out 
13. “never the way I want it to,” can always make better 
14 don’t have time, people are impatient, reluctant, when they are silly-spoil 
15 expense 
16 spending time separate from group 
17 don’t like, prefer video, people’s reaction to camera-turn away, negative feedback, cringe 
18 pain to get film developed, cost, careful of camera (stolen, leave in car), batteries, carry with you 
19 concerned with redeye, think picture turned out well and it doesn’t, posing people, missing good 

shots 
20 when flash doesn’t work, framing, not fast enough 
24 not taking good ones 
25 dealing with lighting 
26 cost 
27 ‘pain to do 
28 lug camera around, distraction-worry about taking pictures 
30 don’t like to, attention-trying to get, people posing, don’t like stopping what people are doing 
31 power lines, roads in scenery 
32 wondering if it will come out, people are noncooperative 
33 unfamiliar with equipment, what want to capture, fear of messing roll of film up 
34 nothing, formal pictures, not necessarily own picture taken, Christmas card picture 
35 paying for processing, storage, effort in composition (right place, stand still, stickout tongue), 

equipment cost for quality photo (SLR vs. NSLR), quality bad on NSLR 
36 unfamiliar with camera (using someone else's camera) 
37 inconvenient equipment, time interruption 
39 nothing 
40 _ not participating in event, don't see what’s going on, carrying, haul out and take pictures 
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When asked what makes a good quality photograph, aesthetic or emotional factors 

were cited most often, followed closely by focus, composition, and color (Table 70). One 

subject, who may have been biased by knowing the study was for Kodak, stated “Kodak 

paper” was a factor in quality (Table 71). Another subject stated good quality was “getting 

a picture of what you wanted and getting what you thought you took a picture of.” Subject 

15 eloquently stated that quality is determined by the expectation; if the photograph fulfills 

the need or desire, then it is good. Quality can only be determined by the person who took 

the photograph. 

TABLE 70 Summary of Answers to Question 2.11 “What do you think makes a good 

  

  

quality picture?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Aesthetic/Emotional 23 60.53 

Focus 19 50.00 

Color 15 39.47 

Composition 12 31.58 

Light 9 23.68 

Redeye 2 5.26 
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TABLE 71 Answers to Question 2.11 “What do you think makes a good quality picture?” 

  

  

Ss 2.11 What do you think makes a good quality picture? 

1 _ focus, colors (bright), subject sized with picture (distance) 
2 ~ focus, color 
3 _~—s doing it right, good setup, focus on subject 
4 — getting what you wanted, getting what you think you got 
5 “Kodak paper’, no redeye’s, no silhouettes, well-lit 
6 focused, centered, not too dark 

7 clarity, depends on person taking the picture, visualization, good subject matter 
8  people’s expressions, unique-action shot 
9 _ balanced, centered, facial expressions, sharp-distinct 
11 knowing how to take, focus, fingers not in way, measure size/light (don’t do), natural pictures 
12 film quality, camera quality 
13. form, balance, interesting subject matter, composition 

14 __ balance, perspective, as if painting (composition, color and light, subject matter) 
15 determined by expectation, if fulfills the need/desire-then good, can only be determined by person who 

took 
16 focus, centered, no eyes closed, no redeye, good color (indoor shots) 
17 balanced subject, framing, composition, light, when looking at feel again what captured 
18 good color, clear subjects 
19 people natural and comfortable, exposure, color, processing, well composed 

20 color (not yellow), composition (not cluttered), centered 
21 background, subject matter 
22 crisp (focus, color, clarity) 
23 alot of color, smiles, big prints 
24 clear, image has to say (portray) something, good lighting 
25 clarity 
26 lighting, good place to take 
27 clarity, realistic colors 
28 clear subject, color contrast, light right direction, interesting subject matter 
30 natural setting (not posed), natural place (not studio) 
31 sharpness and contrast, love reflections and sunsets-favorite subjects 
32 crispness, color, focus, composition (know good when see it) 
33 clarity, a smile, good response when viewed, captured what looking at 
34 detail, sharpness, expressions 
35 sharpness of image, accurate color, quality of subject matter (cute expression) 
36 = image itself, natural, grade of paper developed on (doesn’t fade overtime) 
37 able to see event photographed, lighting, color, composition 
39 clear, good looking, normal looking, fullness of objective 
40 without fingerprints, glossy finish, color images, subject matter is almost of picture (no background) 
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When asked what constitutes a bad photograph, subjects reported poor focus, bad 

composition, and lighting before the aesthetic or emotional attributes of no purpose and 

people attributes (Tables 72 and 73). 

TABLE 72 Summary of Answers to Question 2.12 “What constitutes a ‘bad’ 

  

  

photograph?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Focus 25 65.79 

Bad composition 15 39.47 

Lighting 15 39.47 

No purpose to photograph 9 23.68 

People attributes 8 21.05 

Color 7 18.42 

Exposure 7 18.42 

Something in way 5 13.16 

Redeye 3 7.89 
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TABLE 73 Answers to Question 2.12 “What constitutes a ‘bad’ photograph?” 

  

  

Ss__ 2.12 What constitutes a “bad” photograph? 
1 __ out of focus, bad color (washed out, dull), subject small, not centered 
2 too light, too dark 
3 exposure-over or under, bad subject matter, lighting, redeye 
4 not enough light, can’t see subject matter, blurriness due to movement 
5 opposite of good, glare, shadows, thumbs, blurry 
6 not in focus, not centered, flash messes up 
7 ~~ focus, bad framing, improper lighting 
8 picture of nothing, focus, framing, didn’t turn out right, people look goofy, I look bad 
9 blurry, bad color, foggy, fuzzy, not aesthetically pleasing, I don’t look good, not interesting 
10 opposite of good, blurriness, out of focus, not clear, bad composition 
11. don’t know what you are looking at, bad film, finger in way, lighting 
12 out of focus, setting not right 
13 boring, not technically right (focus, color) 
14 camera shake, focus, redeye, closed eyes, color faded, unbalanced, bad composition 

15 out of focus, bad lighting, not usable for purpose intended 
16 focus, framing (too close), composition (don’t spend enough time) 
17 blurry, confusion about what the subject is 
18 human error, chop off head, moving too fast to get good picture, too far away, bad lighting, too dark 
19 bad exposure, poor composition, bad background 
20 camera strap/fingers in way, subject turns head, looking down 
21 something in the way (distractions) 
22 out of focus, unrealistic color, not centered 
23 ~=don't smile, subjects don't look right 
24 blurry, lighting, doesn't say anything 
25 can't see subject, smudges 
26 finger in way, light shinning on camera 
27 fuzziness, scenery blends in (trees/head), bad set up, poor lighting, film speed 200 indoors 
28 poor lighting, can’t see subject, clutter, subject not centered/contrasted, closed eyes 
30 lighting qualities, faces-shadows or washed out, people cut-off 
31 flat appearance-land blends, lack of focus-normally 
32 blurry, can't find the reason photo taken, poor colors, washed out, exposure 
33 poor light (absence of good qualities) 
34 not particularly sharp, not framed, people moving, expressions, poor contrast, lighting (sun) 
35 redness of eyes, washout from flash, inadequate light (too dark), grainy, sharpness 
36 camera jerk, film type (speed) 
37  bad-light-color-composition, don't get effect-staged 
39 not properly exposed, hazy, dark, no details, no lighting, no clarity 
40 __redeye, blurred background, subject matter too small, too much background, framing 
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Answers to what does postcard quality mean fell into two categories: the perfect, 

saleable picture (“oh, wow’’) and the touristy, junk picture (“not supposed to be very 

good’) (Table 74). Some people thought specifically about the construction of postcards 

(e.g., thick paper, rugged, registration of colors, and 25 cents). A few people had 

difficulty understanding the gist of the question. 

TABLE 74 Answers to Question 2.13 “What does ‘postcard’ quality mean?” 

  

  

Ss 2.13 What does “postcard” quality mean? 

1 ~_well-focused, colors-bright, interesting subject-to everyone 
2 special moment 
3. thick paper, glossy 
4 perfect picture, clear, centered, not blurry 
5 something to send to someone, perfect-light, color 
6 really good picture 
7 share with world, everyone see, simple, make statement 

8 good scenic picture 
9 something that nice scenic pictures, nice picture 
10 good qualities, show to people, sell 
12 clear 
13 should be perfect, best possible shot, technically-top quality (have seen some rotten ones) 
14 send through mail, not highest quality, rugged 
15 very special, attractive to others, saleable 
16 scenery, high quality, dramatic 
17 unreal, surrealistic, too perfect, extreme, too blue, touched up 

18 see both good and bad, registration of colors, colors unreal, small images, composition, clear, 
representative of area 

19 professionally done, color crisp, visually appear to whole 
20 ‘picture perfect, camera’s best viewpoint, best angle 
21 shapes, definite, bright 
22 sell someone else, they buy 
23 good enough to be a postcard 
24 “Oh, wow” 
25 very clear, shiny, bright 
26 good enough to send to someone else 
27 not particularly good, not associated with picture, 25 cents, vacation, (old photo, picture) 
28 a panoramic scenic shot, crisp, well-focused, good color, interesting, a lot of people want 
30 = good quality picture, professionally taken 
31 reasonably sharp, pleasing, documents location 
32 pleasing to you and others 
33 whatever photographer looking for 
34 good color, scenic shot, travel, overall view of city, popular scenes 
35 able to capture image, proper lighting, composition-ideal circumstances 
36 vivid, clear picture 
37 bright colors, nice composition 
39 not supposed to be really good, causal photographs 
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The question concerning qualities of a photograph the participant was proud of was 

also answered in two general ways (Table 75). The first way described generic qualities 

for any good photograph. Others described the attributes of a specific image (e.g., Subject 

30 responded: “clear but face profile in shadow,” and Subject 34: “sailing ships, good 

wind, full sails”). 

TABLE 75 Answers to Question 2.14 “What are the characteristics of a picture that you 
are proud of?” 
  

ow 2.14 What are the characteristics of a picture that you are proud of? 

bright colors, content, focus 
centered, captures reality 
sets a mood, composition, colors-nice, clear not fuzzy 
no redeye, clear 

subject smiling, well-centered, subject looks good 
in focus, centered, looks like a postcard (doesn’t happen very often) 
focus, catch raw moment- child’s first step-never capture again. 
good quality, nice background, people look really nice, good lighting and focus 
at party, spontaneous, memories, it’s a group picture with friends and it’s sunny 
depth, tells story, captures something about person, their personality 
if took good picture, clear and bright 
colors real, size of print, focus, natural looking, good quality first time 
good color, “arresting” technique, balance 
light, color, eyes open 

15 catching subjects where wanted them, overall balance 
16 good focus, framing, composition 
17 ~when a picture captures feelings/emotions 
18 — subject looks in as they do in reality, people or places, framing, colors are normal, focused on 

subject, sharp and clear 
19 good quality, color, exposure, unique, expression looks good, but not posed 
20 special expressions 
21 good through camera, centered 
22 tons of color (fall in VA), super clear, exactly like you were there 
23 feel good when viewing 
24 simple, captured the moment, no confusion over what was, jogs memory of event 
25 clarity, originality, catches special moment 
26 good position to take, lighting good, turned out well 
27 scenery, clear, catches the good quality of people, crisp, see people know in picture, contrast 
28 postcard quality, son doing something, amusing/cute, very attractive, scenic of someplace been 
30 artsy-was accidental, background, clear but face profile in shadow 
31 unusual, uncommon setting (not a lot of people go there), waterfall, good contrast, color (in 

particular) blue sky, white clouds 
32 used 25 speed in bright light 
33 show and observer able to relive moment, they tell me it's good 
34 sailing ships, good wind, full sails, scenic pictures, aircraft 
35 never thought of proud, good composition, good DOF, makes me happy 
36 image itself, crisp, sharp, natural state 
37 clear image, facial expressions, lighting and shadows 
39 bring out subjects, doesn't exaggerate normal feel 
40 framed nicely, setting draws toward most interesting, proportions nice (small people) 
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Viewing and storage of photographs. The majority of subjects look at their prints 

either in the store where they were processed or when they get into their car (Tables 76 and 

78). Only 16 percent said they waited until they got home. Subjects who used mailers are 

not included. They then look at their pictures again when they get home (Tables 77 and 

79). 

TABLE 76 Summary of Answers to Question 3.1 “Where do you look at your pictures the 

  

  

first time?’ 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 32 

Store 21 65.63 

Car 13 40.63 

Home 5 15.63 
  

TABLE 77 Summary of Answers to Question 3.2a “After viewing your pictures the first 
time, when do you look at your pictures again?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=31 

Get home 22 70.97 

In car 5 16.13 

When showing to others 2 6.45 
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TABLE 78 Answers to Question 3.1 “When you get a roll of film back, what is the first 

  

  

thing you do?” 

Ss 3.1 When you get a roll of film back, what is the first thing you do? 

1 = incar, flip through 
3 at camera store 
5 in-car, in parking lot 
6  incar 
7 look through in store, before pay 
8 at mall, not in store 

9 look through, flip through fast, group into who to give to 
10 at store 
11 instore, before pay 
12  incar or in the mall outside the store 
13. at counter 
14 flip through in store (identify as mine, have gotten someone else’s pictures before) 
15 at camera store 
16 at store 
17 look through carefully in store (I hate fingerprints) 
18 look through in car (if recent roll), at home (if old roll) 
19 in-car or at home, not in store 
20 parking lot, sometimes in store 
21 instore, walking out of store, in car 
22 incar 
23 in camera store 
25 outside store 
26 at store 
28 outside store, in car 
30 look at them in car 
31 incar 
32 wait to get home 
33 at the store 
35 ___ pay for it, self- more eager (in car), other- they look (at home) 
36 —_—- view it at the place, then pay 
39 look right there 
40 at home, usually wait 
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TABLE 79 Answers to Question 3.2a “After viewing your pictures the first time, when do 
you look at your pictures again?” 

  

Ss 3.2a After viewing your pictures the first time, when do you look at your pictures again? 

1 ~=get home 
2 anniversary 
3 ~—s get home 
5 get home 
6 athome 
7 ‘in car, home (3-4 times that same day) 
8 show someone else 
10 = ‘incar, at home 

11 inthe car, or get home 
12 athome 
13. inccar, at home 

14. when I put them into an album 
15 home 
16 athome 
17 at home, I put them into plastic pages immediately (don’t like fingerprints) 
18 when I label the back of each print 
19 within a week of picking up 
20 get home, then I separate doubles and throw out bad ones 
22 right when I get home 
23 incar, home 
25 get home 
26 get home 
28 later the same day 
30s right away at home 
31 get home 
32 within the next week or so, they stay in the kitchen 
33 get home 
35 when I show them to someone else 
36 =at home 
37 look, sort by quality 
39 get home 
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Most subjects view their prints with their spouse (Table 80). Only one person 

responded “alone” and one person stated “anyone who is around” (Table 81). The living 

room or family room was the location of choice for 53 percent of respondents. Closely 

following with 45 percent were the kitchen and dining room (Table 82). Three subjects 

reported viewing their pictures in their bedroom (Table 81). 

TABLE 80 Summary of Answers to Question 3.2b “Who do you look at your pictures 

  

  

with?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Spouse 24 63.16 

Children 8 21.05 

Friends 8 21.05 

Family 6 15.79 

Alone 1 2.63 

Coworkers 1 2.63 

Whoever 1 2.63 
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TABLE 81 Answers to Question 3.2b and c “Who do you look at your pictures with? and 
Where do you look at your pictures?” 
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3.2b With whom? 

husband 

husband 

kids 

self 

husband 

husband 

whoever is friends 

husband 

self 

husband 

husband 

then hus chil and friends 

send copies to le 

husband 

husband 

husband 

husband 

husband 

famil 

friends 

wife 

wife 

wife 

roommates 

friends 

self, family, friends 

wife and son i if 

friends 

wife 

involve him 

on subject -wife 

wife 

ife, co-workers 

wife (normally her pi 

alone 
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3.2c Where? 

living room 

livin 

living room couch 

wherever 

room table 

couch 

living room 

my bedroom 

livi bedroom 
aa in 

kitchen counter 

sofa 

dining room table 

room table 

family room 

kitchen table 

SO ining room table 

ining room 

ining room 

kitchen counter 

car, sofa 

living room couch 

living room 

kitc 

living room 

living room 

love seat-living room 

recom 

living room 

living room 

kitchen 

kitchen 

family room 

dinin 

room 

at ining room table 

bedroom 

at couch 

room 

family/living room  



TABLE 82 Summary of Answers to Question 3.2c “Where do you look at your pictures?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=368 

Living/family room 20 52.63 

Kitchen/dining room 17 44.74 

Unknown 7 13.42 

Bedroom 3 7.89 

Car 1 2.63 

Where ever 1 2.63 
  

When viewing their pictures with others, most participants reported passing the 

pictures to each other (Table 83). However, with small children, participants reported 

holding all the pictures. Subjects 17 and 27 were unusual in that they immediately placed 

their pictures in albums (Table 84). 

TABLE 83 Summary of Answers to Question 3.2d “How do you look at your pictures?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 33 

Pass 19 57.58 

Hold 10 30.30 

Album 2 6.06 
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TABLE 84 Answers to Question 3.2d “How do you look at your pictures?” 
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3.2d How? 
pass pictures 
pass around 
pass pictures 
hold flip through, with kids 
husband doesn’t like to pass 
with kids- one person holds, with husband- look over my shoulder 
with children: I hold, they look (fingerprints), family: don’t mind hold 
at the same time, one person flips through 
pass them around 
individual viewing 
hand to him, sorted by his priority, I look over his shoulder 
pass to others 
pass to him 
one by one 
put in plastic pages first, then flip through pages 
pass to each other, everyone looks at all 
pass to him (in order) 
varies, lay out on counter-for comparison 
sitting side by side-one holds 
one by one, individual viewing 
both at once or singular 
pass around 
pull out, describe, and show 
look over shoulder (all in albums) 

one person holds 
variety of methods 
pass to each other 
side by side together 
pass to others-loose, album-keep handy 
pass around 
pass around 
first wife looks at, then pass around, sort, then we go through the stacks together 
pass around 
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When asked what they liked about looking at their pictures, most subjects responded 

| “memories” (28 out of 38, Table 85). Emotions, such as happiness, joy, and surprise, 

were reported as reasons by 12 of the 38 subjects. Subject 17 stated that viewing her prints 

helps to relive the experience and that she feels excited all over again (Table 86). Subject 

12 had a very proud response: “see what I took.” Subject 6 was unusual in that she 

responded “‘sometimes nothing.” 

TABLE 85 Summary of Answers to Question 3.3 “What do you like about viewing?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

Memories 28 73.68 

Emotions 12 31.58 

Getting wanted 6 15.79 

Sharing 3 7.89 

Nothing 2 5.26 
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TABLE 86 Answers to Question 3.3 “What do you like about viewing?” 

  

  

Ss 3.3 What do you like about viewing? 

1 remember, laugh, fun 
2 you don’t forget so easy, reminder 
3 remember good times 
4 remembering the occasion, comment by children 
5 fun remembering occasions, fun to see if any to make copies 
6 sometimes nothing, I don’t know 
7 memories, nostalgia 
8 good laugh, remember 
9 neat to see how came out, sometimes forget, neat to get back, expect certain pictures 
10 remembering events, capture in a good way, happy 
11 how happy, enjoyment, colorful, beautiful, bad winter 
12 “see what I took” 
13. don’t enjoy that much, only to see if the way I wanted to turn out 
14 __ remind of occasion 

15 recalling what happened, beauty of subject 
16 remember place/person 
17 helps to relive experience, excited all over again, emotional 
18 memories, happy if true to life, express characteristic, landscape look as remember 
19 recalling event, amusement 
20 see what I got, sometimes I wait a little while before developing 
21 tell how definite facial features, objects, clear, film good 
22 remember wonderful vacation, surprise turned out good 
23 +=the moments, remember taking 
24 remind of what happened, see funny things, enlargements 
25 remembering what was going on, what I was doing 
26 sharing experience 
27 memories, see what I have not seen for a while - 
28 seeing amusing shots, son’s reaction to seeing his own picture, see if scenic came out as expected 
30 see what we were doing, capture facial expressions, reactions, relive moment 
31 memories, look at places been, scenes encountered in car moving 
32 if good, pleasing to look at, remembering event-level of joy 
33 depending upon who took, share moment together, comparison-between what you see-other sees, 

sharing 
34 memory of travel and occasions, depends on topic, travel-look at 
35 relive events, capture memories 
36 moment picture taken, thinking of when taken 
37 enjoyment to recalling event how recorded in photo you've done, thought you had 
39 see if good, how did camera/self perform, careful, good photo, not looking for anything, particular 

attentive 
40 __at people, relive event 
  

86



All participants reported owning at least one of the following photograph collections 

(Table 87). The mean, maximum, and minimum for each collection is reported at the 

bottom of Table 87. When subjects reported owning a range of an item (e.g., 4-5 Photo 

Albums), the larger number was used in the computation of the mean. The largest number 

in a single category was Framed photographs. The mean was 18.2 with a maximum of 75 

and a minimum of 0. This mean is slightly lower than Halle (1991) found (average 22 to 

28). One reason for the difference may be that Halle was actually at the participant’s home 

and counted the number, while in the present study participants had to estimate the number. 

Photo Albums was the second largest category with a mean of 7.7, a maximum of 30, 

and a minimum of 0. In the Misc. in Boxes category, the unit is shoe boxes. Many 

subjects reported keeping photographs in shoe boxes and those who did not were asked to 

estimate an equivalent number of shoe boxes. This Misc. in Boxes or Shoe box category 

had the third highest mean (4.6, maximum = 20, minimum = 0), followed by Travel 

Albums, Baby Albums and Scrapbooks, and Wedding Albums. One unusual response, 6 

to 7, to number of Wedding Albums was given by subject 23. He stated that he had 

albums from friends’ weddings and they were not of his own. No subject reported having 

a Photo CD. Additionally, when asked if they had one, a common response was “what is 

it?” When asked where else they store photographs, Subject 6 said in her jewelry box. 

Subject 33 reported carrying pictures in his shirt pocket so that they were easy to show to 

people. Three subjects reported having a plastic auto flip display. 
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TABLE 87 Answers to Question 3.4 “How many of each type of collection do you have?” 

Sst Photo Baby : Travel {| Wedding} Scrap } Misc. ini Photo § Framed } Other 
Album } Album } Album } Album {| Books } Boxes CD 

4 0 
8 
10 
6 
8 
1 

12 
3 
7 
15 
8-9 

11 manila folders 

20 

7 

25 desk at work 

11 

6 j box 

11 

7 

8-9 1 auto flip viewer 

20 

20 attic, closet 

25 Ritz boxes 

7 drawers 

12 

10 

50 

75 

5 

20 

60-70 { drawers 

20-25 { drawer 

20 1 auto flip viewer 

30 

20 drawer 

2 

2-3 

0 

0 drawers 

7 

20 slides 

12 1 auto flip viewer 

30 

30 

40 

20 

1 
3 
2 
9 
1 

6-7 
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Thirty-two percent of the participants said they get double prints (Table 88). One 

claimed to get triples at times (Table 89). This high percentage of doubles may account for 

the number of participants never or seldom (40 percent) getting reprints. Only two subjects 

reported getting reprints once a month. The main reason for getting reprints was to give to 

someone else (Table 90). The reason for not getting more reprints was predominately “no 

need” (41 percent), followed by “it’s a hassle” at 28 percent, and cost at 19 percent (Table 

91). Only three percent claimed that poor quality influenced their reprint habit. 

TABLE 88 Summary of Answers to Question 3.5a “How often do you get reprints or 

  

  

  

  

double prints?” 

% of Subjects 
Double prints Freq. n= 38 

Never 5 13.16 

Sometimes 7 18.42 

Always 12 31.58 
% of Subjects 

Reprints Freq. n=38 

Never 3 7.89 

Seldom 12 31.58 

1 time a year 6 15.79 

2 to 5 times a year 8 21.05 

>6 times a year 3 7.89 
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TABLE 89 Answers to 3.5 “How often do you get reprints?, What motivates you to get 
reprints?, and What prevents you from getting more reprints?” 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Ss § 35a How often do you get 3.5b What motivates you to get 3.5c¢ What prevents you from 
reprints? reprints getting more reprints? 

1 no doubles, seldom N/A hassle, pain 

2 + doubles N/A N/A 

3 { always doubles send to people, prints from slides § cost 

A sometimes doubles, 4x per yr. § how well the picture tumed out don’t take time to do 

5 _{ sometimes doubles, 2-3x per yr. } send to family cost 

6 {| sometimes doubles, 2x per yr. keep relatives happy don’t take good pictures 

(7 _{ no doubles, 1x per yr. to give to someone no need 

8 normally doubles, never N/A don’t take time 

9 = doubles, 2x per yr. more than two people in picture time, rather get doubles 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

      develop, 1-2x every 5 yr.     

10 § stopped making doubles, 3x yr. 4 other people want a lot of trouble 

11 ; get doubles, not very often give to friends/family nothing, don’t need 

12 { double prints, 2x per yr. give away, and old pictures don’t need 

13_£ no doubles, not very often give away cost 

14 } occasional doubles, 12x per yr. _{ give to others cost 
15: doubles, 1x per 2-3 yrs school projects, need more, share : nothing 

with children 

16 : always doubles, 1x per yr. good shot, family, send hassle, only if someone likes 

17 } nodoubles, never N/A no need, no one to pass on to 

18 { 1x per yr. give to relatives difficult to find negatives 

19 § normally double prints picture good, share, extra-share don’t need, quality 

20 | always doubles, 5-6x per yr. send to relatives don’t get around to doing 

21 } when lose one, when someone i N/A N/A 
else wants 

22 } usually doubles, rarely send to family nothing 
23 § 1x per month other people want them N/A 

24 | not very often-1x per yr. to give away don’t need 

25 § sometimes doubles give away to family and friends cost 

26 | sometimes doubles, 1x in 5 yrs. } someone wants a copy nothing 

27 } always doubles, triple give away don’t need 
sometimes if good, 1x in 3 yrs. 

28 § generally doubles, never N/A don’t need 

30 | normally doubles, 1x per 3 yrs. { people ask for copies people don’t ask 

31 + doubles, 1x per yr. give to family N/A 

32 + normally doubles, 2-3x per yr. _} pictures of kids to relatives nothing 

33 } normally doubles, 2x per yr. share copies cost 

34 | doubles-keep first set, send give out, with Christmas cards double is enough 
second set, 1x per yr. 

35 {normally doubles, never N/A doubles-have some to give 
away, effort to find 

36 normally doubles, very rarely- i N/A N/A 
1x per 5 yr. 

37 § varies-doubles (based on roll of { particularly good do with if got (use) 
film), seldom, about 12 prints 
max. 

39 + when good-double prints, 1-2x _{ give copies to people, keep negs. i N/A 

AO § usually doubles, occ. at time of | N/A no need 
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TABLE 90 Summary of Answers to Question 3.5b “What motivates you to get reprints?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 29 

Send or give away 27 93.10 

Good shot 4 13.79 
  

TABLE 91 Summary of Answers to Question 3.5c “What prevents you from getting more 

  

  

reprints?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 32 

No need 13 40.63 

Hassle 9 28.13 

Cost 6 18.75 

Nothing 5 15.63 

Poor quality 1 3.13 
  

The majority participants stated that they seldom or never get enlargements (55 

percent, Table 92). Sixty-eight percent of subjects reported making enlargements to frame, 

and 32 percent to give away (Table 93). No need was the reason for 47 percent of 

participants, quality was 24, and cost was 18 percent (Table 94). One subject reported that 

she could not find the negatives (Table 95). Subject 27 stated: “bigger is not always 

better.” 
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TABLE 92 Summary of Answers to Question 3.6a “How often do you get enlargements?” 

  

  

% of Subjects 
Freq. n= 38 

Never : 11 28.95 

Seldom 10 26.32 

1 time a year 7 18.42 

1 to 2 times a year 2 5.26 

2 times a year 4 10.53 

2 to 3 times a year 1 2.63 

4 times a year 1 2.63 
  

TABLE 93 Summary of Answers to Question 3.5b “What motivates you to get 

  

  

enlargements?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=25 

Frame 17 68.00 

Send or give away 8 32.00 
  

TABLE 94 Summary of Answers to Question 3.5c “What prevents you from getting more 

  

  

enlargements?” 

% of Subjects 
Freq. n=38 

No need 18 47.37 

Quality 9 23.68 

Cost 7 18.42 

Storage 5 13.16 

Time 5 13.16 
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TABLE 95 Answers to 3.6 “How often do you get enlargements?, What motivates you to 
get them? and What prevents you from getting more?” 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

    

Ss } 3.6a How often do you get } 3.6b What motivates you to get 4 3.6c What prevents you from 
enlargements? enlargements? getting more enlargements? 

1 1-2x per yr. want to frame no more space, not good quality 

2 {| 2x per year frame cost 

3__{ not very-travel pictures like, decorate cost 
4 | 1x every 2 yr. posters, good quality don’t have very many real good 

pictures 

5__= never N/A cost/don’t need 

6 | never N/A cost 

7 never N/A don’t need, cost 

8 | never N/A don’t need 

9 1x per year really like-frame don’t know what to do with them 

10 { Q-1x per yr. sifts, display doesn’t turn out well 

11 § not very often, 2-3x gift, frame don’t want 

12 | 2x per yr. grandchildren, framed don’t need 

13 { only if really good, 1-2x per j unusually good lack of material, time, cost 
yr. 

14 § 2x per yr. frame space to hang 

15 { 1x per 3-4 yrs. Poster-frame (not taken by self) don’t need 

16 } rarely, 1x per 3-4 yrs. special, person, special event, already have many, space 
someone lost 

17 | 2x per yr. want larger not that good 

18 { never N/A never think about 

19 = 1x per yr. special, frame/give rare picture, rare need 

20 § 4x per yr. frame nothing, don’t get around to 
doing, can’t find negative 

21 : be noticed N/A don’t need 

22 § 1x per yr. send to relatives no reason to get-spectacular 
photograph 

23 N/A N/A time 

24 § Ix per yr. good pictures bad pictures 
25 { never N/A size is fine, nothing want to 

frame enlarge 

26 § never N/A never wanted one 

27 ¢ 1x in 10 yrs scenic present/framed no need, no interest, bigger not 
always better 

28 { never N/A don’t bother 

30 § never N/A nothing 

31 } Ix per yr. hang (frame) lack of time 

32 { seldom, <1x per yr., only if } give to somebody, frame nothing 
unbelievable photo 

33 | 1x every 5 yr. frame, give away/send no need 

34 ¢ 1x per yr. frame nothing 

35 | never N/A don't have the desire for 
36 { very rarely, 1x per 5 yr. N/A cost 

37 § <12x per year quality, frame/give storage 

39 =} never nothing N/A 

40 | 1-2x every 5 yr. nice picture, special (usually have } nothing, not taking as many     portraits made)   iCtures 
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Quadrant Data 

The mean Technical and Emotional quality values were computed for each subject. 

Each image was assigned a quadrant, as shown in Figure 9, based upon its value above or 

below the mean Technical and Emotional ratings. This averaging method of quadrant 

assignment was then compared to both the questionnaire answer to question 4.13: “What 

are you going to do with this picture?” and the Pile Sort quadrant assignment. The answers 

to question 4.13 were assigned quadrants according to Table 96. 

  

Above Mean 

Til IV 
Private Display | Public Display 

Mean Emotional Quality   

        

I Il 
Throw Away Left Overs 

Below Mean 

Pr 

= 5 = 
B eC g 
3 3 2 
m4 ‘5 < 

S 
a 

: 
= 

Figure 9. Quadrant assignments using the averaging method. 
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TABLE 96 Criteria for Assigning Quadrants to Questionnaire Data 

  

Quadrant 

I Throw Away 

Il Left Overs 

Ill Private Display 

IV Public Display 

Questionnaire Answer 

throw away 
put in trash 
put in garbage 
either put in box or throw away 
put in a box 
put in a drawer 
put in a shoe box 
leave it in the processing envelope 
give to someone or throw it away 

put it in a photo album 
put it in a scrapbook 

put it in an album or put it in a box 
put it in a workbook 
give it away or put it in a box 
make reprints and put it in a box 
send to someone or put it in a box 
show to someone or put it in a box 

send to someone or put it in an album 
give to someone or frame it 
give to someone or put it in an album 
make reprints, give it to someone, or put it in a box 
give to someone and use as a teaching aid 
give copy to teacher for classroom album 
send to someone 
display it or put it in an album 
put it on the refrigerator 
make a slide for a presentation and put it in an album 
frame it 
give to someone or frame it 
give to someone 
make reprints or put it in an album 
give to someone, make reprints, and frame it 
make enlargements 
show to someone or give to someone 

It was hypothesized in the Literature Review that the Public (IV) and Private Display 

(II) quadrants would have the largest number of responses, followed by Left Overs (IJ), 

and Throw Away (I). Table 97 summarizes the frequencies of each quadrant assignment 

method. Both Pile Sort and Questionnaire quadrant assignment methods validated the 

hypothesis. Pile Sort assigned more prints to Public than Private and Questionnaire 

assigned more to Private than to Public. Additionally, the frequency rank orders were 
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similar. For the Average method, the only quadrant that was the same as the hypothesis 

was Public Display. Throw Away had the second highest frequency, followed by Private, 

and then Left Overs. 

TABLE 97 Frequency and Rank Order of Quadrant Method Assignment 

  

  

  

Quadrant Frequency Rank Order 

Average Pile Sort Questionnaire ; Average Pile Sort Questionnaire 

I 149 40 29 2 4 4 

I 92 83 80 4 3 3 

Oi 108 150 257 3 2 1 

IV 191 267 174 1 1 2 

Total 540 540 540       
  

Table 98 indicates the mean, minimum, maximum, and n by Pile Sort quadrant for 

Expert Rating, Mean Overall, Technical, and Emotional quality and occasion importance, 

expectation, capturing the moment, and altering the image. All the means increase when 

moving from quadrant I up to IV, except altering the image and occasion. The nature of the 

alteration question dictates that the higher the mean, the more the participant would want to 

change the image, thus indicating dissatisfaction. In the other instance, quadrant IV having 

a lower mean (7.00) than both quadrants II and III (7.01, 7.03, respectively), the 

difference is very small. 

96



TABLE 98 Mean, Minimum, Maximum, and n by Quadrant 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Measure Quadrant Mean Scale Min. Max. n 

Expert Rating I 36.48 0 = lowest 1 87 40 

II 44.40 to 7 91 82 

Ill 51.53 152 = best 9 105 150 

IV 55.99 10 101 266 

Mean Over I 2.65 1 = worst 1 8 40 

II 4.27 to 1 9 83 

I 5.47 9 = best 1 9 150 

IV 6.51 2 9 267 

Tech I 2.93 1 = worst 1 8 40 

II 4.58 to 1 9 83 

iit 5.36 9 = best 1 9 150 

IV 6.36 1 9 267 

Emotion I 3.08 1 = worst 1 9 40 

II 4.48 to 1 8 83 

Il 6.43 9 = best 2 9 150 

IV 7.04 2 9 267 

4.2 Occasion I 5.40  1=very unimp. 1 9 40 

Importance II 7.01 to 3 9 83 

Il 7.03 9 = very imp. 2 9 150 

IV 7.00 1 9 267 

4.9 Expectations I 2.65 1 = worse 1 7 40 

II 3.88 to 1 8 83 

Il 5.26 9 = better 1 9 149 

IV 5.79 1 9 266 

4.10 Capture the I 0.78 1 = yes 0 1 40 

Moment II 0.90 and 0 1 83 

Il 0.96 0=no 0 1 150 

IV 0.97 0 1 267 

4.12 Alter this I 0.85 1 = yes 0 1 AO 

Image II 0.81 and 0 1 83 

I 0.64 0 =no 0 1 150 

IV 0.51 0 1 267 
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To determine whether the frequencies for each quadrant differ across assignment 

methods, a chi-square test was used (Tables 99 and 100). The results indicated that the 

three methods yielded different frequencies of quadrant assignment (X2. = 214.0740). 

Table 77 lists the chi-squares for each cell. The largest cell chi-square was for the Average 

method and quadrant I assignment. This indicates that the largest number of assignments 

in quadrant I were made by the Average method. The second largest was for the 

Questionnaire method in quadrant HI; thus, the discrepancy in quadrant III is largely due to 

the Questionnaire method. 

TABLE 99 Chi-Analysis of Assignment Method 

  

x? df Pp 

214.0740 6 <0.0001 

TABLE 100 Cell Chi-Square for Assignment Method 

  

  

          

Freq. Assignment Method Total 

Cell X2 
Average Pile Sort Questionnaire 

Quadrant i Throw Away 149 40 29 218 
80.1850 14.6850 26.2400 

II Left Over 92 83 80 255 
0.5765 0.0471 0.2941 

III Private Display 108 150 257 515 
23.6120 2.7346 42.4180 

IV PublicDisplay | 191 267 174 632 
1.8360 15.0640 6.3819 

Total 540 540 540 1620 
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Kappa coefficients of agreement were performed among all three methods of quadrant 

assignment and between each pair of methods. Table 101 indicates the Kappa value, the 

probability of agreement among methods (P(A)), the probability of agreement among 

methods by chance (P(E)), the standard error of Kappa, the z-score associated with Kappa, 

and the maximum, minimum, and midpoint Kappas. The maximum Kappa is when 

agreement among methods is perfect (k = 1.0, P(A) = 1.0) the minimum is when there is 

no agreement (« <0, P(A) = 0) and the midpoint is when one half the responses agree and 

one half disagree, (k = 0.33, P(A) = 0.5). The bottom of the Kappa range varies with the 

number of judges and is determined by equation 2. 

P(A)- P(E) 
2 

1-P(E) ”) 

The Kappa coefficient for all three methods was « = 0.1414, with p < 0.0001. 

Although this is significant, the probability of agreement P(A) was only 0.3957. The 

highest Kappa was found when comparing the Average and Pile Sort methods, k = 

0.1876, p < 0.0001. Again, only 42.59 percent of the responses were in agreement. The 

Kappas, p-values, and P(A)s for Average/Questionnaire and Pile Sort/Questionnaire are 

given in Table 101. 
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TABLE 101 Kappa Coefficients and Related Values 

  

  

k P(A) P(E) SEx z p Max. Mink Mid« 

K 

All Three 0.1414 0.3957 0.2961 0.0153 9.2357 0.0001 1.0 -0.5 0.3383 

Average/Pile 0.1876 0.4259 0.2938 0.0260 7.2013 0.0001 1.0 -1.0 0.3383 

Average/ 0.0703 0.3315 0.2810 0.0260 2.7040 0.0069 1.0 -10 0.3383 

Questionnaire 

Pile/ 0.1415 0.4296 0.3356 0.0288 4.9142 0.0001 1.0 -1.0 0.3383 

Questionnaire 
  

Lastly, point biserial correlations were run among Emotional and Technical quality and 

quadrant assignments. To determine the degree of association between Emotional quality 

and quadrants, quadrants were collapsed into two groups. The “0” group was quadrants 

IH and IV and are associated with high Emotional quality (Figure 9). The second group, 

“1,” was quadrants I and II and are associated with low Emotional quality. The results 

from these analyses were as expected (Table 102), with significant correlations for both 

Pile Sort and Questionnaire quadrants and Emotional quality (tpps = -0.5286 and -0.3557, 

respectively). 

To determine association between Technical quality and quadrant assignment, the 

groups were as follows. Group “O” was quadrants II and IV and associated with high 

Technical quality (Figure 9). Group “1” was quadrants I and III, low Technical quality. 

These results were not as strong as those for Emotional quality. Only the Pile Sort 

quadrants were significantly correlated with Technical quality (7pps5 = -0.2336). 
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TABLE 102 Point Biserial Correlations Between Emotional and Technical Quality and Pile 
Sort and Questionnaire Quadrants 

  

  

  

  

Y X Y, Y, No Ny; lnbs p 
O=IHorIV  Il=TIorll 

Emotional Pile Sort 6.8225 4.0244 417 123 «=-0.5286 0.0001 

Emotional Questionnaire 6.5800 4.6239 431 109 -0.3557 0.0001 

OQ=HorIV Il=Torlll 

Technical Pile Sort 5.9343 4.8474 350 190 -0.2336 0.0001 

Technical Questionnaire 5.6063 5.5035 254 286 -0.0231 0.5966 
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DISCUSSION 

Gender and Age 

Interestingly, no differences were found in gender or age groups across the first-party 

ratings of quality. The gender differences seen with expert ratings are intriguing. There 

seems to be no apparent explanation for the gender and gender by age differences. No 

other researcher has reported a difference between genders for third-party evaluations of 

consumer images. Miller and Segur (1991) did find a gender difference for first-party 

ratings; however, the gender data were not analyzed using third-party ratings. 

It should be noted that during the solicitation of subjects, women were more available, 

as well as more willing, to participate. Additionally, according to Wolfman (1990), 

women use all types of cameras more than men (Table 103). Women also buy and use 

more film (Figure 10) than men. Perhaps, due to usage, women are more experienced than 

men, thus the higher quality. In any case, further research is warranted. 

TABLE 103 Camera Usage by Gender(Adapted from Wolfman, 1990, p. 28) 

  

Camera Type 
Cartridge All Still 

35 mm SLR 35 mm NSLR_ Instant _ Disc Loading Cameras 
  

Male 48 32 45 26 27 35 

Female 52 68 55 74 73 65 
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Figure 10. Amateur still film purchase and usage by gender. (Adapted from Wolfman, 
1990, p. 36). 

Quality Ratings 

The differences between ratings of Emotional quality and ratings of both Mean Overall 

and Technical quality indicate that participants used different criteria when assigning values 

to Emotional quality than assigning Mean Overall and Technical values. Emotional quality 

was rated significantly higher than both Mean Overall and Technical. Contrarily, the 

results of Weiman, Sayer, and Brunetti (1991) indicated first-party observers did not use a 

different criterion for each type of quality. These differences may be attributable to 

methodology differences or differing definitions of Emotional quality. Additionally, 

Weiman et al. used correlational analyses to indirectly come to their conclusions, while the 

present study used a one-way ANOVA to directly measure differences among quality 

ratings. As stated in the Literature Review, Weiman et al. did report a trend of Emotional 

quality being rated higher than Technical and Overall quality, as seen in the present study. 
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Party 

When pictures were divided by photographer (first and second), the only difference 

was found in Overall quality, with first party rated significantly higher. This result is 

similar to previous work by Miller and Segur (1989) who found that ratings and reasons 

for rating to be different between parties. Additionally, the percentage of pictures in each 

category was very similar. Miller and Segur’s percentages for first, second, and third (or 

unknown photographer) were 78, 20, and 2, while the percentages in this study are 74, 25, 

and 1. Thus, these results provide an apparently reliable basis for estimating party 

proportions in the consumer population. 

Regression Analyses 

According to Montgomery and Peck (1992), there are four main uses of regression 

analysis: data description, parameter estimation, prediction and estimation, and control. 

Anr? should be greater for a prediction problem than for data description or hypothesis 

formation. One way to determine the ability of a model to predict is by the coefficient of 

determination (r2) or the amount of variability in the criterion variable explained by the 

predictor variables. If an unnecessary variable is added to the model, the r2 would 

increase, but then it would be considered “overspecified.”” Overspecification can lead to an 

inflated MSE, thus an increased standard error of the parameter estimates and the predicted 

values; therefore, decreased precision of prediction results. However, overspecification is 

not the problem for the present data, but rather it is underspecification, which happens 

when important predictor variables are not included in the model. When a model is 

underspecified, it leads to biased parameter estimates, and thus biased predictions. | 

For the present study, the ultimate goal would be the ability to predict overall ratings, 

but because the r? for all equations is so low, these models should not be used for 

prediction. However, all are sufficient to describe the data and both to suggest and evaluate 
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hypotheses about relationships among variables. Each model used the same predictor 

variables, but varying in weights. As stated in the Results section, the Overall 2 model 

weights the emotional component more heavily, indicating a greater influence of emotional 

attributes. This relationship was confirmed by the correlation analyses. Overall 1 and 

Emotional had an r = 0.40, while for Overall 2 and Emotional, r= 0.61. This difference 

was significant (p < 0.0001, £537) = 9.3897). This result suggests that either over time the 

emotional aspects of the prints became more salient, or that by talking about the pictures a 

more emotional response was elicited. It should be noted that there was no significant 

difference among the overall ratings. 

Additionally, for all the models, only between 40 and 58 percent of the variability in 

the criterion variable (measures of Overall quality) can be accounted for by the predictors. 

This range indicates that there are still unknown predictors. One possible set of predictors 

would be each individual component of Technical and Emotional quality. For example, 

individually rating sharpness, exposure, and color instead of Technical quality, or 

memories, expression, and feelings instead of Emotional quality may increase the amount 

of variation accounted for. Additionally, more aesthetic attributes like framing, 

composition, and angle should be investigated. 

The correlation and regression analyses between quality measures and the initial 

questionnaire questions of importance, poor quality versus no pictures, and demandingness 

are surprising. It was anticipated that there would be a relationship between poor/none and 

demanding with Technical quality; that is not the case. The average rating for poor/none is 

5, indicating that subjects slightly prefer no pictures to pictures of poor quality, and for 

demanding the mean was 4, the midpoint of the scale. One possible explanation is that the 

predictor is a measure of the current photographs, while the poor/none and demanding 

questions are about their attitude and behavior toward all their photographs. There seems 

to be a discrepancy about what the subjects want and what they get. There is a significant 
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result for Emotional quality and importance, but again it was expected to be stronger. The r 

is only 0.0956. As mentioned above, there are many potential predictors for Emotional 

quality. 

The results from the Quality and Specific Image Questionnaire regressions are 

intriguing. All models used importance of occasion, the expectation rating, and two bipolar 

adjective pairs: Happy-Sad and Embarrassed-Proud. For all models, the relationship 

between the criterion variables and Happy-Sad and Embarrassed-Proud is easily explained. 

Participants expressed happiness when they got a good picture and embarrassment when 

they got a bad picture. However, for Lonely-Sociable in the Overall model and Tense- 

Relaxed in the Technical model, an analogous description does not fit. It is interesting to 

see what would be considered “emotional” variables (e.g., Occasion, Happy-Sad, 

Embarrassed-Proud, and Tense-Relaxed) as predictor variables in the model of Technical 

quality. This result suggests that perhaps subjects are not separating Technical from 

Emotional as well as first thought, as also supported by the significant correlation between 

them (r = 0.3881, p < 0.0001). Further research on individual technical and emotional 

attributes would help to answer this question. It is also interesting that both Happy-Sad 

and Joyless-Cheerful were used only in the Emotional model, as many subjects commented 

that they thought of them as the same. This indicates there was some difference between 

the two. 

In general, subjects did not care for the bipolar emotion scale, but it proved very 

useful. Subjects especially expressed dislike and confusion over the pair Involved- 

Detached. For future use, perhaps Involved-Detached and Excited-Bored should be 

dropped or reworded, due to their lack of contribution. Additionally, it must be stressed to 

the participant that the question is: “How do you feel when you look at this picture right 

now?”, not “How did you feel when you took this picture?” 
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The results of the point biserial correlations were as expected. When asked if the 

participants had been wanting to be doing something else at the time the picture was taken 

or if they wanted to alter the image, the quality was rated lower on all measures. The 

results of the first question are similar to the results of occasion importance. For the 

question concerning capturing the moment, a positive correlation was found, which 

indicates that if a picture captures the moment, as it was remembered, then it is rated higher 

for all measures of quality. Because these results are similar to that of expectation, only 

one of these questions should be asked. Due to the ability to test expectation using 

parametric statistics, it would be the question of choice, as would importance of occasion. 

Comment Data 

Some of the most interesting and important data came from the comments made during 

the interviews. To begin with, the Hawthorne effect (participants wanting to please the 

experimenter) was observed. In particular, when asked what makes a good quality 

photograph, one subject responded “Kodak paper,” due either to the Hawthorne effect or 

an extremely effective advertising campaign. Additionally, of the 26 participants that said 

they got their film developed at a camera store, 58 percent of those said Ritz. This also 

may be due to the Hawthorne effect, or it may simply be a factor of where the intercept 

took place. It should be noted that not all the subjects were intercepted at Ritz; some were 

solicited from flyers and listservers. 

On the other hand, some subjects were very candid in their answers. When asked 

what they like about taking pictures, one subject replied that she did not like to. Also, 

when asked what they like about looking at their pictures, one participant responded 

“sometimes nothing” and another stated “I don’t enjoy that much.” From the variety of 

answers, both positive and negative, it is thought that subjects answered the questions 

honestly, although there is no way to be sure. 
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Picture taking habits. It is interesting to note that 50 percent of subjects could not 

remember the model of their camera. Additionally, it was surprising to see three subjects 

report having used 40 or more rolls film per year. These subjects’ responses to all other 

questions were not notable except that, with that many rolls of film used per year, one 

would expect a higher number of photograph collections. Additionally, the average Expert 

Ratings for those subjects were 28.1, 39.9, and 50.8, all below the mean of 51.5 (note the 

Expert scale ranges from 1 to 152 and is a ratio scale). In general these pictures were not 

very good. This result lends some credence to the notion that experience, as defined by the 

number of rolls of film used per year, does not necessarily define skill or expertise. 

Subjects reported that emotional or aesthetic factors were the main drivers of a good 

quality photograph and that technical attributes determined bad quality. This finding is 

similar to those of both Faulkner and Segur (1984) and Miller and Segur (1991). Faulkner 

and Segur found emotional attributes (importance of subject matter, memory of event, and 

better than expected) were the top reasons cited for a higher rating. Color, framing, and 

unsharpness were cited as the reasons for a lower rating. Miller and Segur found that 

emotional and aesthetic factors were the reasons prints were better than expected and 

technical factors were behind worse than expected. 

The results from the last three occasions pictures had been taken (question 2.4) were 

similar to the answers to question 2.9: “What occasions do you take pictures?” The 

majority of responses were family gatherings, holidays, birthdays, vacations, and special 

occasions. When comparing these results to the occasion frequency of the stimuli (Table 

5), the categories are similar except birthdays. Only five percent of the stimuli were of a 

birthday. This low number is probably due to limited opportunities (only one birthday per 

year per person). 

Memories and sharing were the reasons why participants took pictures and why they 

look at their pictures later. Participants also said that they liked to take pictures because 
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they liked to look at them later. On the other hand, participants thought taking pictures was 

a hassle and costly, as was getting additional prints made. 

In terms of good quality, emotional factors were cited most frequently as determining 

quality. This response was similar to the response to the question 2.14: “What are the 

characteristics of a picture you are proud of?” Bad quality was the opposite, with 

sharpness, composition, and exposure more often cited than emotional attributes, which 

lends face validity to the applied flow theory. When emotional quality is high, the picture 

is more often judged better and technical aspects are not as important. 

The question defining “postcard quality” was not very beneficial. The responses were 

too literal (i.e., saleable, rugged, thick paper) and had too many negative connotations 

(i.e., not particularly good, unreal, too perfect, not supposed to be very good). This 

question is not recommended for future use. Similar results, or lack of, were found for the 

question concerning the characteristics of pictures that promoted pride. There were too 

many comments about specific photographs, rather than global likes and dislikes. 

Viewing and storage. Anecdotal beliefs were substantiated by the fact that the majority 

of subjects look at their prints either in the store or in the car. Obviously, the store is a 

more controlled viewing environment for judging the quality of photographs. If one 

wanted to simulate persons first getting their prints back, the environment would best be 

similar to that of a retail photofinisher. 

The majority of participants said they look at their pictures with someone else. This 

confirms earlier findings that people take pictures to share with others. It is interesting that 

the one person who stated he looks at his pictures alone does reside with one other person. 

It is not clear why the answer alone was given. | 

The majority (87 percent) of viewing of photographs takes place in either the 

living/family room or the kitchen/dining room. The daylight color temperature (5000 deg 

K) is not appropriate and the illumination level (1740 lux) employed in this study probably 

109



does not simulate a true home viewing environment. A few participants commented on the 

high intensity (illumination) of the luminaire. Additionally, most subjects tended to pass 

their pictures around; therefore, a controlled viewing distance and not allowing the subject 

to handle the prints would not be a realistic home viewing mode. 

The data from the question concerning the number of photograph collections should 

not be relied upon as exact. As stated earlier, the subjects who reportedly took 50 rolls of 

film per year should have higher numbers of photograph collections than others. These 

subjects either underestimated their photograph collections or overestimated their film 

usage, or throw away a high percentage of those pictures taken. 

The main reason stated as to why the participants did not get reprints or enlargements 

was the lack of need. The main reason for getting reprints was to give to someone, while 

the reason for enlargements was to frame. Cost and quality were also factors in number of 

enlargements. 

Quadrant Data 

The three methods of quadrant assignment were not consistent. Just from the rank 

ordering of quadrant frequency, a difference is seen among Average, Pile Sort, and 

Questionnaire. That difference yielded a statistically significant chi-square analysis, where 

the majority of the discrepancies can be found in the large number of photographs assigned 

to quadrant I by the Average method and to quadrant III by the Questionnaire method. 

Although all the Kappa coefficients were significant (p < 0.001), none of them were even 

above the midpoint (the point at which at least one half agrees). This was rather 

disappointing, as it was hoped that they would yield the same data. It was encouraging to 

find the highest agreement between the Pile Sort and the questionnaire data. It is possible 

that by redefining the questionnaire quadrant criteria a better agreement could be achieved. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The objective of this research was to determine the influence of technical and emotional 

attributes on overall perceived photographic quality. In part, the objective was met. It was 

found that participants use the three different measures of quality, Overall, Technical, and 

Emotional, in different ways. The measures of Overall and Technical were more closely 

related than Emotional quality. It was also found that the importance of the occasion in 

which the photograph was taken, the happiness and pride it elicits, and the fulfillment of 

expectations were all related to the three quality measures. In addition, sociability was 

related to Overall, tenseness was related to Technical, and joy was related to Emotional 

quality. It is interesting that, when subjects rated their demandingness for quality of 

images and a trade-off between having a picture and quality, neither of these was related to 

any measure of quality. 

The objective of a predictive model of Overall quality was not fully realized because of 

low correlations. It is suggested that Technical and Emotional quality be divided into 

individual components and subjective quality be measured on each component. The 

addition of aesthetic components is also recommended. 

The three methods of assigning quadrant values to the data did not prove fruitful. All 

three methods returned different quadrant assignments. For the Averaging and the 

Questionnaire methods, the difference may be due to the criteria by which quadrants were 

assigned. If this type of data is warranted, the Pile Sort method would be the 

recommended choice. . 

The comment data revealed interesting results and confirmed a few anecdotal thoughts 

about why people take pictures and how they look at them. Additional information 

concerning what participants thought made good and bad quality images confirmed 
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previous research of Faulkner and Segur (1984) and Miller and Segur (1991). Some of the 

questions were found to be redundant (e.g., importance of occasion vs. wishing that you 

were doing something else and capturing the moment vs. expectation). 

When conducting future research in this area, one should consider the following 

difficulties found in the present study with the collection of first-party data. It was very 

difficult to get men, especially 36 and older, to participate. Not only were they not as 

accessible in terms of the number coming to the intercept site, but in their willingness to 

participate once contacted. The present study took between one and one and one-half hours 

to complete. Due to the repetitive nature of the questions on the Specific Image 

Questionnaire, subjects became restless. Additionally, since the study only used 15 of their 

prints, participants wanted to see the remaining prints immediately. The researcher needs 

to be sensitive to the emotions photographs may evoke. In the present study, one subject 

began to cry when looking at the pictures and continued to cry throughout much of the 

experiment. This person had misplaced the roll of film and was surprised and 

overwhelmed when she saw the prints. One other subject became very emotional 

remembering the occasion his photographs were taken. The researcher also needs to be 

sensitive to photographs of embarrassing subject matter. Many people approached at the 

intercept site were reluctant to participate because they were not sure what was on the roll 

of film. Three people agreed to participate, the film was processed, but they decided they 

did not want to participate. One person in particular stated that her spouse did not want any 

pictures of them used in the study; therefore, the subject withdrew. Others, when they 

realized that Kodak was going to keep the pictures, did not want to participate. Anonymity 

and confidentiality are paramount. 
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Photograph Consent Form 

Title of Project: First-Party Image Evaluation 

Principal Investigators: Tina Brunetti, Research Assistant / Kodak Intern 
Harry Snyder, Professor Emeritus 
Robert Beaton, Associate Professor / Director 

Kodak Internship 

We are conducting a study about what people think and do with their photographs. 
We would like you to participate. What you would need to do is allow us to make four 
copies of your photographs that you brought in today. We will give you two copies, and 
we will keep two. Today we will schedule you a time to come to Virginia Tech and answer 
some questions about what you think of your pictures. To obtain your prints and negatives 
you must come to VA Tech at the scheduled time. If for some reason you are unable to 
attend please call the number listed at the bottom and make new arrangements. 

For participating in this study the development of your pictures today is free, and if 
you complete the study we will give you two rolls of Kodak film. 

You may withdraw your prints from the study up until such time that the all your data 
has been collected. After that time, your data will be pooled with all other data and will not 
be identifiable as yours. The set of four prints will be used for the present and future 
research in the Displays and Controls Laboratory and by Eastman Kodak Company. Your 
name will not be associated in any way with your prints. 

By signing this form you understand that we will be making six copies of your 
pictures, that the pictures will be used for research by Virginia Tech and Kodak, and that to 
get your pictures back you must come to Virginia Tech, not Ritz Camera. 

  

Printed Name Signature Date 

The following date and time has been scheduled for you to come to 536A Whittemore 
Hall. If you cannot be there, please call me at one of the phone numbers below. Thank 
You. 

  

Date Time 

Tina Marie Brunetti 
Virginia Tech 
Displays and Controls Laboratory 
536A Whittemore Hall 
Blacksburg, VA 24061-0118 
(703) 231-9091 Office 
(703) 552-4103 Home 
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPANTS 
OF INVESTIGATIVE PROJECTS 

Title of the Project: First-Party Image Evaluation 

Principal Investigators: T. M. Brunetti, H. L. Snyder, R. J. Beaton 

I. THE PURPOSE OF THIS RESEARCH/PROJECT 

You are invited to participate in a study about photograph evaluation. This study 
involves experimentation for the purpose of understanding how photographers rate the 
quality of their own images. 

II. PROCEDURES 

The procedures to be used in this research are as follows: 

You were approached when you dropped off your film and asked to 
participate in this study. We have made six copies of your photographs, 
you will receive two and we will keep four. We have paid for all the 
processing of this film. We are going to ask you to evaluate your 
photographs. This will take approximately one to two hours. 

There are no risks or discomfort to you as a participant. 

Til. BENEFITS OF THIS PROJECT 

No guarantee of benefits has been made to encourage you to participate. 

IV. EXTENT OF ANONYMITY AND CONFIDENTIALITY 

The pictures collected in this study will not be associated in any way with your name. 
The results of this study will be kept strictly confidential. At no time will the researchers 
release the results of the study to anyone other than the principal investigators and Eastman 
Kodak employees and interns without your written consent. The information you provide 
will have your name removed and only a subject number will identify you during analyses 
and any written reports of the research. 

This experiment will be videotaped. These tapes will only be reviewed by the principle 
investigators and will be erased approximately six months from today. 
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V. COMPENSATION 

For agreeing to participation in the project you will receive free processing and two 
sets of 4 x 6 prints of the “experimental” film. For completion of the entire project you will 
be given of two rolls of Kodak KODACOLOR film. 

VI. FREEDOM TO WITHDRAW 

You are free to withdraw from this study until such time that the all your data has been 
collected. If you chose to withdraw, you will be given only the free processing and all 
copies of your prints (6 copies). 

VI. APPROVAL OF RESEARCH 

This research project has been approved, as required, by the Institutional Review 
Board for projects involving human subjects at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University, by the Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering. 

VIII. SUBJECTS RESPONSIBILITIES AND PERMISSION 

I have read and understand the informed consent and conditions of this project. I have 
had all my questions answered. I hereby acknowledge the above and give my voluntary 
consent for participation in this project. 

If I participate, I may withdraw at any time without penalty. J agree to abide by the rules of 
this project. 

  

Printed Name Signature Date 

Should I have any questions about this research or its conduct, I will contact one of the 
persons listed below. 

Investigator Phone 
Tina Marie Brunetti 231-9091 

Faculty Advisors 
H. L. Snyder 231-6566 

R. J. Beaton 231-5936 

Chair, IRB, Research Division 
Ernest Stout 231-6077 
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Subject Number: 
  

  

  

    

  

  

Illumination Level: 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

1.1 What is your age group? 

18 to 35 36 to 50 

1.2 Gender 

Male Female           

1.3. What is your occupation? 

1.4 Please list the number of people in each age group living in your 

house. 
  

  

Age Range Number 

0-5 

6-12 

13-17 

18-35 

36-50 

Over 50 

  

  

  

  

  

      

PICTURE TAKING HABITS 

2.1 Do you own a camera? 
  

Camera Type Model Primary User 
  

  

        
  

2.2 Of the photographs you own, who is it that generally takes them? 
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2.3 How many rolls of film do you use per year? 

  

  

  

        
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

        

  

    

2.4 List the last three occasions in which you took photographs? 

Occasion Date Primary User 

2.5 Where do you normally have your pictures developed? 

camera shop 

drug store 
(Revco, Super-X) 

discount store 
(Wal-Mart, K-Mart) 

grocery store 

friends 

mailers 

other 

2.6 My pictures are the most important item in my house. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Very Unimportant Very Important 

2.7 Why do you take pictures? 

anticipated answers: record memories, other, obligation I feel like I have, fun to 

take pictures, capture beautiful images, hobby 

2.8 What do you take pictures of? 

anticipated answers: family, pets, scenery, friends, landmarks, sights 
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2.9 On what occasions do you take pictures? 

anticipated answers: birthdays, holidays, weddings, family get-togethers, 

graduations, vacations, parties, special events 

2.10 What do you like about taking pictures? 

What don’t you like 

2.11 What do you think makes a good quality picture? 

2.12 What constitutes a “bad” photograph? 

2.13 What does “postcard” quality mean? 

2.14 What are the characteristics of a picture that you are proud of? 

2.15 For most of the pictures I take, I’d rather have a picture that is of 

poor quality than none at all (Circle One Number). 
  

  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Rather Have Poor Rather Have No Pictures 
Pictures 
  

2.16 I am much more demanding regarding picture quality than most 

people (Circle One Number). 
  

  
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

More Demanding Less Demanding 
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VIEWING AND STORAGE OF PHOTOGRAPHS 

3.1 When you get a roll of film back, what is the first thing you do? 

(When and where do you first view of prints?) 

3.2 After viewing your pictures the first time, when do you look at your 

pictures again? 

With whom? 

Where? 

- How? 

3.3. What do you like about viewing? 

3.4 Photograph collections? 
  

Type Number 

photo album 

baby album 
yourself or your children 

travel album 

wedding album 

scrapbook 

  

  

  

  

  

misc. in boxes 

Photo CD 

framed 

other 

  

  

  

      
  

3.5 How often do you get reprints? 

What motivates you to get them? 

What prevents you? 
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3.6 How often do you get enlargements? 

What motivates you to get them? 

What prevents you? 
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Subject Number: 

Photograph Number: 

  

  

ABOUT SPECIFIC PHOTOGRAPHS 

4.1 What is the occasion? 
  

Same Occasion as Prev. 
holidays 
birthday 

special occasion 

party 
wedding 
vacation 
general 

other 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

      
  

4.2 Was this occasion important to you? 
  

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Very Unimportant Very Important 

  

Why? 

4.3. Was this occasion important to others? 

  

  

Yes No 
    

    
  

Why? 
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4.4 Did you wish that you had been doing something else? 
  

Yes No 
    

  
  

  

  

  

  

Why? 

What? 

4.5 Where were you when this picture was taken? 
indoors 

living room 
kitchen 

dining room 
other 
  

picnic shelter 
party house 

mall 

  

  

  

church 

other 
  

  

outdoors       

4.6 Who is in the picture? 
myself 
friends 

co-workers 
family 

strangers 
pets 

no one 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

      
4.7 Who took this picture? 

myself 
friends 

co-workers 
family 

strangers 
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4.8 How do you feel when you look at this picture? 

uite | a none | a 

  

4.9 Does this picture live up to your expectations? 
  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Worse Equal Better 

  
  

4.10 Does this picture capture the moment, as you remember it? 

Yes No 
  

    

    
  

Why not? 

4.11 What do you like about this picture? 

What do you dislike? 

4.12 Would you alter this image? 

Yes No 

  

    

    
  

What would you do? 

4.13 What are you going to do with this picture? 
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APPENDIX E: TECHNICAL AND EMOTIONAL QUALITY 

DEFINITIONS 
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Technical Quality 

Sharpness/Clarity - When a picture is sharp or clear, items in the picture 

are sharp and edges are well defined and do not appear “fuzzy.” 

Color Balance - When the color balance is not correct some colors will 

appear as they should, while others will not. 

Contrast - When the contrast is good, the whites appear very white and 

the blacks very dark. When contrast is poor, the colors appear to 

blend together. 

Grain - When a picture is grainy, portions of the picture appear speckled 

or sandy. 

Exposure - When exposure in not correct the picture is either too light or 

too dark, and the colors are not accurate. 
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Emotional Quality 

Pose - A good pose exists if the picture is complimentary to the subject 

matter either because of the position of the subject(s), or the 

orientation from which the picture was taken. 

Emotional Ties/Feelings - A picture generates either positive and 

negative emotions, feelings, or memories of the events or places 

depicted in the image. 

Activity - The activities taking place in the picture may or may not be 

enjoyable to participate in or watch. 

Expression/Gestures - Expressions or gesture offer insight to the 

thoughts or feelings of the subjects. 
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APPENDIX F: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF 

PROBLEMS ASSIGNED BY EXPERT JUDGES 
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Figure 11. Expert quality rating. 
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Figure 12. Camera shake. 
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Figure 13. Ambient light shake. 
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Figure 14. Poor focus. 
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Figure 15. Depth of field focus. 
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Figure 16. Subject motion blur. 
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Figure 17. Soft due to camera. 
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Figure 18. Grain. 
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Figure 19. Flare. 
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Other Sharpness 

Figure 20. Other sharpness. 
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Figure 21. Scene factor. 
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Figure 22. Underexposed. 
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Figure 23. Overexposed. 
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Figure 24. Depth of field under. 
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Figure 25. Depth of field over. 
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Figure 26. Density. 
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Figure 27. Flash obscured. 
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Flash Failure 

Figure 28. Flash failure. 
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Short Wait 

Figure 29. Short wait. 
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Flash Reflection 

Figure 30. Flash reflection. 
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Figure 31. Flash shadow. 
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Figure 32. Redeye. 
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Figure 33. Dark background. 
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Other Flash Problem 

Figure 34. Other flash problem. 
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Figure 35. Color. 
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Framing Tilt 

Figure 36. Framing tilt. 

550 

500 

450 

400 

350 

  

500 
  

  

  

  

SQ ©
 

  

  

Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 

N
w
 

wn
 

S 
S S   

150 

100 

50 
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Figure 37. Framing translation. 
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Figure 38. Finger/strap over lens. 
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Figure 39. Fog. 
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Figure 40. Light dirt. 
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Figure 41. Dark dirt. 
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Figure 42. Formaldehyde staining. 
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Figure 43. Other camera problem. 
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Figure 44. Other photofinishing problem. 
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Figure 45. Other film problem. 
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Figure 46. Other problem. 
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APPENDIX G: REGRESSION TABLES FOR QUALITY AND 

SPECIFIC IMAGE QUESTIONS 
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TABLE 104 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Mean Overall and Specific Image 

  

  

  

Questions 

Source af SS MS F p 

Regression 5 1316.4938 263.2988 159.0810 <0.0001 

Residual 533 882.1806 1.6551 

Total 538 2198.6744 
  

TABLE 105 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Overall 

  

Normalized Non-normalized Standard 

  

Variable af Parameter Parameter Error of t Pp 
Estimate (8) Estimate (b) Mean 

Intercept 1 0.0000 2.4735 0.4919 5.0290 <0.0001 

Occasion 1 0.0578 0.0582 0.0295 1.9710 0.0493 

Happy-Sad 1 -0.1374 -0.2114 0.0622  -3.4020 0.0007 

Lonely- 1 -0.1313 -0.2077 0.0580 -3.578 0.0004 
Sociable 

Embarrassed 1 0.1640 0.2285 0.0538 4.2440 <Q.0001 
-Proud 

Expectation 1 0.6348 0.6149 0.0315 19.5440 <0.0001 
  

TABLE 106 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Overall Quality 

  

re Variables in Model 

0.5988 Occasion, Happy-Sad, Lonely-Sociable, Embarrassed-Proud, Expectation 
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TABLE 107 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Technical and Specific Image 
Questions 

  

  

  

Source af SS MS F Pp 

Regression 5 802.9151 16.5830 46.011 <0.0001 

Residual 533 15860.2203 3.4901 

Total 538 2663.1354 
  

TABLE 108 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Technical 

  

Normalized Non-normalized Standard 

  

Variable af Parameter Parameter Error t Pp 
Estimate (B) Estimate (b) 

Intercept 1 0.0000 2.6311 0.62922 4.1810 <0.0001 

Occasion 1 0.1062 0.1176 0.0415 2.8380 0.0047 

Happy-Sad 1 -0,1037 -0.1756 0.0822 -2.1360 0.0331 

Embarrassed 1 0.1358 0.2082 0.0801 2.6000 0.0096 
-Proud 

Tense- 1 -0.0993 -0.1554 0.0670 -2.3180 0.0208 
Relaxed 

Expectation 1 0.4143 0.4417 0.0457 9.6580  <0.0001 
  

TABLE 109 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Technical Quality 

  

re Variables in Model 

0.3015 Occasion, Happy-Sad, Embarrassed-Proud, Tense-Relaxed, Expectation 
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TABLE 110 Regression ANOVA Summary Table for Emotional and Specific Image 

  

  

  

Questions 

Source df SS MS F p 

Regression 5 1062.7165 212.5439 73.030 <0.0001 

Residual 533 1551.2137 2.9103 

Total 538 2613.9332 
  

TABLE 111 Regression Model Parameter Estimates for Emotional 

  

Normalized Non-normalized Standard 

  

Variable df Parameter Parameter Error of t iy 
Estimate (B) Estimate (b) Mean 

Intercept 1 0.0000 1.8683 0.7509 2.488 0.0132 

Occasion 1 0.0943 0.1035 0.0374 2.769 0.0058 

Happy-Sad 1 -0.1693 -0.2841 0.0903 -3.146 0.0018 

Joyless- 1 0.1586 0.2846 0.0974 2.921 0.0036 
Cheerful 

Embarrassed 1 0.2055 0.3122 0.0737 4.235 <0.0001 
-Proud 

Expectation 1 0.2150 0.2271 0.0418 5.434 <0.0001 
  

TABLE 112 R-Square and Predictor Variables for Emotional Quality 

  

re Variables in Model 

0.4066 Occasion, Happy-Sad, Joyless-Cheerful, Embarrassed-Proud, Expectation 
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