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VIOLATING INTERPERSONALDISTANCING EXPECTATIONS, DISTRACTION AND REWARD .
ON SOURCE ATTRACTION, CREDIBILITY AND PERSUASION '

-

Y ' -~ : . ABSTRACT

. J . .
The role of two nonverbal variables, conversational distance and physical

L3 . .

~

. self-presentation, were examined as potential sources of distraction and for
P ‘ ' " ¥ .

thei;'consequeﬁt effects. on susceptibility to persuasion. The.distraction’
literature was reviewed -and synthesized into five propositions, which served
. as a starting point for predicting how distraction should generally affect

bersuasion. A model of,qonversational distancing violations was then adapted
to predict'how nonverbal variables speCifice}Iy might function as distractors.

Results of an experiment minipulating violations of distancing expectations

and attractiveness of confederates (N= 350) supported distance violations

and physical.appéérance as sourtes of distraction and provided modest support
[ . .

for'the.predibtion that attractive individuals engaging in violations® of
/ . , - - * . .
) ekpectations will serve as positive sources of distraction, leading to greater

. . ~
susceptibility to persuésion.“ Failure to support the prediction that un-

attkﬁgfive individuals engaging in violations of gxpectgtidns would foster

moregiesistancé to persuasion was partly ekplained by the lack of a highly
- ¢ . "y . .

-
14

unaﬁfrective confederate. Predictions,régardipg propensity to counferargue
. as LA
andilerogate a source were riot supported and raised questions about the

measurement. or conceptualization of the bghstrucﬁ.'
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VIOLATING INTERPERSONAL DISTANCING EXPECTATIONS, DISTRACTION AND REWAé:,‘
T ON SOURCE ATTRACTION, CREDIBILITY AND PERSUASION ‘e
M [ ]

Two ways individuals are positgd to resist persuasive.attempts are *
" b * . ' )

through counterargument and ‘source derogation. Individuals may silently

]
attack the arguments in a persuader s messag?,or silently criticize the

-»

source on personal dlmen51ons. In both cases,/the degree of resistance may

- be mediated by the’presence of external sources of distracxion. .

~

, Research testing the effects of distraction on resisting persuasion

v .
has often resorted to rathexr extreme and contrived operationalizations to

insure that distraction was actually induced. It q&s taken such forms as ' “

’ flashing lights, heckling, movies or’slides presented simulténeously with

) )

& -

the message,. eating, irrelevant tasks and experimental instructions to
- .'

-

direct attention elsewhere. The messages ave-also usually been presented
on aud%Ptape or videotape. The result monly has been to create conditions

that have negligible isomorphism with_sgformal interperspnal communication con-

texts. It would seem profitable for communication researchers, at least, to
shift the focus to more natural, realistic sources'of distraction that are
‘/, inhérent in a-social interaction. _ v

v One such p0551b1e source of dlstractloﬁ is conversatlonal distance.
-
Every face-to-face encounter involves a distance between interactants which

is heav11y norm—governed, can be systematlcally varied, is often manipulated -

. L
0 with intent, and frequently conveys relational messages. Research has also

- confirmed that people exhibit strong, often anxious, reactions to distance

-

o changes, particularly when their expectations have been violated, Conversa-

] tiohal dist;nce is thére§6re an inherently present nonverbal variablé that ]
] ha; great potenélal as a dlstracron. ,

A second class of monverbal varlables that may ser;é as 1ntr1n51c dis-

I
N

tractors‘is the featurés of the persuader's self-presentation--such thlngs

- L}
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as appearance and demeanor. Individuals who are exceptionally unattractive
or use strange mannerisms,‘for iﬁfﬁince, may dfst;act the listener; ép]may

4. .
hlghly attractlve, highly Skllled speakers. What should be of interest in

-

the resistance to persua51on\parad1gm is which source characterjstics are’

_ ) ~ .
potential ‘distractors and whether such distractors inhibit or facilitate

counterarguing and source derogation.

’ »
This article is designed to explore the possible rolevof nonverbal

variables as intrinsic sources of distractién in persuasion contexts and
. 7 .
their relag}onship to the resistaq.p process. - First the distraction litera-
- ) \ L
turée will be reviewed, then relevant nonve{bal communication, literature will

be examined for evidence of distraction potehtial; and a model advanced of
the relationship of nonverbal distractors to persuasion. Finally, the re-

. -

sults of an initial test of the predictionqawill be pre&?nted.'

In keeﬁing.with the recommendations of.Miller and Burgoon that a more

1
expen@ed view be taken of persuasion,” this article will include as persua-

sion outcomes the perceived credibility “and attractlveness of the peisuader.
']

. ° . - . !

This monograph will also focus on persuasign within the.interpersonal'context.

~
‘v

. ;- DISTRACTION AND PERSUASION ..

It has been argued that the ability of a message "to be 1nfluent1a1 is

dependent upon its being recelved and understood by the receiver, its proba—

L

bility of being discrediéed and the'validity of the arguments to which the

. . 2
receiver must yield. Dlstractlve stlmull may affect all ‘three of these

-

facets. According to Fes ger and Maccoby, the simultaneous presentatlon
.' ®

L N
of disruptive stimuli along with a counterattitudinal message enhances the
Al ]
persuasiveness of the message by interfering with the production of subvocal

counterarguments, the rehearsal of arguments or the derogation of the
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persuader's character -and compe?:encé.3 Baron; Baron and Miller have similarly
arguéd that distr§ctive stfmuli shou{d faciiitate perghasioﬁ’by dividing the
receiver's attention,'disrupténg t%e screen}ﬁg of informq;ion~and inhibiting D
the production of counterargﬁmehts; thu§ méking the reEeivér more suséeptiblé

tg the message.4 Several investigations have found'support‘for ingreased.
. 4 ‘ .

distraction producing increased susceptibility to counterattitudin&l messages.siv
. “ ’ . v, . i -
In these investigations, the inhibition of counterarguing was offered as the
K ' : e

L}

explanétion.

Since counterarguing is a subvocal, psybholegigal process, several .

, ‘ . ' \ ~ .
experiments havé also been designed to establish whether counterat?®itudinal

mesgages do in fact generate COunterarguqéntation, whether counterarquing re-
duces message acceptance and whethe; distraction interferes with such:intefhal .
rebutté}. A study E& Brock helped to‘sdpport.the first two éritical links

iﬁ the.ﬁnde;lying logic._ His resulgﬁ demonstrated that as a message become§\

more digcrepant from a person’'s own attitudes, more counterarguments are
3'.' L] ~ * .
generated, and that increased counterarquing éorqesponds with less yielding
. ' ‘ .
to the message.6 Other researchers have supported the third link by con-

. firming that distracted subjects generate fewer counterarguments than nondistracted

- 1

i 2 .
subjects., e : . /) .
In contrast to the counterarguméht for?mlation of the relatidnship between

distraction and persuasion, an alternative model basdd on learning makes

opposite predictions. As outlined by McGuire, distraction should interfere

N |

with the learning of new arguments, which should lead to lesifgttitude change,
- . 14
because comprehension of the arguments musk precede yielding to the message.
In support of thié interpfetation, several researchers have found either de-
. . ) .

. . . 10 . '
/creases in message acceptance9 or no effect for distraction and have found

' . . . . L 11
corresponding decreases in recall in distraction conditions. -

-~ A
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' ‘“The resolution of these cbnflicting results on distraction and persua-
. sion no doubt lies in part in'the degiee of the distraction. ' Even those who

) . . . .12 - .
have supported the counterargument formulation have acknowledged that a

L : : . > ‘
istraction must not, be so extreme as to preclude comprehension of the message.

- whare the distraction interferes with learﬂing,.no éttitude changé effect can

r [ -

. ’ »
ected. What has been at issue is how severe a . distraction must be be-

fqre it truly inhibits the subconscious processing of the information in a

»

messqée; an issue that has not been resolv.edr
. P4 . ‘

Some additional explanations have been offered for Fhe mixed résults in

the distraction literature. Baron, Baran and Miller have suggested that the

/

" ‘foqus'of attention may affect results.'> Consistent with this analysis,
Zimbardo et al. found that when subjects focused primarily on the message,

': Lo attitude change.incrgase?,.but‘when-they focused on the distractor (an irrelé-
vant task), less éttitude change obtained.14 Eurgoon) Coh;n,‘Millgr and
Montgomery, takin; a difgerent téckﬂ operationalized distraction as concen-

o tratiqg on eiﬁher positi%e'or‘negét%ve }ea;ures of tﬂe'me;sage itself or Ehg

. ~ source of the message.’ 'They similarly found that the fécus of attention

makes a-difference:\ subjects who attended to positive characteristics (source

or megsage centered) initia%}y exhibited more atpitude change, but subsequently

- 4

shiftegd back toward their original position, presumé%ly dye to counterarguing,

while those who focused on negative characteristics, and paf\icularly negative

A}

source characteristics, were more susceptible to a second persuasive message,

’

' : . 15
o presumably because -they had not been motivated to counterargue. The nature
of the distraction, then, aﬁpeared to affect the counterarguing process.

Anothef‘possible exélaﬁation for the mixed distraction results is the
‘ ' y
nature ‘of the message itself.. Im the Breitrose, Gardner, and Vohs and Garrett
16 3 U
studies, for instance, the failure to find attitude change may have been a

N .

“\
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function of a dull or noninvolving message.' In a study by Regan and Cheng,
. the complexity of the message emerged as a possible faééor: subjects’ex-

-

posed to a simple but unconvincing message changed their attitudes more when .
.distracted than not distracted; those exposed to a complex but convincing
. \ L3

: . . Lo . . 17
message changed their attitudes less when dlstr%cted than not distracted.

The features of the message itself are therefore no doubt factors determining
. N ’ -

‘, what effect the disgraction will have. If the message is low in interxest,

- [N

too difficult to follow or unpersuasive, the receiver may choose not to
attend to it at allzf A minimum requirement in any persuasion experiment is

that receivers be motivated to listen to the message.

- . -

L Yet another explanation for mixed research findings is individual AQif-
L 3 v -

' -7

- ferences in motivation to counterargue. It has been suggested that som

. individuals have a greater propensity tQ counterargue a message than -do
18 Co N s L ‘
others. Just as some individuals tend to focus on the communication- source

* -

! when processing a persuasive message, others are motivated to focus on the
content. of the message, testing, attacking and refufing arguments contained
.in the message. Brandt et al; obtained support for the hypqﬁhv ;s that ihﬁi-
viduals with a high propensitf to counterargue (as pretested by a checklist

of argugénts) would be more prone:to counterargument production and more

. : . . {
resistant to a communicator's influence than individuals with a low propen-
L3 . ’ . .
i " sity to counterarque. FurtheéESthey suggested that perceptions of source

~
A )

credibility were affected by an individual's p}opensity to counterargue.

éubjecqs with a high propensitygto counterargue perceived the message source

. g . 19
as significantly less credible than did their lgw propensity counterparts.

This result is complementary to other findinds that decreased countgrarguing .

. . . 20 i .
is associated with competent sources. ~—

¢ .

These latter findings relate to a final explanation for the conflicting
) . . .

| . 4

o
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results 'in di§traCtion experiments: source derogation. ®s noted in the

»

. ’ A
introduction, an' alternative to counterarguing in resisting an influence _
: .. /
attempt is to derogate the source of that attempt. The questign, however,
is_whether counterarguing and source derogation are ,actually mutJally’exclu-

; sive alternatlves ox whether they can occur simultaneously in Varylng degrees.

-
- -

. Festinger and Maccoby noted that distraction should inhibit counterarguln and

O

lead to increased susceptibility to persuasion unless the recelver was able to

1l
reject and derogate the communicator.2 Their position would suggest that

- counterargulng and‘ source. derogatlon are mutually exclu51ve alternatlves—-a

11

receiver may e}ect'elther mode to resist influence. Some research éeems to
support this interpretation. Miller and Baron, wﬁé,.iike.Fest;nger and Maccoby
contend that source derogation is actualiy a componént of counteraréuing,~con*
ﬁucreé-two studies in which they mamnipulated credibfiity and distraction. In
the first, distracﬁion.produced'greater attitude change than no distraction

when the source was highly credible (as manipulated by vocabglary and accent) ;
it produced no differepges when the source was leSs credible. In the second

- . ‘ - -

study, credibility differences were induced prior to the message presentation

in the form of written descriptions. Under that condition, distracted sub-

jects were less persuaded in both credibility conditions. Miller and Baron

-

explained the differences in findings by noting that subjects -appeared not to
- have perceived the sources as crgdible and therefore two low credibility
r

conditions éxisted: Hence, subjects in the high credible/no distraction
. ! . .

condition of the first study were able to resist the messuge by counterarguing,

while subjects in the low credible conditions in both studies merely resorted
to source derogdtion.22 In keeping with this interpretation, Kiesler and
Mathog have suggested that when exposed to a "barely" credlble source, the
1nd1v1dual.does not need to counterargue, (s)he can rely on source derogation

*

i} » Ve 23
alone to resist the persuasive attempt.

-

.-
RY
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) .7 . \
while this dual alternative approach to resisting'influence seems

reasonable, it also seems plausible that counterarguing could triggerxr source

. © - .
derogation. Tﬂgg is, the process of count?rarguing might lead the receiver
) * ' { “» . ,
o ggrogate the quality of the message and in' turn derogate the creator of

- it ("a source using these ‘arguments is unqualified to speak on this topic").
» . . - . .
If thfg interpretatfbn is valid, rather than an "either—or" relationship

between counterarguing and derogation, the two should work in tandem. This

\
latter iq§ rpretation is partially supported by the earlier cited work of

<

Brandt et afl,-who found a high gorrelation between propehéity to counter-

et -

. . . 24
argue and actual negative evaluations of a message source. The results of

! -

» the Burgoon et al. experiment can also be interpreted as supportive. Sub-

*

. jects who received a negative critical assignment were, like those who. re-

\ .
a - who were critically evaluating the .source, it-.could be argued that their

ceived no critical assignment, unpersuaded b¥ the first message. For those

. attention to negative characteristics prompted them to derogate the speaker

réther phén engage in counterarguing. ,[That they were not motivated to

L]

e counterargue.is indicated by their heightened vulnerabiffity to a second message

E

on the same topic. By contrast, those who initially critdcally evaluated the
) ’ ¢ i
i-:. message had to at 1eaJELa€£§nd to the arguments, but they may have then dis-
. n

. counted- them by discrediting the source. That the argquments did motivate

. . 1
counterafguing is implicit in the finding that those subjects were~resistant

25 ' . . . s
to a second message. > A plausible interpretation, then, 1s that subjects

“who focused on the negative message characteristics may have:.begun counter~

arguing but suspénded it during the message'by shifting to a rejection of the

. ~
dource, then later resmed the argument evaluation process. Their resistance

e e »
¢ tcé the messages could not be explained by successful counterargument alone |

) since subjects who focused on both positive and negative ardhments were the
. T e )

10 .
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most vulnerable to the message, i.e.( the focus on arguments-distracted’them'.
-,

from, rather than fadilitated,’counterarguiné. . e
_ < .

Whichever interpretation of the reIationshib Between counterarguing and -

~

- source derogation is correct, it has important implidations for the outcomes
of a persuasive interpersonal encounter, as will be seen shortly.
. /

In sum, the' research and Fheorizing on distraction and resistance to

persuasion lead to several “important conclusions which can be framed as

-
.

propositions. , ' ' .
: K _ :
. : Proposition 1: Susceptibility to persuasion is greatest .
4 . undér conditions of MODERATE distraction; resistance to
persuasion is greatest under conditions of EXTREME . ‘ .
. _ distraction. .

Moderate distractiions inhibit counterarguing and source derogation. #Extreme

distractions interfere with comprehension and therefore result in maximum

resistance. When no distraction exists, counterarguing may take place but

SO may some p asiop.
o

éropo jon 2: Under conditions of distraction, suscepti-

bility to persiasion is greatest with a simple but involving &

message; resistance to persuasion is greatest with a non-

involving and/or complex message.

- . /
. " & <
A noninvolving message reduces attention; ascomplex vone reduces comprehen-

/

sion. In both cases, the reduced learning means that less persuasion can

& :
take place. With a simple yet interesting message, the receiver is motivated .

to. attend, but the presence of distraction preventé adequate counterarguing.

i" . Proposition 3: Under conditions of distraction, suscep-

tibility to persuasion increases as source credibility

increases. >

-

1. | )
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Wwith a highly credible, source, a receiver does not have the alterndtive of

. .
- e . ) -~
-

-rejebting the message by derogating the source. The only alternative to re-

sist the message is to engage in counterarguing, which is disrupted in the

° L
presence of distraction. The result is increased yielding tq the message.
LY

Proposition 4: The effectiveness of distraction in in-

-f.

ducing greater attitude change increases as the propensity

. - . -
-

to counterargue decreases. . . .
- ’ - -

Those who have a high propensity to counterargue are assumed to be more 4

critical and rejectiﬂb in general. If distraction reducés their opportufuitgqs
R . ‘ ) ’ i .
to refute arguments, they can be expected to resort to derogation as an out-
AN 3 v .

1et for their typically nonreceptive posture.

»

Proposition 5: - Susceptibility to persudsion is.greatest —_
. Q

- e - .
when .the receiver focusks attention on positive source

characteristics, positive message characteristics or a

. e o

(3 L3 . - .'
combination of positive and negative message character-

< - " ' .
istics; resistance to pers\yasion is greateshk when the

receiver focuses attention on negative message or source

S

characteristics.

. N

The act of concentrating on the arguments of.a speech or the characteristics

of the speaker is distractinq. When the focus of attention includes any’

bositive features, derogation of .the speaker is not a viable mode of resist-
ing influence and since the eritical task itself interferes with counter-
argquing, yiel@ing is maxrmized. When the focus of attention is on negative .
source characteristics, counterarguing is unnecessary; the receivelﬁﬁeed
merely denigrate the sofirce. When the focus is negative message character-

istics, some counterarguing may.Be triggered but is probably'suspended in

favor of source derogq'ion on “the basis of the quality of the arguments.
, )
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g . These proposxtlons out11ne some of the key conditlons under which dis- "¢

:o o _. 'traqtlon should and should not lead to successful persua51on., The‘next'sfep'
"-»r . .

- is to conslder nonverbal var1ab1es wh1ch mlght‘functmon as dlstractors and .

--.\. . : * 1 .\b
' - '_satlsfy the‘gther cr1terla 1mp11cxt 1n the prop051t1ons. ot

L "s‘ .. s ’ £ . . . d

I 3
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T . NONVERBAL mmBLEs AS, DISTRACTOBS
L ‘. & N

. ‘
-t o . ‘One natural source of distraction present 1n 511 face—to—face 1ntgz¢

-
. . RN . .
. . P . . e

EE “actlﬁﬁ% is 1nterpersona1 dlst!nee."Researdh has amplY demonstratedlthat a§

. N ) - t e "‘ S v ‘ ce
T the behayioral level peqple,are rgspon51ve ‘to changes in the'd1s£ance

.. i . . ‘h ‘. ‘! -.‘.. ',/ . ) .
> - adopted betaeen themselvé% and ‘others. C. - P

s
’ L3

The greatest volume of research in thid %rea has'bente&ed on effects of | -
. Lo - . . v . .

T personal space violations."?ersonel space has beén defined’ . as a "body--

-
»

buffer zoné,J?G_ "the space immediately surrounding an individual whigh he
’ + feels to be personal, to belong to himself,“27 or "an invisible,:dynamic,

and transportable space the‘size of which is governed by the individual's

felt need at any pofnt in time._"28 The violation.of this "bubble" of“space

\ . . . ,

activates a number of responses indicative of anxiety or discomfort.” The
- . compensatory-and physiological reactions that have been documented 4include:

reductions in eye contact, threat.stares, increased body leéh, changes in :

1”1

body orientation, erection of body or object barriers, increased se;f- .

manipulations, increased verbosity, random arm and leg movements and other

. 2 .
- . nervqus gestures, increased GSR, and flight. 2 It is clear that increased

»

proximity has arousal value. Othe£~research has found that increased dis-

tance (beyond the normative distance) also results in behavioral changes.

It seems reasonable to conclude that adjustments in distance, because of-

their ability to arouse anxiety er discomfort, have the potentiai to serve

~ . ’

as distractors, at least at ‘the subconscious level. -

-




.
.

Yo
)

.

]
..

At s

. 1
. . .
.
' . g
- .
s . . " .

Further research suggests that changes in conversatlonal‘distéhce-may

-also be distractive at-a conscious level. Burgoon angd others have argued

that cpﬁVersational distance is a nonverbal message form that has clearly

. recbgnizable meanings and is qften manipulated with the intent of communi-,

]

. 31 “ .. : . '
cating those meanings. 1 This 'suggests that people-may be cognizant of

distance. adjustments as they are takihg Place. . Moreover, several experi—..

- - L

MEnts have produced 31gﬁ1f1cant change§ in attltudes and evaluatlons of

- ¢

1nteractants as a result of changes in dlstanc1ng.32 The iﬂg?lcatlon is

. that such proxemic changes may do more thiP trlgger unconsc1ous, reflexive

N

ﬂreactjons; they may also involve cognijtive processes at a consc1ous level.

and. adjusted to the deviant distance. |

v

’
.

To the extent that they impinge on active thought processes, they may be "«

more powerful sourges of distractlon. 1f, for example, an- individual is sc’ﬁ

| . e - o

/J. *
bothered by another person's deviant spacing behavior as to mentally note
4 . ' ’

»

it and try to make sense of it, (s)he should be more distracted from fhe

other person's message than if (s)he subconsciousl&'registered discomfort

.
- Yooy -

A second potential source of. nonverbal distraction is an individual's

4

self—preséntation 6; "front"--those aspects of appearance arfd demeanor that

.

: e ¥ . L. .33 .
people modify and monitor to create various impressions. * Not all aspects

of' personal appearance and behavior are controlled or controllable, but

A
they all still contribute to ‘the overall image being conveyed. ‘That such

elements of one's nonverbal repert01re can be distracting seems obvious.

14

It is a commonplace that some people are.so utterly attractive or homely

that their appearance distracts others from what they are saying. Similarly,
people may engage.,in pleasant or unpleasant social behaviors that draw

attention away from the content of a message and toward the interpersonal

reletionship; Flirpétious behavior, for i&stance}‘demands consideration of -

v

Ly

L7

> A - * . \ .
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its meaning and dirqcts,atténtion to the relational rather than the sub- ,
stantive components, % a message. - . J .
R . : :

To th%‘extent that one acﬁively controls one's front--for example,

t S

.taking painstaking care with grooming and;dressQ—those‘nonverbql behaviors
% become.messages like tonversational distance and heighten the possibility j/ .

'

that .they will be decoded as well as encoded in a conscious manner. -Hei;f.' .
a4 - . . . N : / . . ‘

) . : > .
" ‘the greater opportunity to be distracting. - . c ot A

@ - - ' -
Research on the role of these nonverbal behaviors in conferring x

". o

sistance to persuasion Or overcoming it is sparse. Albert and ﬁhbbs//ad_a

. . ' : « ’
"hostidie" persudder (speaking against the receiver's be;iefs) addregs the

\\ PR - R . 4

receiver from three distances which had been pretested on comfort;* uncom-
fortably close (one to two feet),.average (five to six feet) and~ﬁncomfort:

ably far (fourteen to fifteen feet). They found less attitude change in

the close than the average and, far d}stances. ‘Relevant to.distraction,

v

" they also found that attention at both, the close and.far distanées was

r

focused on the speaker's physical appearance.3? Distance deviations, then,
apparently distracted from the message, and attention céntered on another

available distractor, appearance. Another experiment by Garner similarly

found less pérsuasion at an extremely close distance (less than six .inches).35

] \ .

A éhird study by Riess manipulated seated distance and subjects' focus on the
persuader: subjects:ﬁé}e instructed to either att®nd to the status, exper-
tise or attractiveness of fhe peréuader. Distance was éperatfonalized as
falling within Hall's gscia1~consu1tative zone (3.5 to 7 feet),36 and al-
though n6=sign;ficant results were found for dis£ance, a trend was obtained
whefeb& perceived persuasiveness %ncréased as distance increased, but only

in the status-focus condition.37 Finally, in two studies involying distance

-

as one of several hon&erbal variables, Meéhrabian and Williams found that s
- .

! -
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- planations for the results differed from study to study ‘and were’ often

subjects did not adopt significantly‘different distances when askéd to en-
code a persuasiVe message, but that an ?immediate distaﬁoe"'(four feet)l

was decoded as more persua51ve > than"a’ “nonimmediate distance” (12 feet}§38

It.is difficuIt to ﬂntegrate these disparate findings. First, ex-

elaborated on a post hoc basis. Albert and Dabbs explained their findings

. ° - .
* in terms of rEactance theoxy,.Mehrabian and Williams relied on the concept

2
L

-

ment, and Garner gited source derogation as an, explanation for negative

L]

effects in the invasion condition (an expectation not borne out by~hls cred-
 ibility reeplts). Thexre is thus no oommon thread connecting the uﬂderlying‘
logic of these studies. ‘Second, the pattern of results cannot be easily

synthesized because of the)ldisparity.in actual distances and range of dis-
: . : / . :
’zsnces used. At the close end, distances ranged from less than six inches

four feet, while the far distances employed variéd from about.%our feet

- L)
to fifteen feet. The Garner and Riess-experiments also covered a more re-

-{ .
stricted range of distances than the others. Additionally, the Reiss
. . . [ . .

distances fell within a normal conversational range, reducing the likeli-
hood that they .were noticeable or diStracting. Third, the reliance on

structured interaction distances in all but the Mehrabian and Williams

-~
-

eneoding study exacerbates interpretation of the impact of each distance.

.The complex nature of the norms governing conversatiohal distance prodﬁces )
Yy - T

high gariability in distancing expectatione across dyads. What is a com—-

fortable, normative distance for one pair may be too close for the ﬁext and

too fer‘for yet a next. A given distance sueh as two feet cannot be defini-

tively declared uncomfortable because it will not be consistently so across

; : _’ " . -, .
people. Consequently,'it cannot be determined what distances in the previous

1o

. T
of immediacy, Riess developed his own formulation based on impre551on manage~

¢ .
t

N\

|
L.
s
\
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|
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- determined without more information,

~

e

1nvestlgatlons mlght have qpallfleﬁ as distracting, 'F{nally, all the pre- -

- [ .

e

vious studles omitted detalled descrlptlons of the confederates. Without ’ )
¢ “0 . L ] *

kS

knowfng howlgtgractlve the'confederates were, socially and physlcally, with-

-

. —
out knowing their -age and stétus relative to the subject, and .without knoéwing

-thelr\ ommunlcatlon styles, it 1s not 90531b1e to draw sound conclus;ons

»

-

-
- . .

about tﬁe relat16hsh1p of dlstanCe to dlstractlon and persuaslon. .The.perﬁ

- l} : “ » .« » .-
sonal characterlstlcs of a cpnfederate can 51gn1f1cantly 1nflu3nce whether co
. : . .

T

o . v R , . .

that confederates;ch01ce of distance 1s responded to ,in a,5051t1ve or nega—°

-~

3
tive manner. 2 ,Conflicting flndlngs in the prevrous studkes mlght therefore

be accounted for by differences among theAPOnfederates, but,thls cannot be C

N ¢ Ld R ’

[ 4 : -

-~ P

As for the role of. personal front in creatlng a distractlon and in-

creasing susceptxblllty to persua51on, even less is known. Almost all theorres_

*

‘of 1nterper§ona1 attraction predlct that a source s attractlveness enhances the
$ . - /

efflcacy of his or her persuasive message,4 %nd research has confzmed that

41 - .
greater attractlveness fosters greater attltud\*change. but explanations

of the effect have relied on the value of attractiveness esfa reward, an in-
- .o L] .

ducement to cooperativeness and so forth, rather than its distractive potential.

.

Other than the implicit support from the Albert. and Dabbs, and Burgoon, Cohen,

~ ) 42 . . .
Miller and Montgomery studies, we are aware of no empirical evidence of the

A

distracting influence of source characteristics.

It is clear that neither a theoretical .nor empirical bqse‘existS;from

which to make direct predictions about 'the relationships among nonverbal

.
¢

source characterlstlcs, distraction and persua51on However, a theoretical'

formulation does exist which, when reanalyzed from a distraction perspectlveh

can provide the basis for deriving hypotheses. That formulation is the model

.~ hY

of violations of personal space expectations, originated by Burgoon and Jones .

and extended by Burgoon.

17 | ’
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. . . : - N * ) » N = . ./
" The model de51gned to predict the effects of deviftions from conver- /
. 2 :
. ) * . }/ (.
satidral dlstance norms on communication outcomes beg1ns’w1th the premlse -

: * . . A . ‘ ’

" that distances adopted‘!or conversation are highl)hnorm—gdverﬂed and that

- individuals develop expectations about ﬁhat distlnces wiil Be'adoéted,'baseg .
' . -ﬂn ,

on the nérms. and any knowledde they have of the other pers@n's_iﬁios

.
.
. 13
. M 2 .

o .- ‘sies. ~ The effect's of violating those expectations arg hypothesiz :
bR .o Lo A N T e - ! - )
"+ function of three factors:- 1) the net reward valence of the initiator (the.

R : : . ] /' ' »
J lntetactant whose dev1at10ns are examlned for their 1mpact on a reactant).

L]

21 the dlregtton of devlatlon (farther ‘or closer) and 3) the amount of
deviation. Reward‘valénce is a function of-such things as- tﬁe‘lnatlator s .
. ' .
. attractlveness, status, credlbility and ;ower and the use df social rewards
. ; .
and punishments such as pralse or crltlcasm.’ The comblnatlon of the various .
o . . . /

forms of reward and punishment results in a net reward/falue for the initia-
n - ¢

tor. Initiators with high-reward value are expected c-achieve optiﬁal'
. . L] ‘ ~
_communicatidn outcomes (including greater pérsuasioq/ credibility and attrac-
. i . /’ . *
o tion) by deuiating from expectations, while initiafbrs with low reward value

are predicted to obtain more negative results the’/ more they deviate. \In the

original model, it was predicted that the optimdl deviation for the high re-
L] .« / ) . .

L ’ LY

3 . : _
. - ward initiator would be somewhat closer ‘than tﬁe norm and that extremely -
close distances or degviations farther than thie norm would produce negative

> ) / )

results. Based on their recent findings, gérgoon, Stacks and Woodall have 2' ‘
- . . _/\
since suggested that the model be revised/such that any deviation by a re- \\

, .
. e s . ; . 44
. warding - initiator produces better outcomes than conforming to the norm.

ol

. . e ’ S '
t -Unresolved is whether distance deviations can become so extreme as to turn

.

counterproductive. The: original assumption, that at some point a threat

threshold is reached beyond which reactions to a violation become more

negative, has yet to be pufficiently pupported by the research.

.
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. _ ’ The relévance of this model to nonverbal distraction and persuasiop *s .

s : ®

_ . ‘o . .

.- ﬁﬁkofold. First, the model is,predicated on the assumption'that violations  ,
N ) ) . of conversational distance expectations are arousing; an assumption that i5

- . . . =

bolstered by the earlier cited research on the behaV1ora14han1festations

) ¢ Q

associated with djistance changes. It is pIauSible that the. heightened acti-
' v

vity is accompanied;by ihcreased monitoring of the‘self or the ‘environment -
’ .. ‘ L - R
© N --to determane the locus of the arousal. In this manner, attentipn may be’
o 2 .0

deflected away from the content of theé message and "’ toward personal considera—

” A0 .

tipns. Second, the exact relationship between the distance distraction and
Vs

_ vulnerability to persuasion would then depend on -the nature of the initiator,

3
as specified'in the model. With rewarding initiators, attention might be .

further diverted by the presence of social rewards. Thé focus on the non-

r verbal relational messages being exchanged would inhibit copnterarguing, .

making the reactant more vulnerable to the verbal persﬁasive messagde. At
the same time, derogation would be precluded and the positive,&niti tor

A

‘l\\ ’ characteristics would further reinforce acceptance df the message, in keeping
with Proposition 3. Conversely, for ndhrewardxng 1n1t1ators thiﬁdﬁstance

' 6"‘violation might initially be distracting and shift attention to ﬁplationai
) ' .
considerations, put the combination of negative personal characteristics and

_ ) e
aberrant distancing behavior would then activate source derogation. In both

AN .
cases, the more pronounced the deviation became, the ‘more positive or nega-

tive the effects would be, thus conforming to the predictions of the model.
_Conceivably, a highly extreme deviation might become so distracting that it

1nterfered with learning, thereby preventing any attitude: change from occur-

ring. This would lead to predictions consistent with Proposition 1 and

similar tb those in the original Burgoon-Jones model. ~ However, it seems un-.

. O

likely that distance deviations or source characteristics could be so extreme
[ ] T

\
o - 19 S \
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> with the reception of awessdge. ‘It must be remem- ®
R . S .

\I'
3, . . ) (3 “
treme as to preclude reception or comprehension- of

*

. . the message. ,ft iéj%ossib;e‘that certain environmental stimuli or physical

_ : \ . D e '
fasks are cagabléjyf severely disrupting the hearing and processing of a

. ) \ . s * 1
* message, but in a'conversatlonar context, the régceiver is-forced to main-

tain some attqht on to the message if only to be prepared to take his.or her
v i . _
, ] 3 N turn in the gﬁn' rsation. It is therefore doubtful that a dhange in dls—' .
N - ) ‘ - \ o ‘ h‘
tanc1ng or th reience of highly attractive or unattractive personal )

. 1,.

characterxstics could- totally distract the receiver's attentaon from the

/ 2

task a /}mnd except in thé® most unusual of circumstances. At any rate,

) N ‘ .
' \ xartlcu atlng the point at which that, dggree of distraction might be achleved .

1 )

is beyond our present state of knowledge and probably w111 only be ascer-!
. h |

talned through emp1r1ca1 testing. '

.y

-

One other aspect o% distraction not covered by the model is receiver
- “ B

"\ .
ptopen51ty to counterargue. The model does not consider characteriétice of

the recelver except as they involve def1n1t10ns of the expected distance or

the reward valence of the initiator relatlve to the receiver. Howengm -

bhsed on Proposition 4, it seems reasonable to predict that people with a’

hlqh propensity to counterargue will p
P
N - .. )
et dounterargue in conforming to the cyrvilinear rel tionships proposed in the
. [ \ * . .

e with a low propensity to

' R
J#odel,‘but:thht they will be more resistant to pefsuasion and more prone to
‘!@érogation across the board. - . A
\ “.i - ; ' HYPOTHESES \ | ‘
. yf ' . ‘

S Based én the propositions outlined earlier‘and the application of the
. 1t v
3o g b

' ;,.’ﬁodel of violations of distancing expectations to distraction, a number of

:}ﬁppotheses could be derived. As a firstr test of this new formulation, it

P
Y

L3 .
3 $ . - ,-

Q. o ' .
ERIC . © 20 / <V | '
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was ¢e01ded to IUM1t reward to phy51cal attractiveness, since it is a well-

- - . , .
v

stabllshed form of reward, and to lnclude as 1nd1ces of persuaslon attltude
/\ . A
change, ratings of crédibility and attraction. Hence, the following hypo-

.  theses were selected for -testing: . .
* ¢ . . . . * ) ’ . ‘- Y

L J . . . -
; Hypothesis 1:® The greater.an'initiator's physical attract-
., v . /
N a . (
¢ .. . iveness, the greater the message acceptance, assigned .
. . - Cm R N . . . '
P - credibility and attraction by the reactant. ‘

[ . - »

. . . ~
- - . . N . s L ¥ -
j’ - . s - . 3 - . ’

Hypothe51s 2- Given a hlghly.atpractlvg initiator, message.

vl

_' . acceptance, 3551gned credlblllty and attractlon hy the

s

reactant will increase as thé initiator increases devia~-
< . KJ -

tions, from the expected distance.
_ } - -
Hypothe51s 3- Given an unattractive initiater, message

’ )

acceptance, assigned credibility and attractign by the .
reactant will decrgggg as the initiator increases
deviations from the expected distance.

‘Hypotheses 4: As th%,pfopensity to counterargue increases,

resistance to persuasion will increase. : T

: v
\ S Hypothesis 5: As the propensity to derogate increases, re-
'sistance to persuasion will increase. o
k4 ) N
- i . , METHOD
. Subjects.and Confederates . S 4 .

]

. Subjeeis were 350 undergraduate students eﬁrolled in speech courses

' who participated either voluntarily or for class credit. Of that total, 287

[

were experimental subjects, the remainder, control subjecte.
4

The confederates were two male and two female volunteefs enrolled .in

. nonverbal- communication courses. Initially, twelve volunteers were chosen
: ™~
by the experimenter on the basits of their variability in physical attrac-
: . . ;- .
t;yeness. The twelve were asked to'appear before 35 students enrolled in an
. e

-

_ : 2
) _ --&«t




) _19 ¢ < iy \

¢ - ’ #

upper division speech course, who rated them on a series of physical attrac- i

tioh subscales developed by McCroskey and MceEin.%5, Volunteers were asked
. i . .fs :' .
to appear as they normally woulé),so that their dress and grooming reflected

L}

their typical self-presentation. The ratings were submitted to an analysis .-

1}

v

of variance and. compared with t-tests to select as t final four gpnfed~ -
- . - - - - ‘

€

erates two.males-and two females whose scores were‘si nificantly different

from one anotherléhd-represented a full range of attractiveness.'. - .
P—“ v o - . - S s ] _.' )
- ) ?— § - N ¢ .\, . .‘ -
. ot
Independent<yeasures ol : ' N

There were three independent variables in thls 1nvestlgat10n~ physical:

attractiveness, distance and propensity to counterargue. Phy31ca1 attractive-

ness was operationalized as the ranking each copnfederate received on physical

attraction. To insure that each confederate's self-presentation remained

constent, the confederates wore the samé¢ clothes and accessories‘and the

women used the same dggree of makeaup for all experimental sessions.

.

Distance was operatlonallzed as the thigh-to-thigh seated distance be«
tween the confederate and subject. As a baiiﬁ_gf\:empafiSOn with previous
\
studies, four different distance conditions were employed: . far, norm, close

and threat. Instead of usin§ structured interaction distances, subjects

were allowed to establish their own prefe;red distances from the confederates.

This distance, preéumably a reflection of the norms relevant 'to that pair,

A3 A
- e ! ¢

became the normatlve dlstance for those subjects assigned the norm condltlon.

-

For those assigned the far or close cond;tlons, the confederate subsequently

moved 18 inches closer or 18 inches farther than the established-nOrm. For
) . R

the threat distance, the confedérate moved to within three inches of the
€

:subject, a distance that is well within that classified as an inva510p of

)

personal space and threat-provoking. Analytically, distance was treated

both as a categorical variable with four levels (threat, close, norm and far)

A .
. : Y

.
. .
lﬁ . ) -
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and as a continuous variéble{ defined as the actual distancé adopted by the

. subject ptus or minus the confngraﬁe's deviation. The treatment of dis-
“
tance as four levels was used to identify means for use in interpretatiqn of
2 o . -
5 o T -
the hypothesis.- fThe continuous treatment provided a more sensitive test of

-

the hypothesis. The actual- distances adopted by subjectsfranged from ong to
. . ‘-J‘ M -
forty-seven inches, indicating that subjects did not feel constrained to _‘ :

' -
.

- .

adopt any particular distance. . -

. N .
Subjects' propensity to coungerargue was, measured by using the ;;he

-

. checklist technique reported by Brandt et al.,46 which was designed to tap
L} .

2

L

the content dimension of counterarguing. Additionally, items were added to K

. measure subjects' motivation to derogate the message source. To begin with,
) . [ Y ) R ¢ . .
thirty propositional statements were pretested, each relating to a different

topic, to determine which Qere most.disérepant'from.held‘Leliefé_ Sixty-five

undergraduates served as pretest subjects. Each responded to the stagements

3 .
on three sets of scales: I) a seven-point interval scale bounded by “strongly

agree" and "strongly disagree;" 2) a set of four .semantic differential scales

a -

to heasurqxthe evaluative dimdnsion of meaning,47 and 3) the Known‘Interval

.

-~ Scale, a scale derived from successive interval scaling that has standardized

values for its 11 adjective:anch?rs.48 The first scale items wlre ideritical .

to those used by Brandt, et al.; the second and third were included to see
. hY
A

o\
{f results would differ. (gzg%d on subjects' respoﬁses, the fblloying six

topics were chosen as.mos belief discrepant: 1) "The State University
2 -~ Y

System should redesigdgte areas of study to different universities, i.e.,

-,
-

R

should only be allowed to effer hard sciences, only social sgiéncesf

only management and mar§?ting, etc.;" 2) “"24-hour visitation in dormi-

- tories should be abolished at this university;" 3) "Search and seizure limits

r
on police should be abolished;" 4) "The purpose of the university should be

‘primarily research-oriented with teaching at best a secondary orientation;"

3

Cees

4
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'

- . 5) "There should be an immédiate tuition increase'aﬁ this unive]pipy;“ and
~ - .

” é) “Thezsale of heroim in the United States should be legalized."” The six

- topics were chcsen-because they yielded means of 2.1 or less on the belief -

scale (on a one to seven,scale), responses were highly skewed in the direc-
- N\

tlon of opp051txon and-ghe three sets of scales were highly correlated.
. . -

Five of the topics were then selected for 1nc1u51on in the. propenslty

A\\rikﬁ.measure and the remaining topic was used for the actual message (1egallza-
. ) .
tion of heroin). Twelve, supportive arguments for each of the five topics

were then generated from various sources (e.g., debatenflles, speeches,

. newspapers) . additionally, ten phrases were added which {gpresented deroga-

. tory or Qéfamatory statements of'a source using these arguments'(e.g., Ya .
“source‘who uses such arguments is obviopsly ing?mpetent"). These were
. . interspersed with four positive statements about the sourcc so that subjects
would be less likely to recognlze their purpose. The aréuments and deroga-
¢ tion statements were ordered in a check-list format under the appropriate
top&c, with the source derogction list appearing after the content list.
Responses were converted te¢ percentage scores, as donc by Brandt et al.
Because Brandt et al. made no assumptions concerni ;K;he dimenaionality
of thei; instrument and pbecause a second set of items had been added, esti-
mates of internal reliability were computed for each topic and derogatlon‘
scale. The estimates were computed by the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 for

[

dichotomous data.49 Reliqbilities obtained were .59, .72, .54, .75 and .75

-

for each of the five séts'cf arguments respectively. Reliabilities for the

source derogation scales. werel.59, .75, .80, .72 and .77 respectégely.

Cronbach's coefflclent alpha was then computed to determine subjects' fre-
. o . | quency of acceptance-rejectlon across topics for each set of items.

Coefficient alphas of .69 and .54 were obtained for the content and souxge.

derogation measures respectively. Reliability estimates were lower than

» -
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expected, foreshadowing problems with subsequent analyses.
B '

" As a measure of external validity, a separate sample of subjects (n=29)

- . . ) &
- . was administered the propensity to cgunterargue/derogate checklist, expos¥d

to a randomly selected recording of the experimental/message, and requested

N oo . ) . )
to react Yo the message in essay form. Statements were then categorized

-

~ according to whether they were centent~ or source—driented'aﬁd;were counted.

' * -
The number of statements was then correlated with the subjests' scores- on v

the propensity measures. ' Because the experimental message was heard before

‘ , ”
° the essay was written, it was expected that the correlation between the num-
.

ber of counterarguments and derogatory statements would be high for the

’

P

* -
essay measure. The obtained correlation (r=.82, p ¢ .05) indicates the )

”

statements were related. However, the correlations between the statements

a .

and the propensity measures were low and nonsignificant (.05 for counter-
M L}

érguing*and .09 for derogation), again casting doubt on the method for

-

measuring counterarguing and derogation.

'Experimental Message . ‘ .

’

The topic of the persuasive message argued in favom of the legaliza-

roin in the United States. The -message was written by graduate

-

. 51 .
a previous study _ and found to be extremely persuasive. The
. _ message contifned 491 total words with an average sentence length of 21.20

words. Comprehension was rated as extremely high, with a Contihgency Index
s . .
of 6.65. The Gunning-Fog Readability Index indicated the readability of

the message was coﬁprehendable to those with over lziyeérs of formal educa-

. tijon. Since the intensity of the language used in a message has been demon-

-,

a ‘ . [
strated to affect attitude change, the message was created to be moderately

intense, with highly intense metaphors and extreme adverbial qualification

-

not used.

£ .
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. The message was memorized by each confederate, It was “rehearsed until - .-

awvergatim ‘delivery" of .a;:@s.oxima't;ély; £pe 's‘@me ratg? wds reagfxed. The message
took approximately three. and‘qn'e‘a half minutes to d'e_liv,er. ‘T6 insure ti;léit- R
. , : - oL . :
Sthe messages‘did not c;iff?r acréss distange and :'eu:arc‘licoﬁdij:iéix%, all
. " messages werej taped’via’a t‘wo—‘w_‘ay'. 's‘peék'er‘ system w:.::hbut the khowle;i.ge of

L] -

- - ’, -

.

-~
E -
A .

- ) . - > . S Co
. the confedera¥Xe, .and .one message from each confederate was rgndomly ‘selected.

These meséa'geQ‘ were rated by 2.0 gnde'i’gradﬁatés on credibilify and attitude

o . - e

- oT¥scales. Mean ratings were then compared to determine if any systematic” .
?. Y . e o . ) i . . . : . ‘ )
N *variatiom had occurred. No significant differences were found. Additionally,

»

six tapes ‘per tofffederate were randomly selected and timed. No significant

> R .

o . . . it
differences were found for léngth of message either between or within

<

»

- . » [ -5
confederates. . .

Y

_l_)_gp_enaent Measures

-

. . .

) - r A ! - ) L > - -
There .were three dependent measures in this investigation: source

. cfedibility,. source attraction and attitude. Additionally, two disi:raction

measures were added as manipu'lation checks. Subjects rated the confederates

on credibi}ity_ via fifteen semantic differential ‘scéle?-whi.ch méasu:e peer
] . ’ 5 . E . _- '. R . ‘
credibility. 2 Altogether five dimensions were tapped: :‘competeﬂce, charac-
. . ‘ . d‘ ™ N r

. ter, compc_)s(xre, extroversion and sociability. Attrat_

- .

s measured by a

series of twelve Likert-type statements that reflect physioal, socifl and

. 53 , . .
v task attraction. Separate dimension scores were used as the dependent

3y e

-

measures for attraction and credibility. Attitude was measured with the™
same two scales plus the same scales used- for the attitude pretest: the N
four evaluative items suggested by 0sgood, Suci and Tannenbaum“-and the

. Known In'éé‘rvg‘l Scale (I(IS).54 The correlation between the two attitude .

scales was .86 (p«< .05). > N )

¢
<)
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A self-report measure on distraction was used to establish if the
.. ' - .
. distance deviations were distracting. The check, on distraction which should

<+

have occurred in the experimental setting, consisted of five seven~-interval-

cemantic differential items bounded by the ag@jective pairs, "calm-anxious,"
. ) ) \ ' . ‘.
»comfortable-uncomfortablg," "distracted—not distracted,” "relaxed-tense"

Y. . and "attentive-inattentive.” The scalés were submitted to factor analysis
) with varimax rotation, which produced one factor with all five scales .,
/ loading greater than .60. . . , o y

" Experimental Procedures _ - \

-

. Two weeks prior to the ‘eéxperiment, students enrolled.in sophomore and

-

Junlor level speech classes completed- the propensity to counterargue/derogate

measure. Results indlcated a mean of 65. 7 percent rejection, w1th a stand-

..

ard deviation of 14.45. .

’ 3 »

- . Following training of the confederates, subjects were asked to report

] /“'—

to a room to part1c1pate in a study on coverbal word use. The room, which

was equ;pped with a two—way speaker system that peimitted audlo—taplng, had .

the appearance of a cllnlc waltlng room, It was carpeted and arranged w1th

s ’ 0 .
a row of armless, padded chrome chairs which, when placed side-by-side,

formed a beqch-like surface that occupied most of the wall. Three identi-

»

ff—“f\ cally furnished rooms were counterbalanced within the design. e

-

Prior to enﬁgriﬁg the room, subjects were paired with a confederate,

informed that a short delay had occurred and told that they wocld be placé&’

!
» - '

in ® "waiting room."” In each case the confederate entered the room first

~ -

and sat at the far end of the bench, approximately 20 inches from the epd.
o

The subject then took a seat and an a551stant ﬁ"ded each an informed con-

sent form to be completed. The subject's form indicated ‘the nature of the

coverbal interview which was to take place and asked that (s)he sign the
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form. The confederate's form accomplished two tasks: 1) it allowed him/
~ : ’ - )
N her to record the normative distadce adopted by the subject on the form and
, : I . kY .
"2) it contained the assigned distance- condition (s)he was to adopt. Once

-

the forms were completed' the assistant collecteﬁ them and informed the pair .
. that (s)he would be back shortly. After a few seconds, the confederate

étood up, crossed the room and closed the. door, which the’ assistant had

-

maccidently’-left .ajar. _Upon returningy (s)he, adopted the assigned distance
s . . , v . ) -
condition. Once seated, the confederate inquired whether or not the sub-
PR jecf wés.enrolled in a gspeech course and whether (s)he was taking public

Y

R spéaking. The confederate then stated that (s)he had-to deliver a memorized

\

spe‘éh in class (inéicating that the fopic (s)he had chosen was from a sur-
S\\‘ ; “vey filled out earlier in the course) and asked if (s) he might practice it

. % v
on the subject. All but three subjects agreed to hear the speech (the three
* . - A . .,
* who did not were in threat conditions and immediately crossed tywe room, re-

fusing to cooperate).

- . During.the message presentation all other nonverbal behaviors were -

kept constant. Eye contact was practiced and maintained at a fifty percent
d !
I rate of gaze; the saA; body dﬁgle and orientation were maintained by each
. , .

confederate at a%l-distapce conditions. .

& ' 2

Following the message, the subjeét and confederate were taken to sepa- ¢

rate rooms.. While the subject reported to the next xoom, the gonfederate

exited from the area by means of a back stairway and returned to the origi-

nal starting sition. Once in the room, the subject was informed that'since

the study wa Aesigned to explore "the interface betwegn humans and machines

¢

versus the interface between humans and humans,” the experimenters needed

¢
4

some information about the subject and the person with whom (s)he had been

waitin§ before proceeding with the remainder of the experiment, Subjects

4

¢
co

Kid
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%@5hs*":;ggg'led to believe that they might be paired with the other person for the

] ; t

next task. They then completed the source credibility scales, the attrac-
tion scales, the first distraction manipulation check, and the attitude -
statement, which was inserted among five:other statements. It was explained .

P _ to subjects that the attitude section was not part of the current experi-

)

. - ] . . .
ment, but was included for someone else collecting survey data on campus.

r .
It was hoped that/the subject would equate this section with the survey
' b

. mf;}igsed earlier by the confederate. Additionally, suhiécts were informed - .

,fiat they did not have -to complete the sur;ey, but that it would help'the -

hY
.

“a v

.

. other researchers if they did. ’

*

o

" ¥Pollowing completioﬁ of the dependent measures, the subject then re-

L) »

portéa'to a second room and was partially debriefed. All sﬁbjects were
. - . ) -
A then debriefed and sworn to secrecy. _ : .
Additionally, a control groﬁp of 34 subjects responded to the attitude

scales .but received no exposure to'the experimental message.

L. : N
’ ' . © .

RESULTS : »

-

'y

Manipulation Checks . %
. . ' .

As a check on whether the message was persuasive, the attitude scores

A

of the control group, which received no messagé, were compared to those of
. M [} . .

-

the experimental groups. Analyses of variance yielded significant F-values
. -t \

(F = 15.08; df = gna; p < .05 for the KIS measure, F = 12.24; df = 2,318;

p < .05 for the semantic differential). Dunnett's t-test comparisons to
¢ - 1 ]
the control group revealed that attitude scores were higger for "all experi- -

: ' : ' : y 55 |
N mental conditions except for the least attractive confederate. (Means

appear in Table 1.) These results were taken as support of the persuasive-

ness of the experimental message. . -
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Because the hypotheses were predicated on the assumption that ‘distance

*

violatioﬁs and physical attractiveness can serve as sources of distraction,
a critical check in this expe%iment was whether distraction varied AQ;;ss
conditions. A multiple regression of distraction on reward (freated As a
continuous variable), distance itreated as a continuous variqble), istance
by reward, propensity to counterargue and source derogation proqycedJsignifi—
cant effects for distance (F = 5.99; df.= 1,280; p < .05), reward (F = 7.99;
daf = 1,280; p ¢ .05), and propensitylto counterargue (F = 3.07; df = 1,280;
] p'& .05). . The means, calculated for £he four distance conditions, were
14.21 for tﬁreat, 12¢93 for close, 13.64 for porm and 14.72 for far, indiéa;;'
ing greater distraction in the two extreme conditions as expected. For
reward, the meahs for the four confe&erates, in:desceﬁding‘orde; of attractive-
_ness, were 13.77, 13.02, 13.49,-and 15.60, indicéting greatest distraction-
with the least attractive interﬁiewer, followed by the mﬁgt attr;ctive.‘ While
the means conformed to expectations, they were ail below the midpoint of the
scale; thus.neither the distancé manipulation no; attractiveness caused a
sevére distracfion, and certainly not oﬁe sufficient to impairglearning of ‘
the message. - . . ‘o . »
Another assumption from the rationale was that subjects with a greater
propensity to céunterargge and derogate woﬁld be generally more. negative to-
ward a message source. Muiéiplg regressions identical to fhose used to test
distréction tested the effects of each propensity measure on evaluations of
the confederates. For counterarguing, significant effects obtained for
 composure (F = 9.72; df = 1,280; p < .03), and tésk attraction (F = 6.92;
df = 3,280; p ¢ .05), and trends obtained for competence (F = 3.55; df = 1,280; ,
p < .10), Qna character (F = 3.50; df = i,ZBD; p ¢ -10). For source deroga-

tion, significant effects obtained for sociability (F = 7.15; daf = 1,280;,

- | p < .05) and Bocial attraction (F = 5.84; 4f = 1,280; p < .05) and a trend

O ‘ : . N . ! ) . Ql
, ' o VRV _




cast further dodBt on their validity.
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’

ol

“for character (F = 3.12; 'df = 1,280; p < .10). An examination of the beta

weights-indicatqd that, contrary to expectations, greater counterarguing and
_ y . .
derogation correlated with more positive evaluations of the source in all

cases. These findings, coupled with the low réliability data and . failure of

the essay-generated argumentation to correlate with the_ propensity megsures,

. ) [
The final manipulation check was -designed to reconfirm thg'aiffe:ences

L4 R o

across confederates in physical attraqtiveness. Accordingly, the results

on the physical dimension of attraction were.treated as a manipulation check.

. . A
An analysis of variance produced results consistent with the pretest on’

aétractiveness: there was a-significant effect for reward (F = 39,05; af =

3.284; p < -05 and the means/were in the correct rank order (22.62, is.47,

16.58, and 14.08). ‘ * "

Hypothesis One | ' ‘ %g

The“first'hypothesis, which bredicted that message acceptance, credibil-

ity and attraction wou}d increase with physical attractiveness (reward) , was
tésted with a multivariate analysis of variance of reward and sex of subject

on the two attitude measures, the five dimensions of credibility and the

AY

remainind two dimensions of attraction (excluding physical attraction, which

was treated as.a manipulation cpeck). Sex was included as a blocking variable.
t M . . . .

The analysis produced a significant.multiﬁariate main effect for reward

(wilgs = .683 approximate F = 4,09; 4f = 27,792; p < .05). ﬁniyariate‘gftests
also ;évealeé significanfleffects_for all depéndent measures except’ the two.
attitude measures and the character dimension of credibility; which showed -

a trend Kp ¢ .10), The means, reported in Ta;ie 1, revealed that for all

significant dependent variables, the means were in proper rank order for

the second through fourth confederates, with the least attractive confederate
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- alwa&s:receiying much ;oﬁer ratings than the other three; however, the
other'tﬁree were often rated.similaf;y and the most physiéally\aptfactive
! 'éonfederate received lowé; fggings on éredibility tLan did the second mos;
attractive confederate.. Thus, thlg the resulté Yargely confirmed )

-

Hypothesis 1, they showed that other elements in the demeanof of conféd- "

erates two and three were partly compeﬁsating for their lower physical

gttractivenessAto produce favorable evaluations. These findings meant that

-

only the fourth corfederate could be legitimately regarded as representing

low reward for the test of Hypothesis 3. . . -

1
= ' There were no significant effects for.sex in the analysis:

’

-

Hypotheses Two and Three

-

. "

The second hypothesis:\whibh posited that for an égtractive interviewer,.

Y

message accepfance, credibility and attraction would increase with viola-
. . ' &
t ?
tions from distancing expecgations, was initially'tgsted with a mult}variate

analysis of variance of reward (data for the two most attractive inter-
: . A

- o

- viewers) on the same dependent measures as Hypothesis 1, plus physical attrac-

tion. . The multivariate and univariate F-tests failed to produce any

; significant effects. The hyﬁothesis.was then tested with separate multiple

regressions for each of the two confederates, using distance as a continuous

variable, entered into the model as a polynomial equation with linear, quad-

1

» . )
ratic_and cubic terms. It was expected that this analysis, while losing:

. , some power by halving the degrégs of freedom, would provide a more sensigive
test of distance effects -and would reveal any differences between the two

confederates. For the most attractive confederate, only trends were un- ‘
S .

i}
|

covered:, for composure, a quadratic relationship (F = 3.03; df 1,70;

p < .10); for extroversion, a linear relationship (F = 3.77; df = 1,73;

P, p < .10); for physical attraction, a linear relationship (F = 2.83;
. \ » . -

. e . :
\ af = 1,71; p € .10); and for the KIS measure of message acceptance, another
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linear relationship \(F = 2.87; df = 1,70) p ¢ 10). For the second con-,
federate, there was a siénificant nonlinear relationship for social attrac-

tion, linear (F = 3.80; df = 1,62; p < -10), quaé&atic (F = 4.97; df = 1;62;

p < .05), cubic (F = 5,84; df = 1,62; p < .05); a nonlinear trend for a

competence, linear (F = 3.57; 4f = 1,62; p’< .10), qdhdratié (F = 3.55;
df = 1462; p < .10’; and a lihear trend for soqiability (F = 3.48; 4f = 1,64;
P < .10). . The cell means, reported in Table 1, reveal that in all cases, the

. configuration of means either conformed to thechypothésized relationship or

oo . Y v . . +
the extreme distances produd¢ed the most positive effects, a finding also

* partially supportive of the hypothesis, Tpese results were taken as marginal

suépbrt of the hypothesis.

. . The third'hypothesis, which pesited that unattractive individuals would
+ achieve optimal results by c&nfbrhing to distancing expectations (the normj ,’

was similarly tested with a multivariate analysis of variance and multiple "
3 regressions. _ However, only data from the least att;active interviewer were

' used. TQe analyses failed to ‘produce any significan; effects.

Because of the necéssity of analyzing data for each confederéte sepa-
rately, it was important to examine the power‘of these tests. Previous
research had led to the expectation that distance alterations by themselves

v - would only produce small effects, both becausé they are only one of several
. ¢
variables and because they are a leés noticed elemeﬁt in an ongoing inter-
gction.Q Con;equently, powexr was examined for the ability to detecﬁha small
effect size (.20). Thé.coeffécients were found to be rather low (..39 and

g

below), providing a partial explanation of the nonsignificant results.

Hypothesgsis Four and Five

-

The fourth and fifth hypotheses predicted propensity to counterargue
- and to derogate the source would be associated with greater resistance to

- persuasion (less message acceptance). A fultivariate multigle regression,

-

“ERIC . R
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regressing the two attitude measures on the two propen51ty measure's, failed

-

to produce sighificant effacts, a reéﬁlt anticipated from the reliability

coeffidients obtained earlier. ‘ e ‘

2
’Q

DISCUSSION

/ . -
2y,

A number of important conc1u51ons can be drawn from this investigation,

both from the significant and non51gnif1cant findings. First, the manipula-
- . . N L

tion checks on distractidn demonstrated that distance violations and physical

attractiueness can serve as moderate sources of distraction. Given the

\
rather brief exposure that subjects had ‘to the confederate ard the somewhat

cpntrived nature of the experiment, these findings imply that under more
natural inreracpion conditions, conversational distance violatiohs and
elements. of eelf—preSentation can be.effectively utilized to distract a*
.receiver>/fhorepver, thoee.violations aoperentiy carry positive connotations
when committed by an attractive individoal as they translate iﬁto higher
ratings on some dimensions of credibility'and attraction. Finelly, in keep~
N S ing with Proposieions 3,and 5,-there Jds modest e;idence that tbese'positive
| forms of distraction lead to greater susceptibility to'persuasioo; )
‘ That the effects for distraction are not more dramatic on message
acceptance and-source evaluations is disappointing but explainable. Fi;et,
‘\vs _ extremes in ettractiveness were not represented in this experiment, parti- '
cularly at the low end. The lowest physical attraction score.wes only two
poiets below the midpoint of the scale. Moreover, the means on social and
task‘attraction revealed that the second and third confederates were highly
similar to the first confederate in their ratings. Thus, aspects of éheir
demeanor compensated for the lower physical attractiveness, making the

three of them highly similar on composite attractiveness. The result wés’

that the distance hypotheses, which depended on extremes in attractiveness
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. . S
’ ) i \ .
for the distinctly different curvilineay relationships to obtain, did not

-

receive the most fair. test, especially 1 the low reward condition. This
»

\
-1nterpretat10n is bolstered by the fact that previous experlments have had

relatively condistent and significant findings in the low reward condition.

Second, as has been noted in previous lfhofatory experiments on distance

violations, the use of seated distances and' the laboratory, setting itself

.« may mitigate against. finding more than marginal effects for distance viola-
tions. ‘More naturalistic tests are needed. It also may be advisable to

s manipulate not just dlstance alone But several nonverbal cues that communi-

. cate phys1cal and psychologlcal closeness or d;stance. Argyle and Dean s

\
. i

equlllbrlum theory56 would suggest that in the absence of control over all

)

1mmedlacy cues (such as eye contact, smiling, fbrward body lean), people

-

will adjust levels of intimacy in one channel to compensate for levels eﬁi

w
-

o intimacy'in another channel so that an equilibrium level is maintained. It

is possible that confederates made unconscious, subtle changes in other

nonverbal cues to balance the increases or decreaé\es in physical proximity.

| These adjustments could be controlled by having cenfederates manipulate an
ertire complex of cues. Third, it is possible that the procedures used in
» this experiment, which involved confederates asking subjects to help them
out by listening to the speech, elicited prosocial responses that overtode
.other reactions to the confégg;ate. This prosocial effect might alsé
. account for the generally~high persuasiveness of the counte;attitudinal
message, withodt regard for the behaviors of the speaker. In retrospect, ’
<? it would be preferable to avoid tnis kind of potential demand chanacteristic
‘and incorporate the message presentation within a more natural_contersation.
Finally, the low power coefficients provide a partial explanation of the

[y

nonsignificant findings.

~

J
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The reshlts on_the propensity measures cast serious doubt on eithef-the.

'measufementJof propensity to cpunterargue or the construct itself. In this
investigation, using the same - procedures for constructing a measure of pro-
pensity to counterargue as had been used in the past,'the medsure of .

counterargulng propen51ty had low relxabxglty, falled to correlate with

arguments generated in essay form after hearlpg an actual _message, failed

to predlct message acceptance, and, contrary to the underlying assumptiors

of the construct,.correlated_wit? positive source evaluations. This rather -

poor showing for the piopensity to ‘counterargue measure is inconsistentewith

s ) Q -~ :
the high reliability and significant results reported by Brandt, et al.57

However, it is possible that their resdlts were paktly an artifact of their

N

procedures. In their investigation, subjects listened to a tape-recoxded

N )

message attr}buted to a high status source. The arguments in the message
were the same as on the propensity p;etest. Thus, the preéest may dee in-
adverently inoculated subjects, pfompting those,who'markee moxe items on
the.pretest to be more resistant to the miessage, which'came from a poten-
tially threeteﬁing source. TQese potential demand characteristi;s were
avoided in the presene ;tudy by using a qovel message, with no consequent
resistance to éersua51on;_ It is also possible thaf the live, face-to-face
context and the equal status confederate used in the pseseet 1nvestxgat10n
inhibited counterarguing. #* . .

At‘any rate; the contrary results from this experiment call into .
question whether the propensity measure is in fact ﬁeasufing counterarguing
tendencies or sdme other construct (such as intelligence orx Machiavellianism).
To suggest that a generalized p;opensity to ceunterhrgue aoes not exist would

be premature, but thé& present fiﬁﬁﬁngs indicate a need for more serious in-

vestigation of the nature of the construct. of particular interest should

.
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L

- “’be whether face-to-face situations,;which require some degree of inter-

L]
¢

- " personal involvement, reduce counterarguing amnd derogation/;eﬂéencies
9 ‘ -

rélative.to taped presentations, which afford the receiver a more impersonal,

-

anonymous role. Also unresolved is.the question of whether céunterarguingf

. .and derpgation ‘are two alternative forms of resisting influence or whether

e’

-

. _ the one can trigger the other.
In sum, the present investigation provides the beginnings-of'éuppoft
for interpreting the effects of nonverbal distractors from the petspective

of the model of conversational @istancing violations. For the reward con-

-
v

. - dition at least, the results®largely conform to the revised model, in which

’

: .
greater deviations from the expected distance produce more positive out-.

comes. Given that distance and physical appearance were found to be

' “
- . moderately distracting, it is reasonable to copclude that part of the ex-
' /- . ’ -
planation for why distance violations produce bétter effects is that they. .
. " ‘ -\

have arousal value and may heigﬁten attentiveness.to personal characteris—

. ' . . V. :
tics of the source, while reducing attentiveness to the .verbal message.

4

“ .
The nonverbal messages carried by the source's behavior then become the

. salient determinant of whether responses are positive or negative. Further

‘research.will need to establish more firmly that these dis;ractiQe effects

e . '
translate into greater susceptibility to persuasion when the distractions

are positive and greater resistance to persuasion when the distractions are

negative in nature.

>
- ]

%
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¢ opaBLE1

MEANS FOR REWARD AND DISTANCE CONDITIONS FOR ALL DEPENDENT VARIABLES

’ ‘ | . ' N\

. REWARD . DISTANCE CONDITION REWARD
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ' . ‘ | | MAIN
"L * (CONFEDERATE) THREAT CLOSE NORM FAR EFFECT
, . T -
PHYSICAL ATTRACTION 1 (n=73) - 23.56 22.28 22.95  21.59 | 22.62
" ' 2 (n=66) 17.35 ° 18.41 18.18  20.13 | 18.50
: | ‘3 (n=76) .| .15.81 17.24 17.16  16.26 | 16.58
: 4 (n=72) 13.18 14.47 13.06  15.45 | 14.08
* . ) ]
. ' (W X
SOCIAL ATTRACTION~ 1 ‘ 23.33 23.33 24.00  22.00 | 23.21
2 | . 23.06 22.65 22.35  23.93 | 22.97
3 20.95 23.88 22.37 23,42 | 22.58
) 4 19.18 20.18 20.33  21.85 | 20.44
TASK ATTRACTION 1 21.17 22.39 31.65  21.18 | 21.60
| 2 21.12 21.94 ~ 21.12  22.27 | 21.59
. 3 20.81 21.65 _ 21.42 .20.58 | 21,09
. A 18.53 19.71  18.56  20.60 | 19.39
COMPETENCE 1 -~ 22.33° , 21.83 22.05 '22.18 | 22,10
\ C 2 23.00 21.82 20.88  24.07 | 22.39
| 3 21.90 21.82 32.21  20.68 | 21.66
ny 4 18.82 21.47 18.61  19.30 | 19.53
CHARACTER 1 21.50 22.00 21.20  20. 21.34
‘ 2 22.18 22.47 21.47 21. 22.01
-3 21.52 21.82 21.79  20.89 | 21.50
4 19.65 21.88 19.56  20.15 | 20.29
SOCIABILITY . - 1 22.50 23.28 24.20 22.65 | 23.19
' 2 24.23 ° 25,02  Ys.29 25,93 | 25.12
3 23.38 26.58 . 23.89  24.26 | 24.22
4 20.70 22.59 19.50  21.45 | 21.06
. < | e )
COMPOSURE . 1 20.00 17.94 19.30 " 19.12 } 19.10
2 19.41 21.41 18.47  20.4¢ | 19.91
3 18.09 15.23 19.32  15.32 | 17.07
4 12.59 13.47 13.22 13.75 | 13.28
N
- L -




TABIE 1 (continued)

REWARD *  DISTANCE CONDITION *  REWARD

DEPENDENT VARIABLEw/ : MAIN

. ¥ (CONFEDERATE) THREAT CLOSE NORM  FAR EFFECT

EXTROVERSION 1 22.17 22,44 22.50 23.88 | 22.73
2 24.06 24.35 23.88 24.93° | 24.29

3 22.43 24.12 22.58 22.74 | 22.92

4 21.18 21,53 18.33 19.20 | 20.00

ATTITUDE, KIS 1 4,79 4.23 3.56 3.67 |. 4.06
2 3.02 4.18 4.37 4.44 3.99

‘“5 3 4,59 4.58 3.83  4.32 4.33
-, 4 3.97 2.79 3.26 *3.83 3.48

\
ATTITUDE, SEMANTIC . C » 3

DIFFERENTIAL 1 13.50 10.00 10.40 10.71.| 11.14

) 2 7.59 11.29 11.47 11.33 10.39

3 1;.52 13.71 9.74 12.37 11.78

4 12.29 7.06 9.33  9.20 9.46




