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ABSTRACT _ R, :
/ Consistency theory holds “that.persons' are motivated
otherwise; need-fulfillment theory argues that people will act in
ways that reinforce their sense of worth and enhance their .
lf-esteem
persons will exhibit more eye contact when receiving negative
feedback signals than when receiving positive feedback signals,
need-fulfillment theory predicts just the reverse. Therefore, a study
was conducted to test these opposing predictions. Eighty—-nine. '
subjects identified as having low self-esteem were divided.into four
.experimental conditions in which they received combinations of .
.positi&e and negative personal and performance feedback. Three .data’
sets rwere generated through observation of eye contact behavior, an.
attitude questionnaire, an@ the generation of a set of variables
examining whether subjects differentiated between performapce and
personal feedback. Analysis of eye contact data produced no .
.statistically significant effects, while analysis of questionnaires
did indicateée effects for feedback. No significant effect was found
for differentiating between the two typnes of feedback. These results
provide only weak support for the eye-coftact hypotheses and bring
into question the choice of dependent variables. (Questionnaires used
in the study are appended.) (JL) ‘ :
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Consistencygand Need Fulfillment xseories as Predictors of Eye Conf'act Behaviof
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' of feedbacb_signals. The signals employed in this study combine both .positive

\ i

»
-
, [y w . ;

'in Low' Self-Esteem Subjects in Response to Various Feedback' Conditions

v
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! .
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This study extends previous research concerning the predictive power'of/twp

theories of motivation: The two tlieories under investigation yield opposing

? -

predictions about the communicative behavior of persbns with low self-esteem.

. ) N . ,
Specifically, the theories predict dﬂfferent patterns of eye ctontact behavior in

response to feedback signals. ol ' A !

Consistency and need-fullfilment theories, as predictors of eye contact-

behavior in response to; feedback sigrals, were compared by Greene (1978; Greene’
b@.

and Frandsen, 1979). Greene adopted a cybernetic view of mental and communica-

ap 4
-~
. ""’ﬁ,h ~

tive processes and assumed that persons direct their behavior towird a goal

Al

-

state. He posited tH%t eye contact performs a gatekeeping function, i.e.,
people‘make eye contact when they wish to receive signals from others and avert
their ‘gaze when they wish to avoid signals. " Greene found that individuals with
low self-esteem made more eye contact when | they received negative feedback
signals about their performance on a problem—solving task while individuals
with high self-esteem made more eye contact in response’ to positive—feedback

, o -
signals about thei: performance. He concluded ". . . that” c0nsistency theory j
is superior to néed-fulfillment theory in accounting for human nonVerbal'u‘

t

behavior." ) .

The present study was designed to assess the relative superiority of .
consistgncy and need—fulfillment theories by investigating the eye contact

behavior of low self-esteem Subjects in response to four.different combinations

-~

and negative feedback concerning performance and personal qualities, thereby

providing a partial replication and extension of Greene's earlier work.




by

: Consistency and Need- ~fulfillment Theories

- - L) M - .

The theoretical position associated with the principle, of consistency'holds

. N . P , ' . 20' ey -
I - RATIONALE / I S Q

/ that persons are motivated to behave in ways that will maintain<a "steady state"
, cognitively andtﬁthenwise (Festinger, 1957; Heider, 1946 Osgoqd & Tannenbaum,'
& '.
' 1955; Rokeach, 1968). Thus, indtviduals will act “in accordance with the self-’

concept to maintain it intact in the face .of potentially challenging evidence
-

(Rosenberg, 1979, p 57). The .generalized prediction from consistency theory to

be tested in this study is that low self-esteem persons will exhiﬁit more eye
contact when receiving negative feedback signals than they display when\receiving
R positive feedback signals.

R\ . The argument of need—fulfillment (self-enhancement, self-esteem) theory is

-

. that individuals will act ip ways that“reinforce their. sense of worth and

enhance their self+ésteem through deliberate choice of activities and " social

N

roles! The‘generalized prediction from need-fulfillment theory.to be tested in,

-~

this study is that low self-esteem persons will exhibit more eye contact when;

! -receiving positive feedback signals than they display when receiving negative '

feedback signals. iy ) >

¢

Empirical Evidence in Support of These Theories . s )

¥

.. To test the predictive value of the two theoriEs researcherS'have observed
! - ) ) : ‘

a variety of human behaviors. In.a review paper Jones (1973) diScusses research

’ pertaining to self and interpersonal evaluations The prediction from the need-

»
fulfillment theory is, that the higher the individual's evaluation of himself' the
less his tendency to reciprocate evaluations from others, whereas the. prediction v

+

from consistency theory is that tlie higher the individual's evaluations of

himself, the greater his tendemcy to reciprocate evaluations from others. Jones',

L

concluded that the evidence He found in tée 1iferature tended to favor need-

. fulfillment over consistency theory. ‘ ot B




- . * ¢
4 .

Jones. distinguishes between "warm" and "cqol"-studiesa(p..l97). "Warm"

o i < -~ A
- -

studies are those investigations in which‘the subiects'arb the flcué of evaluation

v - ) .-' . . 2
from the stimulus person. "Cool" studies,. on the'other Jhand, aré inyestigations

.

in which the subjects are not personally affected‘by the stimulus person. He -

goes on to say, "Since subjects [of "warm'studieé] are to some extent the focus
of actions having evaluative implications §uch studies should be intqtpretable

*

- within the self esteenltheory framework" (p. 197) ‘ Cdnversely, "eool™ studies vy

should be interpretable within the consistency theory framework.

Py

'Krauss and Critchfield (1975) designed an egperfment to test the hypothesis
that’ the gttribution behavior of subjects-in'"yarm" conditiéns would be best

accounted for by self-esteem theory and that of "eool" subjects by selg;consistency

-

" . theory. Interpersonal attractidnﬂbas'the thavior observed in this.'study. They

‘conclUded that ™. . . self-esteem theory alone is' sufficiént to account for the <;:
" 3 f - .

attribution behavior of subjects in both warm' and ool' conditions" (p. 257) ' -

» webn

In°their discussion~they suggest that this resilt may. not hold ih. all contexts.' .

Qo
LB
AL 4

They suggest that the nature and source of reward may influence the attribution

Lo o . ' P

In a critical iéview paper Dipboye (1977) e&amined the' validity of Korman s

Self- Consistency Ebeory relative to self—enhancement predictions. He ci:es

% A
ﬁ N A »
N ot n

‘Korman s position as being "man is consistent,and not self-enhancing" (p. 108).

-
.

J
|
|
j
EEhavior of waw;'m'l and "cool" subjects ddfferentially. o o
In criticizing this posi&ion Dipboye points out that a major source ‘of ambiguity

is that researchers have_not tested the crucial sélf—consistency prediction that *
low self-esteem -persons would seek consistency even at the costs of remaiqing in

« §
AU

a dissatisfying occupation, failure, and other negative conseguences.

Colman and Olyer (1978) testedAthe.yWo‘theories‘using reactions to flattery %
as a'function of self—esteem. 'Ihey posited that the c&é thegries'are not mutually "
eyblusive and so'set out to test the ", . .,relative potency of the self-i

LY

enhancement and consistency . . .'" theories. The results of their study ". . .
. ' K N ‘

.




provide'umapbiguous suppo?tjfor the cognitiue~consistency theory regarding the

’ . . . . . s

“effects of flattery, since subjects of high self-esteéem reacted with greater’
’(k " 1iking for the flatterer than did the subjects of low self-esteem who!.for their
. part, tended actually to prefer the neutral evaluation" (p. 27). 1In discussing

- - . 4

. possible methodological problems the authors conceded that their results . . .

.

do not rule out the possibilit§ of a concomitant (though weaker) self-enhancement

-
[l

effect.™ < S . Tt

. [ <
Greéne (1978; Greene & Frandsen, 1979) tested the need-fulfillment and
consistency theories as predictors of eye contact behavior under varyitg conditions

ofifeedback.y As noted above his findings support“the need-fulfillment theory

with regard to high self-esteem subjects while he 1nterpreted the data from the
low self-esteem Subjects asg Supporting consistency theory. Using Jones' “warm"
.)' e - ~

S and "cool" classifications,.Greene s study is a "warm" one. His result is /. ¢ M
j interesting‘in.that it.does not fully support Jones' contention that "warm" ‘1dies‘
’ should be interpretable within the‘need—fulfillment frameoork.

P f\\K | It seems that the next;iogical step in inyestigating the predictive power

-

. A, . '
of thesetwo theqries is to test them using low self-esteem subjects in a "warm"
study using hoth pasitive and negative feedback conditions. In support éf this
notion Rosenberg (1979) suggests that if .one wishes to test need—fulfillment

and consistency theories one can only do so by using low se1f~asteem subjects *
since it is only with them one, can c1ear1y formulate opposing hypotheses. He
8
'points out,."If our self—esteem is;high then our liking for someone who thinks
k

well of us, and our, disliking ‘of so@eone who thinks ill of us, may be due to

our wish to maintain either self—esteem or self—consistency. It is only if we
»
. V‘ .o,
ﬂhave'low self—esteem ‘that the two mofives yield different. predictions"” (p. 60).
) 4 .

il ~ t N . . . A

A <
Conceptualization and_MeaSurement“oﬁhself—estéem ’
G . o .

RS ) - , : .
The conceptualization and measurement of self-esteem is comglicated by the
, { . .

e
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image'to be synonymous énq interchangeable while other authors distinguish among

£

. : ’ 3

-them. .l : b . ﬂ \

. - .
Silber and Tippett (1965) define self-esteem as the feelings of satisfaction
. LERY

[ —
[} .

‘a persoﬁ has about himself as reflecting the difference between the self-image

Y

agdithe ideal -self~image. This definitig% ié-based on the idea that each person

v +

“ » N ’ . *
has ‘a- cdncept of how pe would really like to be-—th& ideal self. The individual
s

whose self-image is near his ideal self-image is considered to have h;gh self-

4

esteem. Conveisely, low self-esteem is found in individuals whose self-image is

~ ! J .
far from theix ideal’self-image. {Turner and Vanderlippe (1965) also subscribe

to this viéﬁ of self-esteem.
In discussing the components pf self-concept Wilmot (1979, p. 36) cites

Duval and Wicklund's Theory of Objechive Self-Awafeness which specifies two

states people expérience: (1) .subjective awareness is a state where a person is
so involved in the enviropment or an activity t t he is unaware of the self,

attention is turned away from the self; (2) the second state is objec;%ve self-

awareness where the person is able to examine him l$; The* self becomes an object

<

LYy . .
in the environment and.can thus be scrutinized and evaluated. Thus self-esteem

is a product of felf-awareness. Self-awareness is prompted b& various situations.

B »

- Wilmot (1979, pp. 37-38) specifies four: (1) whenever an unusual event héppens,

(2) whenever a peréoh*;s reminded of being an object in the world, (3)~yhenever
interpersonal events, such as anticipation of meeting someone, occur and (4)
wheneverﬂéne becomes aware of scrutiny froﬁ others.‘ ‘ ;

Arguing from the symbolic interactionist view, McCall (1976) proposes thaf
"a person doe;'not haye an identity‘%ut multiple identities" (p. 173). He

outlines three areas’of idenfity thus: (1) Role—idenfigy which he defines as
. ‘ \

Y .
the person's ". . . imaginative view of himself as he 1ikq§{to think of himself
- . . ‘ :
being and acting as an occupant of a particular gociadl position. . " (pe 173).

(2) The:Self, or social self, which he conceivds as ".\ . the oTganized Set 'of

. ] .
5 . oAy * 'I - ‘ N ' ' e ! y ' ‘

1 ‘ .
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: role—identities held by an individual" (p. 1974), and, (3) Character, which is

'ag a“c

".. *» *that more sa11ent subset of role—identities which the person strives to
incorporate in his pezformance in a given situation which constitutes the

J
character he seeks to assume in that situation" (p. 1974). Character, then, is

-

-

performance related and is most directly involved in the interactioﬁ process.

"Charac(er is dependent upon both the performer and the audience; it.is truly a

social obiect" (p 1975) If'the person's performance in a particélar role is
{.

convincing, i.e., consistent with and expressive of the desired character, then

he is secure. Unconvincing performance leads’ ﬁ& dack of acceptance of the

~ , v ‘
person's character by the audience. %£L - C

' . “ T 2o

Fitts et al. (1971) specify three internal‘dimensions of" the self: (1) The

: N s
Identity self is concerned with the question "Who am I’" and the answer is
concerned with social c1assifications such as name, sex, 'age,.race, etc. (2)

~ . - f . N

The Behavioral self is reflbcted*in what the person does; this may include single

’ s

behaviors such as walking, or more complex behaviors such' as those involved-in
. . E'S » .

the execution of a particular job. (3) The Judging serf concerns how the person
feels about himself. The Judging Self observes the Identity Self and says,
‘ 1

M L} (]
“well done" or, "I like you," or "I'm proud of you" (p. 17). Fitts goes on to

¢

say, "The Observing or Judging Self attends primarily to self-esteem as it views

>

the Identity Self and Behavioral Self" (1971, p. 18). o

Judgments about the self tend to be made on the basis of individual perform-.

ances, Thus self-estéem is Seen as-relating to, and resulting from, judgments of

»

the performance of the self in specific instances while self+concept is a more

global entity which is. the regult of accumulated judgments over time. Wells and

’

Marwell (1976) distinguish two underlying processes of self-esteem, namely,

evluation and affection. They go on to say,’ "The distinction is somewhat proble-

-

rd
matic, since the tgp/ﬂ!ocesses seem empirically related, a person's feelings

about herself are bound to be significantly associated with her evaluations of

r . 9 ‘ ‘
ERIC. - o B |
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" her qualities, abilities, and performances" (p. 62). They‘differentiate between
T .

the two'as follows: '"Self-evaluation generally involves more mechanistic,
causal descriptions while selfﬁaffection tends to elicit more "humanistic

conceptualizations of behavior" (pz 62). Other authors make sfmilar distinctions

(White, Gordon, Symonds, Gecas, Hollander, ciéed in Wells and Marwell, l9]6, P. 62).

The two processes may occur becauke of feedback signals from. different !

-

sources. If th evaluative component is based on evaluations the person receives
o 3 omp: _ Pz
-,

about his performance in a variety of tasks, actiwities and situationms, while

the affective component grows dut of evaluatipns the pérson receivesd dbout himsélf

--for example, "you are a nice person, a good person' etc., then it'is possible
?

-

to identify two broad categories of communication or feedback signals which might

i 4
affeqt self—esteem. Q) feedback signals regarding performance of a task or

activity, and» (2) ‘feedback signals regarding personal Qualities.

' ?'

Diverse conceptualizations of self-asteem have produced a variety of methods L

for its measurement. However, the most frequently used methods are based on the "

P \

conceptualizatioh of selfeesteem as. those feelipgs of .satisfaction a person has
about him or herself which reflect the relatidnship between the actual self-image
and the idébl self—image. TWO examples of this type of self-esteem measurement

were selected for use in this study, namely, the Rosenberg Self- Esteem Scale

‘(RSES) and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) The RSES is a global self-

{.

esteem measure consisting of a ten-item Guttman scale with a coefficient-of

reproducibility of .92 and a cpefficient of scalability of .72. It is straight-

forward,- easy to administer and score, and was used by Greene (1978; Greene &

Frandsen, 1979). The TSCS consists of lOO self- -descriptive items which form a series

of sub—scales with reliability coefficients ranging from 75 to .92 (Fitts, 1965).
L4 . f
. *

Conceptualization and Measurement of Eye Contact
* Several investigations have provided evidence which either directly or
indirectly supports the proposition that eye contact performs a perceptual

wy cT "\

2 ™



L
gatekeeping function. Kendon (1960) demonstrated that when persons seek feedback
from others they make eye contact. Communicators look away more while speaking
- # Fome

than while listening. Subordimates ‘look more while listening to a superior

than superiors do while listening to subordinates.~ Kleinke (1975) reported that

M ¢

persons ayoided'eye contact with people they oisliked or felt uncomfortable in )
the presence of. 'Nielson (1964) found that “"Lodking away during listening
indicated dissatisfaction with and qualification of alter's‘speech. Looking

:}' - away during speaking indicated uncertainty with\the statement- or a modification
.’:ﬁ
of it. Looking at during listening indicated agreement or sheer attention.

.
5

.Looking at during speaking indicated_interest in seeing the effect of the remark

and certainty" . lSS) Collectively these studies certify the role of eye

& o
contact in selecting, filtering and receiving signals according to motives of the

H
.

v

communicator. , : N
¢ Features ofgeye contact subject to relatively simple measurement include

direction, duration and frequency’of the, communicator's gaze. The’usual method

of measuring eye contact, and the one employed in this study, requires an observer,~

YEQ*;S seated behind a one-way : glass, to.judge when a communicator is actually

ma}ing eye contact and to record the event on a device that will chart both -the

onset and termination of eye contract over time (Exline & Fehr; 1978).

<«

w !

HYPOTHESES .

Following earlier research (Greene, 1978) and on the basis of the preceding%

e .
rationale, this investigation focuses attention on a series of hypotheses

derivéa from the consistency theory perspective.

Hl Low self-esteem subjects given negative performance feedback and negative

personal feedbaék will display mo

. than subjects‘who receive any of the other feedback conditions.
HZ Low self—esteen sublects given negative performance feedback followed ggk
. / \

by positive personal feedback will’ display less eye contact behavior than those

eye contact behavier during the feedback

Y
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who receive ‘all negative'feedbackﬁ
H3 Low self—esteem SubjectS gﬁven positive performance feedback followed by

negative personal feedback will not differ in the amount ofr eye contact behavior
displayed from those subjects who received negative performancé feedback

followed by positive. personal feedb‘ack.'

¢

Hb Low se1f—esteem subjects given positive performance feedback and positive
¢

personal feedback will diSplay ¥ess eye contact behavior than subjects who receive

Py

any of the other feedback conditions.

X METHOD
Subject Selection

.
A ! '

' ‘ Both the RSES and the TSCS were administered to 599 prospective volunteer

subjects in order to determine the most appropriate criterion for identifying .
< B2 Y ' -

subjects with "low self-esteem."”

0f the 599 persons who responded to these
instruments, 501 completed both scales in a manner that ,provided usableAdata. L
)‘ ' -
In attempting to identify low self—esteem subjects, the total store on the.RSES1

5
and the nine suP—scale Scores on’ the Positive sub-scale of the TSCS2 were

" exatiined indtially. Analysis of responses to these instruments yielded moderate
and statistically significant correlations between the RSES and each of the
nine P scores from the TSCS ranging from a low of .28 (RSES X Family Seif) to a

“high of .50 (RSES X Self-satisfaction). However, only thirty of the 501

?rospective volunteers provided scores on both instruments that clearly . ~

> *

indicated low self-esteem; Fifty-two respondents provided scores on the RSES,

“indtcating "low self-dsteem"; forty-sdx scored one standard deviation below the
/ f \‘
a .

group mean on the TSCSP (X = 346. 86, S ,D. = 32. 32) and the distribution of acores

was negatively skewed. thsequently; persons with a TSCSP Total score-of 320

-

"or less were designated as the QIow self-esteem group., Using this‘criterion

» -

. ex&hty—nine subjects were selected. This method included the thirty respondents o

who scored low on both instruments but‘excluded those who scored 1ow on the RSES

\€~
*
D
L

.
-
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. M R 1 B .
-and high on the TSCSP, sub-scale. Of the eighty-nine identified in this manner,

*

‘ seventy-five‘indicated that they were willing to participate and sixty-six

attended the initial session. For a wvariety of reasons, eleven subjects failed
4
40 provide usable data reducing the final subject pool to fiftv-five.3
- o) ' 4 .
Feedback Messages . . .

- ' . v

-

! In order to-'test the hypotheses concerning eye-contact behavior of low self-,

esteem subjects in response to va;;ing’forms of £eedback, messages were
2 : : »
constructed ‘to provide combinations of feedback regarding performance and

v

b
N

‘Tersonal qualities. Feedback concerning performance referred to the subjects'

[}

attempts to solve the Baseball Problem4 while feedback concerning personal

L
-

qualities referred to the subjects' cognitiVe ability and their compitment to

. . ~
' -

Social Science research in general.. Four versions of the message vere

.
~

v

constructed to include (1) negatdve performanqe, negative personal; (2) negative

~

performance, positive'personal; (3) positive perf%rmance, negative personal and

(4) positive performance, positive personal feedback.: In addition to the four
; . £y \ N
versions used in the data-gathering phase of the investigation, a "neltral"

message was developed for use in }he initial session dyring which base line eye

A ~
[
-

contacg measur%f were established for each subject'.5 :
. . » ~“ . I.

~ .~
-

Intefviewer and Observer Training ;

-
.

& * * . .
An interviewer was selected and trained to.present the feedback messages .
~m . ‘. . ’ .
and' to.serve as a point of focus for eye-contact by the subjects.  The
, interviever was trained to make eye contact with the subject as if they were.

- [ g

engaged in.-normal conversation. When she averted her gaze, however, the

T '

- i\
inferviewer was trained to look away no further than the top of the subject s

.

head the subject's chin, or té qither side of*the subject's head as far as

the shoulders. In other words, the intervievwer was trained to confine her gaze

to an éggginary frame around the subject's'head which permitted her to see the
. - . .
subject's eyes continuously either through direct’contact or through peribheral

. * L4
S - . A . ..

.

<&

@



S \ ] 110 “

,‘-,, : )
. : e g T ‘ .
. . . e A ~ ; J -
- 4 ' ’ - ’;; .
v ~ ‘o, . £ .
vision. This manner of gaze was selected in order fo avoid constant staring .-
L v, . « 1': . ; :
g : E . - -
that subjects might construe as threatening.. B N o : ‘
A " s Y

., B . . -
An observer was. selected and trained to monitOr the eye’contact behavior of

v
~ [}

subjects durin the interview sessions. The obserger was trained to use an

s . A . . . ) S

electronic strip-chart recorEEr to produce a permanent record of each subject s

g’ “t 4
eye-contact with the interviewer\‘ Preliminary training sessions employing a

[}

:

video taped simulation of a subjecﬁfs eye contact behavior were, conducted to

establish the observer s reliability in performing his task.

& - - < v » . . -
\ Ly A * o « . ’ . :‘.\ R L \ ) : '
Procedure 1 n N« - . ) . \g,. S ~
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ftojprotect théir‘identity and given two appOIntments ote week apart. The subjects

.l' T "Av!

N

' ‘u" 1"‘\ "" ! .-""

were divided into groups according to their scores ‘on. the RSES and then randomly .
B N x‘» e ?"‘.
assigned from these groups to one of the four experimental groups‘ This was done .

& s

to ensure equal distribution of the RSES scores ghroughopt the .sample. The four

', Subjects who agreed to_participate in the study were.assigned a code numbera “J"‘ e

T T
groups were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. ~

Each Subject who ate¢ended the initial session was interviewed indiwidually
A .
-and received ‘the same neutral statement. During the inteékiew\their base line

eye contact scores were obtained &lmmediately following this interview the ‘

[l

subjects read and signed an Informed Consent Form, worked~?n the Baseball problem
for approximately 15 minutes, answered’ thrge buestionslpﬁ;taining to their .

\ M:/‘ 4'
perception of their performance and degree of 'success on%nhe Problem and .

\“C »

completed a questionna?regregarding their feelings about p%rticipation in Sdcial

o

Science experiments in general and this experiment in partiCular.

-
v

One week later the subjects returned for a second interview during which they‘

3

‘ . . ‘} s N .
were given the feedback messige to whic the‘y ):\»éeeh assigned. Their eye con-

\ - . - N

tact behavior was again monitored and recorded. After this interview they !

cgmpleted another questionnaire desfgned to monitor the efféct of the feedback

+

on their perception of their performance and to determing how they felt about

N ! ! <
- ] . "‘i

e .
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the interview and the(experiment. The three questions appended to the' Baseball‘

problem and posed in the first session were. embedded in this second questionnaire.6

Tt . P - ?:,/ — ' e - "
"All “interviews vere videotaped. . . - e
. . L - .t *
\ . A ° N ' [ ~
The integviewer and subject sat directly facing one another,, the distance

~

betweenrthem being 1.5 to 2 -meters. 'Thé inte ews took place.in a room with a -

-

-
[

one—way mirror"»The interviewer sat with her Back to the mirror, Thelobserver !

: . . . ¢
was-seated behind the mirror directly behind the interviewer so that hg/waa facing
. . T ) ) - B

3 .
- . - . . ' . t
the subject. - ) , Co .

AN . . R N AT
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The ohserve5$cdded ;the. eye contact behavior of .the subjects on a Honeywell

M . ’ - ,1‘ *
1{ "'“ N i . v

chart recorder, Electroniq 19 model. The eh‘rt*was marked in tenths of‘!ﬁ,inch

»
. ~

and the speed Was set to. ten seconds per inch.

-

The chart was in constant motion.

¢ ; \
:~,v LN - <0

When the subject made eye contact the observer depressed a button causing the pen .

.’ “

to travel horizontally across the chart. The observer‘sgleasezothe button when . |
\ ' .

the subject broke eye contact, thus the eye coptact data.were onverted to a

" the intérview.

permanent record. . }nis‘kind—pfrrecord—?as dyocated—by—ﬁrgyle;(lglé), .

Analysis of  Data . ‘ . ,

The amount, of eye contact each éubject made during the initial and experimental
t v ‘ ' AY .
interviews was calculated and ‘expressed as a percentage of the total duration of

B . v - N

‘The ratio of eye contact to no eye contact was also calculated

and, since there was no significant difference between the sets of data produced.
by these two methods, the percentage was-used in’the data analysis.
1

" To discover whether theYe were meaningful and significant relationships‘

between any of the variables, correlation coefficients were calculated between
~

all the pbssibly related variables in the data set.

- . ‘ £

With reference to the four hypotheses the différences in eye contact behavior T

o _ 3 &

~ -

for each of the four groups were calculated and analysis of variance carried out.

To establish whether the subjects discriminated between performanee and personal

feedback a new set of variables was generated and analysis of variance carried out.

* . . ’
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The data were also examined for evidence regarding the effect of the subjects
feelings toward the intervieWer on their eye contact bebavior' the effect of feed-
back on their perceptions of their success on the Baseball Problem; the effect of :

v g
Y

their feelings about the experiment on their eye contact behaior; the effect ‘of

.

.~ their feelings about their performance on their ‘eye contact behavior. In all the

above cases, aﬁalyses:of variance were carried out. . . .
\ ' ‘ . . i
2 Lo . -RESULTS ) .. .
> a A * - .
R Three set$ of data wére collected in this investigation. The first of these
v M B K
L was'the eye contact difference.scores for each subject. These scores vere ,
.. - : ) "T e “*ﬂ**?‘*'

\ computed by subtracting each subJect s eye contact duration score for uhe feedback

* >"f/'.

A
interv1ew.(2xperimental Eye Contact Behavior, E.E. C.B. ) from the eye contact

- . . PR

7 *

>
>
R YU

duration score for the neutral interview(Baseline Eye Contact Score, B E cC. B )

! -

“This yielded the Difference, in Eye Contact (D.E.C.) score. These data were’treated

by analysis of variance (D\E.C. Scores x Feedback Conditions)* using the Statistical

Analysis System (5As), General Linear Model} Ptogram. i ’ -

i
o - R | ~ ‘ 3
"o oo, )

The second set of data came from-the eleven‘item'Questionnaire which the

subjects completed after the feedback interview. Using analysis of variance

these ‘data were examined for the effect of the feedback on the subjects feelings ‘
t.x*‘*: ‘*

toward the interviewer, the subjects feelings toward the.experiment, and their

\ r,

P T v ¢
feelings about their performance “on the Baseball Problem and their estimate of

| J ' ) - .
sucbess on the problem. , Three of these questibns were responded to twice once .o

-

after completing the Problem and again after the feedback dnterview. To examine

~ . i

the effect of feedback.on the responses to these ;questions, several new variables
vere generated and analysis of variance carried out. .- _— .

ce

__The third set of ‘data came from a set of variables generated to examine
n * - ' - [

.whether the subjects differentiated between performance feedback and personal

feedback. Analysis of variance’(D.E'C. Scores x Performarnce Feedback and‘Q.E.C.
r o

. Scores x Personal Feedback) were carried out.

\)‘( ¥ . ’ . 1
‘,EMC ‘. . o C ‘ ""
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Eye Contact Anal;ysisu E N j .

.
e N P

e -, In order ﬁo”tést the four derived hypotheses it was necessary to <

) - ., -

- ) de€ermine whether Qifferent_feedpack messages had’ different effects on eye
L L. - - [ 9

contact behavipr: ”qudo this an analysis of variance (D.E.C. Scores x : »

Feedback Condition) was carried out. The results of this analysis indicate no

¢

P © . N N
statistically significant effect. The changes .in eye contact behavior with

~‘£hé-feedbaqk.conditions were much less than the standard deviation for D.E.C.,
. 1.e., the variabilipy_of,ﬁhe D.E.C. scores within the groups was much g}eater
than the variépility of the D.E.C. scores petwéen.them, yielding a low F value

. .

CoE=2). - L s ,

" o Inspection of the initial difference in eye contact (D.E.C.) scores* , -
. revéaled the éuhjects who received Condition I (negative performance,
- negative personal feedback) made more.eye contact than subjects who received

' any other feedback condition, but the diffzrence was not statistically

significanf,’thus Hl

4 (positive ﬁé%fbrmance, positive personal feedback) made less eyé contact than
. e 4 b

was not supported. _gﬁbjeoté who receivéd Condition 4

¥ subjécts receiving any other feédback but, once again, thé'difference was not .

v statistically'significant, thus HA was not supported. Subjects who received ,
¢ ' N v ! . ’ s
-Conditions 2 and 3 made less eye contact thapw;hgsefwhgaggggiggdWQogg}tioé 1

' . ¢ : 3 \
and more than those who received Condition 4 but the difference was mot

statistically significant. ‘'In addition there'was§% slight difference in the

eye~contactﬁscores between the subjects in Condition 2 and Condition 3, thus

* both ﬁz and H3 were rejected. The difference between the eye contact behavior .

of Subjects in Conditions 2 and 3 may indiéqte that Ehey were attending to the :

. - ¢
-

. - . 4 : .
- perfornmsce_gspect rather than the personal aspect; however, the. difference :

was not sta;ﬁstically significant. .

L]
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A The D.E.C. scores for each condition were plotted as histograms.

Inspection of these showed that the .extreme values of D.E.C. in-groups 1, 2, and
. . : . . . . ; \ '
4 appeareJ to lie excessively‘far.from the group\meané_in relation to the ,

-

standard deviations-of the groups. In particular, the high standard deviations
- -

in the Condition#l and Condition 4 groups were seriously influenced by the

P

maximum values in these groups. The effect of these’extreme D.E.C. valugs on
) the conclusions was, investigated by applying a statistical criterion for

excluding such extreme values from the analysis. The criterion 1is as follows.
o

. Given a sample of N observations, the N' th value is compared with the mean and

-

standard deviation of therremaining {N-1). 3 the‘%&obability of obtaining a -

l

wvalue this far, or further, from the mean pof ‘the other (N-1) values is less than

4

1/20N, the N' th value is excluded from the distribution and the analysis is
repeated. In this way ‘those extreme values which have a < 5% probability of g

! 14 | ) o

occurring as often as once by chance in a sample of N observations (on the basis

- : -
> L] B S . v - N .

(/' of the variance exhibited by the rest of the sample) are excluded. This process

has the effect of filtering."excess" within-group variance out of the distribution

- -

regardless of its origin. In samples bf the'size used here the filtefing process
? v 1,
might be unduly sensitive to chance fluctuations in the estimates .pf the means

and standard deviations. Tests of the filtering process using the 1/4N and l/lOON
'probability levels sh6wed,.however, that the reSults»here are inSensitive to the .

exact level of signifiecance at which the extremeﬂvalues ﬁre‘excludedl
! . ‘e
Application of this criterion to the data permitted elimination of seven

- . - . .
subjects from the data set, one from C%ndition 1, three from Condition 2, and

» three from Condition 4. Analysis of variance (D.E.C. scores x Feedback .

Condition) was repeated. Examination of these results revealed that elimfnation,

[ e

of the seven subjects withrextreme scores had ‘the” éff effect of reducing the within— -

group error by almost two-thirds, and considerably increasing the F value (F=1.50), '~

o

but ‘the result was still not statistically significant (p = 0.22), The eye

<
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contact data that resilted from the filtering process‘snowed that the'subjects;

" who received Condition 4 made less eye contact than those who received Conditiqns

- . . ) . M
1 and 2. However, this differénce was still not statistically significent thug

'

H& was again rejected. Subjects who received Cordition 2 made more eye contact .

than those who received Conditioﬁs 1 and 3 thus Hl, Hz,'and B3

filtering process had the most drastic effect on the variance within group 2.

were rejected. The

¥

‘@his;pay explain the abovée result where subjects in Condition 2 made more eye

. .. . - .
contact“tnen those in Conditions 1 and 3. The unfiltered results indicate’a trend

: A
toward support of potheses 1 and 4 while the filtering process had “the effect of
»

more strongly supporting hypothesis g..

1] . ?z

zinterviéwer,QQuestions%B, 6?fand%10;'b) the subje%ts' feeliﬁgs toward the

The Eleven Item Questionnaire * - K ) ) . . .

The eleven.item questionnaire contained questions pertaining to the subjects"”

feelings about the integyviewer, the experiment, and their performance on the

Baseball Problem. -Some of the items had negative wording and some had positive
vording. ~Eacﬁu_'ite"m was_scored on a Seven point scale' from 7 = "strongiy agree"

to 1 "strongly disagree” for the positively worded questions, and 1 - "strongly

agree" to 1= "strongly disagree" for the negatively worded questions. Thussa

-

high score always represented a’ positive ‘attitude. . ' Ly
) ~

As noted above, the que?tions’concerned a) .the subjects' feelings toward the

N)

experiment‘questions 1, 4, 5, and 9; and c) the subjects’ perceptions of their '

- o,

performance on the Basebdll Problem, questions 2 and 8. Question 11 asked the’

SUbJects to, estimdte the number of players they placed correctly on the\?roblem.

Questions pertaining to the interviewer werefadded together to yield a total

score, P.Q.I. Questions pertaining to the‘experiment were added together-to

yiei&ra total score PAQ.A. Finally thoie questions pertaining to the‘Suﬁéectsf

perception of their performance were added together to yielg a total score P.Q.P.

L]

Analyses of variance (P.Q.I.-x Feedback Condition, Pf@.ﬂ. x Feedback 3,

']
[

10 ' P ‘
-0 . e . ’ s

..

N




A~
Condition, P, Q A, x Feedback Condition and P Q P. x Feedback Condition) were

carried out. The results showed that the feedback ‘had no. effect on the subjects

r

1liking for the interviewer (F—O 61, p= 0 61) The results for P.Q. A. indicated

that the subjects who received positive feedback evaluated the experiment somewhat
more favorably {F=2.56), p=U.06). The results for P.Q.P. indicated that subjects

; - who received posftive feedback evaluated their performance more highly than those

r
-

who received negative feedback (F=4. 83 p=.005). The subjects who received negative-

feedback evaluated their performance much lower than those vho received pqsitiva-
. \
feédback. This result indicates that the feedback was effective in influencing

4 .

N

the subjects perception of their performanceQ\~,

‘-

The subjécts dnswered 'questions 2 and 8 twice, once iMeﬂiégely after

~

e completing the Baseball Problem and again after the feedback interview. To further

examine the effect of Eeedback on ‘the subjects’ perception of their performance

L
.

the questions were separated and a mew set of variables was generated bL/Subtract-

ing the scores of, the second responseé to these questions from the Scores for the
. .
. first :5§Bgnse. Thus for question 2 there. was a Better Than Most (BTM) score,

-

and for question 8 a More “Poorly: Than Exoected (MPTE) score. ' . . .

t

Analysis of- variance, (BTM x Feedback CondiCion and MPTE x Feedback Condition)>

were computed. Examination of these results indicated ‘that the strongest effect .

&

- was in the score (§58 87; p=. 001). Subjects who received Condition 1 reduced

their est{mate while thqse who reqeiVed Conditions 2, 3 and 4, increased theix

n L4

v ~estimate, The same holds true for the MPTE scores but this result is not strong

'

if (F=2.20; p=:1). ‘Both of these reSults indicate that the feedback vas' effective.
{

' ]

Finally the responses to question 11 confirm this conclusion. "Question 11

asked the Subjects to estimate their degree of Success on the Baseball Problem.
)

.

Again the 'subjects respohded to this Question twice. To test whether the feedback

\ —mr,,
had any effect on theip’estimate of success a new variable: was generated by )

. . N \. - /' J

e 7 subtracting the secqnd Tesponse to this question from the first response, ,

.
£ . 3 . -

hl




.\ chance. Inspection of the indf%idual raw scores for this question indiqated that SN

_estimate, and two decreased it. Clearly the 'absence of statistically significant .

K “
4 »
yi?lding a Difference in Pexformance Estimate (DPE) score. Analysis of variance, N

! \1' ~ " ,,.s

DPE X Feedback Condition, was computed and theTrQSults indicate thaf subjects who ,

s ~ ,«

received Conditions 1 and 2 reduced their estimate of success. Those who -
'y .

received Condition 3 increased their estimate of success and those who received

': .
LI 1

Condition 4 did mot change their estimate at all, ' '

1 ‘ , .
These results for Conditions 1, 2, and 3 confirm that the feedback was

effective. The result of no change in estimate of success (Condition 4) is

A~ «

curious and may be explained;by the fact that the subjects did not believe the’ }

.
“v

interviewer. Pof eXample,,Subject #26 had one of the lowest Total P scores in

¢

LR

s
the group and her: behavior (which was remarked upon by all the assistants in the

experiment) indiCated that her self-esteem was very low. She received Condition 4

- .

(positive performanée,‘positive personal) and had a very high DEC score. It is .
possible that she was staring at the interviewer in amazement -and disbelief. -

Another explanation for the no change in group 4 is that it occurred by ~

- . « «

only five subjects actually changed their es@imates, three increased their . o

oo A

" personal feedback, new variables were generated so that Performance 1 referred to

_and Personal 2 reférred'to pqsitive personal evaluation. Analyses of variance .

(Performance'x D.E.Cf, and“?ersonal X'D.h.c.) were‘carrieduout. Inspection gf
’ BRREEONK

X
results for-the Difference in Eye Contact behavior cannot’ be explained by 'a . e
failure of the attempt to manipulate thé feedback messages. . C A

 Performance versus Personal Feedback. . - . - ' -
_— = g | - '

: h ’ 3 . : N . 7
To determine whethex the subjects differentiated between performance and’ )
) . . ot

“«

negative performance evaluation and Performance 2 referred tp positive perform-

o ange evaluation. Likewise Personal 1 reﬁerred to- negative personal evaluation "‘ -

~

the data revealed that there«was no statistically significant effect. However

the valﬁes for- performapce feedback were higher than those for personal feedback, 5wu

< .~y

, . @ ! h . \ T L
3 20 g .
v . - N
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- ‘ (PQ? x Feedback Condition) was carried out. It was clear from inspection of

. thus it was concluded that ‘there was a tendency fo;.the subjects to attend more
3 i ‘ S e % R i A i ook

K3
'

) cant, there are several possible explanationS’for it.

/

First, self-esteenm is thé product of the evaluative prgcess and is’closelp

+

related to performance. Thus it mfhht be expected that Subjéttsiwith low.self—

“esteem will tend to focus more on feedback pertaining to their performance. A
- <&
second explanation concerns the fact that the subjects were all undergraduate

%

‘students and, as such, they were very performance oriented and tended to focus

on feedback pertaining to it. Whenmghe results of'this study were presented to

-~ : » - *

v « \, > IS

the classes from which the subjects were drawn several individuals pointed out
@

that the'subjects may have felt that the’interviewer was no

in alposition to
7

.

credible so they paid less attention to it..

Fl

An addi%ional finding from these data concerns the fact that the values

the negatiye feedback in each condition (i.e., Performance 1 and Personal 1)
\ .

.

i vere somewhat higher than those for the positive feedback in éach condition

“ f

Y

to the performance ‘feedback. But, since this trend was not statistically signifi-

{

(Performance 2, Personal 2). Again the results were not statistically significant,

. thus it can only be concluded that the subjects tended to attend more to the

e ,,.,‘..._‘. P N

-negative feedback . The order of presentation of the feedback mesgages® may have

.

contributed to these findings.

—
.
N \»

- : & ﬁ
preferentially to performance feedback is found in thgzanalyses of questions 2

. 4ﬁ¢
and 8 on the eleven item questionnaivre. Refall that the“scores for these

. questions were added together to yield the ?QP score and‘analysis of variance

’

G e
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“the results of . this analysis that pogitive feedhack had a significant effect

g I

> Other evidence in support of the contention that the subjects attendedr .

_upon the subjects perception of their performance (F14.83;vp=.005). The subjects

-

~

\)“ '- ’ 3 (:"_ "
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- . % \
who recéived the all nega;ive feedback condition evaloeted their performance much

B .
- K

lower than those who received ; the all positive condition. It appears fhat those

-

who received Condition 2 did allow the positive personal feedback into their per-

ceptual field but not to a great extent. Subjects who received Conditioh 3, on
hr
the other hand, appear not to have heard the negative personal evaluation; this

[

supports the suggestion that the subjects paid porye attention to the performance

A

feedback. ~ . ' L <

Other Findings

> ' t t,
Fwéeamwat . . Correlation coefficients. for all items in the data-set'were computed. There. o
1 : .
were small but significant correlations between the Baseline’ Eye Contact Behavior

"ing

(B.E.C.B.) score ahd the Family (r=.41), Social (r=.34), Identity (r=.34),’
- & \

1 /
Behavior (r=.30), and Total P (r.-37) subscale scores of the Tennessee Self Concept

L]

Scale. This correlation was not present between the ‘Experimental Eye Contact

Behavior (E.E.C.B.) score and the above TSCiisubscale scores.

| ‘ ’ DISCUSSION ’
'In an earlier study Greene‘(1978 Greene\and Frandsen, 1979) demonstrated a
'?251 .

difference in communicative behavior between people with high self—esteem and

‘ \

*d

z

those with low self-esteem. His reigits indicated that while the former accepted ’

an *

positive feedback about their perfor \nce, the latter not only rejected positive
B - . .o z" L. i .

feedback but attended to, and acceptqﬁ negative feedback.about“their’perfofmance.

In both cases the subjects accep"ed communicatioﬁs‘consisteht with their

« -

self-image. The ‘effect of accepting nggative feedback on low self—esteem subjects
5 -

. 1is te perpetuate the Yow self-esteem sbate, thus the subjets' behavior 1eads to
¥ "
a self-fulfilling prophecy. Realizatio% of this fact led to the questions

; 3 -

e

underlying the present study. Therqyestipns concerned whet self-esteem

and whether they would attend differentially to feedback abote t vexformance

\i.
vEE

compared to feedback’about their personal %garagteristics. ‘f .

- S ' é‘*« .

:;‘.,, . ‘ f ot e




» . ¢ > *
, - b ‘}s f .
1 The review of the literature on self-esteem and self-concept indicated that
Y. - * o { - 5
he two constructs are related. Self-esteem results ‘form the evaluatien process

» - 3

while sele-concept concerns the individual's attitudea toward the evalgv/;d self.

‘Thus performance feedback may be related to self-esteem while personal feedback

. 7 -

is more related to selg-concept, A further concern of this study was whether the ~

Co N .
~consistency theory prediction would hold when subjects were presented with mixed

positive and, negative messages. Four hypotheses concerning eye contact"were

derived from the consistency theory perspect:l.ve.x To test thesé hypotheses an
94' %

investigation was designed in which eye .contact behavior in various feedback

“e {z ’ - ) N v \‘-‘ ! v

situations was assessed. o s

. - ad
A

THe investigatiori was based on the assumption that eyé contact performs a

gatekeeping function. Thus the DEC scores were interpreted as indicating the
degree to which the subjects permitted the feedback to enter their perceptual

N

field. The predictions concerning the degree to which they would permit this
N " . - .

were base he self—esteem scores. The’subjects in t‘is study had low self-

.

Merhabian (1967) has shown that people make eye contact during conversation
with people tney like. It is possible that the differences in eye contact

scores in this study/can be explained py the fact that some of the subjects
.br‘ N c B

liked the intervViewe d others did not; this liking would, in turn, result in

-
4 '] B iy

them making eye contact with the interviewer.  Consistency theory hplds that

aintain a consistent self-image, whether it is good or
s :

in this study all had- low self-esteem, or-‘a poor self-

people are mdtivated‘to
bad. Since the subéect
image: consistency theory pkedicts that they would like the interviewer if she
gave them negative feedback because this was consistent with their self-esteem.

This liking based on the negative message would result in increased eye contact

f -

with the intexrviewer. Need—fulfillment tHeopy holds that people have a need for

. v, .
.
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a positive self image and are thus motivated to behave in wayh w0uld enhance
H .., ! 0 9 H

their self-esteem. Thus need- fulfillment theory predicts that thq subjects in .

'(

3
" this study would like the intérviewer if she gave them positive feedback.
. . 7 ’

- -

Questions 3, 6, and 10 on the eleven item questionnaire'were related to the
" subjects' feeli;gs toward tne interviewer. In order to test whether liking of
the interviéaer had any effect on the sLbjects' behavior the responses to these
E questions were added together to yield one score, the PQI score. Analysis of

: - variance, (PQI x Feedback Condition) was carried out. There was only a slight

A\l

i difference between the groups (F?.6l) and thds difference was'not_statistically

significant (p=.61), thus it was concluded that the supjects' feelings toward

the interviewer did not affect tnerr eye contact behavior. This finding supports

Greene's (1978) contention that . . . liking is not superior to gatekeeping in

accounting for the eye contact data".(p‘ 66). -
A’second alternative explanation concerns the relationships between eye

contact behavior and response to threat. Ellswortn and Carlsmith (l973) demon-

strated that subjects who felt threatened increased.their eye contact with the

‘ . threatening person and, in doing so, sncceeded in intimidating the other thereby

reducing the threat. In this study evidence of increased eye contact might indicate

that the subjects found the interview threatening. Questions 1, 4, 5, and 9 on a
R Pl .

7/
the eleven item questionnaire related to the subjects' feeling about.the experiment.

To test wnether the subjects' feelings about the situation affected their eye
‘ contact behavior the responses to these guestions were added together to yield one
3 - . score, the PQA score. ' Analysis of variance, (PQA % Faedback Condition) was carried

; out. The subjects who received negative performance feedback“indicated less posi-

> I

tive feelings toward the experiment than did those who received positive perfotmance

L o
nad A

" feedback (F-Z 56) but this result was “not statistically significant (p—.oe)

. Consistency Theory versus Need-fulfillment Theory :

ro One of the stated purposes of this study was to provide further testing of;

I




the predictions derived from consistency theory and need-fulfillment theory.. Recall

.

that consistency theory holds that people are motivated: to maintain a consistent
self-image regardless of wheﬂ‘.r it is positive or negative. Need~fulfillment .,

theory, on the other hand, holds that people have a need for a positive self- image
. . L]
and that their behavior will be directed.toward enhancing their self-esteem:

~ )

' Following Greene's results, whichndﬁdicated support for consistency theory f

> ¥

with, referenée to predicting “Pehavior in 1ow self-esteem subjects, the hypotheses
Y T * 5 [
- of this study were derived from the consistency theory perspective. The results’

pertaining to the subjects' eye contact behavior in.response to four differenv

4
feedback conditions were not gtatisticall significant but they indicaée a tendency

for the Subjects to attend ‘to the negative feedbadk more than to the positive
3 "

feédback. The results of this study lend weak support to Greene's finding that

Al

consistency theory is more appropriate for'predicting eye contact behavior in

Ny

low self-esteem subjects than is need-fulfillment theory because of the lack of
A . -

statistically. significant differences.. l ‘ . we

ied out on this topic in the past resulting

v Considerable research has been &
fulfillment theories. Stephenlqones

need-fulfillment theory. Jones toncluded that $tudies which’ supported consistency

‘O'\ '
-

“between "warm" and "cool" studies. Warm-Studies are those in which the subjects

theory did so because of three methodo
L

»

rrors.  First Jones distinguished

are directly evaluated while cool studies are those in which the subjec@s are ‘not

directly involved but observe and report their impréssions of others. - Jones

contended that cool studies are more likely to yield results in support of

-

consistency theory because ;ghe subjects"own needs are not involved.

His second explenation concerned Jones' concept of “personalism." He

c&ntended’that eualuations focused on the person himself would result in support

for need-fulfillment theory while evaluatiohs focused on external factors would

produce results in support of consistency*theory. Jones' third argument is that

"ERIC ~ "~ o . ~ )
. 4 L4
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studles in which the subjects anticipate the publfd revelation of\oheir actual

success or failure will increase their tendency to make apparently self—consistent
S A S

’ -
responses. . .7

b »

In’a critique of Jones' contentions Greene (1978) pointed out that the
' s ' . ' . !

results of hisastudy‘were'in‘conflict with the first two predictions and noted that:'

‘

the third did not apply in the casé of his study since the'y eSults of the squects'

¢
‘ ]

e . . Co Y
performance were confidential. The same conclusions tan be drawn in the present
& ‘ . 4

study. Greene went on to point out twp methodological problems which he pqpceived

- as confounding the sults of studies that support need-jn&fTIIﬁEﬁtrtheory. The

N

firSt problem is that most of the studies used written responses as the dependent

variable. He pointed out that in writing a response subjects Qill bring conscious

S . - 3

strategies and compliance with ,norms into play. The second problem concerns .

»
PR B o . - -

reciprocity. The studies typically required the subjects to both give and receive’

feedback. -Greene contended ". . . that the prediétions we would make using a

reciprocity modelarethf/same as those we wdtld generate usiné need-fulf£illment

theory" (1978, p. 62). Because of the extraneous variables present in written

responses Greene contended that the use of eye contact as the dependent variable
. i ( .

made his design superior to those used previously. ¢ . “

<

The results of this study seem to highlight the importance of selection of

-

the dependent variables,in,experiqentel'investigations, particularly those

A
e

designed to investigate the relative merits of consistency .theory and need-
fulfillment theory as predictors of communicative behavior in subjects with

»

various levels of self-esteem.

"~ CONCLUSIONS . . .

The results of the present study'do not entirely support Greene'!s contentiomns,
Houever, the differences between the results from the eye contact data and those
o

from the vritten responses (the eleven item questionnaire) certainly bring the

,question ‘of choice of “the dependent variable into focus. At ‘the intuitive ievel

\‘)f‘ ’ - ) e N
' .
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it seems that the more spontaneous the dependent variable, the?ﬂess likely ‘theré

.are to be extraneous variables which‘zqnfuse the effect of qheéindependent

i l‘

¢

. variable. Certainly Greene's resulf% ‘appear to support thiskcontention.

&) .- . .
Although the results of t is study are ambiguous with. respect to whether .7

1

Y
L
the Subjects attended to the perfonmance or personal aspects of the{éedhack

there is some indication that they tended to focus on the perﬁormance feedback.

- 3

s, v -

The slight preference the SubJects in ‘this study showed in attending to performance

feedback may be due to the fact that they were all undergraduate students.
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_lThe RSES, form Al, consists of five positively phrased and five negatively

phrased item$ to which subjects respond by indicating one of four choices élong‘

14 . 4 -
a continuum from "stronply agree" to "strongly disagree." 'The scoring procedure S

developed by Rosenberg yields total scores ranging from 0 to 5. According to
- ‘ \ 0/
7

Rosenberg, a total score of 0 indicates high self-esteem, a total score of l or 2

indieates a medium level%of self-esteem, and a score of 3, 4, or 5 indicates low

sel f-esteém %Rosenberg, 1979) }

L
- ¢ .
L. . ' .2

f The Positive sub-scale (P) of the TSCS consists of 45 positively éhrased

_and 45 negatively phrased self-descriptive items to which subjects respond by, .

vy

by -— . .
indicating one. of five choices along 4 continuum from “completely false" to . . (\\’
. :

"completely true. The P sub-scale yields nine separate scores: three reflecting

the respondent s internal frame of reference (Identity, Self-Satisfaction and e

Behavior), five reflecting the respondent s éxternal frame of refefEnce (Physical

]

Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Family Self, and Social Self), and a

Total score (Fitts, 1965) ‘ - \ R
& * ’
‘. 3TWo subjects appeared at the initial session wearing dark glasses; one
, , . .
appeared at the second session wearing dark glsses' one arrived too late to com-

LS *

plete the activities of the second sessionj one dropped out of the study, one was

out of town, ‘and five failed to appear for the second session at the time they

". had agreed to. | ' -3 h -

4'rhe Baseball Problem is an exercise:in logic that provides information
necessary to determine the names/of players at each of the nine positions on, a
baseball tea A copy of the problem and the answer sheet are included in the

-

- appendix to this report. ‘

5Copies of each of the five messages are included in the appendix to this

-~
i

"teport. : ' ‘ . .
| 6 . . .7ﬁ y e | * ‘
) Copies of the questionnaires are included in the appendix to this report. °
 ERIC . o , . ’ S
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5 g APPENDIX A" P
| - £ g . ‘f
.The Baseball Problem . 3 y
This problem is designed:to test your powers of reasoning, skill in 2 . !
observation, .and ability to deal with several pieces .of information at once. *
As Such it provides a measure ‘of cognitive complexity. I .
'k
- Your task is to determine which position each member of the baseball 3
team plays from the clues given below.

7 .
1. :0'Reilly and Ruck each tbok 20 dollars from the pitcher at poker.
2. Phillips was taller than Collins and shorter than, Simpson but
.each weighed more than the third baseman.

3. }he third baseman 1ivéd near GCohen in the same apartment. ) ( 3?

T » ’ ) N ¥ e
4. Polan and the outfielders are’pinochle‘sharks.
5. Simpson, Polan, . Ruck,. the right fielder, and the center fielder are. .+ - ¢

‘bachelors; the rest are married.- N
" 6. Of Love and Coliins, one was an outfielder.

7. 'The’right fielder was shorter than the center fielder.

8.. The third baseman was the pitcher s wife's brother,

9. Powéll was taller than the infielders except for Cohen, O' Reilly) f

) and Love. .
' . ' o
N 10. The second basement beat Cohen, Ruck Phillips, and the catcher at,
golf. )

* 3
- >

11. The third baseman, the shortstop, and Phillips each drove Fords.

12, The second baseman was engaged to Polan's sister. ) CoT
¢ ' L

( 13. Love lives in the same house as hié sister, and he hates the catcher.

14, Love, Ruck, and the shortstop each ﬁaye blond hair. ‘ o
# ° ’ . :
"15. The catcher has, three' daughters, the third baseman has two sons,
but Powerll is being sued for.divorce.

3

@ E 3 I
You now have enough information to give the” positions on ‘the- baseball
team, .

-




Cem e

Right; Fielder-- . - ,

U Answer Sheet | . \
. # | ) . . e

s b
|

Place beside each position the name.of the player who occupies it, ﬂ

Pitcher-- : " ‘ ' .

‘Catcher—- . B . > : ) K

First Baseman-- < : e S

Second Baseman-- ) - AT

Shortstop—-~ . ‘ : . . o
Rt . , . .

. Third Baseman-- L. .

Left Fieléer--

Center Fielder-- ) -

A3 ’
Please indicate the-position on the Strongly Agpeé—Strongly Disagree
continwum which besﬂrépproximates,yOur response to each statement.

1. ' All things considered. I think I did better than most people on the; .

Baseball Problem. ’ .
" Strongly Agree _* . . Strongly Disagree -
2. 1 did moxe poorly on the Baseball Préblem than I expected. . gkf

' Strongly Agree Strongly'Disagree

.

3. I estimate that I poéitioned players correctly on the Baseﬁéll :

, ]
» 3
A . 0 ¢ .

Problemn.

{ i‘
:
1
-
'
. "
A T
I3 .
'l
r
* \
.
7 [
.
.-
. .
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.quiestions on our part whi
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" PERFORMANCE, NEGATIVE. PERSONAL MESSAGE

+ . »*

Beilo, would you sit here please? That's fine. -

your performance during {the

First, let me say that

"u s ~ y -' ‘
As you know the purpose of this meeting is to discuss the experiment and. *

last session. .

»

we think it's a good idea to let ever&one know

where they stand since studies have shown that uncertainty can lead tonanxiety.

& ;
In particular I want to talk about your work on the Baseball Problem.
You remember that was the problem in which you were given a number of clues and

" asked to determine which jpo

Tl e
I must say that your

-

solving the problem. .

LY

The problem was quit

sition each member of the team played.

jork during thit session has led to some serious
' need some "answers. K :

Ty
4 4

Frankly, I must say that you didn't do wel%ﬁ%m the task, You weren't able
* to complete it correctly in the time allowed. In fact you wq;en't close to

2

difficult but we ‘don't feel it was so difficult

that it could not'be workeld.

~ Your failure to solve
to the experiment. We won
,and applied yourself as we

Becadse of the nature
may have diffi

data’in order to

-

Because we s#ill have
specific info on about
procedures for working it;

Now, we have a few modre
experiment will be over.
questionnaire. This one si
Please give the questions s

After you've <Completed
discuss the experiment and

A

F

the problem raises questions about your commitment
ered if  you really took the experiment seriously
1 as you can.

of the problem your poor performance indicates you

gnitively complex tasks and difficulty in organizing
out of it. '

ome tasks for you to complete, I can't give you any
our score %§uthe Baseball Problem or the correct
'm sure you™understand. b

]
-

thid%s for you to do and your part in this

rst, we would like for you to fill out another
n't very long and shouldn't require too much time.
rious thought! .
that questionnaire there'll be another meeting to-
jour part in it. )

N SRt

P
A
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4 k . APPENDIX C S o

NEGATIVE PERFQRMANCE, POSITIVE PERSONAL MESSAGE

s
) . DM hw
e - .

%

‘ f‘f Hello, would you’sit here please? That's fine. A

> As you know the purpose~of this beeting is to,&iscgs% thg experiment and )
bur performance during the last session. ‘o : o

< ™

‘
et

» Peamd

o First, let me say that we think it's a good idea 'to 1et‘£3éryone7know . .
wPere they stand since studies have shown that-uncertainty can lead to anxiety.

In particular I want to talk about your work on the BasebailtProbiem.
Yiu remember that was: the problem in which you were given a number of ‘clues
and asked to determine which position each member of the team played.

7 - > . - . " M
I must say that your work during that session has led to: some serious ~ -
questions on our part which need some answers. ‘ (

, Frankly, I must say that you didn't do well on the task. You weren't able
A tq gomplete it correctly in e time allowed. In fact you weren't close to,
. sdlving the problem. T ’

-

<

" The Problem was quite difficult but we don't feel it was so difficult
t it could not be worked ‘out. :
. t . :
However, the fact that you came and participated indicates you took the
« exberiment seriously and gave your best. You indicate a high level of
commitment to the experiment and a positive interest in assisting in communica-
tion research. : - :

e - b

’
»

_ Because of the nature of the problem your staying with it indicates you
are able to.tackle cognitively complex tasks and can make an effort to
organize data in order to make sense out of it.

-~

> -
'
!

However, we still have some taskq\for’you to complete, I can't give'you
any specific information about your score on the Baseball Problem or the
correct procedures for working it; I'm sure you understand that.

~

v ¢, k3 .

Now, we have a few more things for you to do and your part in this .
experiment will be over. First, we would like for you to fill out another "
quelstionnaire. This one isn't very long and shouldn't require too much time.
Plepse give the.questions serious thought.

t

After you'ye completed that questionnaire tﬁqre's be another meeting to ¢

. diskuss the expegiment and your part in it. \ .

¥

II ,w a
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POSITIVE PERFORMANCE, NEGATIVE PERSDNAL MESSAGE
Hello, would you sit here ‘p‘lease" "That's fine.
As you know the purpose of’ this meeting is to discuss the experiment and
your performance during the last session. . 5

vy

First let me say that we 'think it s a good idea to let everyone know
where they stand since studies have shown that uncertainty ‘can lead to anxiety.
_ In particular I want to talk about your work on the Baseball Problem,
N You remember, that. was the: problem in which you were given a number of clues
-and asked to determine which position each member of the team played. '
- . 1 must say’ that you did very well on the problem. ' ~1~
As 1 expect you realize it is-a difficult problem, too difficult to » | j
complete it in the time allowed, however. you did very well in the time. . -

You got parts of it ‘correct and, more important, you seemed to be on the
right track..

~

We d4d, however, have some questions about youy commitment to the experi-
ment. We wondered if you took it seriously. and whether you are really S
- interested in communication research., - . SR : 1

There were also indications you may_have“some difficulty with cognitively ° S
{ complex tasks and with organizing data in ordér to make sense of it.

* Because we still have some tasks for you to complete, I can't give you
any specific information about your score on the Baseball Problem or the
correct procedures for working it; I'm sure you understand that. \
[}

Now, we have a few more things for you to do and your part in this
experiment will be over. TFirst, we would like for you to fill out -another
questionnaire, This one isn't very long and shouldn't require too much time. .
Please give the questfons serious thought.: : . R '

After you've completed that questionnaire there'll be another meeting to
discuss the experiment-and your part in it,

-




. APPENDIX E .
¢

POSITIVE PERFORMANCE, POSITIVE PERSQNAL-MESSAGE

. .

Pl

Hello, would you sit here please? That's fine.
As xyou know the purpose of this meeting is‘to discuss the experiment and .
four performance during the last session. . o ' . 2

wer L

’ X

First; let me say that we think it's a good idea to let everyone know ~ "
where they stand since studies have shown that uncertainty can lead to anxiety.
In particular I want .to talk about your work on the Baseball Problem.’
You remember that was the problem in which you were given a number of clues and
4‘,~\‘\\?sked to determine which position each member of the team played.

. @

s A, T

I must say;that you did'very well on the problem. ‘

As 1 expect you realize it is'a éifficult problem, too difficult to
complete in the time allowed, however you did very well in the time. . 3
~ You got parts of it correct and, que important; you seemed to be on the
right track. '

Your -success in this situation seems to indicate you took the experiment
seriously and gavé it your best. You indicate a high level of commitment to
the experiment and a positive interest in communication research.

Because of the nature of the.problem ydur good performance indicates you .
may have no difficulty with cognitively complex tasks and that you are able .
to organize data in order to make sense of it. . \
ecause we still have some tasks for your to complete, I can't give you
any é@ecific information about your score on the Baseball Problem or the correct
procedures for working it; I'm sure you understand that.

Now, we have a few more things for-you to do aﬁgbykur part in this
experiment will be over. First, we would like for you to fill out another
questionnaire. This one isn’t very long and shouldn't require too much

. time. Please give the questions serious thought.

After you've completed that questionnaire there'll be another meeting
to discuss the experiment and your part in it.

v -

*\
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This is the neutral message delivered to all subjécts in the initial

interview. - ot )
: ! ¢ 2

Hello. 'Would'you sit down here? Thft's fine.

I'm here to explain the study for which you've volunteered and to answver
any quéstions:iwhich you may have.

*

’s
. ¥

First of all, let me make it clear that complete anonymity Will be
maintained throughout this investigation. 1In fact, no one involved with
this study will ever know your name. You will be asked to sign an informed
consent form, but this.is only to satisfy University requirements and not
for identification. 5 - ' i
Instead, you have bsen given a number. This number is your identification.
‘» Please be sure to remember this number. That way we will know who you are -
' when you return for the next session. :
. S 4
Because you will not be identified, I want to ask that you be as open
. and as thoughtﬁul as possible as you participate in the experiment. -

- Also, if at .any time you wish to drop out of_ the experiment, you may feel
free to do so at any time. The same thing go¥s for any questions you are asked
or any tasks you are asked to perform. If you don't want to answer the question

. or perform the task then you certainly don t" have to, N '

° ' In this experiment we are interested in correlating certain personality
variables with behavior. Hqwever, because of the possibility of biased
results, we can't be any more specific at this time. During the second session
the purpose of the study will be made clear.

The experiment, as you already know, will require two sessions, this one <
and one other, each about one-half an hour long. In eagh of these sessions )
will be asked to fill out a number of short questionnaires and to perfprm’ some ’
pencil and paper tasks.

M

We are required by the University to advise you of any discomforts or risks

which aFe involved in this study, and while there are no risks,"it is of course
" possible that the discussion of your performance may not be entitely pleasant.

Of course/ the benefits of the study, both for you and communication
scholars, make the study attractiwe. You will get'to experience first hand
the conducting of a social science experiment, and you will be introduced to

theories of human motivation which you probably won't encounter in the t
classroom. In addition, the experiment will add to our knowledge of the process
of human communication. . s,

Now, when you leave here, you will be taken to.a private room where you
will find an informed consent form. Attached to it is much the same information
I have told you here. When you are finished, give it tg the experimenter there,
and she will give you your instructionms. ;

=
(o
C;:\
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- ¥ . Now I'd like to ask once more that you do take tHe investigation seriously
- and carefully consider the answers you give- to the questions which are asked.

.
B

Is there anything else? ' . . Co.

z

- . - Thank you-for coming. S, . S
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. \ * ' Post-Initial Interview Questionnaire’ ,
‘ ' , » RN T ~ E
. . . . .
Instructions: Circle one answer for each question. - « . . , ‘
. S.A. = Strongly agree; A. = Agree; D.,= Disagree; - . ' G
' S.D. = Strongly disagree ‘ N . ' ;

v, 3 -

b

. ﬂja . s 5 ) 41: oy o
1. I agreed to participate in this study ¢ -
' because I want to learn about | , .
) Communication research. . . S.A. - A, D.  S.D. SR

. LI P H ¥

2. I think undergraduates should not e 7 g e
be asked to participate in Social ) & L . N
Science research studies. : ' SJA. A D. S.D. ~

g P>

® yoonE N
3. I agreed to partigipate in ‘thissstudy - ' . [f
because I shall Mt Rg}nts for doing oo e~ /
So. B ) ) :’ .~ : SIAQ A' Do SoDo- ’ . , /'H s
" 4. 1 found it interesting to. ﬁe a part . ’ < )
of a Communication study. S.A. A, D. S.D.

5. I think undergraduates should be - s
paid for participating in studies : .
such as ‘this one. S.A, A. D. s.D, .

f \ .
6. I consider participation in research
projects an integral and useful part ) . o
’ of my education, . - ' S.A. A, D. S.D.

+ If ybu have any further comments please write them below: \ \\>\~
¥ o ' . .

-, Before you leave today please check that you "have ait appointment fss'your
"second interview next week.

’

-
»

Thank you. ®
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w ELEVEN ITEM QUESTIONNAIRE , S \

-y
!

Please indicate fhe position on the Strongly Agree--—Strongl‘;‘y.Disagree
continuum which best approximates your response to each statement, L

1
§ !

1. I found participation in thig experiment to be quite rewardirfg.

s, ) Strongly Agree _ -1 _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .. Strongly Disagree A
5 - B N s . ¥
’ ‘ *
¢ 2, All things considered I think I did better than most people on the k
.

- Baseball Problem. ‘

— e ——— e — ——— — — — — — —

. Stronglz Agree Strongly Disagree‘ h

. . .
1 "i’:‘ \
‘ .

v 3. I felt that the interviewver was unfa;lr. ’ A \ ~
Strongly Agree _ 4. _ . _ _ _ _ Strongly Déksa\gr‘e&l o
< 4, 1 did not 1like filling out all of those Questionnaires. )
Strongly Agree _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ _ Strongly Disagree %
A
5. I would like to participate in a similar experimentif I were asked.
‘ Strongly Agree _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ e Strongly Disagree
' : . A
’
. ’ . * Vo |
6. The instructions concerning my tasks were clear and explicit. v |
T . Strongly Agree _ _ _ . _ _ __ _ _ _ ____ .. Strongly Disagree '
— - ' . .
L 7. I don't think I was very hon@st in completing the quéestionnaires. |
. Strongly Agree _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ L _ __ __ Strongly Disagree . -t |
T . |
8. 1 did more poorly on the Baseb Problem than 1 expected. i
Strdngly/r\gree _____ - Strongly Disagree' “ "
“ -——f =+ —-—-- )
- 9. This experiment was a waste of time. * ' . ",- ‘
Strongly Agree e — v Strongly Disagree ;
- 10, The experimenter who inﬁrviewed me seemed to me to be open and honest. 1 ‘
Strongly Agree R f’_ __________ §uq;ong1y Disagree ' ' © i
- L4 ' ) ! ) * i
11. I estimate'that I positionqd plays correctly on ‘the Baseball - L i
Problem. . . ‘ |

° .- T




