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fNonverhal;BehaVioriand Reticenoet'iq;

. V~'Patterns.of'Nonverba].Behavior and Perceived Relational Messages
. ' Associated with‘Communication Reticence
. ', . ABSTRACT -
Two experiments exam1ned nonverba] behav1or patterns and re]at1ona] com-
' mun1cat1on pertept1ons assoc1ated w1th commun1cat1on ret1cence Inf;;;?\ j
f1rst experiment, pairs of frlends (N= 90) and pa1rs of strangers (N= 90)
.engaged in 9- m1nute d1scuss1ons SubJects were rated by the1r 1nteract1ona«;
| partners and by tranned observers Results showed that as their- ]eve] of.,,
‘communication reticence 1ncreased they nodded ]ess, showed less fac1a]
p]easantness and an1mat1on d1sp]ayed anx1ety and tens1on, leaned away
more and commun1cated greater disinterest. Strangers rated the1r re]a-v 5
t1ona] messages as show1ng ]ess 1nt1macy and similarity, more detachment
more subm1ss1veness, less recept1v1ty and more e&ot1ona] negat1v1ty - They
also rated ret1C°nts cons1stent]y lower on cred1b1]1ty Fr1ends gave
mixed but frequent]y .more positive rat1ngs to more reticent 1nd1V1dua]s
' In the second experiment, 55 subjects interacted w1th a male or fema]e
onfederate 1nterv1ewer who alternately asked 1nnocuous or h1gh]y persona]
:;Q : huest1ons The same patterns of nonverbal behav1or emerged as in Study
| One, with increases 1nvstressf(due to pr1yacyf1nvad1ng quest1on1ng)ﬁ

.

eliciting more pronounced responses. Results are discussed in terms of

~.

the cross- s1tuat1ona] consistency of reticence syndromes in e]1c1t1ng

dysfunct1ona] commun1cat1on patterns
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Patterns of Nonverbal Behavior and Perceived Relational ﬂessages B
Associated with Communication Reticence
. Research over the last two decades has brought considerab]eradvances

i o
fn our understanding of communicative dysfunction. A]ong with it has

. come_a r.rohferatlon of labels to refer to anxious, 1nept avoided or deQ

‘va]ued communication attempts Notw1thstand1ng the d1fferences in

. conceptua]wzatlons and etIO]OQIQS among the various syndromes, for ;

purposes of 1dent1fy1ng behav1ora] man1festatlons and soc1a] consequences,
they can be subsumed under the more g]oba] construct of commun1cat1on reti-

- cence (Burgoon & Haie, ]983a)

A The accumu]ated research ev1dence 1nd1cates that commun1cat1on ret1-

cence- has a pervas1ve impact on the 1nd1v1dua] exper1enc1ng 1t affect1ng

everythlng from 1nstructlona] preferences (Burgoon, 1976a; Ke]]y, Phillips
& McK1nney, 1982; McCroskey, 1975, McCroskey & Andersen, 1976) and aca-
dem1c ach1evement (HcCroskey & Andersen, 1976; McCroskey & Daly, 1976) to

‘verba] encod1ng patterns (Burgoon & Hale, 1983b; Powers,‘]977) occupation-

al choice (Da]y & McCroskey, 1975) and p0551b]y even dat1nq patterns

(HcCroskey & Sheahan, 1978; Parks, Dindia, Adams, Berlgn«& LarSon, ]980;

<
s

Prisbell, ]982) However, many aspects of the actual Communication behav-

ior of ret1cents have not yet been 1nvest1gated espec1a]]y the - ret1cent S
v
/performance in the k1nds of 1nterpersona] encounters tpat form the ma1n-

. stream of one's communlcatlon life. - . ;/

2In part1cu]ar, we know 1ittle about the’ nonverba] behavlors of thése:

: W1th a commun1cat1on ret1cence pred1spos1t1on, other than what has been

Y

revea]ed through se]f-reports (cf McCroskey, 1976), and we know even less

’ about the re]at]ona] consequences of those behav1ors Equa]]y 1mportant
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wh1]e the aSsumpt1on has been made that the ret1cence syndrome is deb1]1-
- tating, that assumpt1on has not been exhaust1ve]y tested knowledge' of
how others receive and 1nterpret the ret1cent s actual 1nterpersona] com;
mun1cat1on behav1or 1s ]1m1ted _The two stud1es to be repcrted here add
to our know]edge base by exam1n1ng the nonverba]'repertoire associated
with reticence and the re]at1ona] measage connotat1ons engendered by the
v_ret1cent s fommunicat1on sty]e L v . |
These studies also permit further exp]oration of the issue'of,cross¥
situationa]*consistency of the reticence predisposition' ‘Most prbponents'
of the varlcussyndromes have cast them toward the tra1t end of a state-
,tra1t cont1nuum For examp]e McCroskey, Da]y, R1chmond and Cox (]975)
define communication apprehen51on as "a broad based/personallty type char-
acter1st1c " (pp 5] 52), and’ Burgoon (]976c) def1nes unw1]]1ngness to

communicate -as a predlsp051t10n that “represents a chron1c tendency to

1

avoid and/or devalue oral- commun1cat1on“ (p.60). However most syn-
dromes as conceptua]1zed do not fit a stralght trait interpretation, wh1ch
Jmplles behayjora] invariance. Instead, Parks-(]980) has noted,'they ‘
-align with?Argy]e‘and Litt]e’s (1972) I-'trai,t dispositional™ perspective,
' whichsal]owswforssome.situationaldvariabi]ity in-an-otherwise relatively
‘stab]e'patternﬂot response. Recent research . by Burgoon and Hale (]983a)
and Kelly, Ph1]]1ps and McK1nney (]982) supports such ah approach 1n show-
-ing that communlcatlon context mode of communlcatlon, communlcatlon
h1story and persona]1ty all affect the degree of.response of'the‘reticent
individual. L B N ' i'v ~ v
Even so,drecentpub}icatfons have challenged the valicity of the

various reticence constructs on their-failure to|show cross-situational

oy
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7app]icabi]ity Hewes and Haight (]980)'found onTy weak corre]ations be-
tween A measure of Verba] ret1cence and six rommun1cat1on behav1ors
selected as good representat1ves of a tendency to w1thdraw from or avo1d
. commun1cat1on (However, the behaV1ors’themse]ves also showed weak inter-
o corre]at10ns ) Beatty, Behnke and McCallum ( 78) and Beatty and Behnkp |

; ﬂ (]980) found the Persona] Report of Commun1cat10n fpnrehens1on (PRCA) to '

‘ . be sensitive to sftuat1ona] med1ators (rather than ma1nta1n1ng constancy),
and Porter (1981) criticized it as being appllcab]e on]y to pub]lc sett1ngs
and not to 1nter,ersona] contexts Parks (]980) went : so far as to con-

. c]ude that "at present no ev1dence suggests that any o£—the measures of N
\ commun1cat10n apprehen51on and its conceptua] re]atlves are. cross S]tua-”
.[ tlona]]y cons1stent" (p.: 232) He based his conc]us1on on f1nd1ng two dJS-v
tinct c]asses of 51tuatlons to wh1ch conmunlcatlon apprehens1ves respondeo
1h4ﬂ%ﬁ€nt1a]]y and f1nd1ng a corre]atlon between apprehen51on and self-
reported behav1or for on]y one of the c]asses
A closer scrut1ny of Parks (1980) study, howeVer, offers a d1fferent
explanat1on -of his resu]ts He desér1bed the two classaes of S1tuat1ons
1dent1f1ed through factor analysis as those 1nvo]v1ng fam1]1ar others and

\ those 1nvo]v1ng strangers However, the items comprising the first c]ass

‘ehof s1tuat1ons were exc]us1ve]y nonthreaten1ng They 1nc]uded 51mp]e,

everyday act1v1t1es w1th wh1ch everyone has exper1ence and wh1ch are un-
'4]1Le]y to engender negat1ve react1ons in others Examp]es ask1ng for

the t1me, ask1ng for a f]oor in an e]evator, and thank1ng a re]at1ve for a

glft The second c]ass, by contrast, more often 1nvo]ved 1nteract1on with

, ‘unfam1]1ar others, a more d1ff1cu]t task and the potent1a] for negat1ve

‘react1ons, such as 1nterv1ew1ng for 2 job, ]ead1ng a'church serv1ce and

Sty e el NG e
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'termlnatlng an 1nt1mate re]at1onsh1p It is therefore not surpr151ng

that apprehens1on showed no - re]atlonsh1p wWith the f1rst class of s1tuat1ons,
which have .no 1nherent anx1ety produc1ng characteristics, but d1d corre]ate -
.w1th those that could intuitively be expected to evoke apprehen51on in some
of - the peop]e some of the time. To expect ret1cence pred15p051t1ons to
pred1ct all facets of -human oehaVIor seems unreasonab]e, what is reasonab]e '
to expect is that 1nd1v1dua]s w1th a ret1cence pred1spos1t1on show a rela-

‘t1ve]y COﬂS]Stent pattern of response in those k1nds of c1rcumstances for

which the syndrome is theoretlca]]y sa]1ent - R ‘akz
| In essence, what -Parks’ (1980) 1nvestlgatlon does 1s prov1de a part1a1
de]1neat1on of the kinds of s1tuat1ons that do qua]lfy as sa]1ent “His
'f1nd1ngs outtress what other researchers (e.qg. B Burgoon, ]976c, Parks,_
1979; Phillips & Metzger, 1973; Porter, 1981; R1chmond 1978; Sorensen B
& McCroskey, ]977) have c]almed "and ver1f1ed, namely that reticents are
v ]east apprehen51ve and w1thdrawn in noneva]uat1ve, nonperformance, 1nforma]
1nterpersona] and fam1]1ar contexts Hewes and Haight's (]980) neg]1glb]e
ycorrelat1ons between some communication behav1ors and a measure of predis-
pos1t10n toward verbal behav10r~m1ght also be exp]a1ned by those spec1f1c
-behav10rs f1tt1ng 1n the c]ass of nonstressfu] or nonsallent c1rcumstances,

other behav1ors 1n the1r study did show expected, 1f weak ret1cence effects

The quest1on that remains unanswered is whether a cons1stent reticence |

' ,’commun1cat1on pattern ex1sts that mere]y d1ffers in egree of response

across contexts or whether responses d1ffer in k]nd accord1ng to the,s1tua—-7
/
tion. It 1s our be]1ef that the pattern of response to threaten1ng or
\

nonreward1ng s1tuat1ons 1s essent1a]]y the same, but that there is tremendous,

\\/ /
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'variation.in what-circumstances elicit a senss of th eat or nonreward for
'an individua]. Put another way, alji people are. 1ike1y fo experience.

anxiety or opt for avoidance in certain kinds of Situa.ions and at those
_times, to disp]ay the typical reticence pattern,a However, people differ

in how frequent]y and broad]y they genera]ize this pattern S response to-

~different conmunication contexts. A 'reticent communicatcr may be seen as-

incTined to'react anxious]y or,in a‘restrained fashion to a wider range of
Situations than a 1ess reticeni indiVidual |

If this interpreta?ion is valid then cross Situational conSistency
* is less problematic, for it means that the primary difference across sit-
uations is one of magnitude ‘rather than complexion of response. The" , (

argument can- be made that a certain threshold. must be reached before
. i

one exhibits a discernible reticence pattern and that different Situations

entail different threshold leve]s The predictive task then becomes one
of identifying circun%tances that have a high probabi]ity of evoking a

. reticence response pattern "The current experiments-permitted us to begin

——— thuerbanBeha?ior_and,Reticence =

v that task by looking at four different communication conditions that varied -

in their potential for discomfort, stress and evaluation to see if each
wou]d elicit essentially.the same behaViora1 profile

PropoSitions

_\‘

That re]ational communication is a ubiquitous and’ central element_of
interpersonal interchanges is we]l recognized .what is not so well recog-

nized is how re]ationa1 partners communicate their definitions of the

s

relationship and of themse]ves w1th1n the re]ationship to their partners /’

<.

While peop]e certain]y may verba]ize on occaSion about their re]ationship,‘--

moreroiten re]ational messages take an imp]icit (Mehrabian, 198]), or/non-_.

“verbal form | For examp]e frequent eye gave toward a conversational




. ‘partner may express-]iking,“attentfveness, a re]inquishing of re]ationa]
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'contro], or a desire for feedback, among -other things, all of which con;*

stitute relational statements. The focus.of these investigations was on

such nonverba] behaviors that might have re]ationa] meaning and on the

broader re]at1ona] connotat1ons produced by a reticent's verbal and non-

verba] comnunlcatlon sty]e 2

“In an- ana]ys1s of the primary message themes of re]at1ona] commuaica-

tion, Burgoon and Fale (1981) identified as many as,twe]ve distinct

. & . - ,
dimensions or contlnua along which relational messages can be exchanged

For measurement purposes, these can be comblned 1nto four ortnogona] compo-

'31tes that prov1d° a conven1ent framework for ana]yz1ng the p0551b]e )

"nonverbal behav1orsjand re]atlona] meanings aSSOC1ated W1th:commun1cation

[
reticence. !

Emotional arbusal/éomposure. This cTuster contains themes re]ated to

- emotional states, anx1ety,scomposure and recept1V1ty to st1mu]at10n from.
.another “The content ]arge]y revo] around the concept of arousa]
. which has been defined as “a compos1te of ‘the organlsm s‘menta] a]ertness'
“and phys1ca]-act1v1ty levels" - (Mehrabian, 1981, p.6). Changes 1n‘act1—

vation ]eve] may carry with them changes in affective states, ranging

from p051t1ve to negat1ve 3For-examp]e\\one may'disp]ay excitement and
joy (p]easurab]e emotlona] states) or ten51or host1]1ty and dlscomfort
(unp]easant emot10na1 states)

a t,/

1In the case of conmun1cat10n ret1cents, two somewhat contrast1ng

‘patterns of arousa] may occur 51mu]taneous1y On the one hand, ret1cents

-

"~ are descr1bed as anx1ous, uncomfortab]e easily annoyed rest]ess,
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" o changeab]e, 1mpat1ent frustrated and eas1]y 1nf]uenced by emotions (e g. ,7
L -Frlemuth ]976 McCroskey, 1970; McCroskey, Daly; R1chmond & Cox, ]975
. McCroskey, Da]y, R1chmond & Falcione, 1977; McCroskey, Daly & Sorensen, -
]976 Porter, Frelmuth & Klb]er, 1974). Research Spec1f1ca]]y on the1r ,
communication behav10r a]so shows they tremble more, are more. tense in |
. group discussions and are percelved as less composed (Behnke, Beatty & i
Kitchens, 1978; -Bdréoon & Burgoon, ]974, Fenton & Hdpf, ]976, EJensen &
| Andersen, 1979; McCroskey, Daly &v§orensen; 1976; Mcéroskey &'Richndnd,
___——1976; Morganstérn. & Wheeless, 1980; Phillips, 1968; Porter, 1982; |
Quiggins,']§72; Wissmiller & Merker, ]§7ﬁ)u ; ‘ |
_On the other hand, reticents ar ‘a]so described as stiff, inhibited,
‘restrained,,reserved;.inexpressjVej unparticieative‘and quiet; an.im-l;;
pressiQe'amount of research'corrobgrates this charaéteriiation (Burgodn,
']976a;‘]976c; ernton & Hopf, ]976- Hamt]tcn; 1572' Knutson & Lashbrook '
1976; -McCroskey, 1976, 1978; . McCroskey, Da]y & Sorensen, ]976 McCroskey g
g Leppard, 1975; McCroskey & Sheahan, 1976; McKinney, ]982; Rosenfeld
& Plag 1976- Sorensen & McCroskey, 1977; Weiner, 1973; Wells, 1970).
It is c]ear from the ]1terature that two seem1ng]y incompatible arousa]
patterns coex1st w1th1n reticents.’ They at the same t1me manlfest anxi-
ety and tens1on‘whg]e projecting a depressed, P]Q]d and undemonstrat)ve
communicat{dn sty]e. This' combined ﬁattern of behavior can be‘framed as a

proposition: o -. S -

" P1: During interaction, communication reticents exhibit more negative,
forms of arousal and fewer positive forms of arousal than nonreticents.
Operationally, this proposed pattern should be evidenced through non-

o . . - : o _,\‘,,. . -

verbal anriety and'adaptor'behaviors;'Which inc]udexfidgeting, bodyb]oeking,
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‘ ”'rigid oosture;‘se]f-touchjné; uncoordinatedAand random 1fmb movements;
vocal nonfluenc1es, vocaf tens1on and rapid or s]owed speech (Burgoon & .
‘Aho, 1982,_,C1evenger, 1959 Ekman & Frjesen, 1972 Mehrab1an, ]98]
‘Mulac & Sherman, ]974), as well as through reduced expressiveness, in-
cluding the use of - fewer 111ustrator gestures, less fac1a1 an1mat1on (a
‘“deadpan" express1on), less general trunk and limb movement, shorter
speaking turns, monotone vo1celand the Tike (Burgoon_& Aho, 1982; Mulac
& Sherman, f§74)§, In generai;\neoative forms of arousal should take the
form not only of unpleasant affective states foﬁ'the communicator (such U

as discomfort) but also ones w1th negative connotat1ons for a rece1ver 4

.\
(such as a lack of pO]Se) Y RN

Dom1nance subm1551on Th]S cluster of control centered messages in-

' I
cludes themes re]ated to dom1nance asser f1veness, persuas:veness,
/

1ngrat1at1on and the1r oppos1tes L1terature addre551ng thls issue for

\

ret1cents 1s unequ1voca1 - Conce tua]]y, unw1111ng and apprehens1ve _
‘commun1cators are descr1bed as more\comp11ant conform1ngr obed1ent, sub;
‘missive and unaggress1ve (Burgoon, ]976c, McCroskey, Da]y & Sorensen,
19/0, Phillips, 0968 Rosenfeld & P]ax 1976). Research has confirmed

" that reticents have nonassert1ve, submlss1ve persona11tlés, that they
'avo1d compet1t1ve 51tuatlons and tﬁat they exhibit fewer 1eadersh1p behav—
iors (Fenton & Hopf, 1976, G1ff1n & Gl]ham, 1971, Knutson &JEE"hbrook
1976, »McCroskey, 1976, 1978{ McCroskey & R1chmond 1976; Porter, 1982;
Wenzlaff, 1972). -~

p2: Commun1cat1on reticents are less dom1nant controlling and per-
suasive in- interpersona] 1nteract1ons than are nonreticents.

-

The nonverba] cues that typ1ca]1y shou]d convey these re]at1ona]

. meanlngs 1nc1ude e/e contact voca] rate and volume postural relaxat1on
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‘and proximity (Brandt, igao; Burgoon, Bu]]er, Hale & deTurck, ]98]
:Mehrab1an, 1972, Strongman & Champness, ]968 Thayer, ]969)

DL Y S

Immed1acy non1mmed1a41, Th]S d1mens1on of re]af]dnd] commun1cat1on

_ c]usters together themes signa]]1ng detachment d1stance and ]ack of 1n-. RS

Vo]vement If any re]at1ona1 message theme shou]d character1ze ret1cents,. -
' 1t is th1s one. By v1rtue of their attr1buted shyness, social- 1nept1tude.,
anti- soc741.att1tudes, sense of social lso]atlon and fee]1ngs of psycho—
logical dlstance (Burgoon, 1976c, Fre1muth, ]976 Low & Sheets, ]951
McCroskeyK Daly & Sheahan, ]976 Ph1111ps, ]968), ret1cent communlcators -

should man1fest greater detachmentand a]oofness in the1r 1nteractlon w1th

o — —

others and should be ]ess successfu] at expre551ng warmth and’ 1nterest . [
| Emp1r1ca] eV1denceﬁconf1rms that apprehens1on corre]ates w1th greater .
Eerce1ved non1mmed1aCy (distance); less dlsp1ayed 1nterest and fewer
s--‘ relevant- contrlout1ons to group discussions (Jensen & Anuersen, ]979 _
Sorensen & McCrOSkey, 1977; Weiner, 1973' Wells & Lashbrook ]970 how-rAf :
_everP ‘Burgoon & Burgoon, 1974, failed to f1nd ]esser re]evance and
a 1nterest among the1r apprehen51ve group d1scussants) Tangent1a]]y 7
.re]ated research on 1nterpersona] attraction has a]so shown that ret1cent
commun1cators are perce1ved as less soc1a1]y, sexua]]y and\task attract1ve o
u(Fenton & Hopf 1976; Mcrroskey, Daly, RJchmond & Cox 1975 McCroskey ,
1 & Richmond, 1976; Qu]gg1ns, 1972; N1ssm1]]er & Merker, ]976) These f1nd-
ings suggest, if not d1rect]y substant1ate that ret1cents may be send1ng
fewer 1nvo]vement and aff1]1at1on messages and. consequently oelng percelved

more negatlve]y by 1nteractlon partners S h.-' - v\‘ N

P3 Commun1cat10n ret1cents are’ ]ess immediate ard-more detached
in the1r 1nterpersona] 1nteract1ons than are nonret‘cents
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Nonverba] cues 1nd1cat1ve of nonlmmed.acy 1nc1ude less eye contact

backward body lean, 1nd1rect body or1entat1on, absence of other—d1rec.ed

A

touch and less sm111ng or facia] p]easantness (Andersen, 1979 Burgoon,

Bu]ler, Hale & deTurck 1981 Mehrab1an, ]981)

'// Inu1macy/s=m11ar1ty/forma11ty ‘As the compos1te ]abe] 1mp11es, this

'

) /c]uster of re]at1onal message themes cen+ers around messages of 1nt1macy,
/

/ 1nc1ud1ng expreSSIons~of ]1k1ng, attract1on, fr1end11ness, and trust as
/

f,well as 1nforma11ay andepercelved 51m11ar1ty It can be contrasted w1th

/ 1mmed1acy in that 1ts\messages tend to be more on an evaluatlve cont1nuum,
/ '

| whlle the detachment messages tend to form more of an, ‘inte s1ty cont1nuum

\

As const1tut1ve1y def1ned and operatlonallzed reticents, espec1a11y
Tﬁ?those who f1nd communlcatlon less reward1ng, tend to have less trust for
,:ffothers cmmnun1cat10n (Burgoon, 1976¢; Heston & Andersen, 1972) They

Lare a]so 11ke]y ‘to- be unaffect1onate moody and defens1ve (McCroskey, Da]y
__7& Sorensen, 1976 Rosenfe]d & Plax, ]976) These soclally ma]adaptlve
‘f"persona11ty tra1ts and att1tudes shou]d lead to a~n0nafffd1at1ve commun1—w
, i;cat1on style that does not engender perce1ved 11k1ng, 1nt<macy, s1m1]ar1tya;~
:?/ and 1nforma]1ty McCroskey s (]978) pr65o51t1on that "as| a. result of

/

the1r ora] connmn1cat1on behaV1or,,h1gh ora] commun1cat1on\apprehen51ves
.ff are perce1ved less pos1t1ve1y by others than are less apprehen51ve peop]e"
J:?(p 197) a]so conforms with th]S expectat1on A conf11ct1ng p1cture comes |
”Yigfrom the character1zat1on of ret1cents as p11ant "and cooperat1ve y -
“fd(McCroskey, Da]y & Sorensen, 1976»’~Rosenfeld & Pﬂax..1976) and the sug-

' {ﬂgestwonethat they may be perce1ved as h1gher in character (McCroskey,

\\. .

‘f'11917) Nevertheless, the bu]k of the ev1dence, 1nc]ud1ng the preponderance
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of negatiVe crefibility evaluations and- unflattering personality correlates,

i
polnts to a communlcatlon stg}e that expresses non1nt1macv d]SS]mllarlty
: - , . ,/
- and forma11ty o :

P4: Reticents express Téss intimacy, similarity and 1nforma11ty 1n
their interpersonal 1nteractlons ‘than do nonreticents.

Nonverbal 1nd1cators of 1nt1macy and attract1on 1nc1ude the fo]]ow1ng
frequent eye contact, close - pro;:mlty, forward body lean, frequent smiling,
p]easant facial express1ons and use of ‘touch (Burgoori, 1983 Burgoon,

| Bu}ler, Ha]e &vdeTu ék, 1981; Coutts & Schnelder, 1676; Klelnke Meeker |
;V & LaFong; i974'//Mehrabian, 19681 1981' Mehrablan & Ksionzky, .1976;
Patterson, Jordan, ‘Hogan & Frerker, 1981 ARosenfeld,-1966, Russo, 1975;
Sundstrom & Altman, 1976; Thayer & Schiffe, 1974).

The spec‘flc hypofheses derlved from these proposltlons are enumerated”

K

j
1.
i

1n each exper1ment
: x C |
S, [

_ Study . One

Hzgotheses‘* ﬁ L . . L
Because the f1rst experlment was des1gned in oart to test effects of (

1mmed1§cy v1olatlons (”a]e & Burgoon, ]983) the egperlmenta] de51gn and -

~dependent measures Were selected to accomnodate ‘both theoret1ca1 1nter-4

v

ests To assess perce1ved re]at1ona1 commun]cat]on partlclpant Judgments

of the1r partners on the four re]at1ona1 message c]usters ‘and observer .

Judgments on_ general measures of ten51on and 1nterest were examlned As

d1rect tests of the propos1t1ons, the f llow1ng hypothe51s was advanced

. : " s commun1catlon ret1cence 1ncreases, an 1nd1v1dua1 S re]atlonal
/o .~ communication is perceived to express :
‘ " a) greater anxious’ ‘arousal, - nonrecept1v1ty and—ten51on,
I;,m ////b%’ greater detachment, nonimmediacy and disinterest;
: c) . lesser assert1veness and dominance, and

d)- lesser 1nt1macy, 51m11ar1ty and 1nforma11ty

HF:E g}l{ifhi,h;iﬁvf;fra :=,¢~‘
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To test the possible nonyerba] indicatorsicorresponding with/fhis-
reticent relational communication pattern, a second hypothesis was '

advanced: o ‘ \* '_, i . "a ' T

H?: As commun1cat1on reticence 1ncreases, an 1nd1v1dua] s communlca-
~ tion pattern shows § !
a) more anx1ety\and nervousness indicators (e.g. self—touching,
body blocking, and uncoordinated movement),
b) 1less bodily activity and an1mat1on (e.g., head nodd1ng,
random movement), .
c) more indirect head and body or1entat1on, ) o
d) more backward lean, : - : B
e) less eye contact, .and \ :
f) ,less facial- p]easantness and expre551veness

Add]tlonally, because cred1b111ty “and attractlon data were ava1]ab1e,

rep]1cat1ons of the prev1ous credlblllty and attractlon results were

" attempted:—
| o /—’
H3: ”As connmnlcat]on retlcence 1ncreases, an 1nd1v1dua1 1s percelved

as : T o

a) \hlgher in character“““' T I P

b) less sociable and soc1a11y attract1ve,

¢)- less physically attractive,
d) ‘less extroverted, and
k e) Tless composed. : - v :

Subjects were pairs of friends, half of whom came from undergraduate'
commJn1catlon courses and received extra credit for their participation
and that of their fr1end Each subject 1nteracted once with hls/her own

frlend and once w1th someone e]se s friend, for a total of 90 subJects in

/

fr1endsh1p dyads and 90 subjects in stranger dyads. Because the communi-

cat]on student in each palr was asked to vary systematlcally his/her
cmnnunlcatlon sty]e as . part of the- Hwnedlacy v1olat1ons man1pu]at1on,3;/
/

on]y the’ behav1ors of the najve subJects (N = 45) are_studied here._.7 . .

Dyads 1nteracted for n1ne mlnutes on one of four va]ue laden soc1a1

top1cs (e.g., how ‘to adv15e a Catho]lc 51b11ng about a proposed abortlon or
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how to deal w1th a s1b11ng who has sto]en a va]uabie posse551on from a o
fr1end), during. wh1chct1me they were to arrive at a consensus on how to
Tdea] w1th the prob]em _ Order. of. top1cs and order ?f 1nteractlons (fr1end

. versus stranger) were counterba]anced across the de51gn Interactlons

were v1deotaped w1th the subJects know]edge and ]ater coded by trained

e

; raters ‘At the conc1u51on of each d1scu551on, both part1c1pants rated

the1r partners on attract1on, cred1b111ty and perce1ved re]at10na1 com- =

.mun1catlon

| 7
s Prigp-- to the” 1nteract1ons, subJects comp]eted two ret1cence measures

T
T

"g“-- The Personal Report of Communication Apprehens1on (PRCA) and the Un- “
w11]1ngness to- Commun1cate Scale (UCS). The PRCA (McCroskey, 1970 1978)
vers1on used was a 20-1tem L1kert type sca]e that prlmarlly measures

o anx1ety about speak1ng 1n pub11c sett1ngs, however, its items cover a
var1ety of situations ranglng from 1nforma] 1nterpersona1 encounters to

h1gh]y forma] public address Exten51ve research h?s .demonstrated that

the measure is hlgh]y re]1ab]e With good pred1ctnve va]1d1ty In this ex- .

per1ment the coeff1c1ent a]pha re11ab111ty was 97

The UCSerurgoon, 1976c) is a]so a Likert- -type scale, w1th 26 Jtems

|
/

meaSurlng two d1mens1c»s of commun1cat1on reticence: approach avo1dance ;
~

(AA) and reward (R) The ‘AA d1men51on\represents an 1nd1v1dua1 s ten- /

dcncy to avo1d:or part1c1pate in 1nterpersona1 and small group 1nterac-;

T

tions. In tapplng 1nto one s behav1ora] and anxiety pred1spos1t1ons, *t

shows a k]nsh]p to the PRCA The R“dlmen51on, by contrast, reflects -

]

' att1tudes toward commun1cat1on--whether one cons1ders it a va]uab]e,

honest and persona]ly reward1ng enterprlse or fee]s soclally 1so]atedand

regards commun1cat1on as a decept1ve manlpu]atlve or unprof1tab1e /

~

16
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_activity. In thls,study, AA produced a coeff1c1enta]phare11ab111ty of
.95; R had a re]1ab111ty coeff1c1ent of .92,

. !
Assessments of the naive subJects that were comp]eted by the confed-

" erates included 15 items de51gned to measure five dimensions of peer :

credibility (Bur 0
R

;ﬁ,\J976b McCroskey, Jensen & Valencia, 1973), ]2\
1tems measun)ng ‘three dlhénslons of attraction (McCroskey & McCain, 1974),

and 20 1tems measur1ng the four d1men51ons of re]atlonal commun1cat1on _
(Burgoon & H’ie 1981) Cdeff1c1ent a]pha re11ab111t1es for these

‘twelve subscaTeseyere :fcompetence, .86; composure, .87{ soc1ab111ty, .88;

:extraverslon,.,Bl; character, .71; task attract1on, 53 phys1ca1 attractlon,
.66 soc1a1 attract1on, .39,_1nt1macy/sim1gar1tyﬁformalqty,. 81; dom1nance sub-

mission, .69; 1mmed1acy-non1mmed1acy, .46 and emot1ona1 arousal/composure, 72,

~The remaining dependent measures were rat1ngs supp]led by pa1rs of

b tra1ned coders (N = 6),- who made qua11tat1ve ratings after four and e1ght

m{nutes of interaction. Spllt-screen v1deotapes were used SO that the
confederates 51de of the sc|een cou]d be covered thereby prevent1ng
theijr behaV1or from influencing. coder Judgments | _

~ The sca]es measur1ng general tenS1on and 1nterest weredtaﬁen,from the
Interaction Behav1or Measure (McCroskey & erght TQZ]). "Each Consisted
"of two. seven-1nterva1 semant1c d1fferent1a1 1tems ‘Alpha refiabi]ities
were .99 and 98 respect1ve]y, 1nterrater re11ab111t1es were .77 and 84

The rema1n1ng nonverba] behav1ors, some of which had been used in.:-
field exper1ments (Burgoon & Aho, 1982)fand others wh1ch were selected
.spec1f1ca]1y for the1r re]ationa] connotat1ons, wereéa)so measured on

seven-interval semant1c d1fferent1a1 scales The anxiety 1nd1cators,of
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se]f-touching, body blocking, face covering and uncoordinatednmvementwere

~all measured on a continuum from frequent to none, as were leaning away

and the activigy 1nd1cators of head nodding and random movement Head-and'%

- body

1en ation were on a cont1nuum from direct to indirect, eye contact“
range from constant to none, and fac1a] expre551on 1nc]uded three b1po]ar
'pa1rs-- np]easant to p]easant,}1mpass1ve to an1mated and no to frequent
‘smf]ing. Interrater re]xab1]1t1es on a]] s1ng]e 1tem measures ranged from
L and averaged .75. To 1ncrease re]1ab111ty and reduce\Type I

~error due to the number of var1ab]es being ana]yzed, 1nd4ces were created
'(based ob factor-ana]yt1c resu]ts) for head and body or1entat1on, facial
'p]easan*ne\s sm1]1ng, p]easantness and an1mat1on) and nonverbal anx1ety
x(se]f—touch1ng, face cover1ng, and body b]ocklng) Rater're]jab1]Jt1es
for the three composites were-.74, .74, and.,89 respectiVe]y;"aipha,re-f
']1ab1]1t1e5\were 72 .75, and .76. ‘ o B

wfResu]ts - | |

Separate Pearson product moment corre]at1ons between ret1cence and
~communication behav1ors/perceptlons were computed for the two rep]1cates
of fri.end dyads and stranger dyads A1l significant corre]at1ons are W
* shown in Tabie.i Because of the small samp]e size nece551tated by

ffana1y21ng on]y naive subJects‘ behaviors, correlations suggest1ve of

‘trenas (. 05 < p < ]O),are also shown.

<

“Table 1 about -here

Across the three ret1cence d1mens1ons, the two types of 1nteractlon
and the 23 dependent measures of primary 1nterest 138 corre]at1ons are

poss1b]e. By chance alone, one would expect seven of thesehto1be significant.}

D

_;-ZER{‘.;;;:-n,"mef:_:ﬂcffids,f;(:k
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Instead, 30 are significant,- 1nd1cat1ng far more than a chance occurrence

\\

Moreover, if the correlations s1gn1f1cant at the more 11bera1 10 level o

are counted then 52 are 51gn1f1cant (compared to an expected 14 by
\

chance alone). Also noteworthy are the magnltudes of the corrected corre- ,
lation coeff1c1ents,_mo§t of wh1ch 1nd1cate effect ‘sizes in the med1um_

to med1um-]arge range (sie Cohen & Cohen, 1975). These are sizable when

'

one considers ‘the absencj of control'over other 1likely influences on\in— :

NS lh

teraction behavior aad the typlca]]y weak re]at10nsh1ps to be expected\

! \ [
N

- between a predisposition and any s1ngle behav10r (see Daly, 1978 andv N

Hewes & Ha1ght 1980 for a discussion of th1s issue). Moreover the \\\\
necess1ty of restr1ct1ng our'ana1y51s to the 45 na1ve members of each

dyad type meant that our power to detect med1um effect sizes was only 55_,’
60%. This means that many/of the re]atlonshlps appearing as trends, as; |
well as.other undetected'/elationships, might‘have been-signjficant withh

a larger sample size. /i ) o o | | ““;

Turn1ng to the hypotheses; the}pred1ct1on that communfcat1on ret1cents

' Would be perce1ved as: send1ng more negat1ve relat1ona1 messages than

SS

nonreticent communlcators (Hypothe51s 1) largely obta1ned 1n the stranger

dyads. Those 1nd1v1duals who were class1f1ed’

S commun1cat1on avo1ders

\ : 1 , - -

and/or apprehens1ves were seen by the1r dyfd1c partners as expre551ng

more negat1ve arousal and noncomposure, more non1mmed1acy and detachment,
‘more subm1551veness, and less ﬂnt1macy and s1m1]a»1ty The tra1ned ob-

servers a]so rated these reticents as more tense, anx1ous d1s1nterested
et N

v o
" and, un1nvo]ved ;

A

’1 E . P
o For those 1nd1viduals c]ass1f1ed as ret1c
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. obtained. Such individuals were seen byitheir partners'as more nega-'
t1ve1y aroused and uncomposed and were rated by observers as express1ng
less 1nterest and 1nvo]vement _

In the friend dyads, a pecu]iar«pattern:appeared ﬁCommunicationi o
apprehen51ves, avoiders and deva]uers alike were rated by observers as

g mMore apathet1c‘and d1s1nterested, 1n keep1ng with the hypothes1s How-'
ever, fr1ends on]y read detachment 1nto the behavior of those who ho]d

negatlve att1tudes toward commtn1cat1on On the other re]atlona1 d1men-

re]at1ona1 conmunication patterns or attr1buted a more favorab]e sty]e

to them. Spec1f1ca11y, avo1ders were rated as more 1nt1mate, 51m1]ar,.

nonaroused and composed than nonavo1ders ) . 'i S N 9

As for the nonverba] behav1ors themselves (Hypothe51s 2), 1nteract1ons

w1th fr1ends surpr151ng1y e11c1ted more of the pred1cted behav1ors than

i
d1d 1nteract1ons with strangers When 1nteract1ng w1th fr1ends, ret1cents

l

showed more’ anx1ety, less. act1vat1on and pos1t1ve affect through reduced

v

head nodd1ng, more detachment and non1nt1macy through greater leanlng

o -
-3

. away, and less faclal p]easantness than nonret1cent conmun1cators These
_ patﬁerns differed by ret1cence c]ass1f1cat1on ) Communlcat1on apprehen-.
s1ve§ and deva]uers showed :the greatest s1m11ar1ty 1n their pattern, with one -

" exce tion: Fo]]ow-up ana]yses 1nd1cated th&£ the reduced fac1a] pleasantness .

~._._c.amongﬂapprehenswes was: more due to the1r overa]] fac1a1 an1matlon
" (corre ted r ",' 28) and apparent p]easantness (corrected r % 1) while
| reward—ret+cents~—at—was—due—pr1mar11y“to“1ess sm111ng/fcorrected
g Commun1cat1on avo1ders showed the same fac1a1 1mpass1V1ty, '

leanIng away and aeduced nodd1ng as apprehens1ves, but 1nstead of
A : u
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manifesting the usua]~anxiety indicators, displayed greater random ‘and un=.

) /

-coordinated nmvement Ne had C]&SS]f]&d these behav10rs as activation .

r'

' 51gnals but they can also be interpreted as 51gns of rest]essness and

discomfort , | "v - /

Interactions with strangers e]icited fewer detectab]e nonverba] cor-

. relates of reticence beyond the already noted general increases in ten51on

~and disinterest. Aoprehen51ves and avoiders did show less activation ,

through a reduction in head nodding, and nonreward reticents tended to o

PRV e 7,,_,

show a 51m11ar reduction in activation through ]ess random' movement

.ApprehenSives also exhibited a/weak tendency to reduce eye contact re]a-

tive to nonreticents These results suggested ith it the con51stent]y

negative perceptions of re]ationa] communication, credibility and attrac-

f.tion that reticents earned from strangers were either due to other

51gn1f1cant but "became meaningful in combination.

nonverbai or verbal behaviors that we had not observed or to subtle vari- ‘

ations in the observed nonverbal behaviors. that ind1v1dua]1y were not

J'

Hypothesis‘3 proposed a rep]ication.of_previous'findings that commun- .

'icafion"retirenté are generallyrseen as less credible and attractive but

v
poSSib]y higher in character The resu]ts obtained here large]y para]le]ed

LI

E those for the re]ationa] message perceptions ConSistent with the

/
hypothesis apprehensives and avoiders were rated by strangers as less

sociab]e (a trend on]y) ‘less extroverted 1ess composed and ]ess soc1a11y”

o attractive A]though not hypothe512ed they were also seen as Tess task

:attraCt‘Ve”a"d 5119ht1Y“1955 Competent“‘Contrary to; the hypothe51s, “they T

s

. -/
~ were séen as lower rather than higher in character and neither more nor

i
'
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“less physically attractiver' Thus;apprehensives and avoiders were routinely
-given more negattue evaluations, 1in keeping with the more'negativé;percep-
. N J
tions assigned to their relational communicaticn. Those classified as
reticents becausezof their deualuation of'communicatjon estaped aTT of

these negative eva]uations and'inexp]icab]y received a higher rating on

"phys1ca1 attract1on

By contraSt fr1ends made far fewer d1scr1m1nat1ons and/or gave the1r
A_A_A?F,’Bf.‘?_h,‘i’lf‘l‘v’.‘? or ‘avoider friendsimore favorable’evaluations than nonreti- .
 cent friends. Such individuals were rated more attractive and in.the case

[REERe

of av01ders, more competent Agaln, nonreward ret1cents showed a. d1ver- i;-
- gent pattern: Their fr1ends rated them as ]ess soc1ab1e (a f1nd1ng 1n -

7311ne w1th the hypothes1s and w1th the negat1ve relat10na1 communlcatlon
}style they exhibited with frrends)

| Th]s exper1ment ra1sed almost as many quest1ons}as it answered It
showed that comnun1cat1on apprehens1ves and avo1ders do frequently exhibit
negat1ve forms of arousa] (through nonverba] cues of anxiety,. tension and
restlessness), more detachment and d151nterest (through such negatlve

_ forms of feedback as less fac1a1 pleasantness and less” nodd1ng) and less

i21nt1macy (through 1ean1ng away or avo1d1ng eye. contact) Strangely,
however§ these behaV1ora] patterns are more pronounced 1n-interactions
:‘w1th fr1ends, who fail to attribute to them negat1ve re]at1ona1 1nter-

-

pretatlons, and less pronounced with strangers ‘who neverthe]ess see /

‘ negac1ve re]at1ona1 messages be1ng sent Equal]y puzz]1ng is the fact /

*“‘j“’“that frlends”of nonreward ret1cents do attr]bute more negat1ve re]at1ona1

’ \ and cred1b1]1ty connotat1ons to the1r behav1or, wh1ch stranger partners

I3
g

{

b
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do not. These findings raise questions as to (1) whether ’rtends overlook
or compensate for a reticent's dysfunctlona] commun1cat1on sty]e in as-
se551ng re]at1onal mean1ngs, cved1b1]1ty and attract1on. (2) whether

nonreward ret1cents are truly dlfferent from their more anxious counter-
‘ parts in their.communication Style, such that they’add other cues to
their behavioral repertoire that counteract the negat1ve d1sp1ays observed
here; ' (3) whether, contrary to our or1glnaltassumpt1on, 1nteract1ng m1th
. a fr1end on va]ue-]aden top1c5'may be as stressful or more so than 1nter—
acting with a stranger; .andi(4)twhether such nonthreatening,.informal
settings in fact evoke sufffcfent stress to elicit a fu1T4f1ed§ed‘retic~
ence communlcatlon pattern : | ) _A

The next exper1ment was des1gned to reso]ve some of these amb1gu1-

ties by e11m1nat1ng p0551b]e halo effects that come, from fr1ends rat1ng
one another, by creat1ng an 1nteract10n context more. 1ikely to evoke o
typlcal ret1cence.behav1ors and by once again ustng.subJects as their own
. control to see 'if changing conteXtual contingenciesﬁmouid,a]ter their

ret1cence pattern. We also sought to'increase”the\sample'size to see if

weak trends appear1ng in the f]rst experiment wou]d show stronqer rela-

t1onsh1ps in the second,qne,

' L. - T ;"‘*\Mh‘ . )
protheses S L _ T

Inasmuch as ret1cent 1nd1v1duals are pred1sposed to commun1cat1on
d1ff1cu]t1es under norma] c1rcumstances, added s1tuat1ona] stress can

reasonab]y be expected to.exacerbate any de]eter1ous effects. "‘Bryant

“and Tower (1974) deflne a stressfu1 51tuat1on as one wh1ch "makes you -
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feel anxious or uncomfortable, either because you don't "know what to do,ﬂ
or becauss it makes you fee: frigh SLATL R embarrassed or self-conSCious
}(p.‘l5). A growing body of literature (e.g., Hodges, 1968;" Rappaport

& Katkin,‘l972' Spielberger & Smith l966) has demonstrated that~sit4

f uations that "threaten failure or personal 1nadequacy" cause both high
and low communication apprehen51ves to behave quite differently than in
' nonthreatening situations (Argyle, Furnham & Graham, 1981). ‘ _
The second-experiment examined more closely.how heightening stress |

' affects the communication of reticents. Subjects. engaged in a more ,
formal type of 1nteraction--an 1nterV1ew--w1th a stranger who alternately

-

asked trivial, non-threatening questions and.more personal, invasive and

possibly embarrassing questions 'Relative to'the low stress of Study
One, the two conditions used here--priaacy 1nva51on and noninva51on--
were expected to create high and mod&ratﬂ levels of stress. i

To protect the confidentiality of subJects replies to the intimate
questions and . to ensure that they would complete the 1nterv1ews, all sub-
jects were promised that only v1deo recordings would be made ‘of their
interactions. This~ nece551tated l1m1t1ng observations to only v1sual ~

~ cues. and Judgmonts that could be made based solely on v1sual cues. Con-

: gssequently, only the tension and 1nterest components of Hypothesis 1 from

Study One were tested A1l of Hypothe s1s" 2 was tested

Method - ‘ /

SubJects were 55 undergraduate students enrolled in communication

~

/
'courses who participated voluntarily but earned class credit The sample

was 54% female. 5 ,// AR L

2



SubJects comp]eted the PRCA and ‘UCS ‘as part of a larger battery of

: questlons re]ated to prlvacy At a ]ater date, they reported to a con-
- ference room osten51b]y to part1c1pate in a study of 1nterv1ew1ng » »
-“techn1ques .hey were greeted by an ass1stant who\ushered them into thea‘

conference room. where a male ar fema]e confederate 1nterv1ewer met them.
'The 1nterv1ewef then. proceeded through a prearranged schedule of quest1ons,

“the f1rst pagd of which cons1sted of 1nnocuous quest1ons such as, "Nhat

is your maJor7"‘and "Nhat types of books do you 11ke to read7" The

second page shifted to more persona] quest1ons such as, "Nhat are your

most common sexual fantas1es7" and "What are the sources of 1nsecur1ty

B A
O

in your relatlonsh]p w1thvmembers of your fam11y7" Page three returned

'to nonthreatening quest1ons, wh11e page four aga1n probed very intimate

5and pOSS]b]y embarrassing top1cs
| Interv1ewers were trained to ma1nta1n a neutra] demeanor throughout _

. the interviews. -~ They were monltored dur1ng and after the interviews to-

ensure consistency. o S - S L
Videotapes of thc 1nterv1ews were. coded by pairs of tra1ned raters
on the same nonverba] behav1ors used in Study One, w1th rat1ngs be1ng '

/
made at ‘the end of each—page of the interview. Interrater re11ab111t1es~,4 -

e

for 1nd1v1dua] and compos1te behav1ors ranged from 60 to 89 (average

of 75) excluding uncoord1nated movement, body or1entat1on and leaning
\ away, which were dropped from further ana]ys1s because of Tow reliabili-

\ ties. Coefficient alpha reliabilities for tension, interest’and:facial

pleasantness were -93, .91 and. .87 respectiveiy;—'vi' T WWMTH“Mfi A
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"~ Results
Analyses were conducted on each of the four time periods. "As the
o : . ) S . , -
results in Tab]e 2-demonstrate, the hypotheses were largely’confirmed
As commun1cat10n retlcence increased, so did Lenslon and d1sp1ayed dis- .
1nterest 1 iese patterns were extremely. conS1stent across the two stress.
7

conditions, agtoss time and across all three retqcence c]ass1f1cat1ons,.
‘ #

'p:ov;ddng‘strong support for the part of Hypothes1s 1 tested 1n th1s study.

Tab]e 2 about. here

Nonvérba] 1nd1cat1ons of anx1ety appeared but d1ffered by stress
condition and ret1cence class1f1cat1on Ret1cents ‘who deva]ue commun1ca-
ticn showed the most cons1stent pattern of se]f—touch1ng and body b]ocklnga ﬁ
regardless of: stress level w1th face covering also eventua]]y emerg1ng
under high stress. Avo1ders and apprehens1ves showed a. weaker pattern “
of some'block{ng and’ 1n h1gh-stress face cover1ng (for avo1ders on]y)~.i»

':Ret1cents s1mu]taneous]y exh1b1ted ]ess act1Vat1on, pr1mar11& in the fuxﬂ o
of less random’ movement and less head nodding. More of th]S depressed :
behav1or pattern appeared in the h1gh stress cond1t1on and was espec1a11y-":

‘ common among avo1ders and apprehens1ves Th1s greater restr1ctedness off o

movement among these latter ret1cents may in turn have accounted for the i‘fd

)
absence of . self-touchlng in the1r behav1or

Cues of deta chment, nonaff111at1on and non1nt1macy were, a]so more ’

pronounced among ret1cents In add1t1on to prov1d1ng 1ess pos1t1ve res

3 P L

'1nforcement in the form of head nods, ret1cent 1nd1v1dua]s d1sp1ayed lessx

v-faC1a1 pleasantness and an1mat1on, less eye contact‘and greater 1nd1rect-‘ L
: ness'of_head or1entat1on These patterns ‘were re]at1ve1y consﬁstent

across stress cond1t1ons but showed stronger effects, both 1n
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. terms of magnitude of the correlation and sustained effects across time,

in the h1gh stress cond1t1on

i

Beyond the three behav1ors that were not analyzed due to low re11ab1]-
1ty, the only ones that fa11ed to show a re]at10nsh1p with ret1cence
were rock1ng'?rfr”ead turn1ng ~In retrospect the nature of the chairs
"used and the presence of a camera may have 1nh1b1ted these behav1ors,
. thus reducTng the range of behav1ors exh1b1ted and the ooss1b111ty of

detectdng a re]at1onsh1p. It would be premature’ to ‘conclude that these

'

- cues are insensitive to reticence effects. ,
Overa]] he1ghten1ng the stress ]eve] y1e1ded more observab]e behavJ

/ .

jors’ 1nd1cat1ve of tens1on, negat1ve emotlonal arousal, non1mmed1acy, :

d1stnterest;and non1nt1macy among‘all three classes of'ret1cents,‘ Con-

A

'sistent With our initia] premise, moreover, a]tering the stress level
did nbt fundamenta]lj change the behaV1ora] conf1gurat1on

Dlscu551on

‘The comb1ned results of these two exper1ments have several important o

imp11catfons. ‘F1rst, they demonstrate that pred1sp051t1ons toward

communication reticence translate into a perceptib]e communication‘style
that can be characteriied as simultaneously anxious, tense,‘depressed

. and unanimated; as’detached apathetic and uninvoived; as nonaffiliative
"fand non- 1nt1mate and poss1b]y as subm1ss=ve A_ . ke
Lﬂ;ﬁ Spec1f1ca11y, compared to nonret1cents, ret1cents “tend to show more

/

'negat1ve forms of arousa] through 1ncreased bod11y tens1on more - se]f— A

.

ot ormmmpmsn b

touch1ng and more protect1ve behaVIors such as body-. b]ock]ng, face E

. ’\r

cover1ng and leanlng away from the1r dyad1c partner, Somet1mes they
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_ also exhibit more uncoord1nated trunk and 11mb movement. However, their behav—

.lor is- usua]]y more restra1ned and rigid. They tend to exhibit ]ess head

fe

turn1ng, less random movement and fewer 1nd1cators of positive’ arousa]
such as, facaa] an1mat1on and head nodding. The reduct1on in head nodd1ng

‘also means that the reticent 1nd1v1dua] supp11es less pos1t1ve feedback

S~

.to—h1s or her dyad1c par;ner.‘ Coupled‘w1th reduced eye contact, leaning

away, less facial pleasantness, more indirect head orientation and more

Y

. -, . L/ - .
—cues of apathy; the ret1cent comnun1cates greater nonimmediacy and non-
1nt1macy l1na11y, less aninated behav1or, the avo1dance of eye contact

and tense posture nay in comb1nat1on commun1cate greater subm1ss1veness

by the ret1cent The ratings by strangers ‘on relat1ona] conmun1cat1on, o
cred1b1]1ty and attract1on in the first 1nvest1gat1on reveal that the

"nonverbal behaviors largely produced the expectedvconnotat1ons.l‘-

Second the resu]ts re1nforce the view that such pred1spos1t1ons can

be dysfunct1ona] Strangers d1d ass1gn negat1ve mean1ngs to the 1nterac-
[

_t1on pattern of ret1cents and rated them as lower on cred1b111ty and
‘ attract1on One couid specu]ate that by proV1d1ng fewer pos1t1ve rein~

forcements and aff111at1ve responses to others, reticents engender more

-

~ negative commun1catmon directed to themselves. This would tend to

confirm their own feelings of communication failure and thus contribute

I -

to a v1c1ous cycle of the ret1cent s undes1rab4e communication style

tr1gger1ng negat1ve react1ons “from others, caus:ng the ret1cent to become

even more w1thdrawn, uncommun1cat1ve, fearful and alienated. _ However,
a major qua]1r1cat1on needs ‘to be placed on this conc]us1on that ret1c—_i

‘ence is dysfunctional.. In the case of apprehens1ves (PRCA) and- avo1ders

. i :
Yo /\',--‘r
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(UCS) at ]east fr1ends ass1gned them more favorab1e ratings on attract1on
and competence and saw their relat1ona1 commun1cat1on as aff111at1ve,
' 51m11ar, composed and ]ack1ng negat1ve emot1ona1 arousa] Only those whon
see commun1catlon .as nonreward1ng (UCS) were rated by fr1ends as’ more
' detached d1s1nterested and unsociable,. The reversal in evaluat1ons of
those ret1cents who have greater anx1ety about commun1catlon suggests
‘that once they do’ make frlends, those fr1ends e1ther see past the retic-
ence behav1ors or act1ve1y compensafe for them 1n the1r Judgments Thus,
wh11e a ret1cence syndrome can ser1ously underm1ne commun]cat1on w1th
7. strangers, and may make it more d1ff1cu]t to estab]lsh fr1endsh1ps, once
va friendship is establlshed an 1nd1v1dua1 s reL1cence may actua]ly

e11c1t a. more sympathet1c and. to]erant response than wou]d exist other-

"\ .

W]Se

Th1rd these exper1ments demonstrate the stab1]1ty and cross Situ-
at1ona] cons1stency of a ret1cence communlcatlon pattern. Essent1a1]y
A‘the same set of cues emerged as re]evant 1n each of the two 1nvest1gatlons
and, save for a few 1nterchangeab]e act1vat1on behav1ors, the direction- -
a]lty of the cues remained constant across the four cond1t1ons represented
1n the two exper1ments While the a]terat1on in stress levels’ tended to
' produce a concom1tant alteration in. the sever1ty of the response the
same _general behav1ora] and perceptua] proflle appeared in each case.
‘Moreover, the pattern showed remarkab]e constancy across t1me in the

second study Most cues appeared in both time per]ods w1th1n each stress

leve]

<

The only resu]ts cast1ng some doubt on the constancy of the ret1cence

proflle are those in the stranger 1nteract1ons in Study. One Fewer




Nonverbal Behavior and Reticence
SRR 27

nonverba] cues emerged as s1gn1f1cant co:re]ates. However, the relationa]

. communication rat1ngs supplied by partners, coup]ed w1th the interest and

tens1on differences noted by observers, 1nd1cate that semething was go1ng
on. It 1s poss1b1e that many of" the cues were too weak in their effects
to emerge singly as. s1gn1f1cant but that the1r cumu]at1ve effect d1d have

——

‘an 1mpact on perceptions. In fact several of the cues d1d have corre-

_]ations'in.the right direct1on, but due to the small samp]e s1ze,3fa1]ed
to"reach'statistical significance It is also likely that unmeasured -

vnonverba] cues, such as voca11c patterns, contributed to percept1ons These

" -Ccues. deserve'attent1on in future 1nvest1gat1ons. Pract1ca1 cons1derat1ons

regard1ng the number of cues raters could reasonab]y observe at one - t1me,f
)

along w1th the conf1dent1a11ty constra1nts of the second exper1ment, ne-
)

cessitated focus1ng on k1nes1c, proxem1c and hapt1c behav1ors in these

stud1es e ' . Ot

e

F1na11y, by separat1ng out three d1fferent subcomponents of/ret1cence--
’apprehens1on avo1dance and att1tudes toward commiuni cation rewards—-these
'exper1ments revea]ed var1at1ons 1n the behav1ora] reperto1re associated
w1th each While all three enta11 tens1on, pathy,\w1thdrawa1 lack of
an1mat1on and lack of affiliative or pos1t1ve feedback cues, commun1cat1on )

deva]uers tend to exhibit fewer of the behaviors under low stress; in

: other words, they tend to approx1mate norma] communication patterns more

SO than other reticent subgroups. " This is most apparent in the fewer

negat1ve percept1ons of them by strangers. Avo1ders and apprehens1ves

also d1ffer somewhat on wh1ch anx1ety and act1vat1on behav1ors they mani-

fest. The subt]e‘differences in commun1cat1on behav1ors across the-

: three ret1cence c]asslf1cat1ons h1gh11ght the need to recogn1.$;d1fferent

components to the ret1cence syndrome that may produce var1at1ons in com-

*mun1cat1on pract1ces.'
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Tab]e 1

; Corre]atlons between Commun1cat1on Reticence and Re]atlona]
o Commun1cat1on, Cred1b1]1ty and Attraction, by Dyad Type]

“COMMUNICATION BEHAVIOR/
" PERCEPTIONS

A. Partner Perceptinns'

Emot10na] Anousa]/Composure

Immedlacy Nonlnmedlacy
Domlgpnce-Subm1551on
Int%macy/Simi]arity
Character

Sociability |
Cbmposure' ‘ “/'
Extratersion //
Combetence -/

/
-/
7

SocigJ/AttEgEtjénn
Physica]'Attréction
A
.Task Attraétion
.B. Rated Bebav1ors
Ten51on
/
Interest
| Anxiety Indicators
/" (self-touching, face ~
coverlng,bodyb]ocklng)
A Actlvat1on Ind1cators
‘ 'fl Random Movement
: Uncoordlnated Movement

[Noddlng

Head Turning

INTERACTIONS AMONG FRIENDS

PRCA - UCS-AA - UCS-R
=21
(-.25)
~ .37%
(.57)
. .24
(.27)
.27
: (-.30)
y
27%
. (.30) -
.23 L27%
(:29) (:34)
YA L J42%
(.43)  (L49)
-.24 -.32% -2
(-.25) " (-.33) (-.22)
22 gk
(28) o (30)
“25%
(.33)
.22 |
) . (a27) ’
-.29% -.32%  -.20
-.38)"

(-.3¢)  ( (-.24)

INTERACTIONS AMONG STRANGERS

- PRCA  UCS-AA =~ UCS-R
‘ - .29*% .29%
' (.35) (.36)
27* ‘ , :
(.40) o
-.33* =21 -
(=.40) (-.26)
~.27* =.39%%
(-.30)  (-.44)
-.20 -.34%*
(-.24) (-.41)
-.20 -.2]
(-.22) (-.23)
- -.26% -
s (=.29)
_.26%° ‘ .
(-.29)
.21 -.23
(-.23) (-.25)
-.20 -.28% 7~
(-.25) (-.38)
o .29%
: : (.37)
-.29% ~. 41 **
(-.34) (-.48)
25% . )
(.26) S
-.26% . -.36%% - 28%.
(-.27) (-.37) (-.29)
-, 22
(- 29)
-.22 ¢ -.26%
(-.29)

(-.35)
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" COMMUNICATION BEHAVIOR/ - INTERACTIONS AMONG FRIENDS % INTERACTIONS AMONG STRANGERS
~ PERCEPTIONS ‘ o PRCA UCS-ARA UCS-R 1 ~~PRCA =~ UCS-AA  UCS-R 4
‘iﬁéad.ahd Body Indirectness ' B '
" (Composite) ; ; N
N . ] ' ' . ‘\
“Leaning Away ‘ .21 - .25% _
S . (.23) - (.28) - | :
'Eye Contact . v L] -.19
: o ; - - (-.23)
- Facial Pleasantness /.19 -.22  -.22 ' "
" (pleasantness, animation, ./ (-.22) . (-.26) (-.26)
.~ swiling) ; ! : s ,

Measures are scored such that higher scores on the: reticence subscales mean higher degrees
- of ‘reticence. Higher scores on the relational messages indicate greater negative arousal
-and noncomposure; nonimmediacy, dominance, and intimacy -and similarity.. Higher credibility
-and attraction scores mean more favorable evaluations on .each dimension. Higher scores
~on the nonverbal indicators reflect greater degrees of the cue as labeled. The coefficients
~1in ‘parentheses are the correlations when corrected for attenuation. .
% p< .05, : S B ' ' .

** p< .01. Correlations without asterisks are significant at the p<.10 level.

N - | . L




Tab\e_z L h

L Correlations between Communicatioh Reticence and NonVerba1
‘ ~  Behaviors, by Seress Leve1

L Nonverbal Behavior and Hetifence: |

[

1-.30 -.33§¥¥ -

i ” .y . HICH STRESS CONDIVION

o UCs-R

- 40(.43)%*

.29(.31)*

-.38(-.42)**

‘zo( 39)‘
L27(. ‘3)*

\“.27(.50)*
k :;17(.zo)

-.22(-.29)*

.30(.41)%

. 31(-.82)%
-.38(-. 42;'*'

ok

-.32(-.36

MODERATE, STRESS CONDITION .
i - (NONTNVASION OF PRIVACY) N (INVASION"OF PRIVACY)
 NONVERBAL BEHAVIORS '»PRCA[>M" Ues-ra AL s ws-R | PRCAATJT”}, LES1E
Tension - . - 24(.25)* “35( 3?)** .35(i38)*~ .29 §31;* a4 a7y
e ’ c.28(.28)* 33y -26(.27)* .38(.40 ¥
Interest | - -.37(0.30)% -.52(-.56)**  -.30(=.33)** |-.30(- 32)% - ad{- a7y
' o Lo -.32(.38)% - .a5(-.48)** - 31(-.38)%* |- .39(- 42)** -.53(-.57 )
Anxxety Indxcators k ; R e ' | L
Selr—toJch1ng ;. LA8(735) .
: oo .25(.49)
Pl l‘ 7."1 . s'; : ¢ { ) :}
Face Covering’ - N ' 28( 41)* ‘
| : . e N DU
" Body -Blocking , Y ~ .21(.25). : . L
- : .20(.23) .18(.21). .18(.20) .24(.28)*f
Activation Indicators, "~ A / , o
BN _ . . i . ' T
" Random Movement oL T i ‘ o -.26(-. 34)*'n-,34(e.45)** -
Y ' L I R A 29)* = 31(-. A
llead Nodding el 28; ' o -.25(=.32)%
‘ T -.25(-.32)* - 33/ 82)%x -.38(-.88) %+
| BRI S o
- Head Turning - j N : o : .
‘Head Indirectness RS : o ' 23 ﬂ.29‘;38)* L”f.27$.36 *
o - © o .39(.52) % - 41(.55)%* C L24(.32)% 0 .35(.47)
! . ) o i . . .
- I . i
: z
\ I N L
S o, . | ‘ - S
Cye Contact a - - 28(- 31)* -.22(-.29)* -.05(-.33)* -.27(-.36)*
: -.19(-.25) . -.25(-.33)* -.26(-.38)*
. . - . o . j .
Facial Plezsantness ~.22(-.28)* / 35(-.38) %+ -.25(-.28)* | - 35( 38)** -.47(- 52)**
: ‘ -.21(-.23). -3 5( A0)** - 26(-.29)* | -.33(-.36)** -.50(<55)**

. 1f’r each stress condition, the correlat1on for the second t1me period appears below: the first time period
(1 e., rat lngs for pages one and. three of the. interview are shown one-. above - the ‘other in the moderate stress

condition and ratings for pages two and four appear uider the high stress condition

,orrecued for attenuaticn appear in oarentheses.

more time per1ods are trends (p<. 10) for a given behavior also recorded
P05 ‘

'*p<.01;

N
&

/
. { .
Lo z RN

The coefficients when
Onty where a s1qnificant correIatlon appears in one or-
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- NOTES

~The two'experiments reported here addressed other issues beyond reti-

cence. These other 1nterests\strong]y gu1ded the exper1menta] design.

The ret1cence jssues,’ however, great]y 1nf]uenced the se]ect1on of -

dependent measures. o : 5
~ - . . H
N

In the study of relational comnunlcatlon, 1t is often argued that the

un1t of ana]ys1s must be the dyad As ev1dence for th1s argument, 1t

"fls noted that one cannot code re]at1ona] contro] w1thout ]ook1ng at

dyad1c 1nteracts Th1s 1s a ]eg1t1mate demand when one is tak1ng the

- perspective of an outs1de observer of the process. However, 1f one

S B attempt1ng to dlscern the perspect1ves of the p;rt1c1pants, one

. must of necesslty poll che 1nd1V1dua]s separate]y This ‘does. not ,

change the fr" tha* any conc]us1ons drawn are about the Jolnt]y pro-

duced- commu‘1c lon act1v1ty,and the mutual percept1ons that are

‘,der1ved w1th1n the context of the re]atlonshlp

The 1mmed1acy violation 1nstruct1ons cons1sted of te]]ing one third of -
the subJect confederates to adopt a h1gh]y 1mmed1ate 1nteract1on pat-
tern (1nc]ud1ng c]ose conversat1ona] d1stance forward body ]ean,

frequont eye contact and voca1 "1nterest"), another th1rd to adopt a

h1gh]y non1mmed1ate 1nteract1on pattern (1nc]ud1ng a d1sta] conversa-,
e

;(1t1ona] d1stance backward body ]ean, 1nfrequent eye contact and voca]

| -"d1s1nterest") and the rema1n]ng th1rd to 1nteract in as’ norma] a

'fash1on as posslbje., Nh]]e it wou]d have been de51rab]e to- a]so test‘_

7; separate]y the effects on ret1cence responses of the three 1mmed1acy

-

fV1o]at1on cond1t1ons, the samp]e s1ze was 1nsuff1c1ent to do so.,

t
4 Cm
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The inclusion of these three different conditions at least incrEased.
the Variabi]ity of conditions under which reticence'patterns were ex-
plored, so that any ret1cence p tterns that emerged would réflect a: éf »
) relat1ve1y constant behav1or pattern 1mperv1ous to the 1nf]uences of - o
one' spartner Because naive subJects 1nteracted under the same 1m-
med1acy cond1t1on in the1r two separate 1nteract1ons the level of
f1nnmd1acy remained a.constant for any given subJectf mean1ng that any
‘,dlfferences across the two relat1onsh1p cond1t1ons (fr1end v. stranger)
... Were due to the changed compos1t1on of- the dyad
4. The items comprising the four re]at1ona1_message d1mens1ons were as a
| fol]ows (those with reflected scoring noted in parentheses)

% Emot1ona1 Arousal/Composure ,\ - - ti' o '

He/she felt hostile toward mie.
He/she was frustrated by me.
He/she was sincere. (reflected)

He/she tried to estab11sh good re]at1ons (rapport) between us. \Q:lq
I(ref]ected) :

He/she ‘was unrespon51ve to my ideas.,
He/she wanted to appear reasonabler_—creflected)

Dom1nance Subm1ss1on

;-'He/she was compet1t1ve
. He/she attempted to persuade me.
He/she tried to win my approval.
..He/she ‘communicated aggressiveness.
, He/she wanted to dom1nate the conversat1on

' VNon1mmed1acy

; - He/she was very unemot1ona1 ' o ) v - - e
\. "% . He/she created a sense of distance between us. ' | 3
Snei He/she seemed to have h1gher status than me o ' |

~ Int1macy/S1m11ar1ty fﬁf;.;gffmf“; ,;';;;‘ -

v‘)He/she didn't-care. 1f 1 ]1ked h1m/her (ref]ected)
',"He/she expressed attract1on toward me, i
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* 7 He/she wanted me to trust h1m/her - . s A
He/she seemed to desire further communication with me. |
He/she felt very relaxed talking to me. i
He/she made our .conversation seem intimate. " 8
He/she considered us equa]s

~ i

While thelncreaseln samp]e 512e over Study One was sma]]er than honed

{

:»for, the power to detect medlum effect sizes 1ncreased to 65-70%.

, )
6. It wou]d have been preferab]e to counterba]ance the. order of questions,

ha]f the time beginning with persona] ones. However/:we felt that

opening with 1nt1mate questlons would arouse the subjects’ suspicions

about the purposes of the study and contamlnate thg results. ,The

/
’exact same sequence was therefore fo]]owed for the sake of exper1men-
tal un1form1ty o "*'. EE ﬁ

7. Supplementahy'ana]yses of'Variance revealed thgt the nonverbal be- . -

J
,,hav1or patterns d1ffered across the four time per1ods, 1nd1cat1ng that

. the introduction of privacy- 1nvad1ng quest1on4 did alter the comnunica- -

tion context. . ) N

i C

L e
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