\ | Models of Communication

L What is Model? -
(P2 e

e Model is a consciously simplified description of reality in graphic form. A model
"J’% ‘_/1"0//

Yy Sk seeks to show the main elements of any structure or process and the relationship

between the elements. > A Hree c(,' e /)75]"”1 a/ ,Qbffe/!e/ﬂéihbﬁ O/ A |
) Advantages of Models: PQ/I&W) or //Lm@ oY A PQ'OPOSZL( SA//C/ Lre

) e 27 .
RSt 2 1. They have an organizing function by ordering and relating system to each
other.

= 2. They help in explaining by providing information in simplified way which

would otherwise be complicated or ambiguous.

- 3. They may make it possible to predict outcomes. -2 5(4417/ b Z ok
’—d‘ -

Types of Models:

Some models claim only o describe the structure of phenomenon. ii this

sense a diagram of the components of a radio set could be described as structural. The

oiher type of models which we call funptional describe systems in term of energy,

forces and their direction, the relations between parts and the influence of one part on

-

another. | /2// /(?;) /’/

The model of communication fall mainly i/r.lto the latter category, simply

——

3

because of all communication is in some degree dynamic and involves some elements

of process or change.

SMCR Model: C‘W’W : |9 o

“—
SOURCE | | MESSAGE | | CHANNEL | — LRECEIVERJ

This model was presented by David K. Berlo in his book the Process of

Communication.
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Shannon & Weaver Model:
n and Warren Weaver in 1949.

This model was presented by.Claude E. Shanno
Weaver was

,~ Shannon was mathematician and worked in Bell Telephone Laboratory,

. b ~ .
J/k{(‘,’“ his co-worker.
Message

Message Signal Received Signal
» Destination

— | Noise Source | ——> Receiver

Information ——> | Transmitter
Source

First in the process is the information source producing a message or a chain of

messages to be communicated. . egl 404/20///' :
()

In the next step, the message is formed into signal by transmitter. The signal should

to the channel leading to the receiver. The function of the reggiver is the

be adapted
__‘B" & ‘-\L'

opposite to that of transmitter,| The receiver reconstructs the message from signal. {The
a -

received message then reaches the destination,/The signal is vulnerable'in so far as it
may be disturbed by noise, iggt;elgggg which may occur, when there are many

signals in the same channel at this same time. This may.result in a difference between

transmitted and received signal which may mean that the message produced by thé

source and that reconstructed by the receiver and having reached the destination do
_ T

not have the same meaning.YThe inability on the part of communicators to realize that

sent and received messages are not always identical is a common re why
X /—’/——_' .

[

communication fails.
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Source Transmitter Channel Receiver Destin: ation

Noise

1 1923) was professor of communication. He developed in
[ \dfll/m LaWrence DeFleur ( ) p. jro . J(/J))/
1966 the Shannon & Weaver model further in a discussion about the correspondence

cloSe Simlan 7 ;

produced and the received message. He notes that in

hetween the meaning of the

con:munication process, meaning is transformed into message and describes how the - / }) f

transmitter transforms message into information which than pa(j ses through a channel

{mass madium)>The receiver decodes the informaifon as a message which in its turn

3
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i$ transform el .
ed at the destination into meaning.If there is a correspondence between

the two ‘m ’ .
eaning’ the result is communication. But as DeFleur says this

» — a9 -
correspondenge is /Seldom perfect, ’ﬂ”’é o

/
CDeFleur adds another set of components to the original Shanon & Weaver Model to

show how_ the source gets its feedbac9 which gives the source a posibility of adapting
more effectively its way of communicating to the destination. This increases the

. possiblity of achieving correspondence between the meanings.
\/) 0 }'W V>
CShannon & Weaver’s Moded is “thus suppleriented in an important way. Their model

has been criticized for its linearity and lack of feedback. These features are accounted

for in DeFleur's version, although it may be noted that in the case of mass

- ——

communication the source (communicators) only gets limited or indirect feedback

 from the a_rgclrenc&>
—_— |

S : Lasswell Formula: - ( ? ?%

American political scientist Harold D. Lasswell in his article the Structure and

Function of Ccommunication in Society published in a book the Communication of
. . -

Y4
Ideas published in 1948 says, a convenient way to describe the act of communication

is to answer the following questions.
e, Who SCandin |
/‘/"’“? & Says what Men wfr
einir < Inwhich channel// W‘CM ’“g “MMQM M" ¢{ TV ¢‘ (.ln.
Qeesi®z To whom ﬁ_‘,{ b o ] ReaaVior e volc
14 oed K « With what effect d«}fé “t Commuun-can’a,
6

“This has ever since been known as Lasswell Formula.

With what effect
(Effect)

3 (Communicator) (Message) (Medium) (Recelver)

\ Who Says what \ \ In which channel \

To whom \

np = Lt » ey |
e a1l vt P At
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This simple f
Ormula h
as been used ip several ways, mostly to organize and to give

Structure t
0 discussj
z 4{ on about communication. Lasswell himself uses it to point out

A

~

distinc t

es
=0Ct types of communication research.To each question he has attached a
particular type of analysis as is v1suahzed
Havmg found the Lasswell model useful although somewhat too simple, some
researchers have developed it further.

‘ (754
Braddock (1958) foundythat there are more consideration to work with than those
five presented.in Lasswell.
In his version of model, Braddock adds two more facets of the communication act,

namely the circumstances under\which a message is sent, and for what purpose the_

. communicator says something. We may represent this as

Who Says what In which channel | - To whom

Under what circy stances?
For what purpose?
With what effect?

The Lasswell Formula shows typical t;ait (feature) 0f éerly communication models. It

N\ .

. \ ‘
more or less takes for granted that communication has s\Qme intent in influencing the
Ator \

receiver and that comunication should be treated mainly a\s\ a persuasive process.lt is
\\\
also assumed that the messages always have effects. Models such as this have surely |,
\
contributed to the tendency to exaggerate the effects of mass communication. On the

other hapd this is not surprising when we know that Lasswell’s interest at the time
.\\
was political communication & propaganda. For analyzing pohtlcal\\propaganda the
\
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Formula i
s well suited |
: - Bragdock stresses that the formula may be misleading in that

it dierects th
e rese g
archer to|distinict fields of study. In reality they are to a large extent

intrer-related.

Las x
swell has further been dritised for having omitted the element of feedback. In this

way his model reflects the|general view of the time when it was ‘formulalcdl. This
criticism, however, should npt obscure the fact that it is even today a convenient &
ing people to study of the communication process.
,q, vj}f Osgood and Schramm Model: . /?

This model was presented by Wilbur Scfiramm, who was professor of Sociology and

comprehensive way of introdu

Charles E. Osgood, who was professor of Psychology. If the Shannon and Weaver

G
model could be described as linear, we may say that the Os ood and l

is highly circular. Another difference lies in that whereas Shannon’s interest is
_ﬁ_ '

primarily directed to. the channels mediating Wrs,
&2

Osgood and Schramm devote their discussion to the behaviour of the main actors in

the communication process. Even so there are important similarties between the two

approaches.

</ Encoder
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v Shannon & Weaver mak F’
¢ a distin txon betwcen source & transmitter. In other words

two functions
ar ;
e ﬁ‘? fulfilled at the transmiting_end of the process and two at the

, receivin '
| 8 end. In Osgood and Schramm case, almost the same functions are

rf : :
per ormed even if they do not talk about transwlﬁ- Tﬂ_@ﬁ.@ﬁ‘_}‘e

acl
‘ Ing parties as equals performing indentical functions, namely encoding, decoding
T K Zr inte “ £ 2 in
v/ / reting. Roughly the encoding function is similar to the _tEan'S‘n_IEt__,g, the

v
dccodm;, to the receiving. Osgood and Schramm’s intrepreting function is fulfilled by .
. irepreting = et

\& N/ | |
/ the source zyl_ destination. . M {02)"" ,

X

i it
_ z/duﬂ(}z;a//,gﬂ/) |
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