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) ' . Abstraégfﬂti - —

in Acquaintanée and Bargaining Dialogues

'Baétign Rruidenier _
University of Ottawa, 1979

.

The present research was meant to inveétigate the temporal patterns

. N,
\

of speech and silence of individuals involved in an acquaintance

and a bargaining conversation. Sixty college women, randomly ﬁssigned
sto form 30 dyads were asked to complete each task with Eheir respective
partnérs. For half the dyads, the acquaintance task was completed
first, while this order was re;ersed for the other half. Correlational

\analysis showed that,while measures of the subject's temporal speech’
;atterns were stable ﬁithin the two tasks, they_iended to vary.consid-
erably between the tasks. Subsequent analyses of variance showed that
this variation was due to the acquaintance task being characterized
by greater individua% and dyadic aciivity than-the bargaining con-
vé:sation: These results are contrary to what would be expected on
the basis of prgQious findings and are discussed in terms of tﬂe

; p .

) emotionai#;mpact of Hiffe;ent fa;ks on gpeech patterns. Measures of
intimacy and influence related to the acquaintance and bargaining tasks,
respectively, were factor analyzed together with the temporal speech
measures from each task, These analyses were undertaken to investigate

the possible effect of speech patterns on the outcome of each task.

While no appreciable relationships were obtained betweeg'influence and
At -

vi

" Temporal Patterns of Speech . —



speech patterns, intimacy was related to rglatigely short utterances

3

and latency of reply. The proposed'interpretation suggests that the ,f/’“'

. ~ . 1 -7
member of a dyad who appears more intimate is the one who gvidencéa '
. N P .

a rhythm of speech more supportive of the partner's vocalizations.’
. ) d : .
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. ' ~ Introduction T - ' .
\i;> The way a person says'eométhing is often ?onsidered'to ?e as
1 mportant as what the person sdy;. Regérding the psychiétric'iﬁter—
éyiéw, for example, Sullivan'(l95ﬁ) has said that "much attegtioh )
, may profitably be.paid to the telltale aspects of intonation, rate of:
speech, difficulty in enuﬁciation, and so on...the non-verbal buF
Aevertheless vocél aspects of the exchange" (p. 5). There has been
a recent surge of interest in the study of the non-verbal and para-
verbal--the "non-verbal but neyertheléés vocal"—-asﬁects of communi- N
cation (see K¢y3'19?7). fhe former includes such things as body
moveﬁent and posture, gaze beha;ior, and faéiallexpression. Para-verbal
behavior includes speech loudnesst inton;tion, inflectlon: and rhythm;
The study of the rﬁythm of}hpeecﬂ'ﬁag beén restricted mainly to
dyadic communication; This area of séudy attempts to describe the
temporal\ﬁatterning.of the individual's speech soundé and silenc;s in
the dialogue (Jaffe and Feldstein, 1970). This includes the basic
rhythm of conversational exchanée in the dialogue: /how often the
individuals alternate talking and 1;stening, and ho§ long each‘tends to
talk while the other listens (called 'taking turns' talking, or alter-
nating "holding tpe f}oor'). This basic. rhythm is also described by

the durations of the silences which occur as the'individuals switch
roles from speaker teo listener ('switching pause'), and by how often
the two tend to interrupt each other by speaking at the same time
('simultaneous speech')i Finally, each person's rﬁythm of speech
within his own floor (tqrn) is ﬁlgo described? thg-frequency and dura-
tions of the sounds ('speech') aﬁd silences ('pauées') within the

individual's train of speech: The content or meaning conveyed in speech

is entirely excluded as a criterion in determining thege descriptive




e

classifications. For thialreason, the classifications are said to

be 'conteﬁt~free',-and the variables defined by the classifications

are called the ‘éon;ent—freé' wariables {see Feldstein and Welkowitz,

.
3 -

in press).

-

" According to Jaffe and Feldstein (1970) and Matarazzo and Wiens

(1972), sysﬁematic research into temporal pafterna of communication

" was initiated by two separate research groups. In 1938, Norwine and

-

Murphy descriﬁed typical patterﬂs.of dyadic telephone cqnvgfsation
utilizing oscillograbh ink recofdings of the participants' voices. A
second group of researchers ﬁa; lead by Eliot Chapplé, who. designed and
manuf actured an instrument called the 'Interaction Chronograph',.to.:ﬁ
assist‘obserVers in reco;ding béth verbal and non-Vverbal communicatio&‘
between two individuals (Chapple, 1939). Whereas Ngggine and Murpgy'q
research was primarily descriptive, éhapple's was directed at relating
;hythms of soclal exchange to m;n's bfological rhythms (see Chapple,
1970) and to the persomalities of the participants (see Chapple, 1940).
Another of Chapple's intefestg was the use of the Interaction Cﬁron—
graph to atudy.the speech patterns of patients in psychiatric in- |\
erviews and, .beginning in the early 1950's, a numbar of fésearch teams
;sed versions of his.instrument for thié same purpose (see Matarazzo
antl Wiens, 1972).
Sincé this time, there has been a_steady‘increage of 1nteteat‘shoénl

in the measurement of tempor al speech pattérns. - Efforts have been made

to describe the individual gubject's temporal patterns of éﬁéech and

— 4.

their relation to the subject's personality {reviewéd in Matarazeo and
Wieng, 1972; and Bamsey, 1968). Research has also been directed at meas-
uring éroup (primarily dyadic) temporal patterns of communicatiom, and

the_relationé of these patterns to the development of interpersonal

A E—
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relationships in the group (e.g., Bales, 1950,‘Fe1dstein nnd Welkowitz,
in press; Willard and Strodbeck; 1972). ,’ ‘ ‘ ’

. A fundamental issue regarding an indi&idual's temporal patterns of
speech in the dialogue Qnd, concomitantly, the contenthree measuré;"%f
these pagterns, is the degree to which this aspect of an individual's

\
behavior éﬂy be said to be characteristic of the individual. Little
relation has been found between these measures and tréditiOnal per—
sondlity measures kuee Ramgey, 1968; Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972;
Martindale, 197132‘ Another way of assessing how characteristic of an
individual are his or her speech patterns 18 to compare them, over time,
with those of other individuals. This is called the 'stability',
'consistency', or 'reliability' of the temporal speech patte;n; over
time. It is tested by correlating the content-free measures of the
patterns taken from individuals on two or more occasions (Jaffe and
Feldstein, 1970, Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972).

A related issue is the degree to which temporal patterns of speech,
are modified by different conversational conditions. This'is aggeased -
using mean comparison Eéats to compare differences in the conte;; free
measures, averaged across a group (or groups) of subjects, between
different conditions (Jaffe and Feldétein, 1970; Matarazzo and Wiens,
1972). The same subjects can be tested unégr the different condi-
tions (repeated measures design) or different groups of subjects can
be tegé?ﬁ.under the different conditions (independent groups).

Both the gtability and means comparisons testé ;sdéss changes in
spee&b'patterns from one conversational occasion to the next. However,
the stability-(cqorrelational) test assesses change in the individual's

I

patterns in relation to change in the patterns of other speakers: is




Y ' : \ . .'!
P. . - : \

the-'fast-talker' on oné occasion (reiative_to other speakers) also

the fast talk;r on another occasion?. In other words, is talking fast 7
.8 characteristic of that indiv@dual's speech style on both occasjons?
The comparison of means, on the other hand} agsesseq aUEBlute amges
_in the conteptffree measures from one.occasion t6 the next: do indi;_
u%duals as 4 ruléf—fasf and slqw talkers alike 1; the group studied--

tend to change their patterns’ of speech in a systematic fashion?

' The résearch evidence strongly indicafes that an individual's

rhythm of speech is stable across a number -of - conversational conditions.

Early studies of dyadic commdnication,in psychological interviews
showed that, when the interviewer's patterns of speéch remained éonstant
(were ei?primentall§ standardized), the interviewee s speech patterns

o —

were stable from first to second halves of the interview (Tuason, Guze,
E . ) ' o~ ‘
Mcclure, and Bequelin 1961), and across entire interviews separated

2 L

by test—retest intervals as long as nine months (reviewed in Matdrazzo
/
and Wiens, 1972) Geperally, variablea measuring the interviewee's

speech and silence dutations‘are consisttntly significantly correiated
(r > .éO,_E <.001), while those of simulténeous speech, although
significantly correlated, pfoye to be less stable.t Thes _'esults have
been corroborated, under lees;constrqined interview sitiations
kanalogues), An a study reéorted by Jaffe and Feldstéin\(lQTOj. In
-Ltﬁia study, the ihterviewer's speech pattérﬁs weré not teld constant.
Interviewse 8 speech patterns were observed to be stable across in-

¢
L
terviews with the same interviewer and in’ addition, across non-stress-—

ful and stressful (embarassing topics were~introduced) interviews.
An individual's temporal patterns-of speech have also been shown

togbe stable in situations other than the interview. Wiens, Manaugh,

- A
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. and Matarazzo (1976) have shown thaq silence durations are stable within

the same conversations between bilinguals (Englisﬁ-Freﬁch or English-
German) who switthed lgn;uagee during the conversation. Two studies
- reported by Jaffe and Feidstein (1970) investigated temporal speech _‘5
patcerns in dialoguea between the same subjects who were given the task
to discuss differences\fg opinion_(first study) and, in the second
study (also‘}eported ip;felds;eip and ﬁelkowit;, in press),to talk
about anything that;gight setter enﬁble them to get to know one-another.
All of the stabiliiy coefficlents were signif;caﬂtly different from.
zero (p < .05; df = 50 or 22), indicating that spgech ;atterns_were
stable for individuals acrdéss each of the following conditions‘
a) vithin the same conversation. for each of the two tasks (first—half»‘

\

. to second-half of the conversations) b) within the same conyersatiom,
e

in -same-sex and different-sex dyads; ¢} within the same convergation,

when visual and gestural communication was prevented by means of an
' S
opaque screen interposed between the subjects (first study) d) across ’

" entire conversations, in @dyads composed of women (second study). However,

in the second study, when the subjects changed speakitg\partners,
temporal patterns of speech were found to be unsgaEI/. Only the coeffi-
éient for the durations of an individual's speaking ti@e remained stable.
The results of the st;bility studies suggest that an individuai's
temporal patterns of speech in a dyad--tﬁg rhythm of the flow of‘an‘
individual's speech in conversation wi:&bthe sami 6the¥ person--show a’
feﬁaikable degr;e of gtability within the same co yersation or from one

conversation to the next. This suggests that tHese patterns are

-

’ character%séic of an individual relative to ofher persons. That the

¥

notion of stability is relative, however, means that the stability or

instability ‘of speech patterns does not necessarily reflect absolute




changes in the content-free measures of ‘these patterns. - Only two of
these studies (Jaffe and Feldstein, 1970) linked the notion of
stability to the absolute values of the content-free measutes, and

. §
] . IS
whether. these values are modified as a function of .the situation. i

Tpe_varihtion in absolute values of the éonteﬁt—free m;asﬁrgs,
aﬁeéaged over the sattple of subiects studied, is asgessed using means
-coééqrisons tests. Jaffe and Feldstein (1976), for example, regorted
that the giimination of vigual-gestural cues did not significantly
affect the stabllity of the content-frée variables within conversations
(in the study described previously).) ngever, means comparisons testg
revealed that the loss ;f vigual cues were associated with relatively.
shorter durationé of pauses, switching pauses, and simultaneous ﬁpeeches
relative to when these cues co;ld be used (Jaffe and Feidstein, 1970).
These resél;s indicated that, although patterns of speech remained stable
for an individual relative to thg éroup, Fhe effect of the logs of
visual-gestural cues was. to cause the group, as & whole, 'to tend to use
* shorter durations of paﬁs;s, svi;éhing pauses, and gimultaneous speech.
Patterns of speech were shown to be stable, but sensitive to enviéon-

18

‘mental man:ipulation . ' . . ‘7
Modifications in speeéh patterns occur as a result of a number of

otherlfactors. For example, it has been shown thét these patterns are
sensitiyg to variation in the medium of exchange (as in the loss of
visual and gestural cues; réQiewed in Williams, 1977), tolthe arousgal
level of the ap?aker (e.g., Kasl and Mahl, 1956; éiegman and- Pope,
1972), to the influence of the partner's tempqral speech patterns
(reviewed in Natale, 192§), and to the ‘interpersonal relationships

developéd by the participants (e.g., Craig, 1966; Matarazzo and Wiens,

1977; Pope and Siegmdn, 1972).

N




. task.

- f
It is apparent from these studies that an individual's patterns
Qf speech are‘sensitive to a number of factors. However, judging
from the rgsults of the stability studies, p;rticularly ;hose reported

by Jaffe and Feldstei _(197671\7he modification 1s one of quantity,

not of pattern. An indiv 1 that responds fast to fﬂ:xpartner's

speech, sp;aks for iong intervals.of time, and pauses for short
intervals relative to other perégns,'will tend fo do so--perhaps at
a higher or lower speed--in conversations with the same partner at
different times.

)

A comment by Jaffe and Feldstein (1970) suggests a cautionary

. note regarding the stability of an individual's patterns of speech in

the dialogue. The authors, citing their‘own research, note that factors-
causing speech patterns to be stable in conversations with the same
partner might not exist in more comﬁetitive dialogues‘ﬁhan those studied.
Should this be th; c;se, it would constitute an iméortant departure
from the previous results. Systematic inveatigétion 6f competitive and
non-competitive dialogues might therefore add to our understanding of
the dynamics underlying speech patterns. Except for the study reported
by these authors,;the stability of dyadic speech patterns has not been
tested within conversations where individuals have been given a compet-
itive task. Furthermore, no study.has reported testing the stability
of temporal speech patterns across a non—c;mpetitive and a competitive

) »
Tﬁo studies report tangential evidence that non-competitive and
coypet{tive tasks are chafacterized by differenérpatterns\of speech.

~.
The first, a pilot study by Cardwell (cited in Mortenson, 1974)

Buggéstea that speech’ patterns in dyads given instructions to discuss




\YL R .'
_fJ\hJ‘j> . a difference of epinion cooperatively (low-conflict group) were
' characterized Py few ;imultaneoua‘speeches, longer speaking times, but
\\\\ \ overall less talking (yeééuse of longer silences) than were dyaﬂs
given 1nstrugtions.;o be'competitt‘f.(high-conflict group). A study
by'Hargggaves (1960) obtained results that apparently were contradic-
tory to those found in the.éardwell study. Hargreaves found that
collegé roomates (males) produced a greater frequency of short-duration
utterances (speeches less than 1.0-sec), when engaged in conversation
while studying thgp in organizéd (by the experimenter) competitiée
discussions. .ﬁo other results describiﬁg a subject's speech patterns
/QEr; Teported 15 this study. .Ihe apparent contradictions between the
~ results from these two studies (longer speakingrtimes in Cardwell's
N _ l . competitive discussion; shorter speaking times in Hargreaves' compet-
itive discussion) might have been due to the differences between the
second conversations used in each of the studies. Cardwell compared
;competitive and cooperative discussions; Hargreaves compared’ compet-
itive discussions to casual, unorganizgd conversations. A second
factor may have been fha<\Cardwellistudied the dialogye of persons who,
presumably, had not met pfior to the discussions, while Hargreaves
examined the.conversational behavior of dormitory roomates. Because
of these factqrs, a'conclusion.regaiding the temporal patterns of speech
in non-competitive and Eqmpetitive discussions cannot be reached from
the two studies. )
In aummarf, then, the research‘evidence indicates}that temporal
patterns of spéechsére relatively stable characteristics of an individ-
ual's ape;king behavior in dyadic cammgnication witﬁ the same p;i‘ner.

At the same time, it has been shown that these patterns are sensitive




to circumstances of conversation, and there is some evidence sugges-—
ting that_the degree of competition In a Fask may be one such
c¢ircumstance.

A Qajor purpose of the present regearch, therefore, was to test
the stability of an individual's temporal patterns of speech in dyadic
conversation over successive non-competitive ;nd competitive tasks.

A second purpose was to examine how the ﬁature of the task discusseﬂ
might cause speech patterns to differ in the two conversations.

A third and chiefly exploratory purpose>of the present research
was to investigate how an individual's temporal pattefns of speech, '
relative to that'of the partner, might ﬁe related to the interpersonal
relationsbip developed with the partmer. A ﬁumger of studies have
indicated that an indi;idual's speech patterns are sensitive to this
relationship. In relation to a non-competitive task, ﬁost of these
have. been studie: of the interview situation. It has been found: for,
exaﬁple, that interviewees spedk longeriandAreépond faster .to a warm
interviever as opposed to an interviewer who offers a cold pres;nce
(Popé and Siegman, 1972). Some half-dozen studies have found correla-
tions between the interviewee's speech patterns and the level of empathy
of the interviewer (reviewed in Matarazzo a;d Wiens, 1977). As was
found in Siegman and Pope:s study of interviewer warmth, one finding in
'this‘li;erature i that clients tend to speak longer to a more empa-
thetic in;érviewer.

Tﬁe‘literature concerning self-disclosure suggests what appears to -
be a siﬁil#r relationship. These studigs have revealed a popitive
correlation between the intimacy level of a disclosure and the length

(in number of words or in time) of the disclosure {(reviewed in

Chaikin and Derlaga, 1974; Cozby, 1973; Altman and Taylor, 1973).
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H&weﬁer, the disci&suré studies have genetalf;:;;;uired subjecfs to

/

respond to single‘statements, or a series of statements, of an
experimenter (or. amother subject) rather than the investigatidn of
relatively unstructured dialogue. '

Concerning competitive discussions, the literature in group
decision naking had/conaiatently found re;ations between content-free
measures “of an individual's particip;tion in the group and process
measures of the individual's leadership, influence, and the degree of
influence sttributed to the 1ndividﬁal,by other group members. It
has been dgm;nstrated that the person who talks the most is the most
1nf1ueﬁtia1 in determining.decision outcomes in problem. solving groups
of two or more_pers;ns (Jaffee‘and Lucas, 1969; Riecken, 1958;
Strodbeck, l951)_and is rated by other grogglmembers as the ﬁost in-
fluential person in the group (reviewed in ﬁiilard and Strodbeck, 1972). _._ .
A a;ud§ by Jaffee and Lucas (1969) suggested that the ;heer quantié;\of,
talk was more important’ than eithér the quality of the talk or correc-
tness of decision in determining the leadership status attributed to
an ind;vidual by the other group members., This literature suggests that.‘
rather than simply reflecfing the interpé;bgqgl relationships developed
;by gembers of a group, the content—-free pat;;rns of an indiﬁidual's
speech might be a factor in determining the relationships.

Another content-free measure which has been implicated in inter-
ﬁersonal influence processes is simultanéous speech. According to
Ferguson (1977), simultaneous speech (or 'interruptions') has tradi-
tionally been used as a measure of soclal dominanc; and conflici in

~family';herapy research (e.g., Farina, 1960; Jacob, 1974). ' Ferguson,

however, arﬁﬁed against this use. Her research has shown that simulta-
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neous speech ig used ‘to facilitate turn-taking between speakers during
a conversation, rather than to dominate the Interactioms. T ——

4

In summary, it appears that an individualﬁé témporal patterqg of
speech, in addition to p;asibly being modified by tﬁé c;ﬁpetiti;; or
non-competitive nature of the conversationgl task, can alsélbe related
to the nature of the interpersonal relationshiﬁ developed b;tween two
speakers within a particular task conversation. In noﬁ—competitivé
conver;ationa, it appears that warmth apd empathf'projected by one
individual might cause éhe second to speak for longer durations, and
that more intimate en;ountera might aiéo be typified by longer in-
tervals of speeclr, The temporal patterns of an individual's speech
might also be a factor in degermining the interpersonal relationship, —
and the individual's perceptions of that relationship, as indicated
-in the literature concerning influence. This liter;ture suggests that

the person who talks longest in a group tends to be the most influential

' member of the group.

Over;iew of the Study and Hypotheses
The présent research was undertaégn in order to investigate the
individual's tempo?al_patterna of speech In two successive dialogues,
each concerning a different task. The two tasks choseﬁ:were similar to
those described by Jaffe and Feldstein (1970) as having been investigated
in separate experiments. In the present study, these were an acquaint-
ance task, (subjects were asked to get to know one another) and a
bargaining task (subjects were asked to digcuss and resolve differences
of opinion). The acquaintance task was considered non-competitive,
-while the bargaining task was ;es;gned to create a mild degree of

competition between the subjects.

R AR T g 1 -
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Three aspects of an individual's speech behavior were investigated
in the present study. Based on brevious research, it was possible to
formulate hypotheses about each of these aspects.

First, the stability of an individual's épeech pattefns was, tested
within each of Fhe conversations (acquaintance and bargaining)(as:weil

as across the two conversations. .It was expected that speech patterns
woula be stable within each of the conversations. The resulta of the
stability teéts within the conversations also provided a baseline “
from which the stability across the conversationas could be evaluated.

It was anticipated that speech patterns would be relatively stable

across the two conversations.

Second, the effect of the two converéation tasks on an individual's
temporal patterns of speech was investigateé. It was expected that
an individual's apeechvpatterns in the noﬂ-competitive acquaintance task
would be characterized by a higher frequency of short;duratiop
speeches {less than 1.0-sec) than the competitive baf;aining tésk.
Other content-free me;surea were also compared between the two tasks
In order to further describe how the tasks affected temporal speech
patterns, but no further h}potheses were advanced.

Third, the relation between an individual'slpatterns of speech
and the interpersonal relationship established with the par;neﬂtwgs
investigated. It was expécted that the more intimate individuaiaiﬁ
the acquaintance conversation would tend to hold the floor for longer
durations of time (have longer speaking turns) than the less intim;te
individual. In the bargaining conversation, it was expected that the

more influential individual, and the individual regarded as more

influential by the participants, would hold the floor for longer

"
—
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1ntervgls than the less influential individual. Other aspects of

an individual's speaking patterns were investigated in the study of

thege re}ationships, aﬁd_this aspect of the investigation was regarded

as exploratory.

e
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Qverview

In a 2 x 2 counterbalanced design, independent-variables were type
of conversation (acquaintance or bargaining) and order of: conversations.
Female subjects were randomly paired, and two conversations from‘each
of the pairs were recorded. The order of administration of
conversations was counterbalanced by randomly assigning the palrs to
one. of two groups; One group completed the acquaintance coﬁversati;n
first, followed by the bargaining conversation (Acquaintance First
group). The order of conversations was reversed for the second group
(Bargaining First group). ' Dependent variables were content-free
‘ measures of dyadic speech,‘and measurés of intimacy and Iinfluence ;n
the acquaintance and bargaining conversations, respectiﬁely.

Subjects

Subjects were 60 females whose names were contained on the

Registrar's list of students at the University of Ottawa. One-half
were recruited by teiephone, the other half were recruited through
appeals for subjects made by the experimenter in Introductory
Psychology classes. The latter group received a smﬁll amount of course
credit for participation in the experiment and attendance at.a
foltow~up debriefing-discussion meeting. In all cases, final
arrangements and reminders of scheduled session times were completed -
over the telephone. Subjects were randomly assigned to pairs, and
pairs were randomly.;ssigned to-. the Acquaintance Fifst or Bargaining

First groups. Ages ranged from 17 to 39-years, with a mean of 24.2

{SD = 5.2). Each subject declared that her mother tongue and
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principal 1anguage of discourse was English. Most of the subjects

(757) reported that the mother tongues of Egth of their parents -.
were English. Subjects wythin a pair had not met each other, prior

to the experimental session.

AEEaratus .

-

Gonversgtions Qere reccrded ugipg pressure—;ensitive threat
micropho;es connected to a Soﬁylcassette tape-recorder. Temporal
speech patterns were recorded via a second circuit which lead from
the microphone to a DEC PDP-11 computer. The PDP-11, sampling the
dialogues at fixed iﬂtervals, converted the analog voice signals to
digital punched paper-tape recordings of the temporal sound-gilence
patgerns of each subject in the dyad. An IBM-360/65 computer was
programmed go analyze these paper-tape récordings. This analysis
inclﬁded‘modify}ng the original records by converting sound (or
sllence) states of specified durations to silence (or sound), and
the ,output of the summary statistics of the content—free variabies.
A description of the speech recording and analysis system is given
in Appendix A, ) - 7
Materials

As part of a larger study, subjects were administered several

questionnaires in the course of the experimental session. Only

those items directly relevant to the present study will be described

‘here. One questionnaire asked subjects for biographical informa-

tion (Appendix C-1, Items 4, 5 and 6). A second questionnaire -
contdined items which asked each'subject to" list the five most'
intimate topics discussed by her in the acquaintance conversation,

and the five most intimate topics discussed by her partner. . She

was asked to rate each of these 10 topics on a scale from 1 to 8,
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accordgng to how intimately she perceived the topic to have beeﬁ

. discussed by her or hpr partner (Aﬁﬁendix‘c;S, Items 6 and 7). In
a third questionnaire, subjects were asked to rate, again on
8-point scales, their own and their partner's level of influence in
reaching the decisions required by the bargaining conversation task
(Appendix C-4, Items 4 and 6).
Finally, an opinion scale (Appendix C-5) was used to assess
subjects' political opinions conéerning the relative importance of
15 profeséions (or life-styles} in representing anadian life and
traditions. Subjects were required to rank the professions by order
nf imbortance. This scale was developed from a previous study. Tge
15 professions chosen for the scale were those that, in the previous
study, displayed the greatest variability of ranking by the subjects,
The responses to this scale, and the responses to-the questions
concérning perceivéd intimacy and influence, were used to develop the
dependent measures of intimacy and influence resulting from the

conversations.

Dependent Variables -

Content-free variables: Analysis of the sound-silence recorés of
the dyadic conversations.produced the fol%owing content-free variables.
The varlables a;g defined for Person A relativ?/to,the spélking
partner, EerQOn B. '

1. Speaker switch: A speaker switch opcurs as the silence’

‘interval preceded by B talking alone and followed by A talking alone

~(a switching pause), or as A beginning to talk alone just as B

becomes. silent. The speaker switch 1s tallied as the fréquency éf

floors.

2. Floor: The interval of time between speaker switches,
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excluding the switching pause. A floor must begin as A begins speakiﬁg
alone and end at a speaker swigph (followed by B speaking alone).

3. Speech: Sound from'A, B is silent.' B *
] 4, Pause: Silence during A's floor time (necessarily preceded

and followed by sound from A).

5. Non-interruptive simultaneous speech: During B's floor time,

" A speaks while B is speaking, ardd stops speaking as B con%inues to

speak. B thus retains the floor.

h) 3
6. Interruptive simultaneous speech: During B's floor time,

A speaks while B is speaking and continues to speak as B becomes silent.

The floor thus switches from Person B to Person A.

Measures of intimacy and influence:. Both objective and subjec-
tive ratings of intimacy and influence were taken. To develop objec— -
tive intimacy ratings, the experimenter and a second judge, a female

who was not cognizant of the research manipulations, lisfened to tape-
‘ ¥ 0|

N “

recgrdings of entire acquaintance conversations. Each subject waé

‘given an intimacy rating from 1 (not at éll intimate) to 8 (very
intimate) for each of the first and second ﬁalves of the convérsation.
Spea;man rank ofde£ correlation coefficients were computed testing -
the interjudge reliability of each;of these ratiﬁgs. The cqgfficient
for the ratings given for the first-half of the conversations was

.71 (df = 49, p ¢ .001), and for the second-half of the conversations

was .75 (§£_= 49, p < .001). The procedure used to derive these ratings

is described in Appendix B-1. 'éubjective ratings of intlmacy were the
means of the five topic ratings given by subjects for the two ques-—
tionnaire items concerning. subjects' perceptions of their.own and their

partners' intimacy.

~. s

"/
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the 15 professions in the opinion scale, and the ramk ordering $
these same professions arrived at by the dyad during the" bar§i i
gaining discussion. The formula used to compute the influence scores

from the two rank orders iz explained in Appendix B-2. Subjeetive

ratings of influence, one a self-rating and the sec nd rating of

the(hartner, were taken from the two questionnaire items}concerning &

perceived influence.

Procedure e

. - -t
K“’/ﬂ After agreeing to participate in the r esearch {over the tel- ,
ephone or in the classroom), subjects were re-contacted to finalize

appointment times. Subjects were told only that the study concerned

communication in dyads. All answers to subjects' questions were

\ +

referred to a follow-up debriefing session held two weeks after the

study was completed.

’

z

Each dyad was seen separately. The first subject to arrive was
asked to await her partner in the experimental room or in an adjacent
similar.roon. The second subiect to arrive was conducted to a free
room, and both.subiecte were then edministered the biographicai
questionnaire (see Appendix C—l). If the d&ad was a memherlef the
Bargaining First group, an opinion seale.(Appendix C-5) was given to

each of them to complete after both had finished the first ques-

PRl

tionnaire. ’ . \\
After both subjects had completed these questionnaires, the

subjedt in the second room was escort ~into the experimental room by

[
[

the experimenter and introduced to her parﬁney. The subject was seated .’

across from her partner at a square table negfuring 1.5 meters along

- S
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Subjects were asked to put on the throat microphones, which were -

-~

attached by means of velcro collars passed around the neck. .

‘Tnitial instructions were given concerning use of the microphones

N

and adjustmeﬁt of the equipment (see Appendix D=1), Each subject was

N

asked to rea} a short paragraph so that the experimenter, who left

J

tﬁE_?BBﬁf»EEGId-ensure that the voices wpre being recorded properly.
in the course of adjusting the equipment,;s;bjects were told that the’
conversatioﬁ was being tape-recorded for futﬁre analysis, and that the
conversation was being monitored by the experimenter. All conversa-
;ions, subjects were told, woui@ be kept confideﬁgggl within the

confines of those working on the experiment. No mention was made of

7
the PDP-11 recording or the content-free analysis of .speech that was

to be done. Because the microphonhes responded to vibration of the

surface of the skin, initial instructions were concluded by th%jfxper—

1

imenter asking subjects not to smoke or move around in the chairs

excessively, and not to adjust the microphones in the course of the

conversation.

Instructions for the-first conversation--acquaintance or

L4

bargaining--were then presented f{see Appendices D-2 and D-3). For the

. acquaintance conversation, subjects were asked to "try and get to know

each other as well as you can in 25 minutes."” Instructions for the
bargaining discussidn were that subjects should'repeat the same task

as a group that had just been completed individually (the rank ordering

) <

'




as the recording devices wéfe started

‘of professions). Subjects were instructed to "defend your initial

decisions to each other; try to convince your partmer of your point e
of view. But remember that you must reach final group decisions
regarding the importance of . each profession:;." A stack of 15 index
cards (each with one of the professions marked on it), was left in
“the middle of the table. Subjerts were asgked to order the cards"
according to the decisions reached.' After the_inatructions'mere
completed and the subjects' questi ns concerning the conversation'vere
answered, the experimenter left/the room (closing the door), and

'

indtructed the subjects to begin the conversation over the intercom

The acquaintance conversation was limited Lo 25 minutes by the
-"l

experimenter entering the room to terminate the conversation. The -

bargaining conversation was not limited, but a time limit of 30 to 45

- minutes was suggested. -Subjects signalledicompletion of this

conversation to the experimenter over an intercom system. For dyads
that had not completed the conversation in 40 minutes, the experimenter
turned off the content-free recording of the conversation, entered thel
experimental room, told the subjecta_that 40 minutes .had eiapsed,.and
asked the subjecta to "try and finish up in the next 5 to lO minutea.

r
The recording was immediately re-started after this break ‘of less than)
30 seconds. This process’ was repeated at 50 and 60 minutes for two
dvads that extended beyond 45 minutes. The 25 minute time limit for
the acquaintance_conversation was used after it was found that six
pilof.groupa, glven the same instructiona‘for the bargaining con-

versation, actually averaged approximately 25 minutes to complete the

bargaining task. Ix was hoped that the average length of the
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bargaining conversations™would approximate the 25 minutes given the
acquaintance conversation.

. After the first conversation ended, subjects removed the ‘ Y

microphones. Thé subject who had originally been in the second roomﬁ\\\ ////
was asked to return to tﬁat room, and both subjects were asked to

flll ot questionnaires regarding their perceptions of the levels of

intimacy (acqualntance conversetion) or influence (batgaining

conversation) reached in the conversation (Appendices C-3 or C-4).
"If the dyad was a member of the Acquaintance First group, the apbjects .
were given the opinion scale (Appendix’ C-5) to cpmplete after -

s
finishing the,first questionnaires. ) ) . !

The subject who had left the experimental room was escorted back

after both subjects had completed all qﬁegtionnaires. Reminders about
u AN
uge of the microphonEs were given by the experimenter as the subjects

put the microphones on (Appendix D-1); speech and silence thresholds

’

. , '
were established as in the first conversation; and the instructions for k\\
the second conversation were given by the experinenter (Appendix D2 .
or D-3). After the copversation ended, the two subjects wege separeted

. ~
into the two rooms as before." Each was given the questionnaire . '

regarding her perteptions of the conversation (Appendix C~-3 or C-h)

General questiOns about the nature of the experiment were answered, and
G ¢
the session was ended. : . a

'S

-
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. Results

-

Overview
The present research was undertaken in order{ﬁo investigate three

-sets of hypotheses, and, aci?rdinglj;/;h:SSSsefg/;f analyases were
completed. First, in order to test/the stablllity of speech patterns,y

product-moment correlation coefficients were computed for each of the
content-free variables within conversations and. then betweeﬂJthe
acquaintance and bargaining conversations. After determining which

of the variabegg,wgz? stabl aétoas the different conversational tasks,

\__,_—_‘/' '

a second set of analyses was completed in °rdf£/EP determine wh%;h of ¢
the variables (differed significaﬁtly acfogé the tv TT nvarsations,

The purpose o{'7#1i3 set of analyses, which utilized repeated meAgures
analyses of var@incéf;o compare content-free measures across the tasks,
was to determine how the different conversational tasks affeéced ! e
_patterns of speecﬁ. Finally, a third set of hypotheses coﬂlerned'the
manner in which patterns of sp%ech influenced th; development of
interpersonal relationshipafestablished in the acquaintance and
barga;ning convergations. Factor analytIC'inv%:Eigationa of the rela-
tionghips between intimacy, influence, and the éontent—free measures
were completed in this set of analyses. .

It is poagible to calculate féequency, duration and mean duration
measures for each of ghe content-free variables within a particular
'coﬁversation or segment of a conversation. All previous research
concerning the stability of the content-free variables hgve studied

only the frequency and/or mean duration hheasures (see Jaffe and

Feldstéin, 1970; Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972). ' For this reason, and

s
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because the three measures ate_mathemacically totallf interdependent,

only frequency and mean duration measures were studied in the first
RY. ’ :

‘two sets of analyses of the present research (the correlation and

. . /_\ b .
variance analyses). In the third set of analyses (the factor anaI:’“\\\\/\

yseg), only mean durations of the content-free va}iables were considered.

It was necessary to transform the freguency measures in order to

compare values obtained for subjects who participated in conversations

varying id length. The transformation consisted of dividing the raw

r

frequency by the total lemgth (in seconds) of the conversgation in

which it was

¢agured. This adjusted for the different lengtha of the
convergdtions, giving the frequenéy'of a variable per second. This

value was then multiplied'by a constant. The constant was the average'
length'of all 52 conversa;iohs (1,673-sec), cﬁﬁﬁﬂn because it best
rebreaented the totél time of .any given conversation (the raw

frequency of a content-free variable is the frequency of the variable .
per total conversation'time). Thus, the transformed .measure expressed
the frequency of a content-free variable in a particular bonversation

as a frequency per standard time unit, or the average lqutﬁ'ofvall
conversations, (1,673-sec, or 27.9-minutes).

A total of 30 dyads participated in the research. However, data

from four dysds were lost due to equipment failure, leaving 14 dyads
. -

in the Acquaintance First group and 12 dyads in the Baréaining First

group. The cassette tape-recording from one subject, in a remaining
Acduaintance First dyad was incomprehensible. Data from this subject
were uged in all analyses except those involving the objective intimacy .

- . -

measures.
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Stability of the Cdntent-Free Variables

L. Ve
Previous research has indicated that an individual's speech

pg{ferns Fénd to be stable both within conversations and across conver-
“safions concerning the same task. A goal of the présent research was
to test the stabili%y of these patterns across successive non~-compet-
itive and competitive task conversations. Stability was tested first
" within each of the conversations, and then across the two conver—
sations. The former test provided a baseline from which the stabil-
ity of the speech patterns gcrﬁss the conversations could be evaluated.
Content-free measufes_of speech from the two subjects within a

’

dyad are not independent. Because of this, stability tests for each

’ variable (within and between coﬁversations)’were conducted on a random
gample of 26 subjects, one from each dyad, and théh cross validated on
a‘aample consisting of the 26 partners. In'ord;r to be judged stable,
it was required’ that’ the variable be significantly positively cor;el-
ated (p < .01) 4in both‘samples.. .

To test the stability within conversations, correlations of each
gﬁ thw content-free variables were computed between the first and
second 12-minute segments of the acquaintance conversations and then the
bargaining conversations. Four bargaining conversations were substan-
tially shorter than 24-minutes (less than 18-m{ﬁntes, with the second
segment'leés than 6-minutes) and were dropped from these analyses to’
insure that the duration of‘time segments were.comparable. The remain-
ing conversations were all longer than éZ—minuteg.

The frequency of floors is, by definition, the same for both
subjects (in a dialogue, floors alternate between the two individuals).
Thus, this variable is a dyadic rather than individual variable, the H\\\n

measure for one subject representing the measure for the dyad. Therefore, )
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the frequency of floors was correlated 1n one sample only, and cross

validation of a significant correlation ;as not.fequired to conclude

that the variable was stable 1; Eﬁe test being ;onduéted,

The correlation coefficients for the frequency and mean duration

of each of the content—free variables, calculated for each of the

two samples within each of the two conversations, are presented in

Table 1. In the acquainéance conversation, most of the variables proved

to be significantly correlated in both samples (and, thus, considered

gtable). Fewer were stable in the bargaining conversation, and discrep-

ancies between the stability of the variables within the two different
“~conversations will be noted. The frequency of switching pauses, stable

in the bargaining conversation, is shown to be unstable'in the acquaint-

ance couversation.l‘The reverse is true for the mean duration of

switching pauses (stable in the acquaintance_conversation, unstable in o

the bargainingl. A gecond difference between the conversations concerns L

the simultaneous speech variables. Fré&ueneies of non-interruptive

and interruptive simulfaneous speeches (NSS and ISS), and‘the mean

duration of NSS we jstﬁble in the acquaintance conversation; only the

frequency of NSS proved éo be 3£ab1e in the bargaining conversation.

Finally, althoggh the'meéﬁ duration of floors is shown to have been

stable in the acquaintance conversation and unétable in tﬁe bargaiﬁing

conversatfon (Table 1), the correlation of .47 fophd for the second

gample in the bargaining conversation is siénificant at a borderline

level (p < .04). Thus, the atability of the mean duration of floors

was not considered to differ between the two conversations. 2

The different stabilities found for the content-free variables in
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Table 1
Correlationé of the Cpntent-Free Variables within Conversations

(between First and Second 12-Minute Segments)

Variable ' Acquaintancea ' Bargainingb
Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 1 Sample 2 _
Frequencies
Floor - e .48% c .55k
Speech . .36 L60RK T 41
Pause B 54% .50% .54% L49%
Switching Pause . .31 .38 T1kk .50%
nss! - T8%% 6T  BhRk * .52k
e

1SS ) 54% ¢ L 61%% .30 L63kk

Mean Durations

Floor - 6T .52% . .50% 47
Speech , . 60%* . .55% JTTHA LT3Rk
Pause N T .68 78w 64w
Switching Pause . 48% 57k 34 45
nss® 54 AL 27 40
158° | 14 .20 .30 .12
_éB_: 26 .

?E_= 22,

-

®Floor frequencies are the same for both subjects within a dyad.

dNon—interruptive simultaneous speech.

eInterruptive gimultaneous speech.
*p < .01, df = 24 (Acquaintance) or 20 (Bargaining) (One-tailed).

*kp < .00, df = 24 (quqaintanéé) or 20 (Bargaining) (One-tailed).
) e
)/' \
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the two conversations were unexpected. A aecon& analysis involving
the first and second 12-minute segments was completed to attempt to
explain these results, Speech patterns in dialogues between the same
peksons might follow a similar process of development within twe
different task conversati;;s. Patterns observed in the initial segment
of the acquaintance conversation would then tend to be similar to those
measured in the initial segment of the bargaining conversation. If
this were the case, the cﬁntent—free varlables would be positively
correlated across initial segments of the two diffe;ent conversations
— ingstead of (or as well as) being correlated within conversations. A
. \Tsimilarly, speech patterns 1ﬂ:the second 12-minute segments of the two
‘conversations would tend to be related. '

To investigate this hypothesis, the content-free ﬁeasures from
the first and second 12-minute segments of the acquaintance conversation
were correlated with the measures f;om the corresponding segments of
the bargaining conversation. Again, the correlations were calculated
in the same sample of 26 dyad members, and cross-validated on the;r
partners. The results are presented in Table 2. Only the frequency
of floors azross first segment; 1s shown in this table to have been
stable, Thus, the frequency with which floors alternated between
individuals was found to be stable within conversations (Table 1) and
across initial segments of both conversations. However, none of the
other variables proved to be stable across either the first or second
12-minute segments of the conversations. The hypothesis that speech
patterns might be similar in corresponding 12-fifhufe segments of fhe

different task conversations was not supported,/ The differential

stability of the variables within the two coé;ersafions is not
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, Table 2
Correlations of.the Contentiree Variables across Conversations

(between First and” Second 12-Minute Segments)

T

Variable ' Firsgt Segmenta : Second Se@mentb

Sample 1 ~ Sample 2 Sample "1 Sample 2
Frequencies
Floorﬁ c e 52% ) c .17
Speech | 19 '1.31 -1 . 41
-

Pause ©.22 .18 .22 .29

Switching Pause Ti9 _ 20 27 .36

Nssd JT0k% .34 L57% ~.11

188° ' .28 " .50% .26 - .03

Mean Durations

Floor .15 L46% a1 .20
Speech ' - .55% .35 36 . 34
Pause ) +38 “.21 | .65%% .12
Switching Pause .26 .22 .12 .3
nss? . .28 .05 .07 .38
Iss® . - .43 .15 .22 .24
aﬂ =2 26,-

EE = 22,

“Floor frequencies are. the same for both subjects within a dyad.
dNon-inferruptive simultaneous speech.
eInterruptive simultaneous speech.

*p ¢ .01, df = 24 (Pirst Segment) or 20 (Second Segment) (One-tailed).
. N .

*kp ¢ .001, df = 24 (First Segment) or 20 (Second Segment) (One-tailed).
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explained by this hypothesis.

The results of the within conversation stability investigations
shown in Table 1 inqicate that floor, speech (mean duration) and
pause me;auree were stable in both conversations. The results for the
switching pause and simultaneous speech measures varied between the
converaaEions,}with more of tﬁe measures found to be stable in the
acquaintance conversation. In contrast to these results, Table 3
shows that none of the varisbles (measured across the entire length
of conversations) proved to be gtable across the acquaintance and
bargaining conversations. Although some of the variables are seen
to be significantly correlated in one of the samples (Table 3), none

is significantly correlated in both samples.

Effects of Conversation Tasks on Speech Patterns

The correlation analyses 1nd;cated that an individuall does not
maintain the aaﬁe pattefﬂs of spee;h across two successive conversations
concerning different tasks. A second set of analyses was completed in
order to describe in detail how speech patterns differ between the
different task conversations., 1In this investigationr, repeated measures
analyses of variance were used to test the significance of the dif-
féksfff/d? each of the content-free variablea between the acquaintance
and bargaining conversation tasks.

The design used for the analyses'vari;; abcording éo the hypoth-
eses or the content-free“rariable (the dependent measure) studied in a
‘speéific analysis. However, all of the analyses included as factors
the order of conversation presentation {(acquaintance f#rst ve baréaiﬁing
first) and the task discussed (acquaintancé‘vs bargaining). In order to .

R

produce exact least aquare solutions to the analyses, two randomly

,selected dyads from the Acquaintance First group were exclyded from all
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Table 3

_ Correlations of the Content-Free Variables across Conversations

(Variable Calculated from Entire Conversation)

Variable Sample 1 - Sample 2
Frequencies
Floor a -<5ifl
Speech | .18 J{ + 59%%
Pauge .38 AL
Switching Pause .26 | .25
nss® RIT .24
155° .35 .40
Mean Purations
Floor .30 "
Speech ;53* .38
Pause .53% .15
Switching Pause .29 .35
NSSb‘ .35 .37
188" .40

L65%*

Note: n =~ 26.

8F100or frequencies are the s;me for both subjects within a dyad.

bNon—interruptive simultaneoua speech.

“Interruptive simultaneous speech.

*p ¢ .01, df = 24 {One-tailed).

**p ¢ .001, df = 24 (One-tailed).
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of the analyses, leaving an equal number of dyads in the Acquaintance
First and Bar;aining First groups (12 .dyads in each). In all of
- . . .
the analyses except that of the frequency of floors, the individual

‘ subjs;t was the unit of anady;is. Because the frequency of floors
1s a dyadic variable (the same frequency for both subjects), one
subject's score was used to represent the dyad, and the dyad thus

became the unit. of the analysis.

Frequency measures. The analysis of variance of the frequency of

fIoors utilized a 2 x 2 repeated measures design with Order of Pres-
entation (acquaintance first vs bargaining f;rst) and Task-(aéqudintance
vs bargaining) as factors. Measures were repeated across dyads. The
results of this analysis are presented in Table_k. It will ye noted

in thig table that only the Task effect is significant. Frequency ;f
floore in the acquaintqnce conversatign (X = 188.5 floors per conversa-
tion) was significantly higher than in the bargaining conversatioﬁ

(X = 171.4).

The remdining analyses of variance used in@igiﬁual subjects as the )

basic unit of analysis. To deal with the i;terdependence of the
content-free variables between subjects within dyads, the subjects'
membership in a and ﬁas included as a separate factor. Thus, in
addition to the Order of Presentaéion and Taaﬁ Pactors, the remaining -
analyses included a third faEfor,VDyad (subjecisf dyadic memberships)
as a random factor nested wfthin Order of Presentation.

A fourth factor was inclu&ed {E\;he analyses of variance of speech
and pause Erequencies._ It was hypothesized that the frequency of
lshott-duration speeches (less than l-sec) wguld be hi%her in the
acquaintance conversation than in the bargaining conversation. To test

4

—
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Table 4

Analygis of Variance of?Fﬁéquency of Floor

Mean '
_ Source af Square F Ratio
e i
B’etween Cells (Dyads) 3_1_3_
order of Presentation (0) 1 938 ] .79
Dyad (D) 22 1,193
. \ \
Within Cells (Pyads) 24
b J
Task (T) 1 " 3,503 _ 5.56% .
Tx0 1 398 .63
TxD 22 630
* [}
™y
/
4
{
//‘
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this, the aiénificance of the differences in speech frequencies
‘between conversations was assessed at thfee duration intervals: the
frequency of speeches of duration less than 386-msec, of. duration
greater than or equai to 386-msec but less than 965-msec (approx-
imately l-sec), Qnd of duration greater than or eLual to 965-msec.
Because of the.in;errelationship of the speech aﬁd p#uée vafiableg

as measures of sound and silence within an individuals floor time,

the frequencé of pauses was also tes;ed at the same three duration
intervals. Frequen&ies within duration interv;la were derived using

a speec analysis procedure called "filtering" (see Appendix A).

The ifclusion of this last factor resulted in a 2 x 12 x 2 x 3 repeated
measures analysis of variance. The factors were Order of Presentation
(acquaintance first\vs bargaining first), Dyad (subqects' membership

in a specific.dyad), Task (acquaintance vs bargaining) and Duration )
Interval (less than 386-msec, greater’ than or equal to 386-~msec but
less than 9654mse9, and greater than or equal to 96S-msec):

The results of the analySis of variance of the frequency of
speeches are presented in Table 5. In examining this table, significant
ma{p-effects for the Task and Duration Interval factors will be noted,
as well as a significant Duration Interval by Task 1nceraction (DI ? T).

, None of the other main effects or interactions is significant.\ The
Bignificant task effect signifies that individuals tended to hpéhkaﬁorq
uoften in the acquaintance convéébation & = 210.&) than‘in the bargaining
conversation'(§'= 189.5). The Duration Interval effect indicates that
the frequency of speeches tended to be greater in the duration intlerva

between 386-msec and- 965-msec (X = 233.2) than in either the inter

less than 386-msec X = 180.8) or the interval greater than 965-msec

(X = 195.8).
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({/ ' Table 5 | .
) /.nalysis of Variance of Frequency of Speech  °
S - - Mean Denominator
Source df Square of F Ratio F Ratio’
_Bet:ween Subjects 47 ~
. Order of Presentation (0) 1 1,117 (D) ‘ .53
Dyad (D) 22 2,112 sy - | .15
Subjectp (s) . 24 - 13,723
"Within Subjects 240

Task (T) 1 31,343 (T x D) 28.58%
TxO0 1 4,592 {T x D) 4.19
TxD 22 1,097 (T x §) .20
T x y o 2 5,601 "

Durdtion Interval (DI) 2 44,358 (oI x D) 20.42%
DI x O ‘ 2 1,535 (dI x D) 71
DIxD 44 2,173 (oI x §) 1.20
DI x § 48 1,808

DI x T /2 34,393 I x,TxD)  41.21%
DIxTx0 2 1,534 (DI x T x D) 1.84
PIxTxD 44 835 (bI.x T x §) 1.57
134 xTxS 48 531 - -

*p < .001.
L
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Figure 1

Prequency of Speech as a Function
of Duration Interval and Task
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A
The main effects of Table 5 are qualified, however, by a signif-

_iéa;t-Duration Interéal by Tagk interaction MPIxT. The relev nt
means are depicted in Figure 1. As can be seen, the significant
interaction is caused by the frequency of speeches being greater
in the agquaintance than in the'Bargaining conversgtion at the firsé
two levels of ghe Duration ;ntervél factor, with the.relationship
reversed at the third level. Significance tests of the simple main
effects show th;t the frequency of short-duration speeches (both
less than 386ém1:ﬁ and less than 965-msec in dﬁrgtion) was signif- L

icantly greater (F = 11.3 and 12.4, respectively, df = 1,66, p ¢ .01j

i; the acquaintance conversation rglative to the. bargaining con-
versation. The frequency of longer duration speeches (greater than
or equal to 965-msec) did not differ significantly between the con-
verg?tions (F = 3.49, df = 1,66). '

As in tht aralysis of’é;riance of speech frequencies, the analysis
of variance of the freque;cy of‘pauseé was a 2 x 12 x 2 x 3 repeated
measures design using as factors Order of Préaentatiou, Dyad, Task, and
Duration Interval. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 6.
The significant Task effec; in Table 6 indi’ates-that the Anger of
pauses was significantly greaper in the acquaintance cgnverﬁa%ion
(f = 122.9) than in Fhe bargaining conversation (X = 107.3). The
frequency of pauses varied between duration intervals, as is evidenced .
by the significant Duration Interval main effect, tending to be higher
in the duration interval from 386-msec to less than 965-msec (X = 138.5)
than at durations greater than or equal to 965-msec, (X = 121.1) or
lower than 386-ifsec (X = 85.7). _

Fhis\iaat main effect 18 qualified by the significant Duration

N

" Interval by Order of Presentation interaction (DI x O in Table 6).

v
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Table 6 A
1 Analysis of Vari‘ance of Frequ:ancy of Pause ll
. ‘ -/
\ Mean (EQenominator
- Source df S\q:;rfeq\ oN/Ratio F Ratio
Between Subjects 47 . s 7
Order o}.\{reseutation (0) 1 961 (D) .36
Dyad (D) 22 2,647 (s) .22
Subjects (S) 2!; 11,940
Within Subdects 14—2
Task (T) 1 17,677 - (T x D) 13.95%*
T x0 1 4,527 (T xfn) 3.57
TxD 22 ., 1,267. (T x §) Y’
T xS T 24 4,620
Duration Interval (DI) 2 69,392 (DI x D)- _67.82***
DI x O " 4,373 (DI x D) 4.27%
DI x D 44 1,023 (°1 x 5) .54
PIxs 48 1,910
'B‘g&\-r/ 2 1,397 (I x T x D) 1.98 '
DT x T x 0 2 360 (DI x T x D) .51
DIxTxD T 706 (I x T x §) .48
DI xTx S 48 1,474 b |
*p < ,05.
*%p < .0l.

*%xp ¢ ,001.
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Figure 2

Frequency of Pause as a Function
of Duration Interval and Order of Presentation
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iﬁis interaction is plotted in Figure'i. Inspection ;f the figure
suggests that ﬁhe frequency of short—duration pauses in the lower two
duration intervals was greater in the Acduaintance Fira£ group éhén
in the Bargaining First group, but that‘the direction of the dif-
ference was reversed at the third duration ipterval. Tests of the
simple main effects of Order of Pfesentation at each duration
interval fail to confirm the visual analysis. None of the simple
main effects is significant: F (1,66) = .55 at the first duration
interval, E'(1,66) = .45 at the gsecond interval, and E_(1,66) = .55
at the third interval. However, thé data indicate a significant
differeﬁgeH;;‘:EE‘nqpégr of pauses between the first and third duration

intervals for the Bargaining First group (F =.13.11, df = 1,44, p 4 .01).

L4

" The difference in the number of pauses between the same duration
intervals for the Acquaintance First group is not significant

*

(F = 3.22, df = 1,44), causing the interaction shown in Table 6. The
~ frequency of phuses is significantly higher in the second duration
interval than in the first duration interval for both the Bargaining
.First and Acquaintance First groups (F = 16.65 and 16.02, respectively,
df = 1,44, p €.01). Pause frequencies did not differ signifiéqntly
between the second and third durétion'intervals in eithef group:
E-(l,ﬁh) = 4.88 and :46 (Ba;gaining First and Acquaintance. First,
respectively).

As no.hypotheses were advanced'concerning the relationships of
the frequencies of the remaining content-free measures within specific
duration intervals and betweed;the tasks, the Duration Interval factor
was not included in these.analysea. Similarly, no hypotheses were —

advanced regarding this factor and the mean durations of the content-

free variables. Thus, the design utilized in the remaining analyses
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was 2 x 12 x 2, using as factors Order of P?esentatioﬁ (Acquaintaﬁce
First vs iargaining First), Dyad (subjects' dyadic memberships), and
Task (acquaintance vs bargaining).. Again, subjects were nested within
dyads, and Dyad was nested as a random factor within the Order of
Presentation factor; measures were repeated across the Task factor.

The results of the analyais of variance of the.freqﬁeqcy of
switching pauses is presented in Table 7. -In this table, it will be
seen that there are{significant Dyad and Task effeéts, and a significant
Task by Dyad interaction (T x D). The Dyad effect indicates a higher
degree of variability of switching pause frequencies between the dyads
than between ‘the pairs of subjects within the dfads. The Task effect
is due to the fact that the frequency of switching pauses was signif-
icantly hig%ér in the acquaintance cénversation (X = 111.4) fhan.in
the bargaining conversation (§'=l100.8). el

The Task by Dyad interaction (T ; D in Table 7) qualifies the main
effects. Table 8 presents task means for each of the 12 dyads in the
‘ACquaintance First and Bargaining Fi;at groups as well as the diffgrences
between tﬁgse means. It is seen in this table that the interaction is
caused by the relationships between. the differences shown for the dyads.
One d}ad shows a siguificantly,higher frequency of switching éauses
in the bargainingjrelative to the acquhintance conversation, while two
‘dyads gvidenéé‘siénificantly higher frequencies of swigphing pauses
in the‘acquaintanée conversationT Although the significant Task gffect
shown in Table i indicates that the frequency of switching pauses was
higher in the achaihtance rélative to the bargaini?g conversation,
the data in Tabl% 8 show that this eféect is:signifiéant in an inconse-
quential number of the dyads (two of the 24).

The analyses of variance of the frequencies of non~interruptive

and Iinterruptive simultaneous speech are presented in Table 9. As can

b o
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Analysis of Variance of Frequency of Switching Pause

41

Table 7

Mean Denominator

Source ' . df Square of F Ratio F Ratio

Between Shbjgcts 47
Order of Presentation (0) 1 2,729 (D) 2.49
Dyad (D) 22 1,097 (s) 9,35k’
Subjects (S) 24 117

J Within Subjects 48

Task (T) 1 2,705 (T x D) 4.37%
Tx0 1 745 (T x D) “1.20°
TxD . 22 " 619 (T x 8) 4,38%%
TxS 24 141

*p <.05,
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Table 8

Frequency of.Swi’tching Pause as a Function of Task and Dyad

Dyads within : Dyads within
l// Acquaintar;ce First Group | Bargaining First Group
Acquaintance Bargaining Difference  Acquaintance Bargaining Difference
104 122 -18 , 93 65 28
124 91 33 124 103 21
118 114 4 111 59 5o
- - 115 91 24 141 127 14
/\j . 144 126 .18 131 ’ 103 28
102 105 -3 146 95 Sl
‘113 103 - 10 92 _57 35‘
105 95 ' 10 59 70 -1
| = ‘ |
134 28 36 -96 81 15
106 122 -16 116 110 6
130 119 - 11 9% 122 -28
72 120 -48% 93 121 -28
L ' ' o Mean
114 109 5 109 93 16

*p ¢.05, df = 1,46.

*%p (.0Ll, df = 1,46.

et e .

- _.-’L;:,;, Lo
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Table 9

Analyses of Variance of Frequencies of Simultaneous Speech

Denominator

kkp (.0l

. Mean
Sourcei ' af Square of F Ratio ”*ggﬁatio
Non-Interruptive Simultaneous Speech
Between Subjects 47
Order of Presentation {(0) 1 1,735 . (D) .80
Dyad (D) \ 22 - 2,184 (5) 51
Subjects (S) o 24 4,273
Within Subjects . 48
Task (T) 1 43 (TxD) - .03
Tx0 - 1 784 (T x D) .52
TxD 22 1,501 (T x S) 2,11%
TxS . _ 24 711
Interruptive Simultaneous Speech
Between Subjects 47
Order of Presen;ation o .1 309 ) .40
Dyad (D) .22 775 (s) 5.20%%
Subjects (S) ’ 24 149
Within Subjects 48 k’\
T Task (T) 1 98 Txp) = .27
. Tx 0 d 1 32 (T x D) .09
TxD - 22 354 (T x S) 3.73%*%
TxS 24 95 s
*p ¢.05.

B
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Table 10
érequency of Non-Interruptive Simultaneous Speeeh

as a Function of Eask and Dyad

Dyads within Dyads within

Acquaintance First Group : Bargaining First'Group

Acquaintance Bérgaining Difference Acquaintance Bargaining Difference )

76 S N 6 - - 91 75 16
84 ' 78 6 128 36 g%
112 107 5 67 80 13
. . 60 " 69 -9 87 110 -23
36 40 -4 52 111 -59
) 124 . 87 37 55 64 -9
. 51 42 8 109 133 -24
66 120 54 83 158 | 75
67 115‘ =52 84 . 91 a7
132 ' 60 72* 74, 64 . 10
80 55 25 87 60 27
39 37 2 Lo 627 - -21°
.Mean .
7 AT 4 80 87 9

*p .05, df = 1,46,

C»
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be seen in the top‘half_of thls fgble, only the Task by Dyéd inter-
action is significant for the analysis of non-iﬁterr;ptive simultaneous
speech. Table 10 presents the mean frequencies of this variaple for'
the 12 dyads at the two levels of the Task fgctor. Three of the
differences are significant: two dyads show higher freqﬁencies in the
acquaintance relative to fhe barg&ining cbnversation, and one dyad a
higher frequency of non-interruptive simultanecus speeches in the
bargaining conversation. The Task by Dyad interaction shown in Table 9

is caused by this variability in differences across tasks among the

dyads. Over all of the dyads, however, Table 9-indicates that the

’

frequency of non-interruﬁtive simultaneous speeches did not differ

significantly across the acquaintance and bargalining tasks.

r

The analysis for the ffequency of interruptive simultaneous

e

speech is pfegented in the bottom half of Table 9. The significant Dyad

effect in this table represenfs a high degyee of varlability between

the dyads on this variable. The Task by Dyad interaction is also signif-

lcant in this agnalysis, and is presented in Table 11. The table shows
that the interaction is caused by the significantly higher frequency
of Interruptive simultaneous speeches in the acquaintance relative to

the bargaining conversation for one dyad while, in the remaining dyads,

no significant differences are noted across the two tasks. However,

Table 9 indicates no significant Task effect for the frequency of inter-
A,

ruptive simultaneous speeches.
4. - v’

¢ . The analyses of variance of the frequencies of the content-free

variables presented in Tables 4 to B indicate that the acquaintance

» .
conversatidn was generally more active than the bargaining conversation.

Vg
There were a freater number of floors, shért-duration sy;éches, and

pauses in the former conversation. Despite this greater activity in tﬁé

*

e i b
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Table 11

Frequency of Interruptive Simultaneous Speech

~ . /

-as a Function of Task and Dyad

Dyads within Dyads within

Acquaintance First Group Bargaining First Group

Acquairitance Bargaining Difference Acquaintance Bargaining Difference

32 38 -6 70 - 52 18
" 50 41 11 . 65 39 26
70 101 o -3 51 49 2
n a2 -1 58 73 15
29 .24 5 45 69 -2
83 o5 26 55 41 14
” a5 28 i, 64 45 19
e 71 25 51 -26
47y 64 65 43 22
70 A 46 v 47 -1
49 45 70 . 52 18
22 28 30 46 -16
49 48 . 1

51 3

7 %p ¢.05, df = 1,46.

Mean <::j'
%
|
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acqua%ptance conversation, in most dyads the frequency of times that
an individual spoke during the partner's floor time (simultaneous
speech) did not diffef significantly between the conversations.

Mean duration measures. The analyses of variance of each of the

mean durations of the content-free variables used the same 2 x 12 x 2
repeated measures design as was used in the analyses of the switching
pause and simultaneous speech frequencies. Tﬁe same factors--Order of
Presentation, Dyad and Task--were used, with the unit of analysis being
the individual subject nested within the Dyad and Order of Presentation
£actors. Again, the Dyad factor was random and the Task factor was
coﬁpletely crossed over the two other factors.

The analyses of the mean durations of the floor and speech measures
are presented first, in Table 12. Examining the results for the floor
variable ip the top half of Table 12, it will be seen that none of the
main or interactive effects was significent. No significant difference
was found between the meaﬁ £loor durations in the acquaintance and |
bargaining conversation.

The analysis of the mean duration of speeches, on the other hand,
(bottom half of Table 12), in additiom to the significant Dyad and Task
by Dyad (T x D) effects, evidenced a highly ;ignificant Task effect.
The Dyad effect indicates a high degree of variabilit& of mean speech
durations between the 24 dyads in the analysis. The significant Task
effect indicates that the mean duration of speeches in the acqualntance
conversation (X = .67-sec) was significantly lower than the mean dura-
tion of speeches in the bargaining conversation (X = .87-sec). This
main effect is qualified by th;'significant Task by Dyad interaction.
Table 13 shows that, while 9 dyads exhibit significantly shorter

durations of speech in the acquaintance relative to the bargaining

e

e e s



Analyses of Variance of
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Table 12

Mean Durations of Floor and Speech

,Mean Denominator
Spurce - df Square . of F Ratio g_ﬁnéio
Floor .

Between Subjects . 47
Order of Presentation (0) 1 2.338 (D) 1.089
Dyad (D) o 2,147 (s) .488
Subjects (S) ‘ 24 4,400

Within Subjects s *
Taak (T) 1 4.259 (T x D) 3.058
Tx0 - 1 1.195 | (T x D) .858
TxD 22 1.393 (T xS) 610
Tx S 24 2.283

Speech

Between Subjects 47 .
Order of Preéentation {0) 1 .168 (D) 3.245
Dyad (D) ° | Zi .052 (s) 3.449%
Subjects (S) 24 .015

Within Subiects 48
Task (T) 1 1.090 (T x D) 34,7334
TxO 1 .127 (T x D) 4.053
TxD 22 .031 (T x8) 4,063%%
Tx$S - ﬁ 24 .008

*p '<’.05.

*kp ¢ ,001. .
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Table 13

Mean Duration of Speech as a Function of Task and Dyad

1
Y

Dyads within ' ! Dyads within

Acquaintance First- Group ‘ Bargaining First Group

Acquaintance Bargaining Difference  Acquaintance Bargaining Difference

.77 Y117 -.40k .57 .70 .13
75 1.27 — . 52kkk .72 1.27 _.55%k
.73 JF O -0k .83 .70 13
.66 .74 -.08 .68 .76 -.08
.66 1.05 - . 30%x 66 .65 .01
.60 .75 -.15 .68 .92 -.26
.67 1.03 —.36** ' . .55 .63 -.08
.60 75 s .61 .54 .07
.63 77 - .69 .82 -.13
61 - .88 —.27* .65 .89 -2
.60 - 1.07 — 4T .56 .91 -.35%k
.69 1.13 - Glkk .63 76 -1
’ ‘/‘*“Megn
.66 .95 .29 .65 .79 .14

*p ¢.05, df = 1,46.

———

**p <.01, df = 1,46. .

xkkp < 001, df = 1,46. '

A
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conversation, differences in mean durations of speech across the tasks
were not significant in the remaining dyads. The signific;nt interac-
tion shown in the bottom half of Table 12 is caused by this variability
between dyads.

The analyses of variance of the mean durations of the silence
variables, pauge and gwitching pause, are presented in Table 14, No
main or interactive effects are listed for the analysis of the pause
variable in the top half of this table. Although subjects tended to
pause more often in the acquaintance conversation (frequency analysis’
presented in Table 6), the average length of pauses did not differ
between conversations. .

A significant Order of Presentation effect is shown! fsr the
analysis of vsriance of the mean duration of switching payses in the
bottom half of Table 14. N¥o other significant effects were. obtained.
The mean duration of switching pauses was significantiy shorter in the

4

Acquaintance First group-(f = .67-sec) than in the Bargaining First

group (X = .74-seq')'._/

The analyses of variance of the mean durations nf-the two simulta-
neous speech variables, non—interrnptive simultaneous speech and
interruptive gimultaneous speech are presented in Table 15. Imn this
"table, it will be noted that pone of the main effects or inmteractions
are significant. It can bs concluded that the variablss were not
significantly different between tasks or orders of preaentation.

In summary, the analysis of variance of the mearn durations of the
content-free variables show that only two of the variables differed

significantly between tasks or orders of presentation These were mean

-
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Table 14

<

Analyges of Variance of Mean Durations of -Pause and Switching Pause -

Mean Denominator
Source o daf Square of F Ratio F Ratio
Pause
// : —
" Between Subjects 47
- Order of_PresentQtion 0 1 .185 (D) 3.680
< Dyad (D) . 227 060 (s) 672
Subjects (S) 24 .089
Within SgpjecFa .48
Task (T) | ‘1 . .010 (T x D) .502
TxO ‘ } 5 - .001 (T x‘D) .065
TxD 22 -; 5 .020 (T x8) .313
TxS 2% .063
Switching?Pause
Between Subiects 47 7
Order of Presentation (0) 1 | .092 (D) . 5.100%
Dyad (D) : 22 .018 (s) .435
Subjects (8) 24 ,f .042 ‘
Within Subjects ' 48 h |
Task (T) 1 .020 (T x D) 709
T x 0 1 .066 (T x D) .213
TxD 22 - .029 (T x 8) " 1.656 .
TxS 24 .017

ﬁg‘< .05.



52

Table 15

Analyses of Variance of Mean Durations of Simultaneous Speech

1

Mean Denominator

Source . df ‘Square of F Ratio F Ratio

Non-Interruptive Simultanecus Speech

Between Subjects 47 ;
Order of Preqentatiqn (o) 1l 061 (D) . 1.084
Dyad (D) _ 22 .056 (s) 1.112
Subjects (S) T 2 .050

Within Subjects 48
Task (T) s 1 .036 (T x'D) 1.597
Tx0 o 1 .046 (I x D) 2.019
TxD 22 .023 (T x 8) .535

T xS ’ 24 - 043

Interruptive Simultaneous Speech

Between Subjects 47 \
Order of PFesentation (0) 1 .190 (D) ) 2.680
Dysd () ‘ 2 .omc ) 1.435
Subjects (S) ' , 24f .049

Within Subjects 48 | .
Task (T) 1 003 @xp 148
Tx0 - ‘1 .001 (T x D), 498
Tx ﬁ 22 : .017 (T x 8) 741
TxS 24 .023
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durations of speech (shotrter in the acquaintance than in the bar-
gaining conversation) and switching paﬁse (shorter in the Acquaintance
Fi stlthan in the Bargaining First group). These reéulta’stand in

contrast to those obtailned from the analyses of variance of frequencies

presented earlier. In the frequency analyses, significant task

differences were yielded for ecach of the floor, speech, and pause

variables.

Relations of Intimacy and Influence to Temporal Patterns of Speech

The two previous sets of analyses demonstrated that gpeech patterns

tend to be unstable across different task conversations, and that some

-

aspects of these patterns differed significantly between the two tasks ’
gtudied. The third and final set of analyses was intended to assesé
fhe importance of the temporal rhythms of .speech in determining;thé
outcome of each task, In otheé words, can the speech patterns of an
individual within a dialogue be related to the resultant intimacy or
influence of that individual relativezto that of the partner? To
answer this question, two sep;rate féctor analyaeéQ one for each of
the conversational tasks, were completed to examine the relationshipé
underlying intimacy, influence, and content-free measures of dyadic

kKl

interacticn.

The girSt factor analysis considered exgglationships between

—

objective and subjective measures: of intimacy and content-free measures

derived from the acquaintance conversakfions, In the second analysis,

influence (objectively and subjectively hssessed)} and content-free

variableg derived from the bargaining conwTHation were studied. In

order to study the behavior of a subject relative to that of her

partner, measures obtained from the subject (intimacy, influence, or

~
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content-free) were subtracted from the corresponding measures obtaiﬁed-
from her partner. ?hesé difference measureg were used in the factor
analysis, Thus, the dyad was the unit of analysis: discrepancies
betwéén subjects' levels of intimacy or influence within a dyad were
correlated with discrepancies in the content-free measures.

Each facto? analysis utilized principal factor extraction and
varimax rotations in order to produce orthogonal facFor solutions with
vaf{::1es maximally loaded on one factor. Factor extraction was stopped
in each analysis when the eigen value for a factor was less than 1.0.
The two correlation matrices frgm'which the factor analyses were
computed are presented in Appendix E.

Intimacy. The first factor analysis examined the relationships
between objeﬁtively and gsubjectively judged ratings of intimacy and
the content-free measures. Two objective meaaurea-of'intimacy wvere
obtained for each aubject; one assessing the intimacy of the subject
within the first-half of the acquaintance conversation, the second
asseésing the intimacy in the second-ﬁalf of the conversation. The
gsecond-half rating, because it expressed the fesultiné intimacy of a ‘
conversation, was used as the objective measure of iﬁtimacy rather tha%
the first-half measure (the product-moment correlation between the
two measures is .79, g§:= 49, 2_(.01). The.dyadic measure was the
difference between the two subjects' second-half intimacy levels.

Two subjective intimacy ratings were obtained from each subject,

a self-rating and a rating of the partmer. Thus, four individual
'measureg were collected from each dyad. The dyadic measure was
computed by.summing together the two ratings given .for a subject (cne

by the subject, the second by the partner) and subtracting the sum of
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the two measures given for the partner.
Because this analysis was chiefly exploratory, all six content-

1

free mean duration measures were included. Dyadic measures were

conputed for each variable by subtracting the mean duration value
obtained from a subject from ﬁhat obtained from her partn;r. Previous
research has suggested only that mor e intimate disclosures tend to be
longer than less Intimate disclosures. Thus, the sole hypothesis in
the present analysis was that more intimate subjects would tend to
have longer average floor times than their less intimate partners.

The objective intimacy rating for one subject was missing in this
anglysis. In the correlation matrix used to compute factor loadings,
the correlations between this rating and all other variables were based
on 25 cases (dyads). The remainder of the cortelaéions were based on
26 dyads. s

The results of the factor analysis of the variables measured in
the acquaintance conversation are presented in Table 16. Three factors
with eigen values greater than 1.0 were extracted which accounte;‘fOt
77.3% of the total variance. In Table 16, Factor I evidences aﬁpre-

- clable loadings (X .70) from three variables (see Gorsuch, 1974). The
* pattern of these loadings supggests that the individual who produced

a relatively great amount of inferruptive and non-interruptive
simultaneous speech {wvariables 7 and 8, respectively) tended not to
pause long relative to her partner (v;¥iable 5). Because of the

preponderant loading of the corresponding variables, this factor seems

best 1aBe11ed as a Simultaneous Speech factor.

Factor II has substantial loadings on three variables: Sbjectively

rated intimacy (variable 1)}, speech (variable 4), and switching pause

y
L .
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2 ;

Table 16 .

Factor Analysis of Acquaintance Conversation

Variable - Factor Loadings
‘I II II1

1 Intimacy (Objective) .23 -.76 .38
2 InEimEEy (Subjective) .09 .04 .86
3 Floor o -.60 -.19 .53
4 Speech .37 .76 .21
5 Pausge [N -.84 =-.26 .09
6 Switching Pauge .51 .75 .04
7 ﬁon-Interruptive Simultaneous Speech .89 -.06 .19
8 Interruptive Simultaneous Speech v 87 .24 .06

Eigen Value 3;6 _ 1.5 1.1

Z Variance 45.0 18.8 13.5

-
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(variable 6). The pattern of these loadings suggests that the
relatively quiet individual who responded quickly to her partmer was

the one who was more intimate. This factor therefore, seems best

labelled as a Reqpbnsiveness factor.

L

Factor III evidences a substantial loading on one variable,
gubjective intimacy (variable 2). For this reason it ig best labelled

the Perceived Intimacy factor.

- The results og the factor analysis of the acquainthnce conversa-
tion variables indicate that objectively rateq intimacy gended to be
assoclated with the mean duratians of an individual's sgpeeches and )
switching pauses.‘ The individual rated the most intimate in the dyad
tended to speak for shorter durations of time and to take less time to
respond -to the partner's speech (switching pause) than did the individ-
ual who received'a lower intimacy rating frgm the judges. The hypoth-
esized positive correlation between objectively measured intimacy and
the mean duration of an individual's floor times was not borme out by
the analysis.

.Influence. The second factor analysis considered the relationsh!ﬁﬁ
between objective and subjective measures of influence and the content-
free variables from the bargaining conversation. Dyadic variables used
in this analysis were computed as in the first factor analysis. The
dyadic objective influence me;;ure and each of the dyadic content-free
mean duration measures were computed by subtracting the values obtained
for one subject from those‘obtained from her partner. Subjective
influence ratings were transformed by summing together the two ratings
given for one‘subject (that subject's self-rating plus the rating given
the éubject by her partner) and subtracting the sum of the two ratings

for her partner.

-
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' \ called the Silence-Simultaneous Speech factor.
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4

Again, this analysis was congidered: to be Exploratory. It was
expected from previous research, how , that a subject's partici-
' pafibn in a dyad, measured by the me \guration of the suﬂject's
floor time relative to thé£ of ‘tﬁe partner, would bellbaded on
the same factor as bﬁth of the 1nf1uence measures..
-The results of this factor analysis are presented in Table 17.
- Three factors with eigen values éreathr than 1.0 were extracted which
accounted for. 75.3% of the total variance.” Table 13 shows that Fac?or
I receives substantial loadings (#.70) from 4 va:iables,.three of which
are the same as for Factor I in the' last analysis (Table 12). These
variables are ﬁause (variable 5), interruptive.simultaneous speech
{(variable 85: switching pause_(vériable 6}, and non-interruptive
simultaneous speech (variable 7)., The direction of each of the var~
" iable loadings is also the sﬁﬁe ag in éhe factar analysis of the
acquaintance conversation mea§£fes, and the factor is interpreted l
similarly. However, because in the present analysis Factor I is
corrzlgled mogt highly with both silence variables (pause and switching

“Pays

as Ell as with non—inqgrruptive simultaneous speech, it is

Factor II evidences a high loading from speech (variable 1), but
only margiﬁal loadings from floor (variable 3) and objective influence
(variable 1). The patterns of the loadings’ suggest that more in-
fluential individuals tended to speak and to hold the floor for longer
durations than‘did thelr partners. The borderline loﬁd;qgs squest, "
howeYer, that the relationships weﬁe weak. Due to the single ahbstan-
tiai loading on this factor, ig_i; appropriaéelf labelled a §23§§§

factor.

i



Table 17

Pactor Analysis of Bargaining Copveraati)é_n

. : w e
Variable Factor Loadings
I 1X IIT-

1 _Influence (Objective) -.08 .48 .67
2 Influence (Subjective) . -.03 -'.10 W92
3 Floor .\\_ - -.69 .49 A5
4 S‘peed} ) .18- .92 .02
5 Pause -.88 ) S -3 -.21
6 Switching Pause .82/\; .09 -.13
7 Non-Interruptive Simultaneous Speech [?G’ -.10 -.07
8 Im:e'rruptive Simultaneous Speech .87 .26 § -'«éz[/

Eigen value ‘ 3.2 1.7 - 1.1 \

% Variance . 4042 "ne s 133

4

%
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Table 17 iﬂdica;gs that Facter III recelves a substantial
loading from subjective measure of influence (Qariable 2) and a
.marginal ioading from the objective influence measure (vafiable 1).
No other variables contribute substantially to this factor and,
for ;hié reason, it seens best labelled as an Influence factor.
The-coppoéitidﬁ"afxgye factor suggests thaé the more influential
subject with}n a dyad was also perceived as being more influential
by the participants. -

The results of the second factor analysis evinced little or no
association between the relative influence exerted by an individual, or
the relative degree of influence attributed to that individual, and
the speech patterns of the participants in the bafgainiﬁg conversation.
At best, the analysis revealed only a weak association between '
influence and the mean durations of floors and speeches (Table 17,
Factor II). The relafionship between infihence‘and floors was in the

- predicted direction as the_mure influential subjecté tended to hold
the floor for lénger durations than did their less influential part-
ners. However, Factor III (Table 17), the Influence factor, received

* .

no substantial loadings from the content-free variables.

o
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Di, sion

The present research was ﬁnéertaken to first, extend the inves-
tigation of the stabiliéy of dyadic.temporal patterns of speech to the
situation where an individual, conversing with the same partner, engages
in two succegsive conversations concerning non-competitive and compet-
1tive tasks, A second purpose was to compare content-free measures
from the different task.conversations in order to describe how patterns
of gpeech might differ eetween the two tasks. Finally, a third and

chiefly exploratory purpose of the present research was to describe

the relationships between interpersonal and content-free measures of

;

dyadic #nteraction.

Several authors have noted the wide variability between individuals'
temporal patterning of the sounds and silences of verbal communication
(e.g., Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972). At the level of the dyad, this was
evidenced in the present study by the number of the content-free
measures of these speech patterns which varied significantly between
dyads, or between dyads in response to the two convereational tasks.
 Along with this variability, it has been shown that, if circumstances
of conversation remain relatively constant, individuals within the dyads
tend to display consistent patterns of spe ech over time (Feldstein and
Welkowitz, in press;: Jaffe and Feldstein, 1970; Maeerazzo and Wiens,
1972). This phenomenon was demonstrated in the present study. The
content-free measures of floor, apeech (mean duration), and pause were'
stable across the first and second segments.of two successive but
different task conversations between the same two perscns. However, the

effect of changing .conversational taekh on the consistency of speech

e
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patterns was aléo dhmonscfated. Switching pause and s%multaneous speech
measures, found to be stable in the ac¢quaintance conversation, were not
stable in the bargaining conversation, and none of the content-free
variables remained stable across the two conversations. These results
indicate that, contrary to previous research, relative to the other
subjects the inﬁiyiduﬁl did not maintain a consisgtent pattern of speech
across the two tasks.

Changing discussion tasks did not, however, cause only random
modification of speech patterns across the two groups of'éubjectz. The
analyses of varlance revealed that an individual's conversation, when she
was asked to get to know her partuer (acquaintance task), was more
active than when a mild degree of competition was introduced and she was
éaked to debate her political opinions with her partner (bargaining
task). In contrast te her participation in the bargaining task,’the
individual in the acquaintance conﬁersation tended to alternate floors
more often, to:speak more often and for shorter durations, and to pause'
more often.

No overall differences were noted in the axgggge length of time an

_7individual held the floor in each of the tasks, but it was found that
the order in which tasks were diaéusaed affected the speed with which
she responded to her partner's speech. Tye group of subjects who were
asked to get to know each other as their first task‘(Acquaintance First
group) tended to respond faster to their partner's speech than did
the grou;‘who éompléted the bargaining task first.

The pattern of results from the analyses of variance suggests that
the greater acﬁivity in the &cquain:ance conversation was appareﬁt at

both the dyadic, or interactive level (frequency of floors, or turms),

P
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and at the 1;div¥dual levei (frequency-of speeches and pauses and;>
in 9 dy;ds, duration of sbeecﬁés). Individuals did not, howéver,
tend to speak 'out of turn’ iﬁAdne con;ersationimore than in thel
other (simultaneous speech). The fapidity with which individuals
responded io.the paréner's speech (duration>of switching pause) -
appeared to be a characteristic which, once established in the first
convergation (faster in.th'Acquaintance First group), tended to be
maintained in the second conversation.

!

Taken together, the atabi;ity and analyses of variance results
indicate that discussing two different task in succession (a non-
competitive acquaintance task and a competitive bargaining task) had
a disruptive effect on subjects' speech patterns. Individuals tenéed
to be more active in the acquaintance than in the bargaining conversa-
tion (analyses of variance), but the more active individuals in the
acquaintaﬁce conversation were not necessarily more active than the
others in the bargaining conversation (correlational stability analysis).

The analyses of variance providea a'deascription of the different
speech patterns characteristic of the acquaintance and bargaining tasks.
Previous research has indicated that these patterns might reflgct. in
addition to the individual's response to different tasks, tﬁg’gpdivid—
ual's response to the interpersonal rel hip established with his
or her partner (e.g., Matarazzo and WﬂéZ:fez:;;?\?ope and Siegman, 1972).

Other research has suggeated.tﬁat_content-free measgures might
play a rele in determining tﬁis interpersonal relationship (see wi]-
lard and Strodbecks 12]2). The pattern of causality céuld, ;herefore,
Be‘bi-directional: speeéh characteristics could result from or

determine the interpersonal relationmship. In using intimacy and

s
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.influence meapures which expréased the resultant relationships
between. individuals in the dyads, the factor analyses emphasized )
- investigation of the latter hypothesis.

The factor analysis of the bargaining conversation demonstrated

no substantial relationship between the content-free measures of

speech. and the interpersonal influence measures. However, for the
acquaintance conversation, a relationship was demonstrated between an
individual's speech patterns, relative to her partmer's, and the y

level of intimacy of her speech relative to that of her partner. It

!
|
|

. 'was shown that the person who spoke for shorter durations of time and
';eéponded faster to her partner tended to be the more intimate person i
_ip thé dyad. While the factor analysis of the bargaining conversation

proved to be inconclusive, that of the acquaintance conversation

appeared to auppbrt the ‘hypothesized relationéhip between content-free

patterns of speech and content measures of the outhgéﬁof a task,
2
The results of the stability tests of the content-free variables

in the acquaintance conversation match closely those reported by Jaffe

and Feldstein (1970) and Feldstein and Welkowitz (in press). These
researchers tested the stability of the variables within conversations
. - - 'A_.\ R .

that were similar to the acquaintance conversation. In addition,“the '

results from the acquaintance stability analysis are similar to those

'l
i
|
- i
reported in a number of studies which tested stability across different _

psychotherapeutic and job interviews between the same two participants
. . i !

(see Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972).
The stability of speech patterns within_more éompetitive discus-

sions such as the bargaining conversation has not been as well studied.

Jaffe and Feldstein (1970) are the only researchers who have reported t
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results from a compe tive‘discussion (subjects in this study, as

in the present stug¥, were asked to discuss differences of opinion).
Their results reyfaled that all four of_the variables studied were
stable from the/ffirst to second halves of the competitive discussion
studied, including mean durations of switching pauses. The results
obtained in the present study generally replicate Jaffe and Feldstein's
findings that content-free variables are stable within converagtions.

. The major excepiion"to this is the switching pause variable. 1In :
the present study, it could not be determined 1f the differential
stability of that variable within each of the tasks was an effect of
tha_tasks themselves or of discqs?ing the two tasks in succession.
Given the results of previous research indicating stability within
“each of the tasks when they are studied separaggly, it ap?ears likely
that the d{fference was caused by discussing the two tasks succes-
sively. This interpretation is further substantiated by the Orae; of
Presentation effect obtaijned for this variable in the analysis of
variance.

The'reaglts suggesting relatively little stability in speech
patéerns from one task to the next was not expected, Whether this
instability was due to the demands of the tasks themselves, or to the
effect of juxtaposing the two tasks, could not be determined from the
correlational analysis. Whichever may be the case, however, the
regults suggeét that tempoial speech patterns may be less stable than
has been demonstrated in previous research (see Feldstein and Welkowitz,
in press; -Jaffe and Feldstein,_lQ?O; Hatarazzo and Wiens, 1972). This

" implies that this aspect of an individual's speaking behavior ;ay be

more tagk or topic dependent than has been demonstrated. The
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'fagt-talker' in one conversation concerning one topic ('fast-talker’
compared to other people) may not be as fast as the rest in a second

conversation concerning a different task or topic.

While the correlational analyses documented the relative

instability of the content-free variables across different tasks,

they did pot describe the specific pattérns characterizing non-compet—

r.

itive and| competitive discussions. This purpose was served by the

subsequent aﬁalyaes of variance. These indicated that, in absolute
terms, individuals in the non-cqm;etitive acquaintancé conversation
tended to be more active than in the competitive conversation. This
was not entirely expected. From a report by Hérgreaves (1960), it
was expected that an individual's speech in a non-competitive, less
well organized conyersation (i.e., the acquaintance Eonversation)
would be characterized by ; higher freéqgncy of short-duration speeches
(iess than 1.0-sec) compared to that i;dividual's_speech in a more
competitive and formally organized dIécu;sion (i.e., bargaining).
This hypothesis was confirmed by the repults}from the analisis of
variance of speech frequencies. However, the specific pattern of
results found in the present study--the higher dyadic epé individual
level of- activity of the acquaintance relative to th; bargaining
conversation, and the faster response time of an individual to her
partner's speech characteristic of the group”who participated in the
acquaintance convgfsation first relative to the group who completed
the bargaining\saggéasation.E&rat-—was not anticipated.

In addition to the ndn—competitivé and competitiVe qualities of

the tasks, the greater actjyity‘i the acquaintance converaation ‘would-

appear to have been causeq, in part,\by a greater degree of anxiety

(.
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aroused by this task relative to the bargaining task. There is some

- research suggesting that anxiety is agsociated with a higher frequency

of utterances (Cervin, 1957) and with shorter durations of response

1atencieé (switching pauses; Craig, 1966; Jaffe and Feldstein, 1970;//19-

Siegman and Pope, 1972). Except for Cervin's study, this reseaiclr

|
has concerned affective arousal due to mild anxiety created in

psychotherapeutic interview gituation. In the present study, heightened

. arousal could have been due to mild anxiety caused by the demand that

L

subjects participate in a more personal conversation, or to a greater
degree of emotional involvement in tﬁe acquaintance conversatién (and
in the Acquaintance First group) than in the bargaining conversation
(and Bargaining First group). . .

The hypothesis that subjécts were more emotionally aréused in the
acquaintaﬁce relative to the bargaining discussion is interesting in
light of Mortenson's (1974) proposal that verbal activity might be a
megsure of the emotional intensity of interpersonal relationshipsa.
Mortenson cited the results of a pilot stuﬁy'by'Cardwell whiéh suggested
that gompetitiﬁé\(high-conflict) discussions were characterized by a
greater degree of'activity than were cooperative (low-conflict)
discussions. ,Erbm'this, Mortenson surmized that the intensity of
conflict in a dyadic interaction might be related to the verbal activity
of the antagonists. To the extent  that the acquaintance and bargaining

tasks may be characterized as involving lesser and greater degrees of
conflict, respectively, the results of the prese;}\gsgggifhﬁg?-not

' T
support Mortenson's proposal. However, if the conversations of the ;2
present study were indeed characterized by higher emotional arousal }

the acquaintance relative to the bargaining conversation, the resulfs
- Lol

.
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would support Mortenson's basic notion that verbal activity wight
be related to the emotiogal intensity of a social interaction.

Although the investigation of the relationships between content-—
free and interpersonal measures of dyadic interaction ﬁas regarded as
exploratory, tentative hypotheses were advanced for each of the two
factor analyses. It was expected that the relatively more intimate
and influential subjects in the acquaintance and bargaining discussioﬁs,
respectively, would tend: to hold the floor for longer int;rvals of
time than would their less intimate or influentfal partners. No
substantial relationships were evidenced between these measureé.

Previous research has suggested that intimacy is related to longer
durations of utterances (e.g., Altman and Taylor, 1973; ;etlaga, Walmer
and Furman, 1973; Eburard, 1971; Rubin, 1974). Thié research has,
however, general;y involved measuring the intimacy level and/duration'of
a subject's response to a single statement (or series of statements)
by another person. In the present study, the evidence from the analysis

of the acquaintance conversations suggests that, in a relatively

unrestrained dialogue, shorter durations of speeches and switching pauses

are more indicative of a higher 1level of intimacy than are longer duration
\ [}

speeches, Compared to a ﬁonologue or a single response, expressions of
intimacy in the course of a dialogue appear to be associated with .
non-verbal (para-verbal or content-free) responsiveness to the partner.
An individual wﬁo speaks for short durations of time allows the partmer
greater opportunity to speak; faster responses to the partner's speech

would seem to indicate involvement with what the partner is saying.

The combination of short durations of speech and fast response times

+

indiEASijlfygt the more intimate individual might have used more
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'back channel' speech (Yngve, cited in Duncanm, 1972) signalling with
sounds such as 'mm-hmm' agreement or disagreement with the partner.
In this context, previous studies oé‘cherapeutic interviews
(Matarazzo, Wiens and Saslow, 1965) have showm that s;ch short

utterances by the interviewer were followedAby an increagse in the

interviewee's vocalizatians. The present results suggest that the

interviewee's behavior might be cognitively nediated by his ﬁefception

of greater intimacy on the part of the interviewer. Given the
exploratory nature of the present study, the above conclusion 1s
hypothetical, at best. It seems, however, to explain the results

ob&:}ned here and in other relevant studies.

b i A e
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Footnotes
lTotal duration rather than mean duration measures of the coatent-
frée variables could have been used in this factor analysisi The
literature would appear to suggest that intimacy might be related to
the total amount of time spent talking in a dialogue as well as to
the average length of time spent talking. However, the correlation
between dyadic differeéces in mean floor time (the variable predicted
to be related to intimacy) and Aifferences in tétal floor time is
nearly unity (x = .97, df = i4,.2 < .001). This suggests tha; the
two variables were essentially the same, and that either could haye
been used to investigate the hypothesis. Mean floor time was used
because it was more easily interpretable as representing the flow
of talk between the two persons, and in order to be consistant with
the previous sets of analyses. |

The same principle held for the factor analysis of the bargaining
conversation, where tﬁe literature more specificaliy suggested the use
of tgtal floor time rather than mean floor time.{ Again, the dyadic
difference of each of these measures was highly aiénificantly

correlated (xr = .99, df = 24, p < .001).
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;o ~ Appendix A
Content-Free Speech

Recording and Analysis System
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’
The gpeech analysis system used in the present stud? consisted of

three interfaced systems: 1) bhe‘eleccfonic hardware (microphpnes
and amplifiers) used to tr;nsduce vocal sound wave energy into
electrical energy; 2) a DEC PDP—il gomputer programmed to convert
the analog eiectrical signals c& a digital punche& paper;tape record
of each subject's sound—ﬁilencg patterns of vocal‘communicaéion.
These records were tranaferred ‘onto magnetic tape files of an IBM
360-65 computer; 3) a software program;‘wrfzten for the IBM machine,
Vhich cauged the computer To recreate the data asAa memory -2rray,
modify ("filter") the data as specified by the user, and compute the
summary statistics of Fhe content-free variables.

Subjects'Mvoices were recorded using pressure sensitive throat
microphonéa'held in place with velero collars passed around the
subjects' necks. This insured separate-channel recordings of each

subject's volce, and eliminated the need to suppress extraneous

environmental noise such as paper shuffling or echos. Wires from

éach.microphone lead to amplifiers, in the ssme room, with a dynamic “,.; .

range of 5.0 volts. -The amplified signal was conducted outsi&éxthe:
R -

" room to-a Deck PDP-11 computer fpr real-time recording of each
subject’s sound-silence batteQns. -

An Assembler program caused the Deck computer to sampi; the
amplified signal at the rate of 1,000 times per éecpnd. The sampled
signal, converted.co digit;i, was an eight bit binary number -
exR:esaing the intensity of the sound waveé sensed by the throat
. microphoneé. This number was squared.(to correct for'négativg nuhPers
and to better represent the area under thelsinusoidal curve) to K

produce a aixteen bit number, truncated to eightrbits,‘gnd then added

?
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to a running sum of samples. Every 193-msec (corrected, in later
- :

experinentation, to 200~msec), the accumulated sum for each

subject was qompared to a threshold value ts determine if the

13

subject was gpeaking. * The sum was then reset, and the process wasg

-

-

repeated. The result of the comparison, whether the subject was

‘recorded. as talking or silent, was ocutput onto_ a visual display

(light emitting diode).
The threshold value was the average of two, variables called

sound and silence, Initial variable values vere pre-determined;
. '

they could, houever, be modified by the experimenter. The depression.

. of a momentary switch caused the respective value to be moved towhrd

the value of the current accumulated sum according to this formula:
‘New Value = . (Present Accumulated Sum 401ld Value) / 2. Subjects were
ahch aeked to resd;aloﬁd.a pagsage oefore'beginning a conversation,
-snd.the sound and silence variables were manipuletedlpy tne enper;
;imenter until the audio signal over the earphones cg;ﬁisponded with
the visual display. . 'f | o .

\ The computer compacted data from each change of state (subjects
becoming silent or beginning to vocalize) 'into two E?tes. The first
byte was coded to ndicate which snbjeczs had been vocslizing during
the previou;’sra ‘. The second indicated how long, ‘as..a multiple of -

‘the 193-msec sampling time, the state existed. These bytes were

‘ outpuuont:o paper—tape which, with coded bytes indicating the*

.beginning and. end of the conversation, provided a record of the T

sound—silence g;tterns of speech in the conversation.

a
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partitioned data set. Uaer-prepared rccorda were ggxd“{;ich spec-
ified groups, time segments, and two~ filter parameters to be used
for analysis, The apecified member of the data set wis opened, and
the member read into.corc memory. After :ranalating from EdCEDIC
to modified ASCII (revexsing an operation performed during tape

transmission), the start byte was located, and data were read into

a raw data \ ray until the stop byte was encountered. -

( 3 : .
1 At thizihging, the data array could be modified according to the
two  specified filter values (dcacribed below). After the filtering

nas completed or, if no filtering was specified, the data were

compressed by suming the duration bytes of contiguoua identical states

and analyzed according to an algorithm that tallied occurrances and
durationa of ch of the content-free variables.

&ﬁt least one event record identifying a speech variable and

__containing the ‘of the correaponding duration bytes was written for

?
each change of state.  Speech variables composéd of more than one
state byte:‘such as flopr time (possibly consisting of speech and
. e N
silence or similtaneous apeech bytes) were id entified using event

recorda. When éach event record production wis complete (for each

.subject), the event file was aubmitted to a program which summed the

\
occurances of each speech variable, and ou ;:\\total durationa, total

-

frequenciea mean durations and atandard deviations of the durations

for each of ‘the variables. When more than one group. was auhmitted

" for analyais, a new group was read from the data sct, and the

analysis was rcpeated;.

Before a data array was ana%aziﬁ for the content-free variables,

» . 3

an option written into the'analylil‘progrln allowe® the user to modify
4 . ’

- )
. & ’ .
v

T
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i

the array by specifying a combination of two Filter parameters.
These have’been name& the verbal acceptance filter (VAF) and the
silence acceptance filter (SAF).

The VAF algorithm.worked- such that each sound state in each
subject's recof& was separately compared to the user specified VAF
value. Any sound sfate I1tss than tﬁaf value was converted to a
silence state, and the data analys%s reated it aslé silencé étatea
The SAF worked in ;n inverse manner, coqvertiﬁg any silence state‘J

that was shorter than the user-specified’ SAF value to a sound state.

Using one of the filters recursively (%o modify and analyse the

- game conversftion at succeasively greater values of the filter)

allowed the user to derive frequencies of the speech and pause

varigbles (using the VAF or SAF, respectively) as successively longer

durations of sound (or silence) were required to be analyzed as sound
(or silénce). In the present thesis, for example, frequencies of
speech were determined at an effective VAF';qual to the sam;ling
time of 193-msec, ;ﬁen at 386-msec,‘then at 965-msec (approximately

l-sec, or*five aamﬁling units). Arithmetical manipulations of this

- data then allowed‘the user to determine the frequencies of speech

LN

.
within the chosen filter durations: less than 386-msec, greater than

or equal to 386-msec but lese than 965-msec, and greater than

965-maec in the example. Thus, the frquincy of speecheé from three
separate samples of the conversation were obtained. The first, for

example, was the frequency of speecﬁes when only gounds less than’
386-msec were analyzed. Concantenation of these samples resulted

-

in a fre{uency distribution for speeches within suecessive duration - °

intervals. Recursive use of the SAF allowed similar frequency

S

.

T e Bk Pl
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distributions of pauses to be constructed.

Recursive filteringlsﬁs used In the present thesis to cdmpérer
the frequencies of speeches and pauses of various duraéiohs across
different conversations. The femginder ofxthe analyges in the
p;eﬁent thesis utilized content-ffee data from conversations which
were analyzed with the SAF set at 386-msec (2 sampling uﬁits). This
decision was.somewhat arhitrary in that it was not based on prelim-
inary study of the effécts of th{ filters. Most researcﬂérs have
ﬁsed data processing techniques which converted silences shorter than
a value between 200-msec to 300-msec to sound (sge, e;g., Brady, 1965;
Cassotta, Feldstein and Jaffe, 1964; Goldman-Eisler, 1968). 1In
addition, many researchers fnotably Cassotta, Feldstein and Jaéfe,

1964) have used a 300-msec sampling time. Both the silence bridging

valués and the sampling times used by most research groups are longer

than the 196-msec” sampling time which was used in the present,
research. It was thought that'EﬁE use of the SAF, set at 3864m§ec;
would mimic the data collection and andlysis procedures of these

regearch groups. Houe%ér, no attempt was.made to verify this.

*

[ 4
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Intimacy
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¢
Judges used the -same scale and basic guidelines for evaluating

the acquaintance conversations as were given the subjects. Liaté;ing
to tape-recordings of ent%re conversations, judges gave intimacy
ratings ffq? 1 (not at all intimate) to 8 (very intimate) to each
sdbjéct‘for each toplc as it was listéned to. Judging was done within
‘.the framework of the expétimental sitdation: the levei of intimacy °*
of two persons, introduced by a third, and asked to get to know each
' other ;as Judged (co;Sare with the instructions given to subjects on
the questionnaite given after the acquaintance conversation in’ Appendix
c-3). . g
I o : - The list of 13_top1cs deviged by‘Taylor and Altman (1966) for use
in studies of interpersonal relationships, was used 'to traiﬁ judées
to differeﬁtiage discussion topics. Initial training of the judges

also had them rate and discuss the intimac;-scaled s tim given by

-
’

'S ! ] ¥
‘ judges' ratings and the ratings given by Taylor and Altman. Finally,

judges listened to, rated, and discussed recordings of six piloF
conversations before beginning to rate the experimental conversations;
l In an attempt to derive a global measure of intimaé} for specific
time intervals (rather'thkn"by topic discussed), the converaapion vas
- divided into -eight segments: the first four minutes .and the seven
successive three-minute segments. The intimacy ratings for each.of ;
these segments were the highest of the per-topic ratings received by
the quﬂjgé: durlng that aegment; The mean of theé firpt four segrent

* * ratings constituted the intimacy rating for the subject in the ‘first

/

[
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one-half of the conversation. Similarly, the mean of the second four
segment ratings was the.intimacy rating for the subjegt in the second -
half of the conversation. These measures were the ones used as
dependent measures in the acquaintance conversations, and were checked
for inter-judge reliab%lity.
Intimacy ratings were defined across two general areas: personal
{(about the individual's persoﬁal family or social life) or public
e gs;hool or general social issues and controversies). In general, higher
ratings were given for the disclosure of important personal information
expressed emoticnally, or anm e7pression of a personal stance on a
.pubiic issue. | | .
*J;Ages referred to a written guideline dé&eloped.by them on the
course of their training, consisting of the scaled points ;,.2, 4, 6,
% . and 8. The scale p;ints 3, 5, and i were usgd'whén a judge thouéht

that the intimacy devel of a particular topic fell between thoge given

\\\ugal:’ on the guideline. The followiyg is the list of scaled points, with
-’J 'guidelines uged by the Judges: ] ’
Rating " Label ‘~a,-’
3 A bare st;Eement of a fact that was not difficult to express.
A statement of fact with minimal expressed ev;iuati;n.
s 4 A statement about self that was midly difficult to express.

A personal opinion expressed in a strong manner, without

much detail. -’

po" statement about seli—fearé; joys, sorrows—- '

without much detail. Strong agreement or disagreement with
' ",) . -

i - “j**g’}the partner on a controversial public issue.

e e —
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Description of a personal problem or triumph, including

details. Very emotional and personalized expresaion of a

stance taken on a controversial public issue.

The following is a list of examples, taken from the cassette

tape-recordings, of statements by the subjects and the ratings given

by the judges.

tin

1.

a)
b)
a)

b)

a)

b)

a)

b)

a)

A detailed descri
1

Examgle

"I'm a second year student in psychology."

PIaN

"Well, I come from a family of nine."
"This 18 my third year in school, and I don't like
A long descriptitnm of, the subject's travels in Eurgpe,

detailing the sights visited.

wy knew a girl vwho was a vegetnrian. She ended up %etting
sick:“ (This was said after the partner had nzated tnat
she was.a vegetarian, and had described at length its?,

importance to her.)

A discussion of the government s Native Peoples Policy and

how, in the subject 8 opinion, the policy was a poor one.

The subject related her personal observations on this
|

problem which were evolved while living in the Northern
2
Territories.

"I don t know how I'm gozng to tell him (my boyfriend) that

T don't have any te:th...." (The subject was 18-yedrs old.){

on of social activities enjoyed by <)L7
/ .

the subject with her boyfriend.-

A subject's discussion of her earlier fear of becoming

"erazy" and her later resolution of this.

- ) d




%

w'y

Rating
8

.

Exanple
b) A detailed description of a subject's relationship with

her former husbaﬁd, her divorce, and subsequent dif-

ficulties raising her children.

[ S
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Appendix B-2

Influence
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Influence scores for each subject were computed from the
following formula: acore ™ 190 x (p, - py) !/ Q- pi), where pl'
was the Spearman rank order correlation between the subject's and
partner's initial (individual) rank orderings of the ;1at of profes- (

sions, and p, vas the rank order correlation between a eubject'g

_ . ———
e b e e T

initial ranking and the ranking decided upon by the dyad.. p, was
thus a measure of the initial disagreement within a &}ad; p, was a
measure of the degree of concordance between a subject's initial
opinions and the dyad's final choices. pl_yas‘subtfacted from py
(in the numerator 6? the equation) to provide a measure of this
concordance relative.to the degrLe of initial disagreement, The nu-
merator ;hus expressed the (iegZee of inflyence exerted by.a subject
in moving the group decisions taward'hef initial opinions and away
from the baseline, defined as the degree of initial disagreement. ~ i
This influence measure vas weighted by (1 / (1 - pl)) in order to |

nake inter-dyadic comparisons. Theoretically, the maximum influence

a subject could have exerted would have been represented by a- pl),

a perfect correlatio;‘between initial and final choices minus the degree

of initial disagreement. Thus, the within dyad,infiuence score: .(the

nume;ator) wag weighted by the theoretical maximum bcore.for the dyad.

(the denominator).- The score wdﬁemultiplied by 100 and rounded to ¢
the-neareat incéger té produce a scale with poséible range oé -100 to

+100. The final 1nfluencevacore. expressing the degree of EOncordaﬁce '”“\

between pre and post-communication opinions, 1s consistant with the

method of determining the influence of a communication in opinion

change as described by Lin (1973).
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Appendix C-1

Biographical ‘Questionnaire
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" NAME - N~

;Before beg:.nn:mg this study on communication in groups; it is necessary

to obtain some information from you individually. The following question-

naire and short personality test will facilitate this,

"all mforrratlon

will be kept confidential. The. purpose of this ;nfonnathn will be
explained after the study has been completed, in the meeting that was
discussed with you previously. Should you w:.sh an explanation of the

personality test, and your score on it arrangements will be made dt thJ.s

eeting to have this made available to you.

J

.Please .answer all of the following questions as carefully as possible,
You should’ be\_l'e/tf}cnple_te them within about 10 minutes time.

. - i
1. Date 'of birth: Day = Month \w\*}ear
© 2. Place of birth: City  Province
- 3. Where does your fam:Ll}; e'lilve now? B
City . Province
4. l{g_u_rnothe.r tongue -_ : Eﬁqglis:h * French

) 7. Do yoﬁ ever use a second ianguage iﬁ conversation? No.- Yes(specify)-

5. Mothef tongue of your father: English  French

6. Mothef‘\tongue of your mother: English French

8.. If yes, please rate your dégree of prof:.c1ency‘r

Other R

Other

1) Excellent 2)VeryGood 3)Gooq1 4)Notgood 5} Poor

9, F'aculty-

10. Year in University: 1 2 3 4 15

——

11. _’(Plannegi) College Major: o

l N
" 12. How many brothers and/or sisf&®s do you have?

- 13. How many are older than you?

-,

—

e e e

. ——
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'] Appendix C-2.

BN Personality Scale

- The Dominance Scale from the

California PeréSnalityAInvenEory tGough, 1969)

~

Adaptedsby Margindale (1971) )
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COLLEGIATE PERSONALITY INVENTORY
.

Directions: This page and the pages which follow'EOntain a

_series of statements. Read each one and decide how you feel

about it.. If you agree with it or feel that it is true of
you, plece a, heavy pencil mark through the letter "T" in the

rlght margln. If you disagree with a statement or feel that

1t is untrue of you, place your mark through the letter "F".

e

1. I doubt whether I would make a good leader....... T F
J2.. 1 ‘think' I would enjoy hav1ng authority over :
other people........... breeeanen ceeasesreans weeee T F
3. I find 1t hard to keep my mind on ‘a task .
or JOB . cicesertat e veasena cesasenaa baseansons T F
4. - I have sometimes stayed away from another
person because I feared doing or saying :
something that I might regret afterwards......... 'T. F

5. ' When in a group of people I have trouble
: ‘-thlnklng of the right things to talk about ....... T F

6. School teachers complaln alot about thelr
pay, but it seems to me that they get as

much as they deserve T F
7 I don't blame fanyone
he can get in thi T F
8 Every citizen should take the time to find
out about .national affaixs,
, giving up some personal gleasures T F



10.

11,
12.
13.

“14.

15.

. 16.

.17,

18.

19.

I would like to belong to several organi-
=X ok NoY ¢ - D ceneer e

I am certainly lacking in self-confidence..

When I work on a committee I like to take,

charge of things.......... esasene eesaaae creeans ..

If given the'chance; I would make a good
leader.. .soeersess Hemhsessassaansanranes .o

Sometimes at elections I vote for a man
about whom I know very little. .o ieeaneen- .

I like hunting:very'much....., ..... P

-A person does not need to“wofry about other

people if only he looks after himself......

T can honestly say that I do not really
mind paying all taxes, because I feel
that's one of the things I can do for

‘what I get from the community-........ e

Wwhen prices are high you can't blame a
person for getting all he can while the
getting is good........ sessasanesaneereans .

In school, I find it very hard to talk
before the class....... ceren s veesann e .

I am a better talker than a listener.......

20. \ I would be willing to give money to help
ight wrong, ‘'even though I was not mixed
u

21.

22,

23.

ii it in the first place............... .

We should cut down on our use of oil, if
necessary, so that there will be plenty
left for people fifty or a hundred years
from mow. ... ctersesaeseensnaenn eseenanas

when the community makes a decision, it is
up to each person to help carry it out,

even if he had been against it.......ccc0se

I would rather have bedple dislike me
than look down on me...... casaasas ceseavacs

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

[ S
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24,

25.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31,

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

.38,

39.

40.

41.

91

I try¢ to see what others.think before 1
take @ StAnd.c.ecesvnssrsssssnssrassnsssansas P

People should not have to pay school _ .
taxes if they do not have any children............ T

In a group, I usually take the respon-

sibility for gettiny people introduced....sev oo ‘.LT
I wéuld be willing to describe myself as

a pretty "strong" personality............ PR T
There are times when I act like a COWAL.......s.. T
I must édmit I am a pretty fair talker............ T
I have strong political opinioﬁé ..... hereseneennan T
I am usually a leader in my group.........-. RN T

I seem to do things that I regret more
often than other people do....iieeesecnnnasnaranns T

Disobedience to any government is -
never justified......... e reavereaeararenseasaases T

I enjoy planning things and deciding
what each person should do.......cccvsvecerrecannns T

I would rather not have very much )
responsibility for other people......... e ciereres T

I usually have to stop and thipk before '
I act, even in trifling matters...«......cccceceee T

It is pretty, easy for pecple to win

arguements with me.....ciiiveniererenenseefaceees. T
I have not lived the right kind of life........... T
I have a natural talent for infliuencing

people....c.cicasnvanas e reseaesassassneseensacenans T
I like to give orders.and get.things'moving ....... T

I am embarrassed with people I do not
know well..................;?........r ............ T

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

.- : . —_—
DI PS Ph L b
4
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~

42. The ,one to whem I was most “.ttached and
whom I most admired as a child was a
woman (mother, sister, etC.) . ..erveeeocncass

43. I'm not the type to be a political leader..

44. People seem naturally to turn to me when
decisions have to be made....icovennacnnnne

45. I dislike having to talk in front of
A gIOUP:cevavs s cerereenan i ecsaasaenas sseene

46. I have more trouble concenirdting than
others seem to have........ e creteeaene

L)

o : 4/ ‘.
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Appendi;c C-3
Posﬁ-Acquaintance Conver;ation
'-Queétiénnairés
Cdntents

Perceptions of the Conversation ¢

Perceptions of the Partner.
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NAME -

Below are several questions regarding the conversation you just partici-
pated in, where you were asked to get to know each other as well as possible.
For each question, circle the mumber which best represents your thoughts
and/or feelings about this "getting to know you" conversation. Please
“answer all questions. .

1. Did you enjoy the conversation?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 -

Not at all Very much - ) ' -

2. How openly did you express yourself during the conversation?

8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Very open ‘ Not open

3. ' How operily did your partner express herself, in your opinion?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Not cpen ) Very open ’

4. To what extent do you’feel you directed the conversation?

8 .7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Very much - ‘ Not at all

-

‘fc_S. To whit extent do you feel your partner directed the conversation?

\J..‘l'23456-_78

Not at all : _ Very much

{ The following questions are designed to ascertain how well you feel you

and your partner got to know each-other in the "getting to know you"
conversation. In orxder to do this, we would like to know how intimate was
the information you disclosed about yourself to your partner (question 6),
withfh the context of the situation—i.e., within the context of the two of
you being introduced by a third party and asked to get to know each other.
Question 7 asks the same, but focuses on your ideas about how intimate was
the information disclosed to you by your partner. B

6. In the spaces on the next page, please list at least 5 of the subjects
that you talked about. Please try to list those items which you feel

were the most intimate for you. Rate each of these items on a scale from .
1 (Not at all intimate) to 8 (Very intimate). Write the muber which best
expresses how intimate it was for you next to the item. :

.\\'



. 93 : LS
6. (continued) ' - : . o
Rate éach item fraom 1 to 8. 1 means Not at all intimate, 8 means ' {

Very intimate.

Others (include ratings):

]
7. In the spaces below, please list at least 5 "of the subjects discussed
in which your partner disclosed information about herself. Again, attempt
to include those that you regard as the most intimate. Please rate them on
the same intimacy scale as in the previous question. Remember that 1 means . ‘_
Not at all intimate, and B means Very intimate. . -
ITEMS RATINGG
1.
2. . ' -
3. :
4. * 4 ~
5, ’ :
|

Others (include ratings):



ey

Please circle the n
feelings for each of the following questions. .

8. The most intimate of the questions you asked your partner was:

1

Not at all

intimate

2

R

3

v "

- 9%

3

which best- expresses your thoughts and/or

- B

4 S 6 7 8
Very
intimate

9, The most intimate of the questions asked of you was:

8
Very .
intimate

7

6

5 4 3 2 1
Not:at all _
intimate

10. In your opinion, who disclosed the most information about herself?

-1 2 3 4 5 6 1 -8

f’

Your partner | You
11. How ruch about yourself--experiences, thoughts, feelings-—would you
now be willing t0 disclose to your partner? .
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 "1
A great - Very
amount Tittle
/ an ™ <
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NAME : ~

. - . . . " . s
Please rate your partner on the following scales by checking one of the—
six spaces on each line. ANSWER EVERY ONE: ' ;

__FALSE H H H : : TRUE
REPUTABLE : : : : : ‘DISREPUTABLE
SOCIABLE _ ;~~ o : ; UNSOCIABLE
WISE L : : : : FOOLISH
UNSUCCESSFUL R e Y s . SUCCESSFUL
NEGATIVE : : : )\, POSITIVE
KIND : . B CRUEL
BAD : : : s : GOOD
GRATEFUL : - : . : UNGRATEFUL
COOPERATIVE iy : : o UNCOOPERATIVE -
DISHONEST . : : : : HONEST
REALISTIC : : o : : UNREALISTIC
SELFISH : : : : s GENEROUS
PRACTICAL : s ; : P IMPRACT .CAL
TRUSTING . : : : L DISTRUSTING
 coLp : o : WARM
FRIENDLY : : : - : UNFRIENDLY
AGGRESSIVE . s : UNAGGRESSIVE
STRONG : P - . “WELX
UNFAIR : : : : : FAIR
UNSTABLE : : _ : : . STABLE
TRUSTWORTHY : : . s, : ___ UNTRUSTWORTHY
PEACEFUL _ L e N s VIOLENT




Apfendix C-4
Post-Bargaining Conversatign
Questionnaires
Contents
Perceptions of the Conversa;ion

" Perceptions of‘the Partner
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Memory Tests
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NAME

Below are several questions concerning your reactions to the film projéct
discussion you just participated in. Fer each question, please circle

the number which best represents your thoughts and/or feelings abouyt rthe
film discussion. Answer all questions.

1. Did you enjoy the discussidh?_

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Not at all - Very much |

2. Were you satisfiled with the final dicisions?)

8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Very much Not at gll

3. Do you think you presented your argurent: convincingly?

Y
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 _ :
. Not at all . Very much

.

14. To what extent do you feel you influenced the decisions?

8 7 6 5 -4 3% 2 1
Very much o Not at all

L

5. Do you think that your partner presented her arguments convincingly?

1 2 3 4 5 & 71 8
’ Not at all Very much

6. To what extent do ¥ou feel your partner influenced the decisions?

8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Very much Not at all !

s
o

e m e e b o
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NAME :

100

. T SRR T W T e R e

six spaces on:each line. -

FALSE
REPUTABLE
_ SOCIABLE
. WISE
UNSUCCESSFUL
'NEGATIVE
" KIND
\,\
BLD
GRATEFUL
COOPERATIVE

DISHONEST

SELFISH

PRACTICAL
TRUSTING
COLD
FRIENDLY
VAGGRESSIVE
STROﬁG

UNFAIR

UNSTABLE

TRUSTWORTHY

PEACEFUL

~

ANSWIER EVERY ONE:

ammgai e e ey

checking one of the
. ! - .
s

TRUEL

: DISREPUTABLE

: UNSOCIABLE

: ) FOOLISH

')

SUCCESSFUL

h2S
: POSITIVE

CRUEL

GOOD

UNGRATEFUL

UNCOOPERATIVE

'HONEST

: UNRE2LISTIC

GENEROUS

IMPRACTTCAL

DISTRUSTING

WARM

: ONFRIENDLY

Dy UNAGGRESSIVE

:\ © WEAK

“FAIR

STABLE

-

: UNTRUSTWORTHY

VIOLENT

—

N
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It has gften been noticed that, after discussing a topic, the discussants
have difficulty remenbering their original opinions. This is one reason
why, for le, notes are kept at meetings.. To investigate this, we would
like yo indicate below (middlewdolumh)your initial listing, by order of
impo , Of the professions for the film--what you remember to.be your
initial decisions, before the discussion. '

For ‘the sape reason, would you also indicate below &ight colum)’ the ’

 final listipg of the 15 professions by order of importance that you

and your ner decided upon—-the final group decisions agreed upan. :

In both cases, . please include all 15 professions, even if you: are noﬁ
{_\@utely certain of the ordering.. i -

o S

--------------------

k]

\// .
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Appendix C-5

Opinion Scale
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A documentary film, based on interviews, will be made depicting life in

Canada. The film will be shown to secondary school students. The primary -

goal of this film is to make it as realistic as possible, presentmg
various aspects of Canadian’ lq.fe and traditions.

Below is a list of 15 possibie professions‘ (or life-styles) thdt may be
You are requested to help decide which of these
Decide the order, of mporta.nce of these
professa.ons for the film--the order in which, in your cpinion, they are
important in representing Canadian life——and indicate your decisions by
writing the numbers 1 to 15 in the spaces provided.
indicates the most important, 2 the second m:st mportant aﬁ_ on to

portrayed in this f£ilm.
will be included in the film.

15, the least important.

Please note: 1
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After the subjects had been seated in the experimental room and
introduced to each other, the folloﬁing was read (verbation but in a
conversational manner): |

As you know, tﬁis is a study of two-person communication.

I mentioned to you on the phone that I would ask you to converse

with ‘each other, and that I would record your conversation. It

is necessary to record. your voices on separate channels. That's

the reason for these throat microphones {pointing) you see here.
This was followed by the sentence, "Now, before we start, I would iike
you to put the microphones on, and we'll test thé‘equipment (again)
to be sure that your voices are coming tﬁrough clearly." If the
conversation was the second of the session, this was the first sentence

-

of the instructions for the second conversation, and the word "again"

(shown in parentheses) was added.

The following points were expressed to the subjects in the next
) !

step, while they were putting on the micropﬁones. The exact timing and

wording varied according to the difficulties epcountered with the

microphones.

1. + The microphone goes just to the side of yourrAdam's apple
with the hole facing your neck.

—

2. The collar should be tight--so that it is just noticeably

. ' !
uncomfortable,

3. Movement of the microphone createa static. For this reason,
please avoid adjusting the mike after you get it on properly.

Also, try to avoid pulling on the cord or a lot of moving

around in your chairs.
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4, For the same reason——the static--I ask that you not smoke

5. We'll € 4 break in 30 to 45-minutes when you can remove

the equipment and smoke if you want to.

£
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Appendix D-2

_Instructions for the AcquaintancefTaek

/
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The follewing instructions were read before the acquaint;nce
conversation, after the equiﬁment_had been teﬁted. The phrase in
parentheses was added if the convéiaatioq was the second for the dyad;

0K, we're ready to begin. (The instructions for this

- conversation are a bit different from those fdr_the lTast. Now...)

The two of you have just met each other this ﬁorning—-éfternoonf-

evening; 'and I assume that you don't know éach other well.

During the next 25-minutes, I'd like you to'try and geg to know

each other as well as poasible. Talk aﬁout anything you wish.

I do ask thgt you converse with each otWér for 25-minutes; I'1

leave the room and return in 25-minutes to tell you whe; the

time has elapsed. Any questions? <

Remember t;o be careful not to adjust or .pull‘tlm the mi=-
crophones duting.the conversation. Hhen'I tell you over the
intercom to-begin, try to get to.know each other as much as you ’

want and 1s.possible in 25-minutes. Please do not talk with each

other until I give the start signal.

I S PP PRI L e

IS
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Instructions for the Bargaining Conversation
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The following instructions were read before the bargaining con-
versation, after the equipment had been tested. The ‘phrase in
parentheses was added if the convé;sation was the second for the dyad.

OK, we're ready to beéin. (The instructions for this part BN
are a bit different from thosg.for the. last., WNow...) The two of
you have just determined separately what professions, or life
styles, you think are the most representative of Canadian life and
traditions. Now I would like you to do thehsame thing together,
as a éroup.

 Here are 15 index cards, each with one of the 15 professions
written on it. Discuss with éach other your original choices, and
colne to an agreement about how you, aﬁ a group, want the professions
ordered--froﬁ most to least important. Stack the cards by order
- of importamnce, that is, the most important at the top, the least
important at the bottom. I'l]l collect them from you when you've
finished.

Each of you éhould defend your initial choices. Really explain
to the other person your reasons for choosing them, and try to
convince her of your point of view. It is also important, however,
that you reach final group decisions about the importance of theéé
professions in the film.

Remember that the film will be done in an interview format;
that it is to be as realistic a portrayel as possible of Canadian

"1ife and tyaditions; and that it will be shown to secondary-school

students. '

Do you have .any queations?
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This should take about 30 to 45-minutes. When you're
finighkd, one of you can notify me by saying, We're finished,"

over the intercom.

Sy~

Please don't get up or take of f the microphones until I
have returned to the room.  Also, remember to be careful not to
adjust or pull on the microplones during the c;nvérsation.

OK?. Pleage do not tali with each other until f'give the

signal to begin.

-

e
[ ._-_a...l.c-aﬂa“_"a.h——““““"— -
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.Appendig‘E
Correlation Matrices for the Factor Analyses

pf the Bargaining’and Acquaintance Conversations

.
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Table

Correlation Matrix for the "

v

Factor Analysis of the Acquaintance Conversation

Fl

Variable-

Correlations
A 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 “Intimacy’ .- .17 29 -.26 -.08 =-.34 .22 =-.06
(Objective)
2 Intimacy 1% -~o08 .10 - .06 .23 .18
(Subjective)} : y N
3 Floor -.17. .47 =37 =39 -.53
4 Speech -.55 \ .69 .31 .44
5 Pausd -.66 =-,61 ' .70
'
6 Switching Pause <37 .56
!
7 . .76

[+-]

Note: n = 26, exte
—
at p < .05~df = 23),
!

.ﬁg = 25; E_ﬂ .40 re

{two-tailed).
. b y

"‘/

e

=

Non-iﬁterruptive simultaneous speech,
,

cInterruptive simultaneous speech,

where noted. r = +.39 required fo¥ significance

jréd for significance at p < .05 (df = 24)
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Table

s

Correlation Matrix for the

Factdt Analysis of the Bargaiﬁing Conversation k}
: & e
Variable . X Correlations e
2 3 4 5 6 7 . 8
1 Influence .39 .29 .32 -.07 . =07 -.13 .04 '
. {Objective) ' J . ;
¢ 7 J
2 Influence - ~15 7 .00 ~-.14 -~,08 -.10 ~-.10 :
-(Subjective)
3 Floor . 27 43 =43 ~,57 ¢ =.39 {
. | o
% Speech . ' T =27 15 .05 .38
5 Pause . -.67 -.56 -.68
6 -Switching Pause ° . ’ . , .42 .71
7 Nss® ‘ . .48
b
8 188

Note: n = 26; x = t,39 required for significance at p < .05 (two-tailed).

aNon-interruptive simultaneous speech,

bIntgfruptive simultaneous speecﬂ.‘ '
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