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THEORY

P

3 . : )
77¥Seﬁibtits;,ﬁf§§diy defihéd;,ié a methbaxbﬁgdiécou:se ,
analysis aimed étidiscoverihg the deep meaning of the message;
s this is generally achicved through structuralist methodgl..

ogy,-a major problem of Semiotic theory is the incorporation
of external variablés and thé;r lmpact on the message. In the

/
s

- approach, im a strict sense; lies outside semiotic theory - -
which favors the Structurailist methodology championed by Bird-
Whistell. . Sensy lato; however, the two opposigg approaches to
nonverbal research can_be reconciled and may-indeed _be. ng

kinesics (von Raffler-Enge], 1978y, - 7

SCOPE A

_ This ﬁapéfifaiis;witﬁiaighe Efron-Ekman paradigm but it
focuses on an: integnal variation. We wanted to explore;whe-
ther the Visibility of both ends in a dyadic, interaction. <.
affected the evaluation of tﬁe,;nteréctaﬁféi§yVérthifa;ﬁérty,
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appeared to us the showing of a candidate being interviewed

for a business pos1tion. _In_this particular sitoation it

would not seem contrived that the camera had focused exclu-

sively on the interviewee who was to be judged.

iNSTRUMENT

r

being 22 and the oldest 26 years old), of s1m11ar phy51cal
build; and compatible éducational and socio-economic back-
ground were video taped in a modk business interview Situation

with the same interviewer. The lattér was impersonated by 4.
white male in his late thirtles,,Progngassian Al Kovalcheck
director of Forensics _at Vanderhilt Hniyersitgti:The verbal.

behayior :of the appilcants was virtualily. identical in_ ianguage

and content _and _varied as_little as possibie in. paralanguage

but_their nonverbal behavior differed on one variable. The

interviewer. behaved in an idehtical manner throughout. Each

taped session lasted three minutes:

\

To insure the v1rtual 1dent1ty of the verbal component

(see Appendlx I)rbefore the taplng - To prese;ve naturalness,,
he was instructed not to memorize-the script but basically ‘say
the saiie.things. The six ‘initeractions were taped on comnsecu-
tive days and the interviewees had no occasion ‘to meet at that
time. Ideally we_ should have: hired professional actors but

,,,,,,

this was financially out of "the question. 1In regard to the

nonverbal behavior to be portrayed by our volunteers. we opted
\\sfor what we considered the minor evil. Instead of- giving _

rigid 1nstruct10ns to each .applicant so_that_they all would

behave_in _an almost_ identical marner except for the one vari-

able which_we wanted to Isoiate, we SImply told them to behave

natnraliy except for one. spec1f1c nonverbal manlfestatl””

which._they -were to stress without overdoing it to . the p01nt

- of, caricature:. In this. manner we thought to- av01d a- stilted

/ . artificiail behav1or throughout the tdape; and we, belleve that
we have succeeded. F pm past experierce in nonverbal testing
We were fairly certa that ‘the -dependeiit variables which
might ‘compound - the plcturé wowld be of minor concern given'‘the

o ‘overriding effect of the independent varlable. (von Raffler-
to Engel i.p.) T

- The variations)in nonverbal behavior are s follows: The

six video frames were shown in the order iIsteé below with one

'
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minute 1htervals between each frame to allow for rat1ng time:
1. Overggstlculatron The appllcant gestlculated almost
coﬁstantly w1th hls hands whlle he talked The move-

,,,,,,

1. Laekgoigadeqeateggyeﬁeontact, The appllcant only rarely

established eye contact with the interviewer, 1ook1ng :
"in the air" (as,déscribéd by one-obServer) or-downward.

III. Modératé aggrésslﬁéﬁéss The app11cant d1d all the

Iv. }inesic stlllness The applicant kept h1s body st111

quent . seif—adaptors and p&ayed thh the elastlc band of

his wrist watch: : L L ;

Vi. Positive aggress1veness. The appixcantid;d aii the

"right' thlngs but with great forcefulness. in the tens-
ing of his body and the 1nten91ty of his gaze:

)

SUBJECTS

A total of 78 judges evaluated the tapes . Of these %42
were undergradufte students (M21/F21) and 36 were profess1on—
als (M19/F17) ranging in age from 23 to 68, fean 38.5 years.
These professional ratergs were managers in department stores,
‘and admissions officers in the graduate and profess1onal
schools of Vandérbilt University. R

o The sub;ects were class1f1ed into four catagorles stu-

dent males; student females; professional males; and profes-

sional. females _Each. category was then_ randomeiy divided. _

Half of the raters saw. the appiicant and the Intervxewer on_

the screen while ‘the other half saw. only the appiicant The .
two versions of the tape had been prepared at the Vanderbiit

Uniiversity Learning Resources Center by using two. cameras.
One camera focused on- the two 1nteractants while the other

the office,table,w;th the interv1eweg Whetherftheid;fference
in size had any influence on-the evaluation of his behavior we
can not know. For lack of time we did not run-a small test

comparing two identical pictures varying only in size.

. <

The subJects v1ewed the tape singly or in small homogen—

.
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fioﬁs érauﬁé, The stude% S saw it in regular classrooms - lﬁé,.

ﬁroféSSioﬁals v1ewed th tape at the1r place of work (For

-portable video equ1pmenﬁ all over Nashv1lle, Tenn.) Each A

judge filled out a._ demographlc data sheet 1nd1cating sex, age,
and _years of _ experience in_interviewing_(see. Appendix. II);

After viewing' each of the six frames’ the judges_ compiled a_

forced choice rating sheet evaluating the. applxcant on a. set

- of’ personalxty and job_related traits,; and indxcatxng whether

~ he. or.she.would hire/not:hire him with/without reservations.

(See Appendix lll) :

ANALYSIS
. ! Tig test_rasults wars analyssd.separataly for gh o

the four categories, and for the students and the profession-
als as a whole as well as for all the women compared to all
thé men. The individual responses on the rating sheets were
totalled for each question and comparisons were established on

a. percentlle basis. (See Appendix IV for a sample of the
analysis?).

' &

RESULTS

The results suggest the follow1ng typology in regard to
nonverbal behavior when, observed in &n individual with or
without the benef1t of v1sual access to the other. interactant.

) { i or. Behavior that is bas1—

caiiy unrelated to the verbal behavior, or any other aspect of

with_ his 1nteractant that figure_ shrlnks to 70%. Wbenthe is_

alone;no_mate student (0%) _considers. him_ below average, while

in interaction 30% give him_such_a low_rating. Among male -
professionals the same. holds true.: When alone 60% consider
him average and 33/ below average while" v1sibly in 1nteraction
the exact opposite is shown: 33% average and 60% below.

Among female professionals there 1s v1rtually no- dlfference in
his intelligenice rating in the two pictures.. With female

;
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students; however; he gains by being with hi§ interactant; 80%
considering -him of average intelligence and only 20% below.

e’ he is alone; the reverse holds true, with 364 averape and
64% below:_ _On_no other score is there significant rater vari-
ation for Eﬁé4E66 tapes.. '

. €2)__Interactional Behavior. Beh.iior that is intimately
related to the face-to-face interaction. Interactional be-
havior has two aspects: It is judged for the effectiveness of

referential function and of it regulatory function.

-4

itj
. |_.A classic example of the reféréhtia{fgﬁﬁétibh is the

overgesticulator. When he is alone, it is evident that his
active gesticulation corresponds exactly to what he says. Of
thHose_professionals who would hire him, 25% would do so enthu-
siaSticaiiy? and 25% without resetrvations. When seen with the
interactant, all those that would hire him would do so with
reservations (100%): When aldne, 41% of all professionals
consider him of outstanding intelligence, while inm interaction
‘that_percentage shrinks to llzgj,ﬂ:éh he is-alone; 24% con-.
sider him highly competent, while hobody (0%) think® this of
‘Qﬁfﬁ,iﬁ,interéction;; The j@¥ges seem to notice a conflict be-
' tween the self-priming valuée of gesticul®ion and the disturb-
ing influence of one-sided overgesticulation on the harmony of

conversational interaction.. . The disharmony is especially

blatant because the interviewer was kinesically very -quiet.
Nobody (0%) wants him as a ﬁer§gg§; friend or boss. Never-
theless, when seen alone; 41% might take him as an employee

but only 21% would do so after seeing him with his inter-
actant. . . J

_ .. _The kinesically still applicant is the opposite of the.

overgesticulator. When viewed alone, no student (0%) and only

2 proféssionals (11%) think of him as outstandingly intelli-

gent:. 24% of the professionals even think of him as below ..

average while when he is alone,he falls lower in intelligence

and only 65% consider him average. Although unresponsively
quiet; like all the others, this applicant establislies normal

eye contact and therefore is moderately adequate in the regu-
latory futhiﬁh. .

" The applicant who gazes 4in the void may be considered
self relidrnt when Seen .dlone by 35% of tﬁé,ﬁféfé;g;gggis but
only 11% think this, of him when they éééﬂﬁiﬁﬂin:ipgegaction;

65% consider him insecure when he is alone,and this figurc
jumps to 89% When the professionals see him in interaction.
\
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The bosxtiveiy aggressive applicant is 100? Successful

in getting hired by the professionals on both tapes and only a
51ngkg_student (25) would not:hire him;Xand this only when he
was seen alone. None of the. préféssionals (0%) would want him

as a personal friend when they“see him alone but -when- they -See
him in interaction 26% would want him as a fr1end When

‘viewed alone; only his forcefulness stood out. _ When his

behavior contrasted. thh the reserved personallty-of the
interviewer; it took.on_a dimension of dominaiice 1mproper for

the particular socxai situation.

The moderateiy aggressive appllcéﬁt ‘also gets hlmself

hireJ by all .the professionals and only two students would not
hire him; but this time it. is when they see him in intér- ;7
action. No. female. student would warit - him as a- personal friéﬁd

after seeIng hIm alone but 40% warnt h1m as the1r friend when

they see him_ in.interaction. His behavior did not manifest

any degree of rhapproprlate domlnance

N

EoNcLusIoN ‘ .

] The intendeq}meanlng of the varlous applicaﬁts béhavibr
is evidently one and only one on both tapes:. Observers's per-.

ception of many of these behaviots, however, changed depending

on. whetherwthe appllcant was viewed dlornie or within his full
interact:onai context: . It is difficult to sSee how semiotic
theory can.handle.the. discrepancy in the perception of an

ddentical. sign‘ ,fhe appl cant on the tape and the raters
shared the_same cuiture and klne51c expectéﬁcies. The: raters .

knew that there was._an other member to the interact’ion- even

when he was_not visxbly on_ the screef Physically seeing or

not seeIng hIm, however, greatly inf uenced their perception

of the interactant_to becJudged Tﬁe v1sual image guided

the1r 1mag1nathnito emphabls on- the referentlal fUﬁctlon when

ﬁreéeﬁt.,,HearIng the questlons to whlch tha applicaﬁt rep11ed

and having_ consciousness of ﬁhe fact that tnere was -an ‘inter-

viewer in_the actual eviat was ot a sufficlent condition for

an equal evaluation of both functlons The question is

whether the_semiotic sign can ever be explored objectively.
In socxoixngulstlcs, the perceiver is part “of the perceived.

Tt IS hoped that semiotics will ‘pay’ 1ncrea51ng attention to

the reader

NI
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; APPENDIX I--SCRIPT FOR m INTERVIEW

lntérvlewer'r What made you dec1de to. apply to our company7

Applicant: 1 am interested in mandgement' and I thought that

working in a_ department store would offer the most varied

exposure. Your company 1is very large and therefore

. should have many openings. -
iInt.: Do you know_how our company is organlied7

App.: Yes, I researched it in Standard and Poor' . -
Int.: That-is fine: Would you mind tellIng me a 11ttle about

yourself What are your long and short range career

- goals? How will_ you go about obtaining them? - .
Agp;l My long rangeigoal is to become the vice- pres1dent of a

company, and possibly even - presldent., 1 enjoy_ organiza-
“tional work and_I _do not mind:-long hours. 1 also would

1ike to become free of f1nanc1al worries and have a good
1ife for myself and my family. "I am certain that I will

reach my -goal by,worklng hard, by listening to the adv1ce

of experienced people; and by consc1entlously d01ng what

is requested of me;__1 also plan to keep informed on new

developments in my field through the trade Journals. My

short term goal 1is to _start at-the bottom in a company

that has a great reputation;: like yours.
Int-: What is your weakest point?
App:+ To_tell the, truth, I am.a perfectionlst. 1 always want

to_da._ everythlng to perfectlon and I mlght pay too much

. . attention_to details.
. Int-.: Are_you “capable of determInlng what is releYant and what

is less essential in a task you are told to perform7

App.: Well, one of the thlngs I learned.in college was -to

analyze th1ngs ctitically and determ1ne what is really

8
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iﬁﬁortant. Otherw1se, I WQuld have 1ost too much t1me

$ studylng for: one course and got poor grades in .the others

. due to-a lack of time. i
Int.: I'd like you to take a brlef look at the brochure about

our store on the table before ‘we continue.

(CAMERA CUTS AS APPLICANT STARTS LOOKING AT BROCHURE)

| APPENDIX 11

Name (optional) [

ComEanz(optlonal)

PERSONAL DATA
Ségz,;;,:ﬁ (Cerle) Age,, .
Profession: Professor R Years of experience in

Professional Person_ _ _ personnel.
Unidergraduate Student :
Graduate Student

Area of Concentration o

Are you CUrrently working part t1me

working full tlme4477,

”,Job title , —

What are your career éoals

s

‘ing in a personnél depatrtment or an’ empl

Have you_ever een interv1ewed (c1rcle) i e

1) for a part time or summer job? never 2-5 times

once \6—16 t1mes

more. than 10 times

2) for a regular, full=time job? mnever 2-5 times-

: -;} once . 6-10 times

7 more than 10 times
Have you. ever 1nterv1ewed job appiicants (c1rcle) '3/
1) for a part ‘time or sumﬁer job7 never 2-5 timed™

: ' orice 6- 10 times ..

oo - - —-- I  ore than 10~E1mes
2) for a iégular full-time job? rever 2=5 times

once :6-10 times.

more than 10 times

be useful to us in’ assessing your knowledge of the interview

situatxon,, Please indicate whether: you’ 2re or have been Work—
ng yment agency .

Please provlde beiow any further 1nformation you._ beixeve might )

N o , S?
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APPENDIX IIL

RATING SHEE .
' v

Answer all the quesfiéﬁé,(izé) from top to bottom on:eaéhrééi~;

umn. Each column corresponds to a segment on the videotape:
1. a) Would you hire the applicant? Yes No b) If yes, would
you hire the- applicart -a) enthusiastically c¢) without reserva-
. LT TIoi - S L R : - L ’
2. Thgiqpﬁiiééﬁt'siiﬁtélléttual capacity is a) outstanding
b)average c)below average - : - : S .

3. The applicant appears: a) self reliant b) insecure
¢) overbearing - .

4. Does the applicant appear emotionally stable? Yes No
. 5. Does the applicant appear: a) highly competent
b)adequately competent c) incompetent

6. Outside of any professional consideration I would like to
bave the applicant as: a) a personal friend. b) an acquain-

tance c¢) my boss d) my employeé e) never have anything to
“do with him. R -

ANSWER SHEET
1) I,a:__1l.a. Ill.g.__ Ieai__ Vea_ VI.a.__
bs 5. b. - b. bs b.

¥

2) I.. I III. V. V.. VI:

3) I.-—— II.: III; Iv. V.. VI.

- THI. Iv. v. _ VI.

III._ 1V, V. VI

&) I 1.  IIf. I. V. VI.___ .

>
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g
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1. OVERGESTICULATION.
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(b)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Female”

APPENDIN 1V

N

Mile

FE&E&QE};HAiSA{6743&{

-With {nteractant-
(F9 M10)

.

Total

N 56%-5
e 44%-4
i ox

b. 0z

€ 1002-5

a. | lz-1

& o1

c. 0z
a. 332-3

e. 3313

b. . B9%-8

30%-3
70%-7

0z

0x

100%-3

107-1

502-9

102-1

702-7

42%-8

582-1 O

074
oz
1002-8
112-2
89%=17

0%

N

112
32%-6
58311
$47-14
2615
0%
89%-17
112-2
0%
262-5
[0)4
21%-4

53%-10:

¥

¢ 25%-1
2521
56212
63%-5

38%-3

25%<2)
38%-3
882-7
132-1
387-3°
S0R-4

1321

y

0z
132-1

oz
S0X-4
3823

-

" -Aloiie-
(F8 M9)

Male

TR
56%-5
25%-1
50%~2
22%-2
782-7

0x

44x-4

676

33%-3

HE-L

891-8
-0z
0z

"332-3

0z

332-3

332-3

Totak
47%-8

- 612%-7

" 762-13
28274
T
712-52

32-1’

.

oz

26%-4
A
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