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Media richness, the degree to which a specific media transmits information in multiple channels, is an important concept as the
number of available multimedia communication methods increases regularly. Individuals differ in their preferences for media
richness which may influence their choice of communication multimedia in a given situation.These preferences can influence how
successful their communication efforts will be. This exploratory study of 299 adults (ages 16–84) with at least a basic ability to
compute examines the relationship between multimedia preference and age, gender, and personality traits. Males and people with
higher levels of extraversion and agreeableness were found to have a higher preference for media richness. Age was not a significant
predictor of media richness preference.

1. Introduction

As the number of media available for interpersonal com-
munication increases, the decision of what medium to use
in a given context becomes more difficult. Although the
context of the communicationwill have the greatest influence
on the choice of media, individual differences, such as age,
gender, and personality traits of those who communicate,
can also play a role. Some people may have a strong pref-
erence for richer media like face-to-face interaction or the
telephone, media which allow the message to be transmitted
in multiple ways (e.g., word choice and tone of voice, as
well as facial expressions and other forms of nonverbal
communication) and which allow for immediate reception
of the message, immediate feedback that the message has
been received, and immediate elaboration or clarification
when necessary [1, 2]. Other people may tend towards leaner
media, such as electronic communication (e.g., email and text
messaging), which primarily use written text and for which
longer delays in response are expected before feedback is

given to the sender. Because of these individual differences,
attempts at communication might be more effective if the
transmitter of the message is aware of the perceiver’s prefer-
ences. The relationships between individual differences and
preference for different media are not clearly understood,
thus making choosing the most appropriate media more
difficult. In order to make better decisions concerning media
choice, this novel, exploratory study examines how prefer-
ence for media richness is related to personality, age, and
gender.

2. Literature Review

When a sender chooses a medium for transmitting informa-
tion to another person, he or she must consider a multitude
of factors. These factors include the characteristics of the
available media, environmental characteristics (such as the
nature of the message and social factors), and the personal
qualities of both the sender and the receiver. An inappropriate
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Table 1: Media richness of various media.

Media Synchronicity Number of cues Ordinal ranking of media richness (1: low; 5: high)
(1) Face-to-face High High 5
(2) Telephone High Medium 4
(3) Instant messaging Medium-high Low 3
(4) Text messaging Medium Low 2
(5) Email Low Low 1

choice ofmedia can result in poor or incomplete transmission
and comprehension of the intended message.

2.1. Media Richness. Daft and Lengel [1, 2] provide a frame-
work for understanding one aspect of a communication
medium. Media richness is a measure of a medium’s abil-
ity to transmit information that will change the receptor’s
understanding within a given time. They theorize that four
measures determine the richness of a medium: (1) the
delay necessary for providing feedback after reception of the
message (richer media have shorter delays; they are higher
in synchronicity), (2) the number of cues that are used to
transmit information (e.g., face-to-face communication uses
spoken words, tone of voice, facial expressions, and body
language to transmit the message; text messages are usually
limited to written text and emoticons), (3) the degree of
personalization of a message (a phone call is more personal
than a radio advertisement), and (4) the freedom that the
media gives to choose a variety of styles of language (a person
can use a great variety of language styles on the phone or
in email; an organization’s formal written policies are more
limited in style).

In this study, we focus on interpersonal communication,
so we examine media that are used in communication
between individuals (i.e., not one-to-many communication
or mass-media). The five we have chosen to examine repre-
sent a broad mixture of traditional and modern multimedia
communications: face-to-face communication, telephone,
email, text messaging (also known as SMS, short message
service, or simply as texting), and instant messaging (also
known as IM or chatting).Many othermedia exist that can be
used for interpersonal communication (e.g., letters, memos,
video conferencing, Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest, with
new media created regularly). In interpersonal communica-
tion, there is no limit to the style of language that can be
used. By definition, all interpersonal communication is able
to be personalized. This means that these two dimensions
of media richness (choices of language styles and degree of
personalization) are not relevant to the media in this study.
Thus the only dimensions of media richness in Daft and
Lengel’s framework [1, 2] which are relevant in this study are
(1) immediacy of feedback (synchronicity) and (2) the num-
ber of cues used to transmit information. The capacity and
expectation for immediate feedback are highest in face-to-
face communication and telephone, almost as high in instant
messaging, medium in texting, and lowest in email [3]. The
number of cues used to transmit information is highest in
face-to-face communication, not quite as high in telephone,

and lowest in IM, texting, and email [3, 4]. Treating these two
dimensions as being equally important yields the following
order (Table 1), from richest to leanest media: face-to-face
communication, telephone, instant messaging, texting, and
email [5].

2.2. Environmental Factors. The choice of media in light of
environmental factors such as the nature of the task and the
social context has been the subject of much research. Many
theories contribute to our understanding of how humans
make this choice. Rational choice theory [6, 7] predicts that
people choose a communication medium by matching its
characteristics to requirements of the communication task. It
would be a rational choice to send 25 pages of part numbers
by email rather than communicate this information over the
phone. In some situations, the nature of the task accounts for
almost all the variance in the choice of the communication
medium.

Media richness theory [1, 2] predicts that richer media
are needed when there is greater ambiguity or uncertainty in
the information being communicated. For example, complex
problems should be discussed in person, rather than through
a letter.The cognitive based view of media choice [8] is based
on the elaboration likelihoodmodel of attitude formation and
change [9] which states that, in order to process a message,
the recipient must be both motivated and able to do so. This
theory proposes that people are able to process simple or
small amounts of information in face-to-face communica-
tion, but complex or larger amounts of information would
be more appropriate for email or other leaner media that
do not require immediate feedback. Similarly, people are
more motivated to process messages when another person
is present (such as in rich media) than when the message is
received apart from the presence of the sender. Thus social
presence is a major environmental factor to consider when
choosing a medium.

Other environmental factors related to media choice
are also influenced by the social context [7, 10]. If the
recipient of the message is not physically present, face-to-
face communication is not possible. If a person has not
been in an environment where a certain medium has been
used, choosing it is not a very likely option. However, social
learning [11] occurs frequentlywhen one observes peers using
a new medium. If many of a person’s friends are using a new
means of communication, the person will be motivated to
join in the communication and may learn how to use the
medium through a combination of imitation and trial and
error.The greater the enthusiasm for andmeaning associated
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with a communication channel in a social context, the greater
the motivation to choose that channel.

It has been postulated that rich media which allow for
greater social contact between the two parties are better for
building relationships (social presence theory [12]); face-to-
face communication would be the best for building relation-
ships and leaner electronic media would be the least effective.
But, as the Internet has developed, building relationships
through lean media has become common and many people
find it more effective than face-to-face communication for
developing relationships. Walther’s [13] social information
processing perspective explains why computer mediated
communication can sometimes be more effective in devel-
oping relationships. In computer mediated communication,
as in all human interactions, participants are motivated
to form relationships. They gather information and create
hypotheses about the people with whom they communicate.
Their interchange will confirm or modify these hypotheses.
Thus, in lean media (with fewer cues or longer delays),
relationship development will occur as with richer media but
at a slower pace since less information is exchanged with
possibly longer delays. It is quite possible that this type of
relationship development is more attractive to some people
than others. This provides one explanation of why individual
differences also play a role in media choice.

2.3. Individual Differences. Whereas the environmental fac-
tors influencing media choices have been often studied, this
exploratory study will examine some of the personal qualities
of those involved in communication which might influence
one’s choice of media. These qualities might include abilities,
motivation, demographics, cultural background, and person-
ality traits. These qualities tend to be highly interrelated.
For example, ability may be most directly influenced by
education and social context, which in turn are influenced by
demographics such as age, gender, and cultural background.
Ability is also linked to values and motives. For example,
a favorable attitude to change and innovation is a strong
predictor of use of computer mediated communication [14].

The present study examines the predictive power of easily
observable individual differences to predict motivation in
media choice. Age and gender are among the most easily
identifiable individual differences. Many personality traits
are also easy to identify through regular conversation with
a person [15]. Motives and preferences, however, are much
harder to identify. Somemotives are identifiable through self-
report and are relatively easy to identify (explicitmotives), but
others (implicit motives) are difficult to access and perhaps
not even knowable [16, 17]. Some people are likely to be
more motivated to use richer media than others. We identify
this motive as media richness preference. This study will
examine the relationship between media richness preference
and personality traits as described by the five-factor model of
personality, in addition to gender and age.

The five-factor model of personality [18–20] is the most
commonly used model of personality traits in modern
research psychology. Traits may be considered recognizable
and habitual patterns of behavior and sometimes include

habitual patterns of thoughts and emotions. The five-factor
model describes personality along five continuous trait
dimensions (known as the Big Five): extraversion, agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and
neuroticism.

This exploratory study examines how these five dimen-
sions of personality (as well as age and gender) are related
to an individual’s preference for using channels of commu-
nication that are richer relative to those which are leaner.
Preferences are affective reactions to stimuli [21] and thus
may be positive or negative and vary in intensity. In this
study, we examine people’s reaction to a communication
medium by asking them about their preference for that
medium in comparison to another medium that is either
higher or lower in media richness. These affective reactions
may have a cognitive basis to them (e.g., “I don’t like the
telephone because it’s almost always my demanding mother-
in-law calling.”), but often they have a purely evaluative
content that precedes cognition [21, 22]. These evaluations
serve as the basis for motivation, either as pure affect or in
interaction with cognitions that may follow the perception of
the stimulus. Thus we believe that these preferences will be
related to the Big Five personality traits, as are other motives
[23, 24]. Since preference measures affect or motivation,
being able to predict media richness preference from easily
observable and measurable personality traits can lead to the
practical application of this knowledge when choosing a
communication medium to use with an individual.

Previous research has indicated that affect associatedwith
a communication medium is a legitimate construct that can
be reliably measured [25]. We do not try to measure affect
directly for each of the media that are being considered,
but we measure the preference for one medium relative to
another. This is appropriate for comparing items that are
ranked by an ordinal scale, such as the media richness of the
media in question [26].

Another research has concerned the relationship
between personality and other communication constructs.
McCroskey et al. [27] found that personality traits predict
shyness, sense of competence in communication, communi-
cation apprehension, verbal aggressiveness, communication
compulsivity, and argumentativeness. Few studies have
examined media richness preference and personality. D. J.
Reid and F. J. M. Reid [28] found that people who preferred
texting over telephone were higher in social anxiety, a con-
struct associatedwith neuroticism.Karemaker [29] examined
a similar comparison and found that extraversion predicted a
preference for face-to-face over computer mediated commu-
nication, but only for those who were low in neuroticism.
This exploratory study seeks to go beyond these media
specific studies and explore whether personality predicts
a general preference for media richness that is applicable
across multiple means of communication.

3. Hypotheses

We examine whether individual differences (age, gender,
and personality traits) predict preference for media richness
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in interpersonal communication among adults. As this is
an exploratory study, our hypotheses are quite general and
nondirectional in their predictions.

3.1. H1: Age Predicts Media Richness Preference. As younger
people learn and adapt to new technologies faster than older
people [30], it could be assumed that younger peoplewill have
a preference for leaner media. But if an older person only
uses face-to-face interaction and telephone to communicate,
the person would have a high preference for leaner media
if he or she strongly preferred telephone to face-to-face
communication, just as if a younger person usedmanymedia
but tended to prefer email over other forms. We know of
no developmental theory that would predict that younger
or older people would have a higher or lower preference for
media richness. We include this nondirectional hypothesis to
discover any potential relationship thatmightwarrant further
study.

3.2. H2: Gender Will Predict Preference for Media Richness.
Males and females have very different patterns of communi-
cation [31–33]. Men tend to be agentic or instrumental; their
communication is more active, decisive, direct, and oriented
towards obtaining results. Women tend to be communal or
expressive; their communication is more expressive, caring,
and oriented towards developing relationships. Women gen-
erally are more responsive and interested in communication
than men [34]. They more often express their feelings while
communicating [35]. They are less likely to dominate the
communication process and more likely to let the other
person express himself or herself freely [36]. Women use and
understand nonverbal communication more than men [37]
and work harder at interpreting it properly [38].

In general, it may be said that women are more skilled
than men in communication [36–39]. But how would this
affect media richness preference? It could be argued that
females would prefer rich media because they get more
out of all forms of communication. The additional richness
would bring more benefits to them than to men. In other
words, men would not profit as much from multiple cues
as women do, so men would have a higher preference for
lean media than women which would allow them more
time to respond appropriately. This is similar to the social
compensation hypothesis [40] which proposes that the socially
anxious are more likely to profit from computer mediated
communication because the communication environment is
less threatening.

From an alternative point of view, it could also be
argued that females have less of a need for media richness
because their skills enable them to use all means effectively;
the cues that are lost with the leaner media would have
less impact on females than on males. Thus preference for
media richness would be higher for males than females.
Females would be more open to adapting to new, leaner
media because they would lose very little with fewer cues;
this phenomenon would be related to the rich get richer
hypothesis [41, 42]. This hypothesis proposes that those who
are gifted in communication benefit the most from learning

to use new media because it gives them yet another means
to communicate with others. This study should shed light
on how these two frameworks come into play with media
richness preference.

3.3. H3: Personality Traits Will Predict Media Richness Pref-
erence. The two perspectives mentioned above may come
into play. The rich get richer hypothesis [41] would suggest
that people with traits predicting better communication
would prefer the leaner media because it gives them yet
another tool to do what they do well, with little loss from
having fewer cues. The social compensation hypothesis [40]
would suggest that people with the traits that predict weaker
communication skills would prefer the leaner media because
these new media are less threatening and easier to manage.
It is not easy to predict which traits would predict the most
effective communication across the various media. However,
high extraversion, high agreeableness, high conscientious-
ness, high openness to experience, and low neuroticism have
all been linked to many socially desirable qualities. These
five traits predict higher self-esteem, locus of control, and
generalized self-efficacy [43]. They also predict emotional
intelligence as measured by several scales [44] along with
well-being and satisfaction with life [45]. Thus it is possible
that extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness
to experience, and low neuroticism will either positively
predict media richness preference (the social compensation
hypothesis) or negatively predict media richness preference
(the rich get richer preference). This study will shed light
on which framework is most relevant for the individual
differences examined.

4. Method

Diverse participants with at least basic skills in computer
mediated communication participated in an online survey
about their media preferences which were then analyzed
through correlational and regression analyses. The survey
included measures of personality traits, preferences for var-
ious media, and demographic information.

4.1. Participants. The target population consisted of adults at
least 18 years old who had at least aminimal competency with
computer mediated communication (e.g., the ability to email
or access a web site). A convenience sample was recruited
from the authors’ social networks and email distribution
lists. A total of 299 people participated in the survey and
produced usable results. Twenty-seven surveys were only
partially completed (age was most commonly omitted). Thus
𝑁 varied from 272 to 299 for the various analyses.

4.2. Measures. The survey included three sections: person-
ality traits, communication preferences, and demographic
information.

The traits described by the five-factor model of personal-
ity were measured by a modified short inventory developed
and validated by Rammstedt and John [46]. This inventory
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations.

E A C N O Age Gender MRP
Extraversion .705 .106 .202∗∗ −.229∗∗ .268∗∗ .187∗∗ .130∗ .183∗∗

Agreeableness .448 .221∗∗ −.146∗ .113 .068 .121∗ .146∗

Conscientiousness .538 −.087 .226∗∗ .338∗∗ .163∗∗ .079
Neuroticism .466 −.184∗∗ −.094 .305∗∗ −.134∗

Openness .641 −.103 .046 .121∗

Age — .049 −.005
Gender — −.137∗

Media richness preference .593
𝑁 299 299 299 299 299 272 285 295
Mean 4.11 5.19 5.01 3.57 5.47 38.3 1.51 .019
SD 1.49 1.00 1.28 1.36 1.03 16.4 .50 .57

Scale range or measure 1–6 1–6 1–6 1–6 1–6 Years 1 = male
2 = female Mean of 𝑧-scores

Note: E: extraversion; A: agreeableness; C: conscientiousness; N: neuroticism; O: openness; MRP: media richness preference. Cronbach’s 𝛼 is presented along
the diagonal.
∗

𝑝 < .05, 2 tailed. ∗∗𝑝 < .01, 2 tailed.

sufficiently predicts the results of longer personality question-
naires, such as the Big Five Inventory [46]. This inventory is
especially useful when longer questionnaires are not practical
because they would discourage participation [47], as was
likely the case in this study.The itemsmeasuring extraversion
(e.g., “I see myself as someone who is outgoing, sociable”),
agreeableness (e.g., “I see myself as someone who is consid-
erate and kind to almost everyone”), conscientiousness (e.g.,
“I see myself as someone who does a thorough job”), and
neuroticism (e.g., “I see myself as someone who gets nervous
easily”) were measured with the two or three Likert items
chosen by Rammstedt and John [46]. Three new items were
used to measure openness to experience (e.g. “I see myself
as someone who is open to new experiences”) because a
previous study [48], with a sample similar to that of this study,
used the items recommended by Rammstedt and John [46]
but found a nonnormal distribution in the responses to the
openness items, perhaps indicatingmiscomprehension; these
new itemswere chosen to be easier to understand.Themeans,
standard deviations, and alphas for the five traits are found in
Table 2. It should be noted that the alphas are relatively low
because the measures only have two or three items.

To assess the degree to which a participant prefers richer
media, participants were presented with a series of questions
asking them to indicate their preference for two media. They
were asked to respond to Likert items in a form similar to
Thurstone’s [26] method of paired comparison: “In general,
I prefer communicating face to face more than by phone”
or “In general, I prefer to communicate by email more than
by texting.” The response choices ranged from 1: “Disagree
strongly” to 7: “Agree strongly.” Items that asked for a person’s
preference for a richer media compared to a leaner media
(e.g., “face to face more than by phone”) were positively
scored and those that asked for a person’s preference for a
leaner media compared to a richer media (e.g., “by emailing
more than by texting”) were reverse scored. The media
compared are listed in order of richest to leanest in Table 1.

Not all participants used all five media examined in this
study. It was assumed, since the survey was administered
via the Internet, that all participants communicated using
at least three media: face-to-face communication, telephone,
and email. Additional questions were asked if they used
texting and instant messaging (IM). Based on the media used
by each participant, participants were then asked to indicate
the strength of their preference for one medium over another
in all two-way combinations of themedia that they used (e.g.,
to indicate the strength of their agreement or disagreement
to “In general, I prefer communicating by e-mail more than
face-to-face,” reverse scored). Those who used only the three
primary media were asked to make three comparisons (𝑛 =
77). Those who used four media (the primary three plus
texting, 𝑛 = 60, or primary three plus instant messaging, 𝑛 =
33) were asked to make six comparisons, and those who used
all five media (𝑛 = 128) were asked to make ten comparisons.
The average participant used four media.

For each comparison, the scores were normalized (after
reverse scoring if the item asked about a preference for leaner
media compared to richer media). For each participant,
the media richness preference was calculated by averaging
the normalized scores for each comparison made. Because
the normalized scores for each participant were weighted
according to the number of comparisons made, the average
media richness preference was not zero as would be expected
when calculating an average of 𝑧-scores (M = .019, SD = .575).
Cronbach’s alpha for media richness preference was lower
than desired (𝛼 = .593) but was reasonably acceptable for an
exploratory study [49]. This is probably due to comparisons
being made on criteria other than media richness; these
criteria would likely include familiarity with a given media,
perceived skill in using it, or the permanence of the record left
by its use. Comments from several participants also indicated
that the telephone differed from the othermedia because they
felt it was intrusive, and thus these participants had a strong
preference to avoid it.



6 Advances in Multimedia

Participants responded to questions about their age,
gender, education, and continent where they lived.The range
of age was 16 to 84 years. The median age and education
were 33 years and 16 years, respectively.The participants were
divided equally between the sexes and 89% lived in North
America (Canada and USA); 5% lived in Europe and 3% in
Australia/Pacific Ocean. There was no relationship between
age and gender (𝑟 = .049, 𝑝 = .421) or education and gender (𝑟
=−.071,𝑝= .236). Age and educationweremoderately related
(𝑟 = .394, 𝑝 < .001) possibly because many of the younger
participants were still in school.

In general, personality traits were correlated to gender
and age in the expected directions (see Table 2) [50, 51].
Agreeableness and conscientiousness went up with age while
neuroticism and openness went down with age, although not
all the correlations were significant. Contrary tomost studies,
extraversion was positively correlated to age. Agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and neuroticismwere all higher in females
than in males as expected; similarly there was little difference
in openness. Females were significantly more extraverted
than males, a response often not found [50].

5. Results

5.1. Age and Media Richness Preference. Hypothesis 1 was not
supported. No significant relationshipwas found between age
and media richness preference (𝑟 = −.006, 𝑛 = 272, and 𝑝 =
.919; all probabilities are 2-tailed). Although the number of
media used decreases with age (𝑟 = −.493, 𝑝 < .001), age does
not predict media richness preference, nor does the number
of media used (𝑟 = −.064, 𝑝 = .274). The sample size had
power = .700 to detect a correlation of .15 between age and
media richness preference.

5.2. Gender and Media Richness Preference. Hypothesis 2
was supported. Gender significantly predicts media richness
preference; specifically, males have a higher preference for
media richness than females (𝑡 = 2.33, 𝑝 = .021, 𝑛 = 285,
and 𝑑 = −.277). Males have a stronger preference for using
richer media to communicate with others, such as face-to-
face dialog and telephone, than females.

5.3. Personality and Media Richness Preference. Hypothesis 3
was supported (see Table 2). Personality significantly predicts
media richness preference; specifically, higher extraversion
(𝑟 = .183, 𝑝 = .002, and 𝑛 = 295), higher agreeableness (𝑟 =
.145, 𝑝 = .012, and 𝑛 = 295), higher openness (𝑟 = .122, 𝑝 =
.036, and 𝑛 = 295), and lower neuroticism (𝑟 = −.134, 𝑝
= .022, and 𝑛 = 295) all predict higher media richness
preference. Conscientiousness does not significantly predict
media richness preference (𝑟 = .079, 𝑝 = .177, and 𝑛 = 295).

5.4. Regression Analyses. A two-step regression analysis was
performed. The first model predicted media richness prefer-
ence from gender and age; this model was not significant (𝑅2
= .015, 𝑝 = .131; see Table 3), although the coefficient 𝛽 for
gender was significant.

Table 3: Regression analyses.

Model 𝑅
2

𝛽 𝑡 𝑝

1
.015 .131

Gender −.123∗ −2.022 .044
Age .000 −.003 .997

2

.077∗∗ .001
Gender −.162∗ −2.506 .013
Age −.028 −.453 .651

Extraversion .155∗ 2.403 .017
Agreeableness .144∗ 2.380 .018
Neuroticism −.014 −.215 .830
Openness .081 1.288 .199

Note: 𝑛 = 272. ∗𝑝 < .05. ∗∗𝑝 < .01. For gender, male = 1, female = 2.

In the second model, the four personality traits that
had significant zero-order correlations with media richness
preference (extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, and
openness) were added. Both the model (see Table 3) and the
change in the multiple correlation coefficient are significant
(Δ𝑅2 = .062, 𝑝 = .002). The coefficients 𝛽 for gender,
extraversion, and agreeableness are significant. This model
accounts for 7.7%of the variance inmedia richness preference
in spite of the low coefficients of reliability.

6. Discussion

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine
how age, gender, and personality traits influence a person’s
preference formedia richness. Can such information indicate
if a person is likely to have a strong preference for rich media
such as face-to-face communication or if the person is likely
to feel more comfortable with leaner media, such as texting
or email?

No evidencewas found that age influences a person’s pref-
erence for media richness. Contrary to the popular idea that
young people prefer communicating in more impersonal,
leaner media, we found no evidence for such a difference.
Although there are differences across gender and associated
with personality traits, the old and the young have the same
average preference for media richness. Younger people tend
to use more means of electronic communication, but this
does not influence their preference for the richer media
compared to the leaner. Thus the decision to email or meet
with a person face to face should be made considering a
multitude of factors (message content, recipient skills, sender
skills, social context, gender, personality, etc.), but age in
itself is not one of the factors that needs to be taken into
consideration.

The Main Effect of Gender Was Significant. Males have a
higher preference for media richness than females. This can
be understood at two levels. First, males are less skilled in
communication than are females [35, 37–39]. Thus for an
equal amount of information to be communicated in a given
period of time, men need a richer media. Males are less
efficient in communication processes due to a greater loss
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of information. The richer media allow for greater amounts
of information to be communicated quickly, allowing for a
loss of information to have less serious consequences. Richer
media also allow for immediate elaboration or clarification
when necessary. Women have fewer losses of information, so
the leaner media are less risky for them. The leaner media
may be more convenient, less time consuming, and more
conducive to multitasking. Since women have a relatively
lower risk of miscommunication, their preference for rich
media is lower than men’s. This lends support to the “rich
get richer” perspective [41, 42]: those who are gifted in
communication benefit the most from using new, leaner
media because it gives them yet another means to efficiently
communicate with others.

A second reason that men may have a higher media
richness preference concerns gender differences in com-
munication styles [31, 32]. Men tend to be agentic and
goal oriented in their communication. The purpose of their
communication tends to be the exchange of new, precise
information. Any error in communication distracts them
from accomplishing the goal. Thus, to reduce the likelihood
of a loss of information, men have a greater preference
for richer media in which the greater number of cues and
synchronicity minimize the likelihood of misinterpretation
errors. Women tend to be more communal and expressive
in their communication, developing relationships and sup-
porting the person with whom they are communicating.This
requires the communication of less new information; the
bandwidth of information communicated may be narrower
but perfectly appropriate. Thus leaner media may be quite
aptly suited for this type of communication. For example,
the person who sends hundreds of text messages per day to
maintain friendships is quite likely to be communicating the
samemessage tomultiple recipients, most of whommay have
relatively well defined expectations of what the message will
contain; using lean media in such situations carries little risk
of information loss.

In the final model of the regression analyses, extraver-
sion and agreeableness both significantly predicted a higher
preference for media richness. The strongest predictor of
media richness preference was extraversion. Extraverted
people tend to be sociable, outgoing, and communicative.
Introverted people tend to be reserved, calm, and quiet.
Karemaker [29] had found evidence that extraversion pre-
dicted a preference for richer media, but the results were
only significant for people low in neuroticism. This study
has demonstrated that extraversion is a predictor of media
richness preference even when controlling for neuroticism.
This may be interpreted as indicating that the richness of
an interaction, rather than the quantity of interactions, is
what lies behind the extravert’s motivation to be social,
outgoing, and communicative. For the introvert, the extra
cues provided by the richer media are less attractive. The
motivations that lead them to be reserved, calm, and quiet
also lead them towards the leaner media which, by their
nature, can be more easily monitored and used in calm and
quiet ways.

The second personality trait to predict a higher preference
for richer media is agreeableness. Agreeable people are
motivated to be warm, caring, and soft-hearted. These traits
often manifest themselves in emotions expressing concern.
The richer media, which can communicate facial, corporal,
and/or tonal cues, are quite appropriate for communicating
emotions. Text based communications require greater effort
and skill to convey emotional content as well as the richer
media. Thus agreeable people have a higher preference for
richer media than those who are less agreeable.

Thefindings concerning both extraversion and agreeable-
ness support the social compensation hypothesis [40, 42].
Those who are weaker in communication skills profit more
from computermediated communication than those who are
more gifted.

7. Conclusion and Implications

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine the
role that age, gender, and personality traits can play in
predicting media richness preference. We can conclude that
people who are more extraverted or more agreeable have a
higher preference for rich media. Men tend to have a higher
preference for rich media than women. Age appears to have
little or no relationship with media richness preference.

These differences in media richness preference can be
explained by differences in communication styles of males
and females and by the greater skill in communication asso-
ciated with higher extraversion and agreeableness. Men tend
to be more agentic and goal oriented in their communication
while women tend to be more communal and relationship
oriented. This orientation makes rich communication media
more attractive to males since it decreases the likelihood of
loss of task related information. Lower extraversion and lower
agreeableness make leaner, computer mediated communica-
tion more attractive because these media limit the rate of
exchange of interpersonal information and lessen the need
for emotional sensitivity and responsiveness.

On the practical side, this information can be used
by managers, employees, friends, and family to help them
choose the media they use to communicate. If the situation
(including message content, recipient skills, sender skills,
and social context) does not provide sufficient information
to determine what communication medium would be most
appropriate, the results of this study may be useful. By
choosing a medium that best corresponds to a recipient’s
media richness preference, the sender can make it more
likely that the message will be understood and dealt with
appropriately.

Although significant predictors of the construct were
found, much more research needs to be done. The construct
of media richness preference needs to be improved. We mea-
sured media richness preference by asking each participant
3 to 10 questions about his or her media preferences. The
coefficient of reliability for this scale was only marginally suf-
ficient. The reliability might be able to be increased by asking
participants to respond tomore items. However, it is possible,
and likely, that much more than media richness influences
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an individual’s preference for onemedium over another.Thus
future research would benefit from the development of new
ways of measuring media richness preference.

This study also used very short measures of personality
traits. These scales also had low coefficients of reliability.
Because the alphas were low for both variables in each
correlation computed, it is quite possible that the relation-
ships detected are actually much stronger than the results
indicated. Further research should be done using more
reliable personality instruments that measure not just the Big
Five traits, but also more specific traits (such as the facets of
the Big Five) which might provide more information on how
personality is related to media richness preference and how
these traits interact with gender and age.
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