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Figure 2 ®EBY, H1 EXAEETIE (TEATEATD, ENd L 57, BEWVIEET
HIRAEEL, (DA, Db, RETAETHVESERT, F 2 TRHHERIT,

[TeFTeP 5, ENRDL 7, LUNE,.) DEWEEEZRL, KEERRE QLR 2R
T, —F, BAOBAD MTREREEEND, ATRIEN, $FCEMN) 3RS S
EICELDFEARAERT, £z, B3 EHHEATIE, (LU, bIBL L) PE0WiEEZ,
{ZhiTor, ATV, .} NAEEZRLTRY, A& ERRI2RA%, %EIIRHIRm
HERTEEBELZBND,

EAOBMMOEHE RAr0EENO 7HEHB ZRADA A—VERERT DRy EE AT, HEE
B L CERS DT ATV, SRANEHE O ER & ko7, BEAE 1 UL ROy 2 L7z
B2 OOFEESVELN, F1 TR TIE, BEELY CLTELNITAREERT :.920),
BB (.905), sRVEEDT (.782), EiEAsRvy (.743), BV (.672) O HIHET
EWIEOARENMEON TR, “HER 2R TEEX LD, B2 T, 8l (.846),
B2y (619) TIE, 2w (-.695) TROAMENMELI, “BiflR 2RI LMRTED, 55
T 1 TRy 48.8% (EATHE 3.42), 52 FASy 30.3% (EHE2.12) Thovz, RAEIHE
WELT, BERENLEO LD REMERONETRTID, ERSBEAE TRy FLIZLDE
Figure 3 |Z7~7,

Figure 3 725, # 1 ERSEENIED SanMB0id TN, BABA, TEATEA,.} TR
VA E LT, A0 {30d, bhabhy, B o) FIVERE LTS A—YERTHDHE
WA B, E77, H2ERSGENED (D, &—A, BV} 72 EDRBITH B A A
— V%, AO TN, 1275, bbb, Lh—,.. ) TR EWS A—TUE2FSLEZ BND,

SHABM AR BRANEMEDRBER & AR & FEAESRHR ORISR R D720,
98 DIFARRD TS B R LTS LT, MEREE R L 25, FRRTARHIE SR 50095F
Ml 1 Ry (FRTh, £fRARRS, EaRORSY) 13 & bITHREICREET 2 EMSTH Y,
EQFERR LN (=79, p<.01), RAWRHHOSE 2 £ksr GiFE) & iThREOE O
LT (=32, p< 01), ¥7-, HEREAHEORE 2 TRy (RERE TORA) 13, 7%

10




S

BR - K- F2 (BEP) BL0LGRAO S RRE L Ra0#EE.

HORHMEOE 1, 52 B O G L FRECAOFHBENRH Y (FiEi, rs=.48,-49, ps<.01),
A CIAFIFE TORAIE S OERE, BEEDBHBWZ EMER 5, I 51T, HAEGEAVRHY
& RARTEHR O RS ORNIED B S 25720, EEFHEBENT21To72, # 1, %2 B4R
FR¥UT, 93, 64 LAEERIEMBEZTRL, HERERERIREO 3 Yot & FEAANFHED 2 Kot Lid D
ELHEDTOND EVZ D, T, TORREZVHN - FHEAR (1988) DIFHIRILZEM &5 S
5L, FERTATEHE & FRAPEHEOE 1 ZEME, RADORIRITTIZRS L, 2,3 E
RS X TR A D W I RIS T 5,

WARBDY FAE  JaHFH % S RNERAVRHY & RARRHEI S W CHET D70, 77
AL G EATo T2, HINIE, BREERRHER D 3 DOERSEA L RAHIRHED 2 SO RSy
BRERWE, £70, 772X OEEIRIZIE Ward (5%, BEEFORIZEIZIZ2—7 U v NHEEEE
We, BN BER % Figure 4 12777,

7T AEHH 11 OKEER FEROIEIRD LT W DIFAD s LTRALE (%77
A B DI FERS 1AL Figure 2, 3 O 7'a v hE5H)

Figure 4 |Z" T L 018, EPRARIUL, MUVEAEZRT 7 7 AF (A-C) & HERITH RS
wRTI7I728 DK IIohivd, £, oo Figure 1) 25T X O IZH L
ERABRBY T ALZMITH, HOREOHSEEYH D, Bisteda, M- IEHICIZY 24 A, B,
C, H RN, T, B, BESEECIIE L JK2, 8, #®2iZA B, C, DAAV LR
TVMERAY D, F7o, 7T AZ FI3E, B, ©F, GIZEMRLE - I LW ) X HI0Ek
DENLTS AER SN DR H 5,

7528 (A-C) 37 TFAZABE T TAZ CIZREL 20200 b, 7 A% A L Bid,
EBICRVEAZRIT S “O0D K97 WO EREBRNZ, <UL, 77X Al &
g LTOHMBHBEHZE O ~v— TR I 7%) 2k EE LSS s Lo 7)
HDHWTHHE BN D Ko7 772 “BEESRHHIERLR” ITEOIRENL L, Znbld, B -
fig - REER72 EORS RUVEAZRBLL TV D, FIUIX LT, 77 A% BlE, Bl LTOHIK
2 HRIRNEE (FUTHAZEND LA, APTRISNIZL D7) I2X-T, EERIEh
720, B2 0 175 “BiREes HIAERHRIC L ORI THER S ND, Ziubid, i vEs
wl, M- EROEAERS, 7T AZCITE, 7724 B ERIUL, Fisd LTOHEDH
MR L HBELRTEREB L L OIREE (20 &0, T7&7&) BaEhd, b
DORBUL, M- ORI, SEHCEORA HERET 5,

VU EORERIZE, 27 - M - JEED, e bRV VRAZREER LT WEMETIES 208, T ORADH
R RVRFES L USREIRFHImI T Z S IR - TH Y, FNENICH DRRER L L7 REN
Hoind Z & 2rgd s,

VRS ERTRENEL, £7D,E THlanD 7 722 28 (FFK) LiZahitd, D
BLOE L, HEVRIRVPEEAEZR TR TH D, 77 A% DI, WE, HK
RO X 9 R R A E2 T OKER” (O00 &975%) R “BRH” (BXED L H7)
WEEND, —F, 7T 2% EITREREO/N I 2FAEEHT L AR TR B (25
I B 2, DA, BEOBREENE END, ZLDIE, BUIRS A RIBY CRBLL T
EMRTEDS, 7 T A4 D DEEERM O A%, BIXEECE OfLERT E DTV ST RR D

11




e

M AR

e

MR - A F% (BFEH) BAOLRKRROSERE L RBMofEE.

N5, 7722 F Gi3, BREREREHE) HE YR RV 24 FRT 5, FICidme
DX OREEHR DT BT A X 07 Ao “BREEHR 23, GIEEERRE O Z DX R
B BT ARBNEEND, 7T AKX H, TIZeaoickt < LB cog EA 2R T, Hid,
GELR, H, MEERCEEETORATHY, NO “CH T2, CALATEY, EWH “Ik
MBEHIR “Uh—ob$h” Rbln “BYH NEEND, LiZFh, M &S00k E
HORAHTHY, “LUONEL 7%, OO0 T5,." EHNLUNEERT “BXHW THEAL
B, 7I7AEZ I, BREEERO, Wit TR BEREARFOFEAEZERT BB, UV
VD7 7 POEREES “tThH L )7 Lol “BEEI RENEEND, 77 AF K,
W, FREHREOMNLUNR) TEEET “C—ALTD” “LADLIR REDIENRD X
77 “BMHE” ICEARENEEN TN D, '

O XD, BRI, 7T AZ T EICH HRERERI U, EERINEE > T D,
Lo, HWGOFEEE 7 5 22 L OMISE—BE TRV, FlZE, SM»ooEalcE>< “F
RARSR+H5Y HWGFEUL, WENR O E XA ICEEND Do bnd, HLOESh
A) A, PNEXITIFICHETS (BashizL o7, Eo—32), LT, AT
R L ABME R BHEARTHRE (o~—TEbLNE, A<6N2%) &, #EE B
BELEIG” FHL (BET D, RIFETHE) LEILZ T AZICA-> T D, ZhUL, WwAHAOEREI,
AT (R B, SRAIAVRTAN & — 3 —DXIS TlE2 <, 20 IGBR 2R/ b 7ein b,
FEICERENTWA Z & 2Rt 5,

K

AWFFEDOFEFITLUT O Z E BB LA 5T, (a) TRA OB RRFEAVRHE & SRAATRTHR ORI
1T, FAHOIE Z PUCKHRBERAFRD Hivd, (b)  JEAOH R AR X URBAMATEHh
IZESNWT, BARIRIL 11 O T AR bR, £, &7 7 AZICEENLHHRFHRS
FONRRESEIC I H D RREO— BN b, ZOMERNT, BIFEOLMIIFEORR (& 2%,
fE5., 1986; Lakoff, 1987) &—¥3 5, (0 T/, HBAERIY 7 AX LRAEZREL DH KL
OINZITRIRBEHRS RHND, Tebb, $57 T AFZ ORFUIHRORFEEALFH &L < fEH
EnHEmBRHD, (D) L, —EMEIEeETER, BAOEMEBRIFISLT, £
FAUFHE LT HIRFEDTE L TN D ATREMEDMFEI DL D,

FRORERT, BAOEREIY, FEHIH RS, £ 02D SFBARIRHED
IZEESWT, — BT 22 HERANEIE L TRV 5 00, BRANCIT—E LI EHI VS
NDHZLERT, ORI, HREHOEE L L THEEPFEL TV D LW OFBREHETFD
FE (Lakoff & Johnson, 1999) ZEHHNCTE+ 5, UL, FERZ, ABHEORBEIL, WA
ERTOIMERAINGER L, FEEO S ERREAFEROFR AR & ORICIIFERIS DT 23
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Ando & Koyasu (Submitted) Differences between acting as if one is experiencing pain
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Differences between acting as if one is experiencing pain and
acting as if one is pretending to have pain among actors at
three expertise levels

Hanae Ando & Masuo Koyasu
(Kyushu University) (Kyoto University)

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine how acting skills develop by comparing

acting quality between novice, intermediate, and junior expert actors. Actors at each

29 <C 9% 46

expertise level played 4 scenes; “not having any pain,” “suffering pain,” “pretending to
feel pain,” and “pretending not to feel pain.” Their performances were videotaped, and
then rated by 46 university students (Study 1) and another 40 university students (Study
2), respectively. Study 1 revealed that, contrary to our hypotheses, the less experience
actors have, the easier it was for the participants to identify the specific scene they were
playing. Study 2 was performed to help explain these findings, and indicated it may have
been related to the overall quality of acting in the expert relative to the novice actors.
Specifically, we found that junior expert actors were viewed as more realistic in their
acting and better in their performances than those of the other less experienced groups.
The subtleties involved in high quality acting may make the actors’ intentions less clear
to the audience. On the other hand, less experienced actors might be so conscious about
the audience that their performances are exaggerated. The findings suggest that in order
to become an expert actor, it is important to act in accordance with what is needed in the

scene, taking not only the audience but also the settings as a whole into account.

Key words: expertise, actor, pain, pretense, facial expression
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Pain is a subjective sensation that can be difficult to communicate to others.

However, accurate communication about pain is necessary in order to obtain appropriate

help from others such as doctors. Although a number of rating scales and questionnaires

have been developed that patients can use to describe their pain (e.g., Melzack, 1975;
Bieri, Reeve, Champion, Addicoat,& Ziegler, 1990), there remains the possibility that
patients might over- or under-report their pain; they can tell doctors that they are
suffering from pain even when they are not, or conversely, may deny experiencing pain

even when they are suffering a great deal.

Because it is possible to exaggerate about or understate pain, we use not only
verbal information but also non-verbal information when judging the pain of others.
Some previous studies have shown that non-verbal behaviors, especially facial
expressions, can show pain more accurately than words do (e.g. Craig, 1992; Jacox,
1980; Poole & Craig, 1992). Poole & Craig (1992), for example, found that people
estimate others’ pain as being less intensive when watching facial expressions of
pretending to have pain than when watching facial expressions that truly indicate pain.

Effectively pretending to suffer from pain is not necessarily easy, and others might be

able to discover our pretense if they can read our facial expressions, especially if they are
experienced health care providers (e.g., nurses, see Jacox, 1980).

Given the complexities involved in pain communication in the clinical setting, one
might expect that a high level of acting skill would be needed to communicate pain by
actors. Professional acting is different from the acting people do in daily life. Two kinds
of observers, the audience and the co-actors on stage, are present for actors’ acting, while
the observers of acting in daily life are only the communication partners. Actors never

give a glance at the audience most of the time and behave as if there doesn’t exist

audience, however, their performances are always witnessed by audience, and in fact,
they are very sensitive to the attention of audience (Brockbank, 1985). Because of this
difference, actors are sometimes required to act as a person who is acting. In some acting
situations, the character played by an actor might not be satisfied with what a co-actor is
doing, but may need to pretend that he or she is. In such a scene, the actor has to act as a
person who is not happy, but is pretending to be so. In other words, the actor in this
complex scene needs to convey to the co-actor that he or she is happy and satisfied with
the co-actor, yet simultaneously convey to the audience that he or she is only pretending
to be happy and satisfied. In such a scene, the message to the audience and the message
to the co-actor are different. Performing a double message such as this likely requires a

great deal of acting skill.
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In this study, we use two types of scenes, more simple scenes that have a single
message for the actor to communicate, and more complex scenes that ask the actor to
communicate double messages. The purpose of this study is to examine the process of
acting skill development by comparing actors at different experience levels in their
ability to present more straightforward (with a single message) versus more complex
(with double messages) experiences around the issue of pain. Specifically, in two
studies, we sought to compare three groups of actors (rnovice actors with less than one
year’s acting experience, intermediate actors with one to five years’ experience, and
Jjunior expert actors with more than five years of experience) with respect to their ability
to communicate direct experience (pain versus no pain) and more complex experience
(pain versus no pain, but pretending otherwise).

In terms of classifying the subject actors, we followed a previous study that
investigated the expertise of actors (Ando, 2002). It has been revealed in various fields
that learners need strict training for at least ten years to be experts (e.g., Ericsson, 1996),
and Noice & Noice (1997) have suggested that this rule is adopted for actors. For this
reason, we call a group of actors who have more than five years’ experience “junior

experts” not “experts.”
Videotaping Actors’ Performances

Actors

We videotaped 36 Japanese actors’ performances. They were divided into 3 groups
in accordance with length of their acting experience; 12 novice actors with less than one
year’s experience, 12 intermediate actors with one to five years’ experience, and 12
junior expert actors with more than five years’ experience. In each group, half of the
actors were male, and the other half were female. Mean age, mean period of acting
experience, mean times of acting, and mean times of directing of each groups are shown
in Table. 1.

Table 1. Details about Actors

Group Mean Mean period of acting Mean time  Mean time
age experience of acting of directing
Novice 19.0 6 months 1.1 0
Intermediate 21.8 2 years and 11 months 7.8 1.4
Junior expert 30.3 11 years and 3 months 36.6 9.8
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Scenario

In this study, we use two types of scenes, scenes that have a single message, and
more complex scenes that have double messages. Each actor played all four scenes. In
the all scenes, the main character that actors played are asked whether he / she has a
stomachache or not by his / her sister. In Scene 1 (the “not having any pain” scene), he /

she answers “I don’t have any pain” because he / she actually does not feel any pain; in

Scene 2 (the “suffering pain” scene), he / she answers “I have some pain” because he /
she can actually feel pain; in Scene 3 (the “pretending to feel pain” scene), he / she
answers “I have some pain” even though he / she is not experiencing any pain; in Scene 4 |
(the “pretending not to feel pain” scene), he / she answers “I don’t have any pain” even -
though he / she does. Scene 1 and Scene 2 have a single message, and Scene 3 and Scene
4 have double messages. The specific text for these scenes (translated from Japanese)
were as follows.

The character you’re going to play had a bad stomachache yesterday. It’s a holiday today, and the

character and his / her sister have planned to go to the movies today. When he / she gets up in the
morning, the sister ask him / her “Do you still have a stomachache?” Scene 1: The character does not
have a stomachache now, so please say “I don’t have any pain” as the character. When you act, please
keep in mind that you have to convey audience that you really do not have a stomachache. Scene 2:
The character still has a stomachache now, so please say “I have some pain” as the character. When
you act, please keep in mind that you have to convey audience that you really have a stomachache.
Scene 3: The character does not have a stomachache now, but he / she is unwilling to go to the movies,
so please say “I have some pain” as the character. When you act, please keep in mind that you have to
convey audience that you are pretending to have a stomachache even though you do not have a

stomachache in fact. Scene 4: The character still has a stomachache now, but he / she does not want to

depress the sister, so please say “I don’t have any pain” as the character. When you act, please keep in

mind that you have to convey audience that you are pretending not to have a pain even though you do

have a stomachache.
Procedure

Actors participated individually. At first, they read the scenario of one of the four

scenes, and were given explanation about the scene. They then practiced the scene for 1
minute. After the practice, they acted in front of a video camera, and their performances
were videotaped. The experimenter, the first author, said the line of the sister (“Do you
still have a stomachache?”), and the actors acted as if the sister was standing at the place
of the video camera. They were instructed to act while sitting still, without using their

arms or hands, and their heads and chests were videotaped. After the performances, they
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were asked to talk about their acting strategies.

We repeated these procedures ([1] 1 minute’s practice, [2] performance, and [3]
talk about acting strategies) three times for each scene. After three versions of the each
scene were videotaped, actors watched the performances on a monitor, and chose the
single performance that they thought was best. We used only these best performances in
Study 1 and Study 2. We repeated this procedure for each of the four scenes, and the

order of the scenes was counter-balanced among actors.

Study 1

We conducted Study 1 to verify two hypotheses about the expertise of actors
playing scenes that have a single message or double messages. The first hypothesis is
about the differences among the three groups of actors. Ando & Koyasu (2004) compared
facial expressions of actors with those of non-actors and found that actors could convey
their intentions to the audience more strongly than non-actors. Based on these findings,
we predicted that acting experience would be associated with ability to convey intention
to the audience. That is, the audience would more easily identify the specific scenes
when watching performances by the junior expert actors compared to the less
experienced actors, and scene identification would be easier when the scenes were
performed by intermediate actors compared to novice actors. The second hypothesis
concerned the differences among the four scenes. We predicted that scenes that have
double messages (Scenes 3 and 4) would be more difficult to perform well than scenes
that have a single message (Scenes 1 and 2). Therefore, audience could easily understand
the actors’ intention when watching scenes with a single message but find it more

difficult to understand scenes containing double messages.

Method

Participants. Forty-six undergraduate and graduate students of a university in
Japan participated in this study. Twenty were male and twenty-six were female. Their
mean age was 21.4 years old.

Material. We used 144 videotaped performances, which were judged by the 36
actors to be their “best” performances of the four scenes. The videotaped performances
were edited so as to start at the moment when the experimenter finished saying the
sister’s line, “Do you still have a stomachache?” and end at the moment 1 second after

the actor finished saying the character’s line, “I have some pain” or “I don’t have any
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The performances of Scenes 1 and 4 (in both scenes, actors said, “I don’t have any
pain”) were mixed, and those of Scenes 2 and 3 (in both scenes, actors said, “I have some
pain”) were mixed. Therefore, the 72 scenes in which actors said, “I don’t have any pain”
and the 72 scenes in which actors said “I have some pain” were presented separately to
the participants.

Procedure. The experiment was conducted in small groups from two to fifteen
participants. They watched the performances projected on a 100-inch screen, and
responded to four questions about each performance. When they watched a performance
in which an actor said, “I don’t have any pain” (Scenes 1 or 4), they were asked to
indicate whether the actor really did not have any pain (Scene 1) or the actor was
pretending not to have pain (Scene 4). Likewise, when participants watched a
performance in which an actor said, “I have some pain” (Scenes 2 or 3), they indicated
whether the actor really did have some pain (Scene 2) or the actor was just pretending
(Scene 3). Participants then evaluated: 1) how confident they were in their choices; 2)
how real the actor’s performance was; and 3) how severe the pain the actor was
communicating. The latter three items were evaluated according to a seven-point scale.

About a half of the participants watched Scenes 1 and 4 first, and the other half

watched Scenes 2 and 3 first. The order of the performances was counter-balanced.

Results

Scene identification. Participants were requested to identify the four scenes for
every performance of every actor. The average number of correct answers was calculated
for each scene and each group of actors, and is shown in Figure 1.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor, actors’ groups
(novice, intermediate, and junior expert), and one within-subjects factor, scenes (Scene 1,
2, 3, and 4). The main effect of actors’ groups was significant, F (2, 90) = 25.76, p <.01.
Ryan’s post-hoc test suggested that the number of correct scene identification answers for
novice actors was larger than that for intermediate actors, and that for intermediate actors
was larger than that for junior expert actors (p < .05). The main effect of scenes was also
significant, F' (3, 135) = 28.25, p <.01. The results of Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05)
indicated that, overall, the number of correct answers for Scene 4 was larger than those
for the other three scenes.

There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F (6, 270) = 12.88, p

< .01, with further analysis showing significant simple main effects of actors’ groups on
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Figure 1. Average number of correct answers (max=12) participants

could identify for each scene.

Scene 2, F (2, 360) = 3.41, p < .05, on Scene 3, F (2, 360) =46.03, p < .01, and on Scene
4, F(2,360)=12.75, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following
significant effects: the number of correct answers in Scene 2, intermediate actors >
novice actors; in Scene 3, novice actors > interfnediate actors = junior expert actors; and
in Scene 4, novice actors = intermediate actors > junior expert actors.

Further analyses also indicated that simple main effects of scenes on all three
actors’ groups were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (3, 405) =
20.12, p <.01; on intermediate actors, F (3, 405) = 30.15, p <.01; and on junior expert
actors, F' (3, 405) = 15.20, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following
significant effect; the number of correct answers for novice actors: Scene 4 > Scene 3 >
Scene 2 = Scene 1; for intermediate actors, Scene 4 > Scene 2 > Scene 1 = Scene 3; and
for junior expert actors, Scene 4 > the other three scenes.

To summarize the results concerning scene identification, there were significant
differences among the three groups of actors in the three scenes except Scene 1. However,
the differences found were contrary to the first hypothesis. Specifically, in Scenes 3 and
4, the participants found it more difficult to identify the specific scene for the junior
expert actors than the novice and intermediate actors. There were also differences among
the four scenes that were contrary to the second hypothesis. All three groups of actors
were equally successful in conveying their intention in Scene 4, which contained double
messages.

Confidence. Participants evaluated how confident they were in their choice of
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Figure 2. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how confident

they were in scene identification.

scene identification. The average of their evaluation scores was calculated for each scene

and each group of actors, and is shown in Figure 2.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor (actors’ groups)
and one within-subjects factor (scenes). The main effect of actors’ groups was significant,
F (2,90)=28.57, p<.01, and Ryan’s post-hoc test indicated that participants were more
confident in their choice when identifying performances of novice and intermediate
actors than when identifying performances of junior expert actors (p < .05). The main
effect of scenes was also significant, F' (3, 135) =22.22, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p

< .05) revealed that participants were more confident when identifying Scenes 3 and 4

than when identifying Scenes 1 and 2.

There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F' (6, 270) = 12.14, p
< .01, with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of the actors’ groups on
Scene 3 was significant, F' (2, 360) = 38.10, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05)
indicated that only in Scene 3, participants were more confident in their choice when
identifying performances of novice and intermediate actors than when identifying
performances of junior expert actors.

Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on all three groups

of actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F'(3, 405) = 28.72,

p <.01; on intermediate actors, F' (3, 405) = 16.65, p < .01; and on junior expert actors, F
(3, 405)=7.29, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following significant
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effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actors, Scene 3 > Scene 4 > Scene 2
= Scene 1; for performances of intermediate actors, Scene 3 = Scene 4 > Scene 2 = Scene
1; for performances of junior expert actors, Scene 4 > Scene 1, and Scene 4 > Scene 3.

To summarize the results about confidence, differences among the three actors’
groups were found only in Scene 3. For this scene, participants could judge novice and
intermediate actors’ performances with more confidence than they could junior expert
actors’ performances. In addition, when identifying performances of novice and
intermediate actors, participants could judge scenes which contained double messages
(Scenes 3 and 4) with more confidence than the scenes which had a single message
(Scenes 1 and 2).

Reality of performances. Participants evaluated how real the actors’ performances
were. The average of their evaluation scores was calculated for each scene and each
group of actors, and is shown in Figure 3.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor (groups of
actors) and one within-subjects factor (scenes). The main effect of the actors’ groups was
significant, F (2, 90) = 54.16 p < .01, and Ryan’s post-hoc test indicated that
performances of the junior expert actors were more realistic than those of the
intermediate actors, and those of intermediate actors were more realistic than those of the
novice actors (p <.05). The main effect of scenes was also significant, ' (3, 135) = 61.70,
p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed that performances in Scenes 1 and 2 were
more realistic than those in Scene 4, and those in Scene 4 were more realistic than those

in Scene 3.

ONovice
Intermediate
B Junior Expert

Evaluation Scores
HS
T

Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scened

Figure 3. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how realistic

the actors’ performances were.
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There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F (6, 270) = 29.07, p
< .01, with further analysis showing that simple main effects of the groups of actors on
all four scenes were significant: on Scene 1, F (2, 360) = 19.10, p <.01; on Scene 2, F' (2,
360) = 36.18, p < .01, on Scene 3, F (2, 360) = 75.68, p <.01; on Scene 4, F (2, 360) =
19.34, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) showed the following significant effects:
evaluation scores in Scene 1, intermediate actors > novice actors = junior expert actors;
those in Scene 2, junior expert actors > intermediate actors > novice actors; those in
Scene 3, junior expert actors > intermediate actors > novice actors; and those in Scene 4,
Jjunior expert actors > novice actors = intermediate actors.

Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on all three of the-
groups of actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (3, 405)
= 58.81, p < .01, on intermediate actors, F (3, 405) = 72.32, p < .01, and on junior expert
actors, F (3, 405) =13.52, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed the following
significant effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actors, Scene 1 > Scene 2
= Scene 4 > Scene 3; those for performances of intermediate actors, Scene 1 > Scene 2 >
Scene 4 > Scene 3; and those for performances of junior expert actors, Scene 2 > the
other three scenes.

To summarize the results concerning the reality of performances, we found
significant differences among the three groups of actors with the performances of junior
expert actors being judged as more realistic than those of intermediate and novice actors
in Scenes 2, 3, and 4 but not Scene 1. Novice and intermediate actors’ performances in
the scenes that contained double messages (Scenes 3 and 4) were less realistic than their
performances in the scenes that had a single message (Scenes 1 and 2); junior expert
actors did not exhibit such a tendency.

Severity of pain. Participants evaluated how severe the pain was that the actors
were expressing. The average of their evaluation scores was calculated for each scene
and each group of actors, and is shown in Figure 4.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor (groups of
actors) and one within-subjects factor (scenes). The main effect of the groups of actors
was not significant, F (2, 90) = 1.96, n.s., whereas the main effect of the scenes was
significant, F (3, 135) = 174.13, p <.01, and Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed that
actors expressed severer pain in Scene 2 than in Scenes 3 and 4, and not as well in

Scenes 3 and 4 as in Scene 1.
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Figure 4. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how severe

pain actors expressed.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor (groups of
actors) and one within-subjects factor (scenes). The main effect of the groups of actors
was not significant, F (2, 90) = 1.96, n.s., whereas the main effect of the scenes was
significant, F' (3, 135) = 174.13, p < .01, and Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed that
actors expressed severer pain in Scene 2 than in Scenes 3 and 4, and not as well in
Scenes 3 and 4 as in Scene 1.

There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F (6, 270) = 16.29, p
< .01, with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors’ groups on all
four scenes were significant: on Scene 1, F (2, 360) = 4.31, p <.05; on Scene 2, F (2,
360) = 16.00, p < .01; on Scene 3, F (2, 360) =17.47, p <.01; and on Scene 4, F (2, 360)
=6.45, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) showed the following significant effect:
evaluation scores in Scene 1, junior expert actors > novice actors; those in Scene 2,
novice actors > junior expert actors = intermediate actors; those in Scene 3, intermediate
actors > junior expert actors > novice actors; and those in Scene 4, intermediate actors >
junior expert actors.

Further analysis also showed that the simple main effects of the scenes on all three
actors’ groups were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors, F' (3, 405) =
166.88, p < .01; on intermediate actors, F (3, 405) = 127.38, p <.01; and on junior expert
actors, F'(3, 405) = 96.88, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed the following
significant effect: evaluation scores for performances of novice actors were in the order

of Scene 2 > Scene 4 > Scene 3 > Scene 1; those for the performances of intermediate
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Table 2. Correlations between Evaluation Items in Study 1

Scene Confidence Reality of Severity of
identification performance pain

Scene 1

identification

Confidence 48%* 1

Reality of —.20%* —.60** 1

performances

Severity of .05 22% —.18%* 1

pain

*p<.05,** p<.01

and junior expert actors were Scene 2 > Scene 3 = Scene 4 > Scene 1.

To summarize the results concerning pain severity, we found that the main effect of
the groups of actors was not significant, and post-hoc test results for interaction were
inconsistent among the four scenes. As for the differences among the four scenes, the
results were consistent: actors in all three groups were better at expressing the severity of
pain in Scene 2 and most poorly in Scene 1.

Correlation between evaluation items. Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients
between the following evaluation items: scene distinction, confidence, reality of
performances, and severity of pain.

Whether participants could discriminate the scene correctly or not showed a strong
association with their confidence in scene discrimination, and was negatively associated
with reality of the performances. There was a strong negative correlation between
- confidence and reality of performances, and a negative correlation between reality of
performances and severity of pain. Confidence was significantly correlated with severity

of pain.

Discussion

With regard to the communication of pain severity, actors of all three experience
levels éommunicated the severest pain in Scene 2, and the least severe pain in Scene 1.
This means that none of the groups of actors performed inadequately in regard to
expressing serious pain in Scene 1.

The first hypothesis of this study was that the more experienced actors have, the
more able they would be to convey their intention to their audience. However, contrary to

this hypothesis, at least with respect to scene identification, participants were more
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accurate when identifying the scenes that novice actors were playing, and were least
accurate when identifying the scenes that junior expert actors were playing in Scenes 3
and 4. Also contrary to our prediction, in Scenes 1 and 2, the performances by junior
expert actors were not identified more accurately than those of intermediate and novice
actors. These findings suggest that the less experience actors have, the more obvious it is
to audience which scene they are playing, especially, in the more complex scenes that
have double messages. This finding was replicated in the analyses concerning confidence
ratings, with the results suggesting that audience could identify scenes of the novice and
intermediate actors with more confidence than those of junior expert actors in Scene 3,
although in the other three scenes, no significant differences among the three groups of
actors were identified. Overall, and inconsistent with first hypothesis, the results indicate
that in the scenes that have double messages, the less experience actors had, the more
accurately and the more confidently audience could understand the actors’ intentions. In
the scenes with a single message, there were no differences among the three groups of
actors. In short, the findings are not consistent with the first hypothesis.

The second hypothesis was that audience could more easily understand actors’
intentions when watching scenes of a single message, and that it would be more difficult
to understand actors’ intentions in scenes with double messages. The study findings were
also inconsistent with this hypothesis. For the novice actors, participants identified
Scenes 3 and 4 with more accuracy than in Scenes 1 and 2. Moreover, it was revealed
that participants could identify the scene with more confidence in Scenes 3 and 4 than in
Scenes 1 and 2.

Why were the results contrary to the study hypotheses? The key to solving this
question may be related to the reality of performances. In Scenes 1, 3, and 4,
performances by junior expert actors were evaluated as the most realistic whereas the
performances of novice actors were evaluated as the least so. The reality of the novice
and intermediate actors decreased in their performances in Scenes 3 and 4 in comparison
with Scenes 1 and 2, whereas junior expert actors did not display such a tendency. It can
be said that the more experience actors have, the more realistically they can perform,
especially in scenes that include double messages; that is, the less likely they may be to
“over-act.” Consistent with this explanation, the results of correlation analyses between
evaluation items revealed that the reality of a performance had strong negative
correlations with scene identification and confidence in sCene‘identiﬁcation. Therefore,
the findings indicate that the more realistically actors perform, the less accurately and the

less confidently the audience can identify which scene actors are performing. It is
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plausible that unrealistic performances are exaggerated ones, making it possible for the
audience to understand the actors’ intentions with ease and confidence.

In the first hypothesis, we proposed that the actors with more experience would be
better able to convey their intentions to the audience. Instead, however, we found that the
more experience actors have, the more realistically they are able to perform. As a result,
junior expert actors could not convey the specific scene they are acting in as well as the
novice and intermediate actors, whose performances were less unrealistic and perhaps
more exaggerated. The second hypothesis was based on the idea that it would be more
difficult for the audience to understand actors’ intentions in the scenes with double
messages than in those with a single message. However, we found that the reality of
performances by novice and intermediate decreased in the scenes with double messages;
consequently, the audience could easily understand their intentions in comparison with
the scenes with a single message.

Why, then, did the junior expert actors perform in a realistic way at the expense of
conveying their intentions to the audience? It is plausible that the junior expert actors
could perform both in a realistic way and in an unrealistic and exaggerated way, but they
chose the realistic way because they judged this to be more suitable for the scenes. Some
junior expert actors actually performed both in a realistic wéy and in an unrealistic way,
then selected realistic performances as the best ones from three performances they have
finished. An example of what such an actor (4) said to the experimenter (£) when
choosing the best performance is as follows.

E: Which performance was the best?

A: T think the second performance.

E: The second?

A: Yes. The first performance was funny.

E: Was it funny?

A: Tt was easily understandable.

This actor talked as above when he chose his best performance for Scene 3. He judged
the first performance as easily understandable and funny, and he did not consider this
understandable performance as the best one. The same actor made the following
comments when choosing his best performance for Scene 4.

E: Which was the best performance?

A: The third performance.

E: The third?

A: Yes. The first and the second performances were, what can I say, well, too
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understandable. Yes, they were. They were funny.

E: You laughed at your performances when watching them, didn’t you?

A: Because I understood the intentions too easily.

Thus, for both Scenes 3 and 4, this actor specifically did not select the performances for
which he understood the intentions easily as the best performance.

In Scenes 3 and 4, each character actor had to act in such a way as to deceive the
co-actor, his or her sister. If their performances were unrealistic and exaggerated, the
audience could easily understand that the characters were pretending, as would the sister
character. Performances that very obviously conveyed to the audience that the characters
were pretending would also likely convey to the sister that the actors were pretending;
such performances would not be suitable for the situation that the character wanted to
deceive the sister. Although it would be very difficult to strike a balance between a
message to the audience and a message to the co-actor, junior expert actors might

manage to do this. To address this issue, we conducted Study 2.
Study 2

In playing a scene that features double messages, we assume that an actor must not
only convey to the audience that the character he or she is acting is pretending, but also
conceal from the co-actor that the character is pretending. This is a very complex task,
and we therefore predicted that more experienced actors would be more effective than
less experienced actors in striking the appropriate balance between these two

communications.

Method

Participants. Forty undergraduate and graduate students of a university in Japan
participated in Study 2. None of the Study 2 participants had participated in Study 1.
Eighteen were male, and twenty-two were female. Their mean age was 20.4 years old.

Material. We used 72 videotaped performances from Study 1, these being the best
performances of 36 actors for Scenes 3 and 4. We used only scenes that featured double
messages.

Procedure. Unlike Study 1, where participants viewed the performances in a group
setting, the Study 2 participants viewed the performances by themselves, because there
were differences among the Study 1 participants in the time they needed to evaluate

performances. Participants watched the performances on a computer screen, and
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evaluated each with respect to four qualities: (1) how successful the character was in
deceiving his or her sister; (2) how successful the actor was in conveying to the audience
that the character was pretending; (3) how real the actor’s performance was; and (4) the
overall quality of the actor’s performance. They evaluated these four domains on

seven-point scales. The order of the performances was counter-balanced.

Results

Success in deceiving the sister character. Participants evaluated how successful
the character was in deceiving his or her sister for every performance. The average
evaluation scores are presented in Figure 5.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor, actors’ groups
(novice, intermediate, and junior expert), and one within-subjects factor, scenes (Scenes
3 and 4). The main effect of actors’ groups was significant, F (2, 74) = 99.84, p < .01,
and Ryan’s post-hoc test indicated that intermediate actors were more successful than
novice actors, and junior expert actors were more successful than intermediate actors in
deceiving the sister (p <.05). The main effect of scenes was also significant, F'(1,37) =
5.87, p <.05. The results from Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) suggested that the actors
were more successful in Scene 3 than in Scene 4 in deceiving the sister.

There was a significant interaction between two factors, F (2,74) = 20.56, p < .01,
with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors’ groups both on
Scene 3, F (2, 148) = 82.30, p < .01, and on Scene 4, F (2, 148) = 18.47,p <.01, were

O Novice
Intermediate

B Junior Expert

Evaluation Scores
I
T

Scene 3 Scened

Figure 5. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how

successful the characters were in deceiving their sisters.
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significant. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following significant effects: the
evaluation scores in Scene 3, novice actors < intermediate actors < junior expert actors;
and in Scene 4, novice actors = intermediate actors < junior expert actors.

Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on all three actors’
groups were statistically significant: the simple main effect on novice actors, F (1, 111)
=5.94, p < .05, on intermediate actors, F (1, 111) = 18.68, p < .01, and on junior expert
actors, F (1, 111) = 12.51, p <.01. The results from Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05)
revealed the following significant effects: the evaluation scores for novice actors, Scene
3 < Scene 4; and for intermediate and junior expert actors, Scene 4 < Scene 3.

Success in conveying pretence to the audience. Participants evaluated for every
performance how successful the actor was in conveying to the audience that the character
was pretending. The average evaluation scores are presented in Figure 6.

An analysis of variance was used with one between-subjects factor, actors’ groups
(novice, intermediate, and junior expert), and one within-subjects factor, scenes (Scenes
3 and 4). The main effect of actors’ groups was significant, F (2, 74) = 39.55, p < .01,
and Ryan’s post-hoc test indicated that novice and intermediate actors were more
successful than junior expert actors in conveying pretence to the audience (p < .05). The
main effect of scenes was also significant, /' (1,37) = 10.77, p <.01. The results from
Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) indicated that the actors were more successful in Scene 4

than in Scene 3 in conveying pretence to the audience.

O Novice
Intermediate
B Junior Expert

Evaluation Scores
E-N
T

Scene 3 Scene4

Figure 6. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how successful
the actors were in conveying to the audience that the characters

were deceiving their sister.
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There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F (2,74) = 4.89, p
< .05, with further analysis indicating that the simple main effects of actors’ groups both
on Scene 3, F' (2, 148) = 31.03, p < .01, and on Scene 4, F'(2, 148) = 12.72, p < .01, were
significant. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following significant effect: the
evaluation scores in Scene 3, junior expert actors < intermediate actors < novice actors;
and in Scene 4, junior expert actors < novice actors = intermediate actors.

Further analysis also showed that the simple main effects of scenes on intermediate
and junior expert actors were significant. The simple main effect on intermediate actors
was F (1, 111) =11.35, p <.01, and on junior expert actors, F (1, 111) = 13.87, p <.01.
Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed that intermediate and junior expert actors were
more successful in Scene 4 than in Scene 3 in conveying pretence to the audience.

Reality of performances. The average ratings of reality of actors’ performances are
presented in Figure 7.

An analysis of variance, with actors’ groups (novice, intermediate, and junior
expert) as a between-subject factor and scenes (Scenes 3 and 4) as a within-subject factor,
yielded the significant main effect of actors’ groups, F (2, 74) = 116.65, p <.01. Ryan’s
post-hoc test indicated that the performances of intermediate actors were more realistic
than those of novice actors, and those of junior expert actors were more realistic than
those of intermediate actors (p < .05). The main effect of scenes was also significant,
(1,37) = 62.45, p <.01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) results indicated that the

performances of actors were more realistic in Scene 4 than in Scene 3.

O Novice
Intermediate
B Junior Expert

Evaluation Scores
'
T

Scene 3 Scened

Figure 7. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how realistic

the actors’ performances were.
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There was also a significant interaction between two factors, F (2,74) = 18.92, p
< .01, with further analysis showing that the simple main effects of actors’ groups both
on Scene 3, F (2, 148) = 105.60, p < .01, and on Scene 4, F (2, 148) = 26.43, p < .01,
were significant. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following significant effects:
the evaluation scores in Scene 3, novice actors < intermediate actors < junior expert
actors; and in Scene 4, novice actors = intermediate actors < junior expert actors.

Further analysis also showed that simple main effects of scenes on novice and
intermediate actors were significant: the simple main effect on novice actors was F (1,
111) = 93.00, p < .01, and on intermediate actors, F (1, 111) =11.52, p <.01. Ryan’s
post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed that performances of both novice and intermediate actors
were more realistic in Scene 4 than in Scene 3.

Quality of performances. The averages of the participants’ ratings of the quality of
‘the actors’ performances are shown in Figure 8.

An analysis of variance with one between-subjects factor, actors’ groups (novice,
intermediate, and junior expert), and one within-subjects factor, scenes (Scenes 3 and 4)
yielded a significant main effect of actors’ groups, F (2, 74) = 72.80, p <.01. Ryan’s
post-hoc test indicated that the performances of intermediate actors were better than
those of novice actors, and those of junior expert actors were better than those of
intermediate actors (p < .05). The main effect of scenes was also significant, F (1,37) =
19.72, p <.01. The results from Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) suggested that the actors

performed better in Scene 4 than in Scene 3.

O Novice
Intermediate
B Junior Expert

Evaluation Scores
-
T

Scene 3 Scened

Figure 8. Average evaluation scores participants evaluated how good

the actors’ performances were.
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Table 3. Correlations between Evaluation Items in Study 2

Successfulness Successfulness in ~ Reality of Quality of
in deceiving conveying performance performance

Successfulness 1

in deceiving

Successfulness —.88** 1

in conveying

Reality of T8 ** —.67** |

performances

Quality of 80** —.54%* .88** 1

performance

**p<.01

There was a significant interaction between two factors, F (2,74) = 18.92, p < .01,
with further analysis showing significant simple main effects for actors’ groups on Scene
3, F(2,148) = 82.16, p <.01, and on Scene 4, F (2, 148) = 11.49, p < .01. Ryan’s

post-hoc test (p < .05) revealed the following significant effects: the evaluation scores in

Scene 3, novice actors < intermediate actors < junior expert actors; and in Scene 4,
novice actors = intermediate actors < junior expert actors.

Further analysis also indicated that the simple main effect of scenes on novice
actors was significant, F (1, 111) = 53.77, p < .01. Ryan’s post-hoc test (p <.05) revealed
that novice actors’ performances were better in Scene 4 than in Scene 3.

Correlations between evaluation items. Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients
between the following evaluation items: success in deceiving the sister, success in
conveying pretence to the audience, reality of performances, and quality of
performances.

Whether actors succeeded in conveying to the audience that the character was
pretending has a strong negative association with the other three evaluation items. The

other three items showed strong positive correlations with each other.

Discussion

The results of correlations between evaluation items revealed that if the audience
could easily understand that the character was pretending to deceive his or her sister, the
participants also thought that the sister would also easily notice this intended deception.
In Scenes 3 and 4, the actors had to play the role of a character who wanted to deceive
his or her sister; therefore, performances in which the sister would easily detect this
deception were inadequate for these scenes. For that reason, the success in conveying

pretence to the audience might have a strong negative correlation with the reality of
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performances and goodness of performances. In other words, the more easily the
audience can understand that the character is pretending something, the less realistic and
the lower the performance is evaluated.

Novice actors might take only the audience into account as a receiver of their
message, and might be so conscious of the audience that the audience could easily
understand that the characters they were playing were pretending to deceive his or her
sister. However, such performances are not suitable for the scenes that contain double
messages, and were evaluated as both unrealistic and having less quality. On the other
hand, junior expert actors can pay attention to both the audience and the co-actor as
receivers of their messages, and can effectively convey to the audience that the character
they are playing is trying to deceive his or her sister. That is, they are able to strike a
balance between the message to the audience and the message to the co-actor; therefore,
their performances were evaluated as more realistic and better than those of the less
experienced actors. In the scenes that contained double messages, it is very important to
strike a balance between a message to the audience and a message to the co-actor on the
stage; something novice actors are less able to manage.

In the results of all four evaluation items, evaluation scores for intermediate actors
did not differ from those of novice actors in Scene 4, whereas all three acting groups
differed from each other in Scene 3. In terms of quality of performance, intermediate and
junior expert actors in Scene 3 were evaluated as good as in Scene 4. On the other hand,
novice actors were evaluated more highly in Scene 4 than in Scene 3. It is plausible that
novice actors could perform Scene 4 better than Scene 3, as well as intermediate actors
performed Scene 4; therefore, novice and intermediate actors did not differ in all

evaluation items in Scene 4.
General Discussion

Contrary to the Study 1 hypotheses, novice actors were rated as doing better than
junior expert actors in conveying their intentions to the audience in the scenes that had
double messages. This might be due to the fact that junior expert actors considered it
unsuitable to reveal that the characters they were acting were pretending. In the scenes
with double messages, there are two types of receivers of actors’ messages: the audience
and the co-actor. Therefore, if actors are very obvious in showing that the character is
trying to deceive the co-actor, not only the audience, but also the co-actor can notice their

deception with ease.
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Novice actors were so conscious about the audience that their performances may
have been very exaggerated, making it easy for the audience to understand their
intentions. However, in this situation, the co-actor would also easily find out what the
actors were experiencing. Such exaggerated performances are unsuitable for these scenes
with double messages, and evaluated in Study 2 as unrealistic and as being not as good as
the performances of the more experienced actors. On the other hand, junior expert actors
appeared to strike a balance between a message to the audience and a message to the
co-actor, and as a result, the audience was less able to understand their intentions in
comparison with the case of novice and intermediate actors, but they could deceive the
co-actor better than novice and intermediate actors. Such performances were suitable for
the scenes, and were evaluated as both realistic and good.

Some of the junior expert actors performed in an exaggerated way once in three
acting sessions, and it is indeed plausible that they can perform both in a realistic way
and an exaggerated way. For example, in a slapstick comedy, junior expert actors would
perform in an exaggerated and unrealistic way. Thus, more experienced actors are able to
adapt their acting manner according to the needs of the individual scene.

In many areas of human performance, ‘flexibility’ is one of the main
characteristics of experts (Feltovich, Spiro, & Coulson, 1997). Expert baseball hitters, for
example, can adapt to many different kinds of pitches, thrown from different angles, and
at different speeds, whereas novice hitters might not be able to hit curve balls. In addition,
some previous studies have revealed that experts consider more information in
circumstances in order to decide their action than novices do. McPerson & Thomas
(1989) compared novice and expert players in tennis, and found that expert players
decided how to hit the ball with considering many things; position of themselves,
position of opponents, the level of opponents, and so on. Along these lines, experienced
actors might consider more information than less experiences actors, and adapt their
acting to the needs of each specific scene. In order to be a successful actor, it is important
to take not only the audience but also the situations on stage into account, and change the

acting manner according to what is needed in the scene.
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