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A variety of nonverbal behaviors was coded from videotapes of 88

dyadic conversations. The 4k male and 4k female subjects were paired
so that each participated in one conversation with a stranger of the

same sex and one conversation with a stranger of the opposite sex. It//’

/

was found that sex of subject, but not sex of partner, had a 51gn//yc

sations. Subjects' scores on the behavioral measures were’qgr elated

iy
with their scores on several personality measures and .on & post-conversation

7

questionnaire. Sex differences in these correlations #ere used to generate

hypotheses linking specific behavioral differences/%etween the sexes to .
. ’
e
more general differences between & masculine .and feminine interpersonal
ol )

, ?

sfyles. : ‘ .
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‘Sex Differences in Nonverbal Behavior

' The issue of sex differences is a basic one for psychological re-
éearch.and one that is gaining increasing attention (Carlson & Carlson,
1960; Dan & Beekma;l; 1972; Harris, 1971; Sherman, 1971). Typical re-
é;arch contexts for the psychoiogiqal study of sex differences have in-
folved subjects interacting with test materials of’one sort or anoth;r.

The typical stud&>of nonverﬁal communication, howe;er, requires the
subject to interact with another person, either another subject or am
experimental confederate. This procedure - a ;atural one in the study
of interpersonal processes -- inevitably introduces a complication to
the study of sex differences. The sex of both the subject and the
subject's partner are potentially relevant to the conduct of both éar-
ticipants in £he interaction. Thus, there is a clear'possibility that
'both subject sex and partner:sex may be factors contributing to the
experimental results obtained.

It seems fair to say that, on the whoie, inveétigators of nonverbal

behavior have been hesitant to expand their.experimental designs so that

the effects of both sex of subject and sex of partner can be simultan-

eously evaluated. The nonverbal behaviors of male and of female sub-
jects have not been contrasted across same-sex and cross-sex inter

e ix’ -
‘actions. ﬁ ;

It also seemsiféir to say that, on the whole, investigatofé of
nonverbal behavior haverconfined their attention to one or two behaviéral
variables in a given study. The consideration of a small number of be-
haviprs is a virtual necessity when observations are‘made of live inter-

. actions. With the use of videotape recordings or motion-picture films

1
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of interactions, it becomes possible to consider a larger number of be-
haviors in oneAStudy, with a corresponding gain in research efficiency.
The present study was designed to make poscible a direct evaluation

of the effects of both sex of subject and sex of partner with respect

" toa relati#ely wide variety of behaviors.
&
In addition to an interest in nonverbal behavior in dyadic inter-

©

actions per se, a major motivation for the development of this study

<

- was an interest in issues related to contemporary sex roles. It was

Y

believed that a fine-grained analysis of characteristic nonverbal be-

‘ . ' - . .
haviors of men and-women in same-sex and in éross-sex interactions could
contribute-to an understanding of magculine and feminine interpersonal

styles and the variationc in thece styles ascociated with partner's gex.
Method

The subjects were 88 graduate profescional cchool students at the
University of Chicago ~- 22 men and 22 women from the Law School end

. e
another 22 men and 22 women from the School pf Social Service Admini-

stration. They were recruited by means of a letter and a follow-up
telephone call in which the project was aescribed ac "an exploratory
study of human convergationg." in return for their participation in an
hour—and—arhalf—long'session; they were given $3.00. ‘

"~ Four subjects were scheduled for each data-gathering gescion. They

were paired to form two convercational dyads and ceated in two ceparate

rooms in front of videotape cameras. A female experimenter gave the

following inctructions to each dyad: "I would like the two of you to have

a convercation for the next seven minutes or so. You can uge the time

A

/ »
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to get a¢quainf§d with each other or to talk about anything else that
-interests you." .

Thé experimental sessions were arranged eo that each subject engaéed
in two se#en;mipgte conversations ~~ one with a stranger of the same cex
and one with ééatranger of the opposite sex. The order of came-cex and
crocs-cex convercations wac éystematically varied from secSion to cession.

Using the.videotapes of these interactions, ratingsfwere made of a
variety of~behaviors. All.ratings involved either counting the frequency
with which a particular behavior occurred or timing the‘duration of ité
display. Since subjects may have been unduly influenced ﬁy the otrange-
ness of the situation at the beginning of each interagtion, only the final
five minutec of each sé;en—minute conversation were rated.

To evaluate reliability, a cecond rater made independent ratings of
one subject in each of twenty videotaped conversations. Coefficients of
intraclasc correlation (Haggard, 1958) between the two sets of ratings
wgfe computed.

A total of S4 behavioral variables were derived from the ratings.
Thege variables fall into eight general cateéories and are grouped in.
thio manner below. After each variable, ito inter-rater reliability coef-

ficient ic given in parontheces.

Behaviers Related to Speaking Turns
1. time cubject cpends talking (.99)
2. numbei of opeaking turnc cubject takes (.96)
3. avefage duration of cubject's cpeaking turns (.99) //////

k., duration of cubject's longect cpeaking turn (.99)

6




5.
6.

.

4
number of times subject interrupts partner's speech (.87)

rate at which subject interrupts partner's speech (.89)

number of other-oriented questions subject acks (.98)

Back Channel Behaviors

8.
9.

-

13.

10,

12; 

number of times suﬁject nods head dﬁring partner's speech (.90)
rate ‘at whicﬁ‘subject nods head during partner's speech (.95)
number,othimes cubject gives one-word ascents (e.g., "yea" or
"mhm") during partner's cpeech (.87)

ratc at which subject gives.one-word assents during parther's

~speech (.90)

number of timec cubject givcé'longer.uoaénts (eeggey "That'c
right" or "I agrec") during partner'c specch (.91)

rate at which.aubjoct'givea longer assenfp during partner'c

s;eech'(.SS)

Filled Pauses

A

U

15.

number of filled pauces (the "ah's," "um'c,” and "er'c" which

sometimes oceur during hesitations in fpeech) gubject emits (.99)

rate at which oubjeet emitc filled pauces during opeech (.97)

- Loughing and fmiling Pohaviors

16.
17.
18.
19.

-,

70.

réte at which cubjeet laughs while speoking (.88)‘

rate at which subjeet laughc while not opeaking (.96)

tbtal number of times.oubject laughs (.94) |

pr@pertién of time oubject opends omiling while speaking (.87)

proportion of time cubject spendo cmiling while not speaking (.87)




2l.

22.

Gazing, Behavioro

total amount of time subject spends cmiling (.94)

total number of times subject emiles (.92)

25.

2“‘

20.

“epeaking (.77)

average duration of gazec gubject directs at partner while

Postural Shifto , .

proportion of time subject spends gazing at partner while opeaking
(.93) |

proportion of time cubject cpends gazing at partner while not

total amount of time subject spends gazing at partner (.94)
total number of times cubject gazes at partner (.9?)
duration of longest gaze cubject directo at partner (.91)
speaking (.85)

average duration of‘gazes gubject directo at partner while not
speaking (.92)

average duration of all gazeo oubject directs at partner (.97)

32.

1

31.

rate at which cubject
rate at which subject
(1.00)

total number of timeo
rate at whiéh subjbct

rate at which cubjoct

(1..00)

total number of timeo

ochifts leg pocition while opeaking (.91)

chiftc leg pooition whileinot cpeaking
cubjeet chifts leg position (.96)
chiftc ceat position while opeaking (1.00)

chifts ceat pocition while not gpeaking

cubject chifts ceat pooition. (1.00)




Hand Movement

A number of researchers have pointed to the existence of two dis-
tinet types of hand movement (Duncan, 1972; Ekman & Friesen, 1969;
Freedman, 1972; Rosenfeld, 1966). In thic recearch, gestures are defined ’
as hand movements thch have a éﬁaracteristic directionality, occur a%;ﬁ .
most'excluaively’dﬁring cpeech, and appear to be closely linked to what
is being said. Self-adaptors are defined as hand movements which invelve —
some form of touching the body .or clothing, occur during eit@er ‘speech
or gilence, qnd appear to be only indirectly related to what iz being
said. |

37. time cubject cpends gecturing (.98)

38. proportion of time cubject opends gecturing while cpeaking (.98)

39.> number of times cubject gestures (.99)

bo. frequency with which cubject gecturecswhile speaking (.99)

41." average duration of subject's gesturec (.99)

h2. duration of subject's longect gesture (.97)’

bz, proportion of time during which cubject engagec in celf;adaptors

while cpeaking (.97)‘

hh, proportion of time éuring which cubject engagec inicelf-adaptors

while not cpecking (.98)

hs, total time during which cubject engages in celf-adaptors (.99)

46, total number of celf-adaptors in which cubject engages (.88)

k7. duration of subjecé's longect celf-adaptor (.95) ' , .

48. average duration of cubjeet's oelfaaddptorg‘while speaking (.82)

g, ave;age duration bf subject'c celf-adaptors while not cpeaking ;

(.76) | |

Y. average duration of all cubject'sc sclf-adaptors (.86)

9
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Foot Movement

© 5l. total time subject ;penda moving feet (.99)

52. number of times subject moves feet (.98)

53. -average duratioﬁ of subjéct's foot movements (.93)

Sk, duration of cubject's longest foot movement (.93)

Before pagticipafing in the experimental convercationg, the subjects
were ceated in four separate room; and asﬁed to complete ceveral paper-

snd~-pencil meacures of perconality. After participating in the ‘conver-

sations, subjects were againdseated in ceparate rooms ond acked to fill
L )
out quectionnaires about their experiences in the experimental situation.

The perconality instruments used were the Adjective Check List

(Gough & Heilbrun, 1965), the Inclusion scales from the FIRO-B question-

naire (Schutz, 1958), and the Thorndike Dimencions of Temperament scale J

(Thorndike; 1966). All three instruments utilize the self-descriptive
mode of‘persgnality data collection. (Ficke, 1971).

A tc%%l of 36 perconality variables was derived from the three per-
sonalitylgﬁstyuments. The post-conversation questiomnaire yielded an

additional ceven variablec.

[N

’ Reoulto

Multivaniate analysic of variance was applied to the.behavioral data.
fhp decign of the experiment can be deseribed as a 2x2x2x2 factorial
déaign_with repeated meacures over the fourth factor. Factor A is the
order in whic@ the cubjeet was paired with male and female partnerc.
Factor B io the.professional gehool in which the oubject wac enrolled.
Factor C ic the cex of the oubject; Factor D, on which there are re-

peated meacures, io the cex of the subject'c partner.

: 10




A11 Sh behavioral ﬁeasureé were analyzed-simultaneously using the
multivariate'érdcedure. The statistical procedure used to ﬁandle repeated
measures is described in detail by Bock (1973).

Results of the analysis indicate that sex of subject -had a signifi-
cant effect on the behavioral variables (multivariate T = 2.12, af = 54/27,
p<.02). Table 1 shoys that 15 of the 54:behavioral variables had signi-
ficant univariate F's for this effect. ‘These_findings will be discusced

in the next cection of this paper.“

S S S ke 0 S48 o e 0 S e 00 S g S e S S S g g

None of the other factors, including sex of partner, had a signifi-
cant maih effect on the behavioral variables. Neither were any two-way
interactions significpnt at the mﬁltivariat; level of analyesis.

! .Although the cex of subject x sex o"partner interaction did not
yield a significant multivariafé E. it did yield one highly significant
univariante F. It is probably scafe to assume that this interaction had
a real effect on number of talk%ng turns. Table 2 presents the rele-
ﬁunt ctat¥stics for thic variable and for a highly related variable,

average duration of talking turns.

————— S e o S G G0 63 et e 3 TR W T et 0 o

One three-way interaction had a significant effect--cex of‘§ubject
x gex of partner x order in which cubject was paired with male and female
partners (multivariate T. = 1.88, af = sh/27, p'<.Oh). Table 3 chows

that the interaction of the latter two factors io equivalent to the effect

11
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of a single factor--conve¢rsation number.. Thus, this three-way inter-
_action can be interpreted ac a two-way interaction between cex of subject
and_conﬁersaiion numbér, Differenées in\fegree of familiarity witp the
eiperimental situat% n cecmed to provoke characteriétibally different re-
actions>in male anq/female gubjects. Table 4 precents the eight variablec
which yielded ﬂign#ficant wnivariate F'c for this interaction effect.

- | e

Incert Tables-3 and 4 abaut'ﬁerd

As an aid inxinterproting cex differences in behavior, product-
moment correlati#ns between ocores on behavioral meacurec and ceores on
paper-md-pencil meagurec were compufed separately for male ond female
subjecto. In order to obtain the eorrelationc involving perconality
variables, cubjeets' ceorec on thece measures were correlated with their
ccores on the behavioral measutres summed acrosc the two convercations ’
in which they participated. Each subjeet had two ceto o;-scérec on the
quecﬁionnaire about experiencec dufing the convercotiono--one cet for
each of the two convercationc. Therefore, correlationc involving quec-

"tionnaire itomo were éb£ainod by correlating cubjects' ccores on thece
itemo with their behavioral ceorec for the c@rresp@ndigg convercation.

. With co wany hundreds of cerrelationc, it ic quite likely that come
are accociated with compling variation ond would net be replicated in
other data. Many of the larger correlationc, however, fcll into meoning-
ful pat%erﬁc or were econgictent with @thef recearch findingoc. Thece were
uged to cugpeot interpretations linking cex differeneecs f;)und at the

level of nonverbal behavior to more general’differencec between the mace

.

culine ond feminine interperconal stylec.




Interpretations and Discussion

.
-

._The‘nonverbal_bebeviors fonnd to vary with.subjeot sex, or with sub-
ject'sexyin interaction with other factors, are discussed below. An
attempt is made to relate the spec1f%c behavioral differences found
between male and female subjects to more general differences between the

sexes. Correlatlonal relatlonshlps between behazioral variables and

personality or experlentlal varlables are reported where relevant.

™

'Length.of Speaking Turns
) In a dyadlc qgngersatlon the two 1nteractants must 1n general take

turns speaklng. Detalled analy51s of the turn-taking mechamism (Duncan,

1972) has shown that the speaker emits a complex conflguration of non-

’verbal cues wh1ch mark polntstln the conversatlon at which the auditor

may approprlately clalm the speaklng turn.

In the present study, 1t was found that men tended to continue speaklng
for longer periods, on the average, than did women. When men conversed

with each other, they tended to speak in even longer utterances than when

N : . 9
they conversed with women. Because of their lengthy speaking turns, par-

ticipants in male, same-sex dyads had time for fewer speaklng turns than

did participants in any other type of dyad.

. The eorrelational data show that both male amd female subjgcts who took

long speaking turns tended to describe themselves in more aggressive terms
on the personality measures than sub;ects who took shorter turns. ¥or men,
scores on average duratlon of talking turns correlated with AdJect;ve Check
List scores for Automomy ( 36), Aggression (.34), Deference (-.34), Nurtu-
rance (-.3h4), and Afjlllatlon (~.30). ¥br women, average duration of talk-

ing turns correlated with the Adjective Check List score for Aggresslon (.31).”

T

"
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Kendon and Cook (1969) found that subgects who spoke in 1engthy,
ilnfrequent utterances in dyadlc convérsatlons tended -to~ be percelved‘as
‘Jfamore powerful by the1r conversatlonai partners. Perhaps cla1m1ng long
blocks of conversat1on time is a way of;assertlng oneseif as a potent
force in an 1nteract1on. E - | “ " o
B A number of 1nvest1gators have described the trad1t1onal masoulane
1nterpersona1 style as aggresslve, assertlve,iand or1ented towards

personal achlevement, while the trad1t10nal feminine 1nterpersona1 style

is described as afflllatlve, accomodatlve, and«er1ented towards the

.’rmalntenange of harmonlous social relatlonshlps (Anastasl, 1958, Bennett &
}‘Cohen, 1958, Tyler, 1965) If taklng long speaklng turns is related to

an assertlon of potency, 1t is . not surprlslng that menotake 1onger turns,

~.on the aﬁerage, than women. - Nor is 1t surprlslng that men take the lon-

gest tnrns, on the average, in same-sex interact.ons where the relative
dominance of interactants is not settled a prioriiby adherence to tradi-

u
- rd

tional sex roles. : / L.

Filied“Pauses

Male subjects tended to emit many more "gh's," "um's," "er's," and
the like in‘the course of speaking than did female subjects. This sex
difference was very highly s1gn1f1cant | | .

A great deal of research has been done on fllled pahses and related

he51tatlon phenomena. Previous studies have d1scovered pos1t1ve relation-

-shlps between the emission of many. f111ed pauses and emot1ona1 arousal
‘(Boomer, 196%; Panek & Martln, 1959), less productlve ggeech and.- thought
(Duncan, 1965, Goldman-Elsler, 1961; Livant, 1963) ana an exaggerated

vdegree of self—monltorlng during speech (Bbomer & Dmtthan, 1964);
. N P 4\*\‘
SR
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' These findings are‘helpfui in understanding the correlations involving
5f111ed “pauses which were found in thls research. For male subjects, rate
'.Tof ‘filled pauses durxng speech correlated W1th the Adgect1ve Check List
varlables Counsellng Readlness (.46), Avasement (.31), Heterosexuallty

_ (~.45), Domlnance (-.34),,and with the Thorndike variables Sociable

(-.48) and Ascendant (-.32)1 R ‘_” »' 1; ~ o

In an unfamlllar, m1ldly stressful soc1a1 s1tuatlon, 1t is likely

i that men who descr1bed themselves in such negative terms experlenced a

' greater degree of emotlonal d1sturbance and engaged in more self—monl—

A": torlng and cogn1t1ve block1ng than other men.

A 51m11ar correlatlonal pattern was not found for female subaects.
: No woman em1tted a very large number of fllled pauses, and no strong
rcorrelatlons 1nvolv1ng the fllled pause varlables were found.

It is poss1b1e that male subjects experlenced more normative pressure

to assert themselves by speaking in fairly 1engthy utterances than did

female subaects. One fuhction which has been proposed for f111ed pauses

°
[

is that'ofvretaining the speaker's speaking turn.in a conversation while
he‘is searching»for'words‘(Maclay & Osgood, 1959). A man.who,is.having
Vtrouble f1nd1ng words because of anxlety and self—mon1tor1ng may emit
many filled peuses in order ta hold the floor in the conmersatlon. A
woman might be more llkely s1mp1y to end her speaking turn when words '

do not flow,freely.

o t
V¥, ‘ . N

Smiling and Laughing ' .
D :
Female subjects tendedfto smile and laugh more than male subjects.

'Scores on all seven variables in this category varled significantly with

- sex of subaect. The magnltude of the sex difference decreased between

<

&.1{;




the first and secomd conversatiodé for the three variables on which the
conversatlon number 1nteract10n showed a 51gn1flcant
effect, bu the dlrectlon of the difference was not reVersed

SE}iﬁlng sex dlfferences appeared in the correlational data involving
‘sml}iﬁg and laughlng varlables. The male subJects who laughed and
smlled most tended to describe themselves as more soc1ab1e, friendly,
and affiliative than.men who engaged in less sdiling and laughing. For
men, togél number'of smiles correlated with the Thorndike variable :vd{
Sociable (.51), with the FIRO variables Inclusion Wanted (.43). apd In-
clusign Expressed (.41), and Qith the Adjective Check List variables-
Affi jation (.39) and Nurturance (.34). Total number df iaughs correlated
W1th the Thorndike variable Sociable (.39) and with the FIRO variable
Inclu51on Wanted (.35).

In contrast, the female subjects who laughed and smiled most tended
to descriﬁe themselves as more uncomfortable in the experimental situation
and as generally more retiring and deferent than women who laughed and
smiled less. For womdn, total number of smiles'correlated'ﬁith the
questionnaire variable Comfort with Camera (-.32), with the Adgectlve
Check List-variables De ference (.37) and Abasemdnt (.34), and with the
Thorndike variable Todgh—mindedr(-.39). Total numger,of laughs cprreiated
with the questionnaire variable Comfort with Camera (-.33) aﬁd dith the
Thorndike varigble Ascendant (-.39).

Since the traditiodal feminine role calls for affiliétive,.sociéble
behayidr, womgn.may tend to engag; in sdiling and laughing’more to meet

social expectations than to express-genuine friendliness and warmth.

Bugental, Love, & Gianetto (1971) used a similar hypothesis to account .

4 16 | .
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for their finding that‘ fathers' smiles tended to be accompanied bj
friendly, aééroving statements to their children, whereas mothers'
smiles were not related to positive verbalizations. .

Female subjects who felt uncomfortable in the experimental situation
v:or who saw themselves in deferent, self-abasing terms may have perceived
smlllng and. laughlng as safe, acceptable behav1ors wh1ch would help them
win favor in a threatenlng env1ronment The finding that women's scores
on several emiling and laughing measures tended to be lower for second
conversations than for first fits this inferpretation. Presumably, sub-
jectskwefe more familiar with fhe experimental situation and more éomj -
' fortable in it during the second conversation. They could then relax and - é
_exhibit fewer 5001a11y 1ngrat1at1ng behav1ors.

Men are not expected to behave in as friendly, affiliative a fashion
as women. Indeed, too much affiliative behavior Jay run' counter to‘
.masculine role prescriptions. Men's scores on several smiling and
laﬁghing measures ten&ed to be higher for second conversations, when
subjects may have beeﬂ.less worried about meetiﬁg social expectatibns.
The male'sﬁbjectskwho engaged in much smiling and laughing did not do
, 80 in order to appear prdperly masculine, but in order to ekpress gen-~

uinely affiliative tendencies.

Gazing at Partner

Sex differences 1n the use of ga21ng ‘were first noted by Exline _ “M
, (1963) and -have been- conflrmed by a number of subsequent studies (Exl;ne
& Winters, 1965; Exllne, Gray, & Schuette, 1965; Argyle & Dean, 1965;

Libby, 1970). This research corroborates all previous work in finding

17
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People generally spend much more time gaz1ng at their partners while
X listening to them then while speaking (Exllne & Wlnters,'l965; Kendon,
1967);'"Somewhat different functions hare been suggested for gazing while
'Jtllstenlng (Argyle & Kendon, 1967) and gazing whlle speaking (Efran &
"Broughton, 1966; Exline & Me551ck, 19673 Kendon, 1967). In the cor-
'relatlonal data generated by this research, there was no overlap be-
h‘i‘tween the personallty varlables whlch correlated with gazmng whlle lis-
-.tenlng and those wh1ch correlated with gazlng while speaklng. Clear
vsex differences appeared in the former set of correlations, but not in
- the 1atter. ) . .

For male spbjectb,wbut not for female subjecte, the proportion of
time spent gazing while listening correlated positively with personality
variables indiceting ?rieodllhess and sociability. - For men, proportion
of time gazing at partner while 1¥stening correlated Qith the Thorndike
variables Sociable (.35), an8l Cheerful (.30) and with the FIRC variable

Inclusion Expressed (. Bh). For women, proportion of time gazing while

llrtenlng did not correlate %1th any varlable related*to affiliativeness.
Other research suggests that ga21ng while listening indicates atten- -

tiveness to what is being said “and makes the‘speaker feel powerful and

valued (Argyle &“Kendon, l§67). Perhaps, like smiling and laughing,
gazing at one's partner whileflistening is an affiliative behavior which,
- as such, is required by tHe feminine role. Women mey, therefore, engage

in it to meet gocial expeotatlons rather than to express genuine interest

4n the other. o o o , ,

)
°

° ! . - . . &
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For both men and women,, the proportion;of‘time spent gazing at part¥
‘ner while speaking correlated pbsitively with personality Qériables in-
dicating high self-control and low spontaneity. For men, proportion of
time gazing at partner while speaking correlated with the Thorndike /
variable Placid (.37) and with the Adjective Check List variable Order
(.34). Eor women, scores on this behavioral variable were correlated
with scb?es oﬁ the Thorndike variable Responsible (.39) and the Adje;-
_ tive Check List variable Exhibition (-.31). )

- Persons with high self-control and low sﬁontaneity may be mﬁreAinT
" clined to seck visual feedback from their partners while formuiating
their speech than a more spontaneous pérson would. The finding that
~ women, as a group, did more gazipg while speaking than men, as a group,
may indicate that women's speech productions tend to be guided more by

- partners' responses and less by their own impulses than are men's speech

productions. ' ' . S ‘

Postural Shifts

Male subjects made sipgnificantly more seat position shifts and leg

o

position shifts during the experimental sessions than did female sub-

jects. In addition, sex of suﬁject interacted with converscation number
L « ‘ R ’ ) L
to prpduce a significant effect on number of ceat position shifts.

It is difficult to interpret these findings in a fully satisfactory .

manner. _Véry little research on postural shifts has been ‘done, and the -
- . I
correlational data generated in this study fell into no clear patterns.

-

Two hypotheses are suggected to account for the sex differences .

found. The first states that postural«shifting during a conversation sig- o

nals rectlessness, whereas remaining motionless iz a sign of attentivencos.

o LY
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Women exhibit fewer postural shifts than men becauée the feminine role
_calls for more other-oriented behavior.

The -second hypoghésis relates s;x differences ;p frequency of pos:
‘tural chifts to sex differences in dress. The nuﬁber qf positionsz which
a pereson wearing'a ekirt can assume with propriety is pfobably’much
smaller than the number of positions a percon wearing pants can ascume.
Maiﬁtainiﬁg propriety while chifting from one posi%ion to another may
algo be more difficult for the skirt-clad individual. Thus, for women,

training in propriety may mean .training in immobility.

Hand Movement

Only one of the fourteen variables in this category chowed any cigni-

ficant relation to cubject cex. This variable wac duration of the lon- =~ =777 7 7T

gest gecture exhibited by a cubject. Duration of the longect gesture

tended to decrease between first and second conversations for male cub-
jeéts, while it tended to iycrease for female gubjects. Factors which
émay account for this finding are édnsidered”below in the discuscion pf

o similar finding involving sceveral foot movement variablec.

.
[}

Foot Movement

Scorep on three of the four foot movement variables chowed a cigni-
ficant cex of cubject x conversation nﬁmber interaction effect. These
vdriablea were timé cpent moving feet, average duration of foot movements,
ond duration of longect ?oot ﬁovoment, Mean scores deeréasced between
first and cecond convercations for male cwbjects, while th® increaced
for female subjecﬁs.

The same changes between firct and cecond convercationo were found

on two other body movement variables -- number of ceat pocition chiftc

r

20




18

-

o

and duration of longest gesture. Perhaps beiné in the strange experi-
mgﬁtal‘éituation in front of a'videotape camera for the first time
tended tq ihcrgase the overall level of body activity of male subjects
while.it inhibited that of‘femaie cubjects. Bodily activity may have
been a cocially appropriate way for men to express nervousness and
tencion. Women, however, may have felt a greater need to maintain pro-
per, ladylike immobility when.they felt themcelves on display in an
‘wnfemiliar oituation. |

Both male and female subjects probably felt comewhat more comfor-
table and relaxed during the cecond convergation. For men, greater com-
fort may have beeh*straightforwardly reflected in reduced body activity.
When women became more comfortable, in contrast,fthey may have felt
freer to deviate from the ctondard of ladylike‘behavior and, thegefore,

freer to diccharge accrued nervous energy through body act}vity.‘

Summary and Conclugions

The decign of the rtudy permitted analyoic of the effecto of both cub-

jeet cex and partner cex upon the mean use of a relatively large number of
nonverbgl variablec. The recults indicate (a) that men and ;emén cignifi-
caﬁtly differ in their uce of certain nonverbal modalitics and (b) that men
and women do not cignificontly vary the extent tp which thoj uso\mcst of
£hcco\nonverbal behaviors between same;sex and crogs-cex interactions.

Tﬁo major limitations on the generalizability of these findings must
‘be kept in mind; The firct arices ffom the rather atypical ﬁopulaticn
from which the cubjectc‘were drawn (graduate profeoéicnal cchool studentc),
» and the cecond arises from the unucual nature of the experimental citua-

tion (convercationo in the precemce of videotape cameras). It ic
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especially important to remember the cecond limitation when evaluating
the negative finding regarding effect of pa;tner's seﬁ. The presence
of unusial situational factors may have had such an important impact
upon nonverbal behavior that other situational factbrs, such as part-.
ner's cex, became lecs salient than they usually are. ’

In addition to cex differences in nonYerbal begavior itself, sex
differencec in the patterns of correlation between scorés on behavioral
measures and scores on written measures were found. Thece were used

to generate hypotheces linking specific behavioral differences between

the sexec to more general differences between the masculine and feminine

roles.

Some of the behavioral differencesc found between male and female
subjecté-ééﬁldmﬁé“inféfﬁféfédmaé gex differences in -the dicplay of affi-
liative.and cociable behaviors. TFemale subjects did more emiling and
laughing and paid more viéual attention to their partnerc than did male
subjectG.K Sex differences in patterns of correlation between scores on
these behavioral measures and ccores on self—descriﬁtive measures cug-
geét that female oubjects engaged in large .amountc of emiling, laughing,
and gazing»at their pértners in order to fulfill traditional feminine
role preccriptions. The male cubjects who engaged in large amounto of
thege behaviors, in contrast, ceeﬁ to have done co in order to expresc
individual tendencies toward affiliative behgvior.

Another cet of behavioral differencec ceemed. related to gex dif-
forencec in accertive behavierc. Both correlaticnal data from thic

study and the findingo of ether recearch suggest that claiming long blocks

of convercation time ic a way of accerting onecelf ac a potent force in
£ g
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*an interaction. During the experimental conversations, male subjects '
_ tended to take 1onger talklng turns, on the average, than female sub-

"jects and also to use more filled pauses, perhaps to hold thelr turns

while searching for words. .

Still‘other behavibral differences found between male and female sub-

Jjects seem to relate to sex differences in peﬁ‘j~ ble actlvlty levels.

: Hen tended to.receive higher scores on a number of body movement var-

1ables durlng the first conversdtion than durlng the second one, whereas

the reverce was true for women. Bodaly actlvlty may be a soclally appro—‘

- priate way for men to express their nervou&ness in unfamlllar 51tuat10ns.

: Hbmen, on the other hand, may tend to maintain ladyllke immobility when

they feel moct uncomfortable and to exhibit more bodily activity later
when they feel ﬁore relaxed. - S .

This study'c findings indicate clearly that rescearchers {n‘the field
of nonverbal cemmunication cannot afford to igqére'subjectksex as a
variable. Some of the sex difforenées found in thic>research, such as
those involving amount of time spent gazing at’partner, hdfq alféady
ﬁeen'widely feported. In many areac; however, the effect of cubject
sex hao not previougly been investigated. Although a great deal'cf re-
search has been done on filled pauces, for example, qeportc of thic work

do not indicate “that emy previous investigators checked for sex dif-

ferences. : : 4 ) §

4

In this rescarch, sex of partner did not have o significant‘efcht on-

S

moot of the nonverbal behavior displayed in dyadie interactions. It is

probably unwise to generalmze this conclus;on much beyond the variables

studied -or beyond the particular cxpcrimental smtuatmon to which it
) TNl

H

23




‘- ‘ . . 21

pertains. In other situationgs, or with other behavioral variables,
partner's gex might become a very salient.factor, which the researcher

could noét safely ignore.




Table 1 -

Variables Which Show Significant Sex of Subject Effect

Mean for Mean for

‘ Univariate P
Varigbles malec females F less than
Larger mean scores for malec
Average duratgon
of talk turnc 1h.72  11.22 6.49 .013
| Number of . . ,
filled pauses 12.09 k.61 20.23 .001
Rate of b : ’
filled pauces .08 .03 27.09 .001
Number of seat - ’
| position ghifto . ). .. .83, . LM6 579 . ...
Number of leg
pocition chifto 1.52 O k.92 .030
Larger mean scores for femaleo
Rate of laughsb )
while opeaking .01 .02 A 12.03 .001
Rate of laughs
while noj: ”
cpesking .008 012 5.35 024
. o

Total number .
of laughs 2.80 k.oh 12.90 .001
Proportion of
time omiling while ¢
not speaking .09 14 - 1l0.71 002
Total time
omiling” 28.39  k2.16 - 5.85 .018
Total number

| of emiles 7.27 9.64 8.11 .006

~
/ 2
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i
;
;
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®  Table 1 (Continued)’
) Mean for Mean for Univariate . P
Variables males females F less than
' Larger mean ccores for females (Continued)
Proportion of ’
time gazing, at
partner while ° :
speaking .56 .66 9.84 .003%
Proportion of
time gazing at d
pariner while . g °
| not opecking | .84 .90 5.68 .020
Total time . . . e
gazing at ’ ' ‘ )
partner i 207.24 228.88 7.74 .007
»

pime in cecondo.
e b
4

Rate per gecond.
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,{,Vériabies on Whic_}lf.'theSex of 'Subject X

Sexof Partner Effect Approaches _Siénifigéncé'

1

BRI L SexofMean for - Mean for .
. Variables = Partner =

males

Univariate - -

" females - less than & -

,P

®-

. Number of ‘ Male

turns : ~ Female -

10.66

132

.00k

Average = Male
‘duration of

7 .

@ ttalk turns®  Female

16.6%

12 .‘:80 ,.

. ®%®ime in seconds.
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.

Reduction of the Sex of Partner x Order of Pqiring'

)

~ Table 3

‘. Interaction %to a Single Factor:

a

Conversation Number

R

'Partner

Sex fo',

Order of Péiring

' Male Partner lst,
Female Partner 2nd

Female Partn@r 1st,
Male Partner 2nd

Male

1st Conversdtion

~ 2nd Conversation

Female

2nd Conversation
{ '

.

lst Conversation

v

<




. ' ‘ , Tablé L2
Varla"fbles Whlch ‘Show S:Lgnlf:.cant i
“Sex of Sub;ject X Conversatlon Number Effect
o - Conversation Mean for Mean for Um.varn.ate P
“Varigbles number - males  females F less than
. . v - :
| Rate of laughs 1 ' - .0088  .0128 - , |

while not R S . b.o7 - .oh8
speakmg 2 7 - .0095 - L0110 o -

 Proportion of 1 0935  .15%3 -
time smiling ~ - - : . 9.57" .003

 while spegking 2 T .125h 1324 } . C -

Totel 0 1 2k3 U3.93 o
smiling 2 32.41 ho .39 : :
Number of -1 . 1.068 L33 o
seat position o ' : - ka2 ¢ .027
shifts 2 ' T .591 [“32:477 . ‘

. ‘ ‘ e
Time spent - 1 75.81 57.13 :
movngg 4 . : 9.85 .003
feet 2 v 58.63 72.13 - . .
- | Average duration 1 2.813  2.370 ,
| of foot v "7.38 © .009

movements 2 2.2 . - 3.585 : ‘

Duration of ., 1 10.93 9.57 .
longest foot . -~ 5.15 .026
movement T2 7 8.48 14,39 ) - .

R ] 1 . [ v . )_ .
Duration - 1 , /10 50 - 9.3k . .
of 1ong%st - : " 5.28 .025 :
- | gesture 2 | - 8.43 11.64

%Rate per second.

Ppime in seconds. ._ 29 o
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