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ABSTRACT

‘..' ‘Argyle and Dgén'sl(IQGS? affiliattve-conflict theory is
conceived as‘cohsisfiqg of ;woiseparafe, yeT'reIaTed,-parfs,
. 'boTh of which foc;s on fﬁeir concept of an intimacy eqdﬁlibrum
. point. The intimacy qquilibrum point is é comfortable |éve]1of
‘nonverbal iﬁffmécy whiéh fnfdracfan%s §eék To'esfaﬁlish._.The

L -

first part of Argyle and Dean's theory involves thetestabl ishment

of an infimacy equilibrum point, and the second-part deals with
changes In_behavioué once an intimacy eqﬁilibrum point has been
established and then disrupfad: This study represented- an attempt

r

- to investigate how two factors, level of‘acquainfance and expec-
© tations for soTial approval, affact the esTabliéhmenT of the
infiﬁacy gquilibfiﬁm point between members of a triad.
Undergraduafe.Males wera reéfuifed for an eiperimeﬁf;én
the ﬂacquainTance process". Their task was Toiépgak'fn Furn
~with one another in a m&nolbgue fashiont Two. separate experiments
were conducted. -Forty-two 'subjects parTiciﬁaTed'in\tiperfmeﬁ+. L
A. Expef{menT A involved the ié%eraeTion of three naive §upje&+s
. and fhe manipulafion of their leval of‘acquaiSTaﬁcé. Level| of
acquaihTancé'was man[pgla+ad by'vaﬁylng Therorder in which The
~ subjects spoke. One.subJeéf (+ar§e+'A) always époke fl;ST,
}ollowed by another subject (subject B); the third person'
(target C)} was not inen a chance to speak. 'Thus, when it was:
-subject B's turn to speak,. he was béTTer achalnféd with Taéééf '

* A than target C, because of the greater amount of information

he had about target A relative to target.C.



' fhirTY-sig.subjecfs participated in Experiment B. Exper-

. imeﬁ+wﬁ involved the inTerq;Tion'of one éubjecf and two confeder-
ates ané the maniﬁulation.of both leve! of .acquaintance and
expectations for social approval. lThe two confederates ﬁlayed
the roles of target A anh target C. As in Experiment.A, the
[eyel of acquaintance was manipulated by fhe order in which the
participants gpbke. Expgcfafions for sdcial @pproQar;wera
manipulated by having target A direct either a high, medlum, or
ldwllevel‘of gaze toward subject B while TargeTUA was speakingf
In both éxpé?{menfs, an'observer recorded the frequency, total
duration, and ﬁean duration of subjecT_B's‘gaze.

fhe major.hypofhesislfhaf.Inct?ased leve| of acqualntance
would.result _in more- gazing was confirmed by.Tﬂe resﬁ[fs of

poTh experimefits. While subject B was speaking hé directed

T

more gaze towards the person who had previously

signiflicant|
'spoken (target A) than toward the person wﬁo had not Spdkén
(férgef C).  However, the hypothesis -(for Experiment 8 only)

that whlle ;UbJGCT B was speaking he would reclprocafe the gaze
level. previously directed Towards him by fargef A was not .confirm-
ed. Likewise, the results of Experiment B falled to supporT the
prediction that while'ffsfeﬁlhg‘subjecf B would.reclprocafe the
gaze level directed at him by target A.' In addITion, both
experimenfs revealed that Tofal duration and mean duraTlon of

gaze was greafer while lisfenlng Than speaking, although The

frequency of gaze remained the same. Also, it was found that

vi



gaie decreased as a function of time, with frequency of.éaze deé~‘
réasing thle the person was speakiﬁg and duration of gaze dec~
reasing while the person was ligféning; JSubject B's ra+fngs‘of
his coactors genérally indicated that target A was perceived more |
lfavorgply than target C. The subjects in Experiment B also i
viewed the high gaze of target A as beinglé sign of approvalil. ;
The results wére discussed in fterms of apbroacﬁ—avdidancé
forces affecting the establishment of an iﬁfimacy equi[ibrium‘ T
point. Although the results of the level of acquainfaﬁce manipul-
ation were in accord wiThlpredicTions derived from'The:affiIiaTive-
contlict theory, the gaze level manipulation results were.not.
In Iighf,of this finding and the contradictory resulfséopfained
by other researéhers, the ah*hor suggested the need To?crifiéally

re-examine and possibly expand The‘affiliafive-conflicf theory.

M
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCT | ON

o : .
"The eye is Thé pulse of the soul. As physicians judge §f the

heart by the pulse, so we by the eye." (Adams,7I629; as cited in
Bartlett, 1882) o '

| Over The centuries, the one aspect of nonverbal behaviour that
has receiyed the greaTe;T amount of attention has been visual .
behaviour. Qarious sources refer to the power of the "evil eye,"
while writers often referufo the "look of love." In current vogue
is the idea that [ying is aécompénied by an inability to look the
person To whom one is lying in the eyéﬁ. ‘

~In spite of the éwareness of the importance of visual behaviour,

It Snly has Been recently that this particular aspect of behéviour
has been subjected to scientific investigation. Visual behayi&ur
usﬁally refers to the gaie'of a person's_gigé toward the person with
hwhdm he is interacting. Two common measéres of visual behaviour
are mutual gaze and indivldual.gaze;u'MuTual gaze {(also referréd to
as eye contact) 'is the simﬁl?aneous tookiﬁg at one another's eyes
by two peéple, whereas indivIdUa{ gaze is.The gaze that a person
~directs at his coactor rega}dless éf whether or not his coactor ,
returns the look. Numerous experiments haQe soﬁghf to relate
various factors to squecTs' visual behaviours. Among the factors

that have been investigated are sex (Exline, 1963; Exline, Gray, &

Schuotte, I965); distance (Argyle & Dean, 1965; Goldbe‘rg', Kiesler,



o
& Collins, 1969), topic of conversation (Exline; Gréy,‘& Schutte,
1965; Exi1ne § Winters, 1965}, and‘persqnaiify factors (EQline,
|963; Libby & Yakleéich, 1973),"Reviews of The_liferafure on
visual behaviour havé been made by Duncan (1969) and Mehrabian
(I972) among others.

-

in splfe of the great number of studies on nonverbal behaviour,

" . only one'relatively comprehen5|ve theory has been forwarded to

accounT.for the various findings. Argyle and Dean (i965) have
proposed what they call the affilia"l'ive-conflicf theory. The
theory begins WITh the assumption that there are both approach

and av01dance forces affecflng nonverbal behaviour in soclal
interactions. Furfthermors, interacting parties seek fo establish
‘a comfofTable jevel of inferacfion; an equilibrium point, which

is a balance between the approaéh and avbidance tendencies. This
level of mutual comfort is referred to as an "“intimacy equilibrium"
and is considered to be @ joint function éf spch fac?ofs as

mutual gaze, intferpersonal distance, body.orienfafion, smiling,
inTimécy.of topic, and t+he nature of Tée relationship befween the
_peopie. Once an intimacy equilibrium has heen reached, a change

in one or more of the above factors resul?s in a state of
disequilibrium, |n order o regain the intimacy equilibrium, a
-cémpensafory'change in one or more of the factors .will occur.

. This predicted compensatory. change as a result éf imbalance is
referred To as the compensation hypo?hesus A recehf review of the
“ research by Patterson (I973) has shown that most sfudaes, both

correlational and experimenfal, Iend'supporf +o the. compensation



.hypoThesis. However, as Schneider and Hansvick (1974)’poin+ ou%,

it can be érgued that most of the studies pqrporTiﬁé to test the
hypothesis actually do not Testhif. Schneider and Hansvick argue
that the studies do not deal with changes in the intimacy level
of the inferécfahfs once an equilibrium point has been esfébl{shed,‘
but ra+her with the nonverbal behaviours that occur in a static,
nonchanging interaction.

) The éffilLaTive conflict +heory can be conceive& as consingng
of.TwQ separate yet rala}ed parts.. ThelfirST Involves #he.es+ablish—l
ment of an equilibrium poin}, and The second deals wifh.cﬁanges in

" behaviour once an equilibrium point has’ been established and then
disrupféd. The establishment of an equilibrium péinf can be seen
as a function of the approach and avoidance forces present in any
given situation. Aé&ording to Mehrabian (1969), people, approach
things that they |ike and avoid {fhings that they dislike. The
person's feeling of |ike versus dfslfke is expressed through what
Mehrabian refers to as "immediacy cues," which incldde'various
nonverbal'infimacy behaviours such as mutual gaze, distance
mainfananca, and body lean. Thus, if the approach forces are
stronger and %he'avoidance forces weaker in one sltuation as
oppbsed to another, then the intimacy equilibria, as expressed by

ﬂ‘The,Ievel_of immediacy .cues, shpﬁld be different. In other words,
thére should be more.infensé immediacy cues (e.g. more mutual gaze,
closer distances, and mére forward body ‘[&ans) in Thé former

condition relative to the latter one. Argyle and Dean, however,

do not devote much attention to the conditions influencing the
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establishment of 'ar; intimacy .equilibrium point. Instead, they
conbenTraTe on Thé second part ofITheir theory,’which deals with
the changes in the immediacy behaviours beTween_Two iqfqracfanfs
once they have established an intimacy equilibrium point.
'Confrary fo Argyle and Dean's emphasis, the present study was
primarily concerned W|Th the flrs+ part of their theory, namely,
the factors |nfluanC|ng the establishment of an intimacy eqdﬁﬂlbrlum |
point., The author soughf +o Investigate how one type of Tmmediacy
behaviour, jndividual gaze, was affecfed by two variables: (a) the
leve| of acquaintance of the inTeracTanTs.éhd (b} the expectations
tor social approval of the interactantsy”-

Level Of Acquaintance

Most studies of visual behaviour involve having a subjecf
interact with a stranger who is either énofher éubjecf or a
confederate posingzas a subject. However, one would expect that
a person ngnverbally interacts differently witTh a friend or
acquaintance as opposed o a stranger. This differential level
of responding could be due to the different levels of approéch
and avoidance forces present in each situation. Thus, relative to
two s%rangers, two friends should have- stronger approach and
weaker avoidance forces with respect to each b+ﬁer.' As a result,
friends should engage in more Intense immediacy behaviours than
should sTréngers, resulting in @ higher inftmacy equilibrium
point for the former relatlve to the [afféﬁ.r

Two recent studies have shown that friends engage in more

. intense Immediacy behaviours than do non-friends. Russo (1975),



/

using young children as her subjects, found that the percentage of
time that two samé-sexed.friends engaged in mutual gaze was not

. oy ! .
significantly greater than that of sTranger; however, the mean

’

lengfh of mutual gaze was significantly greater for friends. Russo

~concluded that mean lengfh of mufual gaze is an index of affillafuve

deswes, while fotal amoun“l' of mutual gaze is used solely for

feedback. Rubin (1970), who investigated the concept of "romantic
love," found that couples whd were‘highty in love (as‘&efined by
their responses to a questionnaire) spent more fime gazing into .
" L}

“each other's eyes than djd couples who were less in love, who in

Tdrn gazed into each other's eyes more than did strangers; héwever,
high versus low love coﬁplss‘did not differ in the amount of time
The§ spent in individual gaze. Thus, the above two studies indicate
that the amount of visuallbehévlour in which two people engage
varies Hirecfly with their level of acquainfance{

Based upon the research on mutual gaze, it would appear that
the leQef of -acquaintance between Twé'peOple affects thelir intimacy
equiiibridm point, with higher levels of immediacy behaviours be}ng
asspciated with higher levelé of acquaintance. However, what remains
16 bé‘a&sﬁgred concerns the amount of acquaintance that is necessary
to yield the differential levels of immediacy behaviours.' Another
quesflon perfalns to whaT factors confribuTe To The esfabllshmenf
of a feeling of acqualnfance between iwo people. One possibility
is the degree of knowledge that a person has about another person.
In other words, if one has some knowledge‘abouf one‘persén‘bu+ no

know | edge ab6u+ another person, then it would be expected that he



~would have 2 higher intimacy equi!ibrium point with respect to'the
firéf person than the second persopm. In a situation where}n a

- person’ (P} is to meet two éTranégis (X and-Y) for the firéf time,
the order in which P becomes acquaiﬁfed QiTh X and Y may influence
Towérd whom he may feel stronger approach fofces. Thus, if P first
becomes famitiar with X, while knowing relatively |ittle about Y,
then P.should have s+rohger|approach fendencfes toward X relative
to Y. The increased 5pproach forces +owards X should be manifested
by greater amounts-of immediacy béhaviours being diéecfed by'P:
toward X; Thus, based upon The above inTefpreTa+ion of the
affiliative-conflict theory and the evidence that level of acq‘uain{ance
is related to the amount of visual in+9rac+i5n.(Rubin, 1970; Russé,
1975), we would expect that a person would direct hqre visual
behaviour toward the person with whom he s better acquainfea.

Social Approval

‘However, the establishment of an intimacy equilibrium point
may be influeqced by cerTain'ofher factors in addition fo the level
of acquainfance One such factor is the amount of intimacy Tha+
one person directs to the ofher by means of his nonverbal behaviour.
Argyle and Dean (1965) and Mehrablan (1966, as cited in Argyie,
Ingham, Alkema, & McCallin, 1972) have shown that increasing attempts
at establishing eye contact by a person aré vfewed'bQ the recipient -
as being more intimate. Thus, the amount of gaze that X.diregfs
lfoward P relative to Y can also influence the extent to which ? .
feels liked by X, and hence the inTimacy equillbraum pounT -between , \

Them. In a recent study, Breed (1972) sought to vary the amount



TN

o% Infihacy that a confederate showed to a subjacf by having +£e
confederate ménipula+e'his body posture and amount of.individual'
gaze, with forward Iéans and High Ieve]g of gaze being viewed by'
Breed as more |nT1maTe than backward leans and jow levels of gaze
Breed found that his subjects’ v;sual behaviour and forward body
| eans increased as the cqnfederaTe‘s expression of these immediacy
behaviours increased. 7

ﬁhiie Breed {nterpreted the high individual gaze and forward

3

body ]éans of the confederate as nonverbal expressions of intimacy,

- he also suggested the possibility That *Q@ subject viewed the

'behaQIour of the confederate in terms of apb?bval. In other words,

increasing eye contact and forward body leans may be signs not only:
of intimacy but also of approval. 1f this is the case, Breed
sugges’s, ThaT.Roseﬁfefd's (1967) concept of nonverbal reciprocity
can be used to account for his findings. According to Rosenfeld,
approving responses are normatively reciprocaTad in our society.

Thus, |f the subject viewed the confederate's nonverbal behaviour

as a sign of approval, Then he would feel obligated to reclprocafe

the approval.
Several invesTigaTors have considered the effects on nonverbal
approval upon a subjecf's visual behaviour. Efran and Broughton

(1966) sought +o manipulate expectations for social approval by

having a subject talk to two confederates (posing as fellow subjects).

The subject had a brief,'frlendly encounter with one of the

confederates prior to the. experiment, whereas he had no prior

acquainfanée with the other confederate. During the subject's



speech (the sﬁpjecf always spoké first), the friendly confederate
(whom the subject had met prior to The experiment) nodded and
sﬁiled'in response To statements made by The‘subjecf, while The
other confederate mgrély remalned.neufraltl Efran.and Broughfonﬂs
ma jor hypéfhesis;nderivedifrom Rotter's (1954) social learning
Thecry,-Was that subjects would look more at an indivjdual toward

whom They had developed higher expectancies for social approval

(i.e. the confederate who nodded and smiled) as opposed to.the

cindividual régarding whom they had ho expectafions for social

approval. This hypothesis was. confirmed in their research. In

a later sfuéy, Efran (}968) manipulated the status of the
conféderafe'aloné with expectations for social approval.-.He

tound that college freshmen maintained more eye contact with an
individual foward whom they had developed higher expectancies

tor social approval when the individual was porTrayed_as‘a senior,
but not when he was poffra?ed as a freshman. Flnally,‘Fugifa

(1974) used 2 meThod similar To The one used by Efran (1968),

,differlng prlmarlly in that Fugita's nonapprOthg confederaTes -

acTua[Iy QIsapproved, whereas Efran's nonapprovlng confedera?es |
merely remained neutral. Fugifa's results were similair o those
found by Efran.

Although Fugita hainTa%n;d that his study wés concerned with
+he effects of social approval on a subject's visual behaviour,

Efran and Broughton (1966) and Efran (1968) argued that they had

,invesfigafedjfhe effect of‘expecfafions for social approval on

the subject's visual behaviour. However, if one carefully notes

L



Thelr procedufe, it .seems that, simflér to Fugita, +hey ware
actual ly dealing with The_effecf; of approval itself, Fﬁfher'fhan
w}fh expeqfafions for social approval. |In both of Efran's studjes
and in the study by Fugita, while Thé éubjecf was speaking, the
approving confederate nodded and smiled whenever such behaviour
seemed appfopriafe. In other wbrds, the cénfederafe directly
reinforced the speech and visual behaviour of the subject, thus
providing a méésure of the effects of approval on the subject's
visual b;héviour rather than the éffecTs of expectations for
social approval Alfhdugh Efran and Broughton (I966) u;ed a
friendly mee+|ng between the subJecf and the approving confederafe
to induce an expectation for approval, the confederate's |
reinforceﬁenf of. the subject while the subjecT was speaking made
it impossible to separate the effects 6f expectation for sociall
approvai from the effects of approval itself.

As sfaféd earlier, the developmenf of an intimacy equilibrium -
point befween recently tnfroduced people might be affected not
only by whom P mee*s flrsT (X or Y) but also by thé amounf of
visval attention that one person (the speaker X) directs toward
P relative fo the third person, f. As indicated by the- above
studies (Breed, !972;.Efrah & Broughton, f§66), whilé‘x is speaking
To P and' Y, the direction of a high degree of nonverﬁal intimacy
{or approval) by X +oward P should be reciproca+ed by P. Moreover,
when it is P's turn to speak, the amount of Intimacy that he dsrecTs
+oward X should be a function of the expectations for_social

'approval from X that ‘he had developed while listening to X speak.
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‘Thus,'a second purpose of this study was to investigate the effects
of expectations for soclal approval upon a subjechs subséquen?'

visual behaviour, and to see how it interacted with the level of

acquaintance befween the subject and his two partners in

N establishing an intimacy equilibrium point between them.

Summary and Statement of Hypotheses

. Resear;h by Rubiq (1970) and Rusgo (1975) has indicated that -
_friends engage in more intense Immediacy behavioqrs w[Th‘eaqh
other than do strangers, a finding that .is in lipe with %he
ﬁredicfions defived from Argyie .and Déan!s (1965) afflliative-

conflict Theoby. A primary objective of the present study was. fo

* determine whether the amount of knowledge an individual has about

- : .
another Influences the amount of individual gaze he will direct -

towards that person. Moreover, research {Breed, |972; Efran &
Broughton, 1966; Efran, 1968; Fugita, i974) has indicated That
the amount of gaze that one person directs Toward another .can also

“influence, the amount of gaze that the recipient of the gaze

" subsequently directs at its sender. A second purpose of this study

was to investigate the effects of expectations for social approval

~upon a subject's visual behaviour.

Thé basic method:of the study was to have three strangers

(A, B, and C) come together in an experiment ostensibly dealing

. with the "acquaintance process." Because the person in position B

was The bnly subject whose visual behaviour was recorded; he will
henceforth be referred to as subject B. Persons A and C were

basically the "targets" of subject B's gaze, and thus will be:



referred +§ as target A snd Targsf c, respecTiver. The people
interacted with one another in a monologue fashion._ In other
words, one pe}son at a time spoke to the others about himsel f,
while the other two msrely | istened, The order of speaking was
target A, then subject B, and finally target C. This particular
design was choseﬁ because it allowed for the study ?f the *
development sf.a feeling of acquaintance between the subjects in
that once target A had spoken, subject B and target C were better
.acquainfed with him (in that they knew scmething abogT'The'kInd |
of perssn that hé\ﬁgsalThan‘Théy were with eacﬁ other (in that
{hey still. knew very |ittle about each other). Thus, when it was
subJecf B's turn to speak it was expected that he would dlrecT
more visual behaviour toward A relaf|ve to C because he wouid feel
more intimate ﬁiTh A due to his knowledge of him, and hence sfrive.
to establish a higher intimacy equilibrium point with A relative
to C.‘ However, as noted earlier, the amount of approval that A’
directs toward B relative fo C can also have_sn-effesf uﬁon B's
subsequeﬁf visual behaviour. Thus, it was decided to conduct two
separate experiments, The.fifsf using three naive subjects and the
manipulafion of level of acquaintance, and the second using
confederates in the roles of TargeTs A and C and the manlpulaflon

of both level of acquaintance and gdaze Ievel

ExperimenT A. Based upon The research findings of Rubin (1970)

and Russo (I975) and an understanding of the atfiliative-conflict

theory, the foilowing ma jor hypo+h35|s was STaTed

Hypothesis A-1l. While subjscf B is speaking fo two strangers,



he will direct more gaze fowards the'person-who had spbk&n
previéusly {target A) than toward the person who had not as yet
spoken (target C). "

As it Is customary to look at a person who is speaking,

- the following related hypothesis was made: -

Hypdfﬁésls A-2. MWhile listening o a person-(fargeT A).
speak, subject B will direct more gaze towards that person fhan
towards a third person who alsc is listening (target C). ‘

Previous research (Ex|ine, éréy, & Schutte, [965; Ksndoh,
1967) has &ndiég}%d that people |ook morefWhIle listening as
oﬁpbséd:fc speaking. .However, the measgfes of gaze in those
‘studies were Takeq while the subject was gﬁgaged ina ednversafion;
No disfincfion was maéé between the gazé occurring dhring a
conversé?ion and the gaze occurring while passively listening to
a convéréaTion. In order to more fully investigate the differencé;
fn gaze while speaking ah? bisfening,\The follgwing hypoThésisIWas_

-

proposed:

Hypothesis A-3. Subje¢+ B will spend more time looking at
- his two coéCTots.(Thé.gaze direcfed at. target A plus the gaze
' djrecTed at Tg;gef C) whfle fisféning to target A than while he
himself is speaking. |

Finally, it might be exp;c?ed.fhaf if indeed subject B feels
better acquain?éd wah %argef A relative to fargef'é after listening
to A speak, then subject B would likely diffenenfiail? rate his

two coactors on an'évaluaflve questionnaire, assigning more

favorable ratings to fhe person with whom he is better aéquainfed

. “',::.;_P‘;?'
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{target A).

Hypotfesis A-4.. Subject B will rate the person who had”p}eviously

spoken (Térgef A) more favorably than the person who had not spoken

(Targel C).

Exgernmenl B. The procedure employed in this experiment

differed from that employed in Experiment A in that two confederates

-

L3

played the roles of targets A and C. % Fdrfhérmore,”ln order to
determine the effects of varying degrées’df expecTaTions:for
approval upon subject B's subsequent, visual behaVIour, the

degree of approval that confederate A dlrecled toward subject B
while confederate A was speaking was varied. Wllh greater amounts
of gaze by confederate A.direcfed at subject B (relaflve to
confederate C) being an index of gﬁéa?er approval towards B,

the amount of individual gaze which B direc#?fgl A relative to C
while B is speaking will vaFy‘as éfgdﬁ§?76§;g;::;) who spoke first

and (b) the amount of indiyidual gaze that The first speakeF, A

¥

had direcled at B. Because of the 5|m|[ar1+y of The two experlmenls,

the hypofheses of Experiment B essenflally paralleled those of
Experiment A. The major difference was that hypotheses of Experiment

B were expanded to also inclyde ‘predictions based pn the gaze level

manipulation..

" . Hypothesis B-l. While subject B is speaking to two strangers,

he will direct more gaze toward the person who-had previously spoken

(target A) than toward the person who had not as yet spoken (target C};
however; the amount of'gdze that subject B directs toward target A

will vary directly with the amount of gaze that target A previously



had directed towards him.
As mentioned with respect to Hypothesis A-2, when a person

is lisfening to another person, he should direct most of his

-visual attention towards +hé.speakér, as It is. customary to

look at the person who is speaking. However, the amount of

visual attention that he directs towards the speaker should-

vary directly with the amount of visual behaviour that the

speaker s directing towards him.

Hypothesis B-2. While |istening to a persdn {(target A)

speak, subject B will direct more gaze towards that person than

towards a third person who is also listening (target C); however,

the amount of géze that subject B diéecfs toward target A will

vary dlrecTiy with the amount of gaze that TargeflA is praesently
o - ‘

directing towards him.

 As for-Experiment A,.iT was hypothesized that the subject

would exhibt+ more gaze while listening than while speaking.

Because this hypothesis involved the sum of the subject's gaze
directed at both of the targets, no predictions as to the effects

of the gaze level man!pulafldns were made.

Hypothesis B-3. Subject B wi!i spend more: +1me looking at
his two coactors (the gaze directed at target A plus the gaze
directed at target C) while |istening to target A than whi'le he

-

himself ls speaking.

-

Previous fesearch'(Klerhke, Staneskl, & Berger, 1975;

Mehrabian, 1966, as clted in Argyle, et al, 1972) also has
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shown Tha+ the amount of gaze that a person direc*s at a subJacf
is positively correlated with favorable raTlngs by the subjects
of him. Thus, the following hypoThesls was 1nc|uded To determine

1 the amount of visual attention that target A directed at the

. subject was related To the subject's evaluation of him.

Hypothesis B-4. Subject B wili rate the person who had
previously spoken (tfarget A) more favorably than the person who

had not spoken (target C);“howevef, the more Individual gaze

that is dlrected by target A towards subject B while target A

is speaking, the more favorably subject B wi!l rate target A

relative to target G



b e

CHAPTER |}
METHOD
Subjects

Seventy-eight male students from introductory courses at the

‘University of Windsor were recruited for the experiment. Forty-. -

two of fhe subjects participated in Experimenf A. They served _
as members of Triqu.which warea composed éhfirely of naive
subjects. The rémaining 36 subjects participated in Experiment B
as members of triads consisting of one naive subject and fwo
confederates. In Experiment A, |4 subjects were réndomly éssigned

to each of the three roles of target A, subject B, and target C.

‘In Experiment B, the subject always played the role of suﬁjecf B,

with 12 subjects being randbmly assigned to each of the three
levels of confederate gaze (high, medium, or low).
Confederates and Observers

) ‘ :
Four male students from a third year psychology course served

as confederates. Their ages ranged from !9 to 25 years. Two
females, also recruijted from fhe_same course,'agfed as observers.

Setting and Apparatus

- The experiment was.conducted ina 17 X 33 foot room which

_contained a one-way mirror on one of its walls. Near the one-way

mirror was a.triangular table with three chairs placed éround it.

A letter designating the seating position of each participant
(A, B, or C)} was taped on the surface of the fable. The table

was arranged so that the face of subject B was clearly visible -
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to an observer Iocaféd in THe observation room on the other side
of fhé onéﬁway mirror. The table also was pos?fioned af a sligh?_.‘
angie to the mirror‘SO that subject B would not be able to see
his ref]ecf]on in it. .THe-room contained a microphone and two
television cameras which were arranged so that one of the
4 cameras could always record the looking behaviour of the person
- I

occupying seaTing?bOSTTion A.' The observation room contained
a ‘ ‘

S
the following piecesiof equipment: an Esterline-Angus pen

ye
- ¢

recorder, a video—fap%vrecorder and monitor, a cassetts recbrder

Aééwﬁich was used as a +5@ing device by the placément of "beeps"
éf_cprjg[n"ipfgfyqlg)h;$wO Lafayette 60-second timers, a coun%er
having mulfiple regféférs,ia | 2~volt Transfofmer fqr the operation .,
of the timers and counter, and an infercom,for communicafipg with
‘the experimental room.

In order to record the Qisuél Eehaviour_of a subject, an

observer held a switch in each hand. One switch was'prgssed if
the subject looked at TafgeT.A and ‘the other was pressed if the
subject looked at target C. The pressing of a switch activated
6ne of the pens on the pén-recorder. In addition to this, the
frequency and duration of individual gaze were recorded on fge
counter and timer, respectively. The use of the counter and
timer allowed for the scoring of the-data Instantaneously.

‘ The data from the pen-recorder served as a check on the reliability

of the counter and timer and also was used for the measurement

I. During the experiment, the seating positions of A and C were
counterbalanced, thus necessitating the use of two cameras.



of Infef—observer.reliabilify. R .

~ Procedure

Experihenf A. . The subjects were told at #hg Time of +heir
solicitation that the study dealt with The “écquainfance process."
A ‘given Trial‘involved three naive subjéé*s. Each subject was
assigned to arrive at the same time but in different waiting rooms.
The 'subject who was designated target C was assigned to the
waiting area nearest the experimental room. The waiting areas
forlfhe remaining two subjec+s were on another floor.

Once the experimenTer‘was sure that all three subjects had
arrived, he went fto the waiting area where target C was and greeted
him as follows: '

Hello! You must be My name is Wayne Leskeo and’

we are conducting this experumenT There are two other
students who will be participating in this experiment N

with you. As you may recall, we are studying the
acquaintance process. Because of this we wanted people
who did not know each other prior to the experiment.
As it is important that you did not meet prior to the
experiment, each of you has been assigned to a separate
meeting area.. |f you will follow me into this room, my
assistant and | wili go to get the other two subjects.
Why don't you take a seat; we‘ll only. be gone a second.
The experlmenfer took target C into The experlmenfal room and
‘gestured to him fo.have a seat. The exper|men+er‘andifhe observer
then went o the next floor and greeted their respective subjects,
The subject that the experImenter greeted was designated as subject
B, and the subject that the observer met was designated as target A.
The experimenter and the observer greeted their respective subjects
with an introduction similar to the one that the experimenter gave

to target C. The experimenter and cobserver timed their actions
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so that the experimenter aﬁd subject B entered the experimental
room just a few seconds*before the observer and target A
arrived. Thus, all Tﬁtee subJec+s Qere equal ly unécquainfed:
Oncé fhe three subjects were fn the experimental -room, the
ob;erver Ieff-fhe room, closing the door behfnd her. The

experimenter then addressed the subjects as fol lows: y
The three of you will be interacting in this experiment
together. So that you'!l know who.,your fellow sub jects
are, this Is , , and . As you were
al ready told when we recrulted you for this experiment,
thls study deals with the acqualntance process.
Essentially, we are interested in how people react to
-one another when they meet each other for the first
time. Although this area is of practical importance,

- surprisingly Iittle research has been done on i+.

Although there are many sltuations In which pecple

can meet, we are Interested In one particular kind:

the 'structured setting. This situation Involves each
of you telllng the others about yourself for a certain
period of tIme while the other two ]lsten to you. As ¢
the experimental design Involves a particular arrange-
ment of presentation, | have already randomly assigned
each of you fo a certaln seat. , could you please -
st here af A? » could you please sit here at B?

__, could you pJease slt here at C? -

Oncé- the-esubjeets: had been seated, the experlmenter continued:
Now, the specific nature of thls experiment involves each
of you talking about yourself to the others for four
minutes. While the other person is speaking ‘the other two
are Just to listen; they are not to Interrupt or say
anything. The order of speaking will be as follows: A, .
you will go first, followed by B, with C going last. Now,
what each of you Is to talk about Is someth Ing that gives
the other people an Idea of the kind of person that you
are. In other words, you can talk about anything that
tells the others something about you, such as your hobbles,
your past, some Interesting experiences you have had, or
your hopes ‘and goals for the future. The only thing that
| ask 1s that while talking, you talk for the entire
four minutes and while listening, you pay careful

-

2. Subjects were Introduced In the order in whlich they were
standing, from left to right.. Only first namgs were used.
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attention to what the other person is saying..

As we do not want to interfere with this inferaction,
we will be watching It from the next room (the
experimenter points to the one-way mirror). As you
can tell from the microphone and cameras, we will
also be videotaping the conversation. When | go
into the next room, | wiil tell you, A, over the
fntercom to begin. When you hear me say, "Begin,"
start to talk about yourself and continue to do so
unti| you hear me say "Stop." When you have
finished, 1 will tell you, B, to begin and you are
likewise to talk until | tell you fo stop, and so
on. Do you-have any questions?

At this point, the experimenter answered any questions that the
subjects may have asked. The experimenter then continued:
Now remember, you will be speaking in order, and only
one person will be speaking at a time. A While.you
are listening, pay.careful attention to what the
_other person is saying and do not say anything

yourself. Also, please do not talk to one another

until | tell A to begin. Do you have any other
questions?

The experimenter then left the room and entered the o rvation |
room. After turning on ail the equipment, Thq_ggpéﬁﬁziifeﬁ :
announced‘over the intercom, "A, please begin."

The recording of subject B's visual behaviour was divided
inte three 45-second pefiods. The oﬂserver began To-record
- subject B's visual behéviour once she heard the Tape.recorder
"beep," which occurred approximately 20 seconds after the
experimenter left the experiﬁanfal room. The observer depressed
“the left switch whenever suﬁjecf B looked at the facé reglon of
the target on ?hé observer's left, and the rlgh+ switch wheé;ver
subject B looked at the fac‘:,e region of the target on the

‘observer's right. After the 45-second perlod ended (indicated by
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another "beep"), the experimenter recorded the data from the

instruments and then reset them. Approximately |5 seconds
elapsed before The‘peginnlng of the next timing period. The
same procedure was. used for +he second and third periods.
After the end of the third period, the experimenter announced
over the intercom: "A, you can stop now. B, would you please
begin." ‘ .

The above recording procedure was repeated while subject B
was speaking. Then the experimenter turned off all of the equip-
ment and entered the experimental room, He said to the subjects:

B, you can éfop now. Before we continue with the
rest of the experiment by letting C speak, we would
first:like you to answer a few questions. In order
to give you more room to work with the questionnaire,
could you please follow me to-the large tables at
the back of the room? - -
The experimenter led the subjects to the rear of the room and
seated them apart from each other so that they could not see one
- another's responses. He then passed out the questionnaire (see
Appéndix B-1) and gave the following instructions.
We would 1ike you to rate both of your fellow
_ participants, whether or not you have spoken
- yourself and whether or not you have heard both
of the others speak. |n other words,” for each item, .
you should have two responses, one for the person
who was seated on your right.and one for the person
who was seated on your left. [f you have any
questions about the questionnaire, please don't
hesitate to ask.

Once all the subjects had finished, the experimenter said:

We were interested in how strangers get to know one
another for the first time. The experiment is actually

over at this point. | would tike to apologize fo you,
C, for not glving you an opportunity to speak. Before
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| tell you any more about the experiment, | would
first like you to answer a few more questions.

The experimenter then passed out a questionnaire designed to

ascertain the subject's foreknowledge or suspicions about the
i

experiment (see Appendfx B-2). After collecting the compquéd- -
quesTionnafres, the experimenter looked over the answers. |If

any of the subjects indicated a knowledge of “the actual purpose

of the experiment, The experlm@nfer qﬁes?ioned.him further to

' déferméne éxacfly what he did suspecf.__Affer this, the experimenter
conf[nued with the debriefing.

As | mentioned, we are interested in sfudying how you
interacted with one ancther. In particular, we were
interested in studying your nonverbal behaviours. in
any given human interaction, people are communicating
with each other via various nonverbal ‘cues. |In other
words, we were more Interested :in studying what you

did rather than what you said. Previous research has
shown that cerTain'nonverbaI behaviours such as posture,
smiling, etc. are characteristic of particular fypes of
interactions. We were interested in finding out how
these behaviours occurred between recently introduced
people. | hope you will forgive the slight deception
on our part, but it was necessary for ou[_purpdse.‘

Do you have any questions? g

As we will be conducting this research for a few more
weeks, we'd really appreciate it 1f you wouldn't
discuss this experiment with any of your fellow
students. This is necessary because we can.only use
them if they have not heard about the experiment, for
if they were aware that we were measuring their
nonverbal behaviours, we would not be able to use )
thelr dafla. |f you are Interested in the results of -
this s¥(dy, 1 will gladly send you a copy once the
analygis is completed, which will be in about four
months. 1f you want a copy, just put your name and
address on this envelope and we wil] mail it fo you -
just as ‘soon as It is ready. Again, thank you very
much for having helped us out. :

The experimenter then passed out envelopes fTo those students



interested in receiving a copy of the results. As the subjects
left, the experimenter again thanked them inqividuafly for their
cooperation.

Experiment B. The procedure used in this experiment was

basically the same as the one used in Experiment A. The major
difference was that Experimert B involved two confederates and
only one subject (who was always B). All four confederates Qere
paired in all possible cémbinafjons, and each spent an equal -
amount of time as targets A and C. Each of the confederates
prepared a speech based Qpbnfhis own life. Although-the
specifics of each story varied, the themes apd amount of self- ¢
disclosure'wereubasically the same.
| The‘cénfedérafes were instructed to maintain comfortable
postures throughout the inféracfion. They sa+‘fairly erect and
‘maintained their body orientation e@ui—diéfanT between the two
other .participants. - : - -
Depending upon the gaze level condition, the confederafe;
~ when playing the role of A anq speakingi was instructed to
.manipuiafe his éaze as follows:. In the high gaze condition, the
_confederafe directed almo$+ all of his gaze at subject B, while
glancing at target C only five ﬂmes.3 This resulted in‘é
minimum, of 80} of the confederate's gaze being directed at
subject B. " In the Iow'gaze condition, the amount of gazing at

each target was reversed. Ln the medium Qaze condition, an

3. The confederates found this Fela*ively gasy to accomplish simply
by counting the number of glances directed at target C on théir
fingers. :



édual amount of gaze was directed at subject B and target C.
Considerabie‘pre—Training was undertaken to insure that the
'confederafes_could-acTually meet these requirements. | 4

| 'Wh[IeAIisfening to subjec% B speak, the gonfederafe in role-
A was instructed to direct alhosT all of his gaze towards the
speaker. He was allowed to ook away, but not at target C. The
confederates also were insTrucTed not to smile, nod, or otherwise
reinforce aﬁy of Th% speaker's commenfi. However, if.+hersﬁeaqu
did make a very funéy remark, they were allowed to laugh.

The instructions for the qonfedérafe in the role of target C
were idénTicaI to those henfioned above for a.confederate in the
role of farget A while lisTenIﬁg. He was insTrucfed to direc+

/] ; .
almost alT of his gaze at the speaker and not fo look at the
other listener. » | o l

.Although the procedure for éxperimeﬁf B was vif>ually -
_identical Tb that of Experiment A, Thefe Qas an ad&iTionaI,
questionnaire which the participants were asked to cémplefe.

In order to.ascertain how cognizant subject B was of the mani-
pulation of the confederate's visual behaviour, it was necessary
to infefview +he subject out of hearing distance of the fwo
coﬁfédera?es, After all of the participants had complefedfThe
questionnaire regarding their suspicions about the experimenf,.
the experimen+er announced: ( |
| in.addition TS-Thié, there are a feﬁ questions that
| would ll1ke to ask each of you individually. As you
were the last one to speak, {(subject B's name), could

" you please follow me in here. i1l be back with you
(referring o the cqﬂiiéerafes) in a few minutes;

24
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would you mind waiting here? You can take your books
and coat (referring to the subject) as we won't be
coming back here. ' o
The experimenter then took the subject into an adjoining room.
"After looking over his responses to the suspicion questionnaire,
_the experimenter asked the subject questions designed to' determine
his specific awareness of the confederafg's behaviour (see
Appendix B-3). Once fhat was completed, The experimenter

proceeded with the same debriefing discussed for Experiment A.

The subject was thanked and sent on his way.

"
h



CHAPTER 111

RESULTS -

Preliminary Analysis

In order To Insure that the subjec+s were unacquainted with

one another prlor to +the experlmenf, all subjects were asked to
rate Thelr femiliarity with each of Thelr co-acTors on a posf—

(\jesf quesflonna|re.(Appende B-1). None of the subjects indicated
any previous'acquainfance with any of their fellow participants.
‘ dn a second questionnaire (Appendix 3—2), the subjects were asked
whether they had heard of the experiment prior to Their participation
in it and what They Thought was_fhe purpocse of the experi;;nf
None of the subJecTs indicated possessing foreknowledge of the”
experlmenT A_few subjects believed that their nonverbal behavnours
were being measured, but none of them was aware +ha+ his visual
behaviour was the variabfe of interest.

Subjects in Experimenf B were adminisféred'an additional post-
test questionnaire (Appendix B;S) to def&rmine if they were aware
of the confederate's gazib]evet. Thirty-three percenf of the subjécTs
indicated they were aware of the confederate's gaze directed towards
them in the high and Ioﬁ gaze -level conditions. However; none was
suspicious that the confederates were actually cohorts ofrfhe
experimenter. Wheﬁ asked to comménf on why the confederate behaved
as he did, most subjeéfs who were aware of his gaze level simply'

" attributed it either to an idiosyncrasy on the confederate's part or

as an Indication of ‘whom the confederate Iikeq most.

26
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The inter-reliabil]ty of the observers' judgements was
tabuiated by calculating the percentage of agréémeaf between thelr
recordings accofding to the procedure suggested bi éxline_(l963).
Both observers recorded subject B's visual behaviour simultaneously
during.Three e;périmenfal tr-ials. The mean pgrcenTage of agreement
for duration of gaze was -86.7%, while the agreement for fréquency
was 94,2%. . i |

Although the confederates underwent considerable prefraining
Té inéure that they were able to manipulate thelr gaze cofrecily,
video-recordings of their visual behaviour while speaking were
made In order to permit a check on the ‘manipulation, In the high |
gazé condition, fhe confederéfes were To direct no less Thanb80%

. of Theirlgaze'af subject B,'while no morelfhan 20% of their gaie
was to be directed at subject B In the low gaze condition. In

+he medium gaze condition, Tpe confederate's gaze was To be
divided evenly betfween subjééT B and target C. As the means ;nd
percentages - Sf confedé}aTe gaze found in Appendix A indicaTe, the

. confederates were able to meet the criteria for amoun+ and direction

~of gaze. Alfhough the absolute amounts of gaze for the confederates

do vary somewhat, reflecting individual-differences, the percenfages‘

of gaze directed at subject B were very similar. - g

Experiment A

Hypothesis A-| predicted that while‘speaking subject B would
direct mosT of his individual gaze toward the person who had
previously spoken (target A). in order to Tesf this hypofhesns,

three separafe 2 X 3 (target x time) analyses of variance with

K
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repaated meaeures on both factors were carried out. Time was
included as a factor in fhlégenalyeis and subsequent analyses In
an attempt to ceplicafe'previousfresearch which indicated that
lThe amount of gaze decreased as a function of +ime (Argyle & Dean,
1965; Breed, 1972; Coutts & Schneider, 1975}, One analysis was
performed on the frequency of IndiV|duaI gaze (i.e. the .rate at
which |T occurred), anoTher on The fotal duration of individual
gaze (|.e. the overall Iengfh of Tlme that it occurred), and the )
last analysis on The mean duraflon of individual gaze (i.e. the
total duration divided bylfhe frequency). The raw deTa for alﬁ

of the analyses of Experiment A are presented in Appendix C. The
mean scores are presepfed ie Table 1, and-The summaries of the

-~ analyses of variance arelpresen?ed in Table 2.

As Table é'lndicates; the effect of Tareef was significant
for ToTaI duration and mean duraTIon of gaze and.marginally
5|gn|f|can+ for frequency of individual gaze. Inspection of the
means in Table | reveals Tha@ﬂTﬁ all cases subJec+ B directed more

of his'gaze fowards target A than towards target C. These results.
Thus.leeé-supporf Yo Hypothesis A-1, +ha+lis, to The.noTion that
pecple jook more at a-person:wi%h whom they are better acqueinfed.'

Also it wasﬁexpecfeﬁ that subject B's visual behaviour might,
decline as a function of time. However, none of the main effects
of Time was significant, although there was a signifjcanf +arge+
. X Time inferaction for the *requency of gaze. An analysis of
the simple effecfs'qf the interaction reveals that time was a

significant facfor only in relaficn to target A (F=7.63; df=1,52;



TABLE | . - .

Mean Frequency, Total Duration, and Mean Duration
of Individual Gaze While Speaking for Target and Time:
Experiment A

Frequency Duration® : Mean Duration®

Target A Target C Target A Target C Target A Target C

Ist Period 5,857 2.429 5.989 - 2,086 0.792 0.435
2nd Period 4.07| 2.857 4,486 2.275 0.871  0.409

3rd Period | 3.929 - 3.000 . 4.614 - 2.271 0.791 g.368 .

aFigures designate duration in seconds.
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p<L.0N). Newman-Kéuis Tesfé show that the Tiﬁe effect for 1
target A was a result of a significanf decrease in géze from the
first fo the second time period (p<.05). There was no
sigﬁificahf Aeérease in gaze over‘Tlme'from the second to the
third period. The aha]ysis of the inTeracfioh élso revealed
that the marginally significant effeef of TargeT for freqﬁency
of gaze was due to subject B dlrecflng more frequent gaze toward
target A Than toward TargeT C only durlng the first time period.
HypoThesis A-2 stated that subject B, while listening to
target A speak, wfll direct more.individual gaze at target A
Than at target C. Three 2 X 3 (target x time) analyses of
variance with repeated measures on both factors were carrled
out. The means and the results of +the analyses of variance are
-presenTed in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. As Table 4 Indiéafes,
target was significant for all three measures of gaze. As
predicted, more gaze was directed at target A Than at target C.
The effect of Timé wasasignifiganf only for the total
duration of individual gaze. A signiffcan? target x fTime
interaction for The total duration of gaze was also de;ecTed
Tests of simple effecfs reveal that +he interaction was dus to
- a decrease in gaze over Tlme directed aT Targgf A (5714.62,
df=1,52;p<.001). The gaze directed at target C did not
significantly decrease over Tlﬁe. NewmaaneuIs‘¥es+s indicate
that the significanfldecremenf in gaze over time directed éT
Tafgef A dccurred only between the second and third time periods.

(;L<:0I1. Furthermore, a marginally significant interaction



TABLE 3

Mean Frequency, Total Duration, and Mean Duration
of Individual Gaze while Listening for Target and Time:
' Experiment A

Frequency . " Duration® Mean Duration®

Target A Target C  Target A Target C . Target A Target C

Ist Period  7.571 - 1.07] 27.536 "0.425  4.429 - 0.20|
- 2nd Period  8.357  0.929 26.418  0.486 4.689  0.25
3rd Period  8.571  1.07l 21.725  0.661  2.961  0.299

Figures designate duration in seconds.
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hetween target and time for meaa duraTian of indivjdual gaze
.suggasfed‘fhé:sama paffern of results as indicated by the
target x Time interaction for total duration of individual gaze.

Hypothesis A-3 predicted that subjec+ B would exhibit
more tnlelduaI gaze while Ilsfanlng Than while speaking. The

"~ data were analyzed by means of three 3 X 2 analyses of variance.
The independent variables, both repeated measures facfors, were
time and ac+ivi+y (speaking and listening). The mean scores
can be found in Tabla 5, and The;rasul+§ df_+he analyses of
variance are presented in Table 6. As Table 6 indicates, The‘
.activity factor was significant, but only for total du;afion and
mean duration. An |nspec+|on of ?he means indicates that in
both cases, subJeCT B exhibited more gaze while listening than
while speaking. Although the same paTTern of means exlsTS'for
The'frequency measure, the differences wara not large enough to °
yieJd'signjficance. TheSa results reveal thatf although a subject
exhibits nearly the same.number of glanqaa whileﬁjisfening as
thle.s;eaéing, the mean duration of each glance is'noficeab[y
longer whjle iisiehing.

Table 6 also reveals that for total duration of gaze there
was a significant Tfma effacf, as well as a mahéinally significant
interaction between time and activity. An anafyafs of simple
effects indjcafad ThaT time algniffcanfly affected the amount of
gaze only in‘the |Istening mode (F-II 59; df=1,52; p<.001).

' NeWman-KauIs Tesfs on this Time effecf reveal .that the greatest

decrement occurred from the second ?o the third periods of time
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QE‘:JJI), aI%hough there was also a significant decrease fn gaze
from the first to the second'-f me periods (p <.05), I'i' should

' be noted that the analyses of i}mg for Hypothesis A-3 actually
provide litfle new information because most of the data used

~ in the analyses were the sameldaTa'uséd in the time factor
.analyses of Hypotheses A-| and A-2. |

Hypothesis A-4 predicted that subject ? wou!a rate the -
person who had spoken pﬁeViously (target A) more favorably fhan
thé pe;son who had not spoken (target C). The questionnairé -
consisted of nine-items on which the subject was to rate both
target A and C. The i+§ms were anafyzed by means of nine separate
t-tests for related samples. The ﬁeans and results of the
T-tests are presenféd fn Table 7. Only the f-test for item 4
was significant, although the test for item 9 waE mirginal!y
significant. Subject B found target A to be more interesting
Taan target C (item 4). However, conTrary.To expectations,

" there was almarginally significant tendency for §ubjec+ B fo
| believe that target C felt closer {(or more intimate) to him than
did target A (item é).

In summary, Tﬁa'reshlfs of Ekpefimen+ A suppoﬁT-The notion
rTha+ more gaze |s direcTed' war _'a'person with whom one is
better écquaimed. In addition to this, a person exhibits a
greater duration of gaze wh}le listening as opbésed to speaking.
whereas the number of glénces is the same. Time has an effect

cn the frequeﬁcy of gaze while speaking and on the duration of

gazé while listening. "This effect of time only occurs for the

H]
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gaze that is directed at target 'A.. Analyses of the ratings

indicated that subject B felt that target A was more interesting
Than TargeT C. |

Experlmenf B.

_ExperimenT B was similar To'ExperjmenT A except that the
roles of'TargeTs A ana C were played by trained confedenafes

who manlpulafed The amount of gaze They dlrecfed at subJecf B.

. Thus, all of the hypofheses relafed to Experlmenf B are simllar

to their counterparts in ExperimenT_A, excépt they have been’
egTehded to include a consideration of The'addffional fa§+5}{
eonfederafe gaze level. |
Hypothesis B-I'predicfed ThaT'Subjecf B, whiie speaking,
would direcf'mosf ef his individyal gaze Towarde TargeT A and
that the amount of gaze dinecféd at target A would vary direcfly

thh +he amounT of gaze that target A had preV|oust dlreCTed

'LTowards him. Th:s hypofhesls was tested by means of three

33X 2 %3 (gaae_level x target x time) analyses of variance with
repeafed measures on the last two facfors. _The raw data for
the analyses of Experlmen? B can be found in Appendlx D. The -
means are presented in Table 8, and The resuITs of the analyses
of variance are summarized;in Table 9.

The analyses nevea] a signiflcanf Targef effecf for all-
three measures of indivldual gaze. lnspec#ion of the means
presented in Table 8 indica?es that the greaTesT amount of gaze

was dlrecfed at target A rather than target C, a findlng which

is consisTenT wiTh the results of ExperlmenT A. Thus, the
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results of both experiments indicate that while spéaking a person
directs more of his gazé toward a person who had previously
spoken +han Towards a person who has not yet spoken.

The gaze level that target A directed at subJeCT B did not
have a significant effect upon The amount of gaze that subject B
subsequenfly'direcfed towards him Eelaf}ve to target C, thus
failing to lend shpporT-To the second part of Hyﬁé;hesig B-1.

In fact, an inspection of the means Eeveals a trend for'subjecT B
to dlrecT the most gaze Toward both of the TargeTs in The low
gaze condition followed by less gaze in the medium condition, with
" the least amount of gaze occurring in The high gaze cond|+1on.
| There were no significant effects for time. This is somewhat
disdrebant with the results of Experimen?'A.which'indicafed that
The frequency of looklng at:target A declined with time.

HypoTheS|s B-2 predicted “that subject B, while tls+ening to
target A. speak, would dtrecf more individual. gaze at TargeT A than
at target C, and the am0un+ of gaze directed af target A would
vary direcTIy QiTh the amount of gaze Tqrgef A directed towards
him. The hypothesis was analyzed by three 3 X g X 3 (gaze

level x target x time) arnalyses of variance. The means and the

results of the analyées'bf'variance.may be found in Tables 10

and Il,‘respecTivqu, As Table |1 indicates, the present analyses
etected the presence of a signlficanT target effect for all
thred~qeasures of individual gaze. in a[l.cases, élmosf all
of.subjec B's gaze was directed at férgef A, while target C
'virfually Was Iéno}ed. This ¥inding lends support to the first

half of Hypothesis B-2 and Is also consistent with results of

-- I:
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Experiment A.

The analyses failed to show a significant effect of gaze
level. Thus, con%rary To'+ﬁé,second half of Hypothesis B-2Z,
a person dées not sesm to réqiprdcafe the améuhT of gaze that
is directed towards him by another person.

However, a significant time effect was found.for total f
duration, as well as a significant TargéT X Time.inTGracfién
for total dqré%ion. AAnaIyses of, the simple effects of the
infeﬁggfioﬁ reveal that Time'was a significant factor only
with regaré}o target A (F=47.08;. df=1,132; p<.001). Newman-
Keuls tests of This effect indicated that the decrease in
' gaze directed at target A was significant only between the
f}réf—and sécond Time periods (g%:.OI) and not beTweeﬁ The
second and ;hird pericds. The résulfs of this analysis'may be
reIéTed to those obTained for fxperimenf A, which algq_revealed
Th; presence of a significant time x target interaction for
total duration attributable to a decrease in gazé over time
only for target A. However, the results for Thé Two experiments
did differ in that with regard to Experiment A the significant
decrease in-gaze caﬁa between the second and Thirq periods,
whereas in.ExperimenT B the decrease came’ between perlods'one
and two. ‘

Hypothesis B-3 predicted that subject B would exhibit more
individual gaze while listening than while speaking, and that
his gazetlevel during bﬁth of these écfivlTIes would vary

directly with the gaze level directed at him by target A. This:



L

hypothesis was analyzed bytmeans of three 3 X 2 X 3 (gaze

level x activity x fTime) analyses of variance with repeated

measures ?n the last two factors. The means are presenTed.in

Table Iif and +hé results of the anélyses of variance are

presented in fable 13, As Table i3 1hdica+es; there was a
significant activity affécf for total duration and mean duration.
Inspection of the means in Table I2 IndIca+es +ha+.a greé*er ; K~//’ﬂ_‘
duration of indidividual gazé was axhibited while subject B was
I1stening than while he was speaking, findings whlgﬁ.are"conslsfent )
with Hypothesis 5-3. These findlngs; in conjunction with the
nonsignificant effect of activity wi+h resﬁecf to fréquency

of gaze, indicate *héT a person looks approximately the same

number of times both while lfs%énlng and whilé speqklﬁg, but
his glanbes are consldeéably Ionger‘while he is listening.

These results are ;pﬁéisfenf with +hose_ob+alaed for E#perimenf

A, which also found that a subject exhibits sIgnlflcénfly

greafef lndividual gaze while listening, but only for total

duration and mean duration.

The analyses falled to detect any significant effects of
gaze level. However, as nb+ed eanl]er, the analysgs of the data
for Hypothesis B-3 Invol;ed t+he summation of the subject's
gaze directed at both of %the’targets. The results of the
analyse; are 'confouqded,-s!ncelfhe-sum_ofFThe'subJecf's

gaze does not reveal the direction of his visual attention.
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The présanf analyses also revealed the presénce'of a
. sugnlflcanT Ttme x activity interaction for +o+a| duration.
Slmple effects.analyses of the |n+eracT10n Indicated ThaT The
effecT of time was more prbnounced for the listening mode
,(£=39.03; dt=1,132; p<.00f) than for the speaking mode (F=3.7;
d¢=2,132; p<.05). Newman-Keuis tests on the time effect for
“the listening mode: revealed that ToTaI duraTton slgnlf:canfly
" decreased from the first period to the second QE<:.0|) but noT.
from the second 1o the third periéds. All Newman—Kaglé.Tésfs
“on the time effect for the speaking mode were non5|gn|f|can+.
The results of this analysls were similar To The results
.obfauned In Experiment A. Both experlmenfs found a sngnlflcanT
+ime x activity infteraction with time hav1ng ifts greafesf effect
while lisTening} Howeveé, the time effect of Experiment A was
attributed to a decréase in gaze between the second éﬁd Thfrd
- periods whereas the present time effect was duelfo a decrease
botween the first and second periods. |t should be roted that
the analyses of gaze levél‘aqd time for Hypothesis B-3 actually
provided little new information, as fhe anaiysgs Iﬁvolved The
yse of much of the same daTaremployed in the analyses of
Hypofhéses B-! and 8-2. ~ |

Hypothesis B-4 sféfed.ThaT subject B wpuld rate target A '
more favorably than ‘target C and that target A would be rated
more favoraﬁly with increasing amounts of gaze that he QIre;Ted
T&wa}ds subjeé} B: The data were analyzed 5y_nine 3 X‘é (gaze

level x target) analyses of variance with repeated measures on



' the last fachr.' The mesans and +he reﬁulfs of the analy:eé

of variance are presented In Tables. 14 and |5, respectively.

As Table 15 indicates, .'Ifhe réﬂngs given to Tarée‘l’ A significantly
différe¢ from the ratings given to férgeT C on items 2, 3, 4,

and 9. The sgbjépt indicated that he would Drobaﬁly like target A more

"l"h"an .Tc.':lr.'.ge‘f' C; that he _would. enjoy working more with target A; that
he‘foynd target A more jnferesfingj and that he believed {haT'

Tafgef A feiT closer‘(or mdre intimate) to h[mifhan did target C.

All of the ratings that were significant Tend_{o indicate that

;LBjec+ B perceived Taége}‘A more favorably than Targef,C, a

finding which 15 consistent with the first haif of the pfesenf
hypofhegis. IT‘wiII be rgcalléd'fhaf the analyseé of Experiment

A yielded slgﬁlflcance‘qn one ifem, i+em 4. The present results for [tem
4 directly correspond to those of item 4 'in Experimenf A, showing

that subject B found Targaf A to be more inferesting than

' target C. | |

Addifionally,‘SUbjecfs were asked .to ra?e.how they feiT-
during the inTeracTién.on foﬁﬁ dimensions of feeling (disgusted,
anxious, bored, and uneasy). Only one item, bored, reached
sign}ficance 15;:.44; df—2,33;1i<:.0]), with subjects indicating
that they felt more bored in the low éaze condition than in |
either of the oTher gaze conditions qi‘<.0[);
Confederate gaze fevel significantly affected the ratings only

on item 8 and maréénall§ atfected the ratings on item 2. Newman-
.Keuls tests on item 8 indlcafed Théf the ratings in.The~high gaze

condition wére'significanfly Jower than those given in the medium
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and low gaze condlition QQ<:.0I), al though the ditference between
+he medium and low gaze conditions was hof slgﬁificanT Subjeg%
B telt that target A approved of him more in +he hlgh gaze

condITion than In elther of the other two. condiflons, thus

providing a |lttle support for the firs+ half of the present
v - '

’ ] - . Z‘}-
.hypothesis. Newman-Keuls tests on item 2 failed to reveal any

signi;ffénf differences between the means.

'n.summary} the analyées of Experiment B cfear[y support.

.the hypothesls that more gaze would be directed by the subject

towards the person wiTh_whom‘he-is better acquainted. However,
the hypothesis that the gaze leve! of fhe confederate would

affect the subject's visual behaviour was not supported. The

‘results did Indicate that the subjects exhibited more gaze while

IisTeniﬁg as opposed, to speaking, bu+ frequency of gaze was

the same wHeTher listening or speaking. Time mainly seemed to
have an effect upon the durafioﬁ of gaze directed at target A,
and primarily Qhen*fhe subjeFT was listening. Finally, analyses
of the ratings indicated .that the sﬁbjecf'more favorably

perceived the person with whom he was better acquainted (target AY

. rather than target C, and felt target.'A was more approving in the

-high gaze condition. In general, the results obtained for

Experiment B are.similéf to the corresponding results obtained
for Experiment A. Thus, Expérfmenf B can be viewed as a successful

replication of the findings of Experiment A,



: . " ! - L__‘ ) ‘
| (_/— " CHAPTER IV . | (
' DISCUSSION o

Expeffmenfs A ana B were simiar to one another, exc;pf
Experiment B Involved the use of tralned confedera+e§ who
manipulated the amount of their gazé Yowards The.subjec+.

Thus, Expe}lmenf % may be'blewed as a repllcation and
extension of Experf%en? A. First, the findings that were-
common to bo%h experiments QIII bé.dlscussed, followed by a
consideration of the resulfs‘unidue to Experiment B.
" Both éxperimenfs provided evidence In support of the
hypothesis that wh1le speaking an Individual 'wlll dlrect more
’ of his gaze (as measured ;n terms of frequency, total
'duraffon, and mean duraflbn) Téward a stranger who haé previous ly
spoken than foward a person who has not spoked. This prediction
was derived from Afgyle and Dean's (1965) afflliéflve-conf!lcf
theory. According to the theory,rthere are both approach and
avol dance forces affecting the esTablIshmghT of an ihfimach;a
equll Tbrium poInT.‘ One factor that may affect the strength
of the appréach-avoldance forces Is the level of acqualntance:
befweén the lnTeracTaﬁfs; wlth high levels of acqualntance
being assoclated wIThréfronger approach forces and.consequenfly
with efforts to establish a higher Intimacy equillbrium poInT
€*:0na mani festation of Thls attempt to achieve a higher infimacy
eqpillbrium polnt would be an ‘increase In various non—verba]r
"Immedlacy cues" (Mehrablan, 1969) includlné Ihdlvldugl gaze.

In the present case, the level of acquaintance of the interactants
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was manipulated by vary;ng the order in which they Spoké. At
the time when subjec? B was speak(ng;'he had already heard A'. _
target A speak, but he had not heardtfarge+ C speak. Subject B
"was In essence better acquainted wi+h TargéT_A than target c
~ In that he knew more abouf target A than faréefnc._ Thus, as, a
consequence of subject B's better acqualntance wlth TaFgéT C,
subject B had greater approach forées towards target A, resulting |
in an effort (i.e. lﬁcreasiﬁg his gaze) to establlsh’ a higher
intimacy equliibrium point with farget A than target C.

raFOTher research (Rubin, |970; Russo} 1975) Indicates that
frlends engage In more visual Interaction than do sffangers,
findings which aré also In accord wifh the above therpréTaTlEn
oﬁgth'affLIIaTIve—conflJc+ theory. Although 11 Is unllkely
}hat‘subjectLB's feel I ngs abouf target A appromea+ed those
~which he has about a frlend, hls familiartty wl+h.+argef A
apparently was suffliclent to yleld results similar f6 those
found in-frlend—sfranger comparlsons. Thus, 11 appears that
the short amount of time which subject B listened fo target A
was sufflclen+ to lndﬁce some faél!ng of acqué!nfanée-(or
intimacy) whlcﬁ was manlfesféd directly TnthS'vlsual behaviour.

The results of Experiments A and B also reveals that while

Ilstening to someone speak, the subject directed considerably
more of hls Qaze,+oward§ that person Tp;n Towafds_ano?her
[Istener. Thils finding confirmg Hybofhasls A-2 and the first
part of Hypofhesis B-i; which were based upon the observation

that 1+ Is customary to look at a speaker while Ilstaning to
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him speak. This prediction was based updﬁ common.sensé and the
.results certalnly were anyfﬁlng bu{ surprising. As.The reader
may -recall, fhe'h}poThesls was [ncluded primarily as a basis
‘upon which fo fest the effect of gaze level whlle subject B was
‘lisTenIng, the flndi:gs about which will be discussed shorTIy

A comparison of subjec+ B's visual behaviour while
1IsTenIng'and whtle speaking was undertaken, with the hypofhesis
that the subject would exh1blt more gazé whille listening than
whlde speaking (Hypothesis A-3 and the first half of HyﬁoThesls

B-3). The results of both experiments showed that, as predicfed,

the total duration and

an duration of subject B's gaze was
greatest while lIsTenl?g However, unexpecT?dly there was no
difference in the %réq ency of gaze whlleﬂTfé?enIng'and speaki ng.
Thus, the subject 1cofed éfrhls_fwo coactors approximately the
same number of Tl es wh i speaking as while ]isTenIng, but
the, length of h re longer while IIsTenlhg. Although
‘previous researchers (Ex!ine, Gray, & Schutte, 1965; Kendon, 1967)
have‘found Thaf'peopleifend Td gazé_more whlle !Isfenlﬁg +han.

" while speaklﬁg, they Typlcaliy have not employed all measures of
gaze 2frequency,'+o+al duration, and mean duration) 1n comparing -
gaze while |lstening and while speaking. Thﬁs, the ﬁeasures uséd
did not provld? for the possiblllty that é person's visual

| behaviour while speaking and whjle 1Istening may bé similar. -
regarding duratlion and mean ddraflon.buf not with regard to
frequency. Moreover, several di fferences Betﬂean the present

and earller experiments may account for the different patterns

’
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of visual behaviour. The subjé;Ts In the earilerisfudfeé were
engaged in an actlve conversaTion,_wheFeas In the présenf s+udy‘
the activities of speaklng and lfsfenlné were separated,
..Addlftonally, this study anblyedlfhg TnTerachﬁn of three
_ people, whéreas earller s+udles InvoiVéd dyadic Interactions.

Ag the presanT STUdQ'IndlcaTes, frequen;y of gaze seems ¥o ‘
Temaln the same whether speaking or [istening. It would be of
{nTeresT to ascertain |f The.saﬁe paTTera of findings pertains
to the more common sl'i'l‘:a'i"l(':n i_r;'volvlng two {or more) people
~who are engaged in conversation. |
The finding Th;T fhere.were no slgnificant dI%ferenceé
between Thg frequency of gaze while Ifs+eﬁ!ng agd sneaking: whereas k
duration Qés greaféf while Thé sub ject Qas | Istening than wHIIe_ .
he was sggfking, may signify +h§+ frequéncy and dufa+!on o% gaze
serve dlfferent funcfidns. While speaking, a person needs a
certaln amount of feedback about his pefformancé.‘ This feedback
may be obtalned by looking at the reactions of .his coactor. |
However, gazing into someone's eyes'aféo may beidis+raéflng,‘
In that Is presents another set of sflmﬁll to .which he must attend.
As a result, the speakef may look away to concentrate on hls
thoughts. The dual purpose of obfalnfng feedback and avolding
djsfrac+ibn may be accompllshed b§ malnfélqlng a Fe[afively h]ghn
frequency but low duration of gaze; On the other hand, while -
Ilsfeniﬂg a perﬁon also trles to galn lnforma+lon-buf is less_‘
‘!Ikely to be dlstracted by the experience of mutual géze._ Hence, -

compared with speaking, the frequency of gaze whlle I1stening is

s
-

.
SRS
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éﬁproxlmaTély the same, but the neaﬁ duration of gaze is considerably
Ionge}. T
' 1Based on the flndings'o} some other researchers (Aréyle & Dean,
I§65; Breed, 1972; Coutts &lécﬁnelder, l§75§, 1+ was eppected that
subjacTIB's gazq'mighf decrease as a funcflon of +Im¢. waeveﬁ,
_gaze did pot decrease uniformly és‘a function:of time, nor was
“theré a decrease. In gazé level for all 6f the situations or
dependant measureé. in both experiments, subject B‘slgaze Whllq
speaking did not decreasse appnebiably during the In+eracfion.

The odl} exceptlon to this stems from the target by time Inter-
action for freqyency in Experlment A which revealed that the
frequency of subject B's gaze decreased as a function of T?me only
for .the gaze directed at TéﬁgeT_A. Time was found to be a

highly slgnl*lcéﬁf factor. in both expérlmén*s for the total

duration of sub ject B's gaze While.ILsfening; In-both experiments.
the time effect was attributable only to a décrease In gaze -
dlrected at target A. Ajfﬂough sevéral-lnvesTigaTors have

found a decrease In subjects! vfsual-behavlour;durlng an !nTéFL
actlion, none has discussed the flindings In terms' of whether the

sub jJects wére-speaking of listening. The presenf.resulfg Indicate
that éaze, particularly Its duration, Is morellikely fo decrease
over time whlléillsfeﬁlng than whiie speaklng.

Hypothesis A-4 and the flrst part of Hypothesis B-4

predicted that a subject would rafg a péfson wifh whom he was
better acqualinted (target A) more positively than a persbn who

he knew less well (target C). The ratings assigned by supjebf B



to his fellow participants tended to reveal that hg did pefcéiQe
target A more favorably than +argé+ C although this finding
was much more pronounced in Experlmenf B than Tn Experiment A.
In Experimen+ B, subJec+ B felt that target A was more Interesting,
that he |lked target A more, and +ha+ he would enjoy working more
with target A. The a‘nalyses alsoc indlicated 'I'ha‘i" subjéc“t‘ B
believed target A felt closer (or more. intimate) fo him than did
Targé+ C, a finding which suggests that the experimen%al manipu-
Alaflén dld result in a dlffetenT |éve! of Intimacy between the
' Interactants. In Experiment A, while subject B felt that target
ﬁiwas more ih+eres%lng than target C, ncne of +he\o+her I tems
was significant. In all, these results fndl#afe that suﬁiééﬁi%ﬂ{: :~
percetved target A more favorably fh;n target C. |f we assuée:?.
That a higher Intimacy equilibrium polnt tesTed between subject
B and target A than between subject B and target C, then It'is
no+ surprising that subJecf B rated ftarget A more favorably fhaﬁ.
.target C.

Exbsrimenf B.InVolQéd the use of confederates who manipulated
thelr gaze level foward subject B. Based upon an undersfanding
of the affillaffve;confllcf theory and the findings of Efran and
Broughton (1966), Efran (19668), and Fuglfa (1974), 1 was "
hypothesized ThaT .a speaker would reciprocafe the approva[ (as
.defined In Terms of gaze lavel) which prevlously had been
directed at him by anofher'person,(fhe second half of Hypothesis
' B-I). leewise; based hpon Bread's (1972) resegrch, I+ was

expected that a-person vould reclprotafe the gazé directed at him

-

ﬁ%;
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by a person who Is speaklng to him (+he second half of Hypofhesls
B-2). However, contrary fo The predlcflons, none of the effects
of éaze level was signlf!canT. Moreover, there was a nonsignlflcan+
trend for subject B to exhibit The Inverse of the leve! of gaze
directed towards hih by'Targe+ A. Tﬁé resulfs of these analyses
would seem fo.cast doupf'upon the assumption that greater amounts of
gaze direéTed by target A at subject B is infarpre+eh by B.as being
a sign of approval. However, when considering the raTIngs
assigned by the subJec+s to the confederafes only one ITem was
hlghly slgnificant for the gaze level factor. Subjecfs felt
that target A approved of them more in Thg hIQh gaze level
condition: Tgan In e{Ther of Thé Two other conditions. Thus, 1Y
seems that the confederafes' high gaze level was InTerpre+ed by
the subject as a sIgn of approval -

The reason why the confederate's gaze level wés not recipro-
cated is not exactly clear; One reason for the failure to
confirm the hypothesis may be the status of the confederate.
The resder will recall that Efran (1968) and Fugita (1974)
manipulated both approval and'confederéfe status, wlth the
f1nding +ha+ freshman subjecfs dlrected more gaze at the
approving confederate only when *he confedera?e was portrayed
as a high-stafus person (a senlor) rather Than as fhelr peer
Thus, the present experiment mlghf have ylelded dlfferent
resulfs‘had the confederates beenvpocfrayad as high-status
persons. Another posslbf; exp lanation may be that the high

e
- gaze condition was very uncomfortable for the subject. For

-
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exampie, one subjecf who was the recipient of the high' gaze did

‘s+a+e during the debrleflng that he was worried that target A

virtual sTranger_can_be gnxlefy produclng'(ElisworTh, Carlsmifh,

was homosexual and had designsuonﬁhlm ~ An extendedxgaze. from a

& Henson, 1972). The anxiety caused by target A

the pproach torces due fo approval, and thereby:

suBJec+ was the reciplent of 2 Iowl|eVe| of gaze, he may have

's high gaze

‘lave! may have increased sub Ject B's avoldance forces, offseTTing

resui+lng in a

‘|ower [ntimacy equilibrium point. On the other hand, when the

o

folt re jectad. In this case, the avoldance forces resulting from

rejection may have been overshadowed by sub Ject B's dééire to

allcl+ more approval from target A, +hereby resu

 Inereased gaze dlrec+ed at target A by subject B.

Iting in

The results of the gaze level manlpulaflon also may be

explained by Argyle and Dean's (1965) compensaTIon hypoThesls

Accordlng fo the hypofhesls, once an Intimacy equl | tbrlum point

. has been esfabllshed and then dlsrup#ed the lnTeracTanTs will

seek to re-establish It by mod&fylng their behav

four accordingly.

With regerd +o-the present experiment, 100 much intimacy on one

person's part may have been compensated for by the other person

oxhibiting less intlmacy. Thus, the subject may

havé-dfrécfed

the least amount of gaze in the high gaze conditlon and the mos T

amoﬁnf of gaze In the low gaze condition. The compensation .

.hypofhesls predicfs fha+ +h1s change would occur

dntimacy equilibrium polnf has been es*abllshed

only once an |

and then disrupted.

However, the prese + study did not Involve a change in an

&y
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1

esfabllshed equl | 1brium polnt, but rafher 1nVesfiga+ad the
;sfqbllshmenf of an infimacy'equllibrlum. The reader may recall
that Schnefder and Hansvick (1974) argue that previous studies
purporting fo test the compeusé+lon hybofhesls actual ly fai led
t0.do so because They did no# deal wlth changes In an establ ished

intimacy equlllbrlum polnT Nonetheless, the results of those
experiments generaily tend to lend support to the predictions

of the compensaTIon hypothesis. One possible explana?lon for
thls Is that the compensation hypo#hesls may be more general

Than Argyle and Dean‘(l965)'have suggested. Perhaps Instead

of dealing excluslively with changes In aﬁ,esfablished equi I Tbrium
poln+, t+he hypothesls should be expanded to deal with changes in
‘a "normatl ve" equlllbrium poInT 1t Is.suggesfed Thé+-hofms ‘
regardlng the opTImum degree of InTlmacy that people should show
one another vla various nonverbal cues may exist (see for

example Goffman, 1963). In Experiment B, farget A'manlpulafed

his gaze towards subject B at {he'onseT of the Interaction when
all interactants were still unacquainted. In our culture, 1%

Ié most appropriate Td direct modeﬁafe gaze at one's coactors
when they are basically sTrangers.. Thus, the subJects may have
.-vlewed the very.. hlgh or very low gaze of fargef A as violating
“those norms. Consequenfly, they may have adjusted their gaze

In order fo bring the Intimacy equl tibrium polnt be+ﬂeeh themselves
and'Targef A to a more accepTaﬁle_level.
With regard to the viabllity of the afflilative-conflict.

theory, the results of the present study are in accord with
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. previous research; namél{, some of the flndlngé lend suppor% to
the Theory,‘whiIe.OThefs.casf doub+ upon f+. Al though the

. results of the level of écquaInTance manipulation were In accord
with pfédlcflonslderlved trom the affl]iatlve-confhict theory,

Tﬁe gaze level manlpulation resﬁlfs were not. This find1ng,

in cohjuncflon with the contradictory resu[+§ of other experiments,
calls Tnto questicon the éenerallzabllrfy of the affliliative-
confllet theory. The theory in i+s present form tends to be fo; .
vague and alf encompassing to adequately explain the complex
factors iﬁfluenclng nonverbal behavlour.‘;WhaT-is needed Is a
crifical'refhlﬁklng’of the theory, with particular emphasis

placed upon an elaboratlon of the varlous factors that may
lnfluencé the élfuaTtons in which the theory is & valid

predlctor of behavlour.

L
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APPENDIX B-|

< Evaluative Questionnaire °
1

Ei]

l. .Place an X néxt to the answer that best describes:how you felt
- about each of your fellow participants for each of the following
" questions. Place an X In the left column for the person on your
left and in the right column for the person on your righf Be
.~ sure to answer every question.

Person = Person *
on Left On Right

1. Infellléence (check one)

| belleve that this person is very much above
--average in Intelligence.
| belleve that this person is above average In
lnfelligence. i
I believe that this person is slightly above
average in intelligence.
| belleve that this person is average in
intel }igence.
.| belleve that thls person is slightly below.
© average in intelllgence.
| belleve that this person Is below average in
‘intelllgence. o 5
r believe that this person Is very much below
average .in Intelligence.

2. Personal Feelings (check cne)

P : | feel that | would probably | Tke fh]s person
: : . very much.
| feel that | would probably like this person.
|- fee| that | would probably like this person
- - - fo a siight degree.
| feel that | would probably neither particu-
fariy Iike nor particufarly disllke this
. person.
| feel that | would probably disllke this
person to a slight degree.
| feel\that ! would probably dislike. Thls
. person. ]
< | feel that | would probably dislike this
person very much.

= - o

2| tems were derived from parfs of the In ‘rpérsonal JUdgthcale developed
by Byrne (I97I). . e - _ o




Person Parson
on Left on Right

i

3.

71

-

Working Together [n an Experiment (check one)

bel ieve that | wouid very much dislike working
with this person in an experiment.

believe that | would dislike working with this
person in an-experiment.

bel Teve that | would dislike working with Thls
person to a slight degree.

believe that | would neither parTicularIy ke
nor particularly dislike working with this

*person. in an experiment.

believe that | would enjoy working with this
person In an experimente#b a slight degree.
believe that | would enjoy working wlTh this
person,in an experiment.

believe that | would very much enjoy worklng
with this person in an experiment.

Interest (check one)

|

thougtt that this person~wasnvery interesting.  n7.

thought that this person was interesting.
+hought that this person was lnTeresTIng to
a slight degree. . N
thought that this person was nelther parTlcy—
larly Tnteresting nor parTIcularly boring. L
thought that this person was boring fo a slight
degree. J

thought that this person was boring.

t+hough that this person was very boring.

Approvall(check'ene)

|
1
I.
|

|
|
|

very much approved of this person.
approvedtof this person.

approved of ithis person to a slight degree.
neither particularly approved nor particularly
disapproved of this person.

dlsapproved of this person to a sllght degree
disapproved of this person. .

very much.disapproved of this person.

4

Intimacy (check one) h ?

feel.that | would probably be very close To this

person.

feel Ahat | would probably be close to this
pergon.

faely that | wou!d be,slighT!y close o fhis o

haf | would be neither particularly close
nor pakticulariy distant o thls person. :
feel that | would be s!Ighfly d!sfanf to this
person.

feel that . would be very dlsTanT to This person.

PR A

EC S
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(1. Pidce an X next to the answer that best describes how you feel .
each of your fellow particlpants felt about you.
P . : ‘

Person Person
on Left on Right

7. Interest (check cne)
He thought that | was very interesting.
He thought that | was interesting.
He thought that | was interesting to-a slight
- degree. ' B
. He-thought that | was neither particularly
intferesting nor particularly boring.
" He thought that | was boring to a slight -
degree.
He thought that | was boring.
He thought that | was very boring.

8. Approval (check one)

He very much approved of me.
He approved of me.
He approved of me o a slight degree.
- d He nelther particularly approved nor
. particularly disapproved of me.
He disapproved of me to a siight degree.
He disapproved of me.
He very much disapproved of me. .

~ 9. Intimagy (check one)

He probably felt very close to me.

He probably felt close to me.

He probably feit sllightly close to ms,

He probably felt neither particularly close
nor particularly distant to me.

He pr bably felt slightly distant to me,

He probably felt distant to me.

He p bably felt very distant to me.‘

I1l.. For each quesflon. place an X next to the answer{jh$+ best
describes how you felt durlng'fhe inferacfton.

l. Dlsgusfed (check ona)

Not at afl disgusted.
Slightiy disgusted. .
Moderately disgusted. :
Disgusted. B
Extremely disgusted.

&



2. Anxious (éheck one)

Not at all anxlous.
Slightly anxiousy
Moderately anxious.
Anxlous.

Extremely anxious.

3. " Bored (cheqk one)

Extremely bored,
Bored. ' ‘
Moderately bored.
- Slighty bored,
- Not at all bored.

4. Uneasy (check one)

Not at all uneasy. <-
Slightly uneasy.
Moderately uneasy.
Uneasy.

Quite uneasy.

1V, Please answer the fqilowing additlonal questions.

l. How well did you know the person on your 1ef+'prior to the experiment?

[

A close friend.

A casual acqualntance.

Have seen him around but have never spoken to him.
Never saw him before.,

|

-

dld you know the pérson on'your right prior to the experiment?

A ciose friend.
A casual acquaintance, ' :

- Have seen him aroind but have never spoken to him.
Never saw him before. - °

A
~



APPENDIX B-2 j / o

Suspicions abquT Experiment Quqéflpnnalre

..Did you hear anything about this experiment from anyone prior fo -
your participation in the experiment? '

Yes No . |f yes, what have you heard?

What db you think we were measuring i? thls experiment?




'APPENDIX B-3

Awareness of Confederate's Gaze Level| Questionnaire

What were your reactions to what went on during the Interaction?
pe

While speaking and while Ilsfenlng, was there anyfhlng in particular
about their behaviour Thaf you noticed?

w

During the interaction, what is the one thing about each one that
most stands out In your mind? Is-there anything else?

(If the subject co s specifically about one of the confederafe s
visual behaviour, respond 3 ' :

Oh, really! That's interesting. | didn't notice 1t while | was
watching. How do you interpret that? Do you think it had any
effect upon what you did during the Intéraction?”

‘A

-
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APPENDIX D-2
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Rafingé for Gaze Level CoﬁdiTion,
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Medium Gaze Level
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