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SUPERVISOR: DR. L.K. ROSENBLOOD 

An experiment was performed to test the communication 

model of convergence using two noncontent measures: reaction 

time latency and duration of utterance. Participants were 

paired into dyads on the basis of length of acquaintance. 

Friend dyad participants had the friendship basis of acquain­

tance of their partner for a minimum of six months. Stranger 

dyad participants were required to have had no prior acquain­

tance. Dyads spoke in unstructured dialogue for 45 minutes on 

each of two occasions. All conversations were tape recorded 

and all data was extracted mechanically from the conversational 

tapes. The communication model was not supported by the obtained 

data. Stranger dyads did not exhibit the predicted greater 

convergence pattern expected on both measures over sections of 

the same conversation or over occasions. Similarly, friend 

dyads did not exhibit the highly converged pattern expected, 

invariant both over sections of the same conversation and over 

occasions on either noncontent measure. Friend dyads were 

found to exhibit a more balanced pattern on utterance length 

than stranger dyads, which was characterized as a more equal 

sharing of the available speaking time in conversation. The 

appropriateness of describing high correlations on noncontent 

measures found in unstructured dialogue between peers as 
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exemplifying convergence is discussed. Partial replications 

of Kendon (1963) and Gallois and Markel (1975) were performed. 

Also, the overall pattern displayed by stranger dyads is 

discussed with reference to the role differentiation strategy 

proposed by Davis (1976, 1977). Suggestions for future 

research are offered. 

Dr. Lorne K. Rosenblood 

Dr. Loren Acker 
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I INTRODUCTION 

Man has the seemingly unique ability to verbally com­

municate with his fellow man most all aspects of his 

experience. In conversation we communicate our sublimest 

thoughts and feelings and also our most mundane. Conver­

sation is one of the most ubiquitous aspects of our daily 

social life. It is something which most of us have done 

since o ur earliest recollections of childhood and are very 

proficient at by our adulthood. But it is often the case 

that our commonest experiences, which we take for granted, 

are the most difficult to explain and describe . This is 

undeniably true of verbal communication in conversation, which 

has been of importance to mankind since the prehistory of our 

species and which is still little understood. 

The study of conversational interaction has had one of 

two ma.in focal points. Either it is studied with regard to 

the verbal-linguistic components of speech or with regard 

to the vocal components of speech. The former approach 

looks at the content of what people discuss while conversing. 

The latter a p proach deals not with wha t is said but how it is 

said. Th is approa ch can be divided into two sub-areas: one 

dealing with the acousti.cs of speech and the other dealing 

with the temporal organization of the communicative sounds 

• 
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(on-off patterns) made by people while conversing. This 

latter sub-area is commonly referred to as the noncontent 

. approach. The dialogue is considered the most global unit 

of analysis in the noncontent approach. And at this. 

relatively early stage of research on conversation, dialogues 

are usuaily limited to two-person interactions, since a minimum 

of two people is necessary for a conversation to occur. The 

noncontent approach encompasses the breadth of the present 

research herein undertaken. 

A. The Taxonomy of Noncontent Aspects of Spee ch 

Nonconte nt aspects of conversational interaction have 

received i ncreasing attention among behavioral scientists 

over the last twenty-five years. In this time a de 3c r iptive 

classification of the sequencing and durations of sounds 

and silences in conversation has been developed. This 

taxonomy is based on one of the most striking characteristics 

o f ordinary face-to-face conversation: its oscillating 

rhythm. In ordinary conversation, interacting partners 

alternate between talking and listening and do not conversely 

always speak simultaneously. This feature of two-person 

dialogue has been nominated as a "language universal" by 

Miller (1963). Turn-taking while conversing is thus the 

cornerstone of any descriptive classification . 
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Within the framework-of turn-taking, it is clear that the 

most usual circumstance is for one interactant to be speaking 

and therefore holding the floor at a time. On this basis, 

the entire length of time that one interactant holds the 

speaking floor, including his pauses, on a give n speaking 

turn is referred to as a duration of utterance (DOU) or 

alternately as a "talkspurt" (Norwine and Murphy, 1938). 

A duration of utterance can be further broken down into its 

constituent parts, namely vocalizations and pauses. A vocal­

ization is a continuous burst of sound without perceptible 

break. While a pause is a perceptible silence bound on 

either side by vocalizations of the same speake r (Feldstein, 

1972). The interface by which a speaker becomes an auditor 

or an auditor becomes a speaker, depending on whether the 

speaking floor is given up or gained, respectively, is known 

as a speaker switch. A speaker switch is therefore that 

period of time bound on one side by a DOU of one interactant 

and on the other side by a DOU of another interactant. 

Concerning the speaker switch, a disagreeme nt has arisen 

in the literature as to appropriate nomenclature based on 

diffe ring assignment to interactants. Jaffe and Feldste in 

(1970) and their associates choose to call the speaker switch 

a switching pause (SwP). They assign the switching pause 

time to the spe a ker loosing the floor, under the assumption 

that the prior s pe aker retains the floor until it is take n 
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away by the other interactant commencing solo talking. 

Matarazzo and Wiens (1972) and their associates call the 

speaker switch a reaction time latency (RTL). They assign 

the reaction time latency to the interactant gaining the 

speaking floor, under the assumption that the speaker 

currently holding the floor gives some verbal or nonverbal 

message to the auditor that he should assume the floor. 

Insight into this dilemma comes from data presented by Jaffe 

and Feldstein (1970, p. 128). They report mean pause and 

switching pause durations of .66 seconds and .77 seconds, 

respectively, obtained from face-to-face dialogues between 

strangers ~ From this data we can well ask why, if the 

speaker holding the floor intends to continue holding the 

floor, does he pause longer on the average during a switching 

pause (when he in fact looses the floor) than during a pause 

(when he in fact resumes the floor)? Mightn't this be a 

clear sign that in fact he has given up the floor? On the 

other hand, since there occur switching pauses of shorter 

duration than the average pause duration it is obvious that 

more temporal duration is not invariantly a cue that the 

current speaker intends to give up the floor. This 

disagr eement, far from being of semantic conce rn only, has 

ramifications th at reflect upon the foundations of the 

entire t axonomy. 
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Consider the last well recognized first-order noncontent 

speech parame ter, namely simultaneous speech (SS) ~ Simul­

taneous speech occurs when both interactants produce vocal­

izations concurrently. Simultaneous speech generally takes 

one of two forms. Either the speaker who was interrupted 

continues to hold the floor by out talking the interrupting 

partner, or he looses the floor by ending his vocalization. 

In the case where the speaker out talks the interrupter, 

no turn occurring, he has clearly shown his desire to retain 

the speaking floor. In the latter case, does the speaker 

give up the floor or is it taken from him? Clearly the 

floor has change d hands but without a perceptible silence. 

(Since a negative speaker turn is an untenable proposition, 

a turn of zero duration can be seen to have occurred ) . By 

looking at such a turn as being a switching pause, it is 

obvious that the floor must have been seized by the auditor. 

Conversely looking at it as a reaction time latency one 

must take the assumption that the listener "reacted" prior 

to the conclusion of the partner's speech. 

If we now look again at our previous defi n i tion of a 

duration of utte r ance, we will see that the end point of a 

duration of utterance is not e xplicitly stated. In Jaf f e 

and Feldstein's syste m it should now be clear that a dura tion 

of utte rance should include its following switching pause 

time . Hence these rese archers choos e not to r e cord a 
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duration of utterance, but instead look exclusively at the 

vocalizations and pauses within a given speaking turn. In 

Matarazzo and Wiens' system a duration of utterance ends 

with a speaker's last detectable sound prior to loosing 

the floor. In their system a duration of utterance measure 

is clearly separate from the silences which characterize 

the interface between the two interactants' alternating 

speaking turns. Bearing directly on this taxonomy dilemma 

is the work of Duncan (1972), who investigated speaking 

turns in face-to-face interviews using video-tape equipment. 

He found that speake rs typically employed any number of six 

discrete behavioral cues as turn-yielding signa ls when they 

were like ly to relinquish the floor and attempt-suppressing 

signals, usually by gesture , when they desired to retain 

the floor. An auditor's tende ncy to take the floor was 

found to be virtually eliminated in the presence of an 

attempt-suppressing signal. Also, no matter how many tur n­

yielding signals were displayed by the speaker, there was 

no better than a .50 probability of an auditor attempting 

to take the floor. Duncan (1972, p. 290) notes that "the 

auditor retains considerable discretion over his response s". 

We can s ee from . this work clear support for Matarazzo and 

Wiens' contention that a speaker usual ly relinquishes the 

floor willingly and that it is not sei zed willy-nilly by 

the auditor. Also of some considerable bearing is the issue 
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of whether or not vocalizations are a psychologically mean­

ingful noncontent speech parameter. Jaffe and Feldstein 

(1970, p. 22) present data that the mean duration of vocal~ 

ization which they have observed in natural dialogue is 

virtually the same as what linguists have found the phonemic 

clause length to be. Since the phonemic clause has been 

"proposed as the encoding unit of speech at the grammatical 

level" (Boomer, 1965, p. 148) and has also been proposed 

as the decod ing unit of speech by the auditor (Dittmann and 

Llewellyn, 1967 and 1968), it should be clear that this unit 

should be relatively invariant among speakers using the 

same language. From this it follows that this noncontGnt 

parameter should be invariant in the presence of psycho­

logically meaningful changes in the speaking situation. 

Support for this contention is in fact presented by Welkowitz, 

Feldstein, Finklestein, and Aylesworth (1972, p. 715), who 

state that "the durations of the vocalizations - or 'bursts 

of speech ' - in a verbal exchange are relatively unmodifiable". 

With these considerations in mind, the present research has 

employed the taxonomy of noncontent speech parameters 

defined by Matarazzo and Wiens. 
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B. Background 

The earliest noncontent approach to conversation was 

by two cor~unication engineers, Norwine and Murphy, working 

for the Bell System. Their stated goal was the application 

of probability theory to the time sequence of telephone 

communication (Norwine and Murphy, 1938). This pioneering 

effort merely presented probability distributions of the 

parameters and didn't attempt to relate them to other 

characteristics of the speakers. Their method of measuring 

the noncontent speech parameters was to have the vocal 

signal transcribed by a recording oscillograph, with the 

measurements made manually from the paper record. Directly 

descendant from their efforts is the work of Bra dy (1965, 

1968), who likewise has been concerned with the probability 

distribution of the parameters in time and, also, with 

technical considerations in the automatic processing of the 

speech parameters. 

Working in the field of social anthropology, Chapple 

(1940) was the first researcher to consider the noncontent 

aspects of speech as being important variables in the study 

of personality . Since that time, Chapple (1954, 1955, 1962) 

has attempte d to demonstrate hi s notions concerning the 

interaction of an individual's temporal speaking style and 

that individual's personality. Basing this work on derived, 
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or second-order , noncontent parameters with loaded evaluative 

implications (for example: initiative, dominance, adjustment), 

his work is largely suspect (Braehler and Zenz, 1975). 

However, he did develop the first instrument to measure the 

on-off patterns of speech in face-to-face interaction, the 

Interaction Chronograph (Chapple, 1940). 

Use of the Interaction Chronograph required an observer 

to manipulate keys which activated the pens of a continuous 

event recorder . Thus each time a person "acted" with a 

communicative-interactive behavior, his observe r depressed 

his key for the duration of the action. It should be noted 

that Chapple included in his unit of comrnunicative action 

all verbal as well as nonverbal communications (for example: 

talking, smiling, head nodding). High reliabilities have 

been demonstrated with this technique for parameter values 

obtained in the context of a standardized interview (Saslow 

and Matarazzo, 1959). Since then, Wiens, Molde, Holman , 

and Matarazzo (1966) have demonstrated that a record of 

duration of ut~erance which eliminates all nonverbal 

gestures f r om analysis (a record obtained from a tape 

recording of the conversation) looses virtually n o fidelity 

in comparison to the same conversation processed by an 

observer. Thus a record of conversation which has eliminated 

behaviors suc h as head nods has been shown to be an accurate 

representation of conversational interaction. More recently, 
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fully automated data proc.essing and analysis by computer 

from tape recorded unstructured conversations between peers 

has been shown to yield ~ighly reliable and psychologically 

meaningful results (Jaffe and Feldstein, 1970). 

Utilizing meas,1res of noncontent aspects of speech, 

discriminations between individuals have been possible. 

For example, Matarazzo and Wiens (1967) note that over 

changing experimental conditions, while the absolute response 

latency durations of subjects change, the relative rank of 

subjects with regard to this measure does not change . 

Similarly, discriminati ons on the basis of speech rates 

(that is, the number of syllables per minute) (Goldman-

Eisler, 1954), utterance durations (Matarrzzo and Wiens, 

1972), and pause durations (Goldman-Eisler, 1968; Jaffe and 

Feldstein, 1970; Feldstein , 1972) have been demonstrated. 

But temporal speaking s tyles, although consistent, have also 

been found capable of being modified. Goldman-Eisler 

(1954), Soskin and John (1963), and Jaffe and Feldstein 

(1970) have shown modifiability due to changes in conver­

sationa l partner and changing situations, including effects 

of stress, loss of visual cues , and interacting in a group. 

Thus while individuals appear to have characteristic 

temporal interacting styles, their styles are adaptable 

to a variety of changing circumstances. 
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C. The Synchrony Model 

Matarazzo and his collea gues hav e been e ngaged over 

the last fifteen years in a research program de signed to 

investigate the effects that a systematic modification in 

particular noncontent speech behaviors of a programmed con­

versationist has on a partner's temporal speakin g style . 

They have consistently utilized an interview situation, with 

normal interviewees (civil servant appl icants), in which 

content has been held constant over experimental conditions. 

Matarazzo, Weitman, Saslow, and Wiens (1963), using a 

reversal design in which the interviewer varied his duration 

of utterance from 5 to 10 to 5 (or, 10 to 5 to 10) seconds 

over con s ecutive 15 minute periods, showed that interviewees 

matched the programmed interviewer changes with 100 per cent 

increases or 50 per cent decreases (as appropriate for 

correspond e nce) in their own mean duration of utterance 

and this significant effect was individually significant 

for 28 o u t of 40 subjects. Using simi lar reversal designs, 

Matarazzo, Wiens, and Saslow (1965) have demonstrate d limits 

to this match i ng phenomena by showing that a 200 p e r cent 

increa se in interviewer mean durati on o f utte r ance (5 to 15 to 

~ s e conds) produces only a 100 per cent increa s e in inter­

viewee mean durat i o n of utte rance, and, with regard to dura tion 

of reac tion time la t ency , Matarazzo and Wiens (1967) have 
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found a similar concordance of interviewer influence on 

interviewees. Similar matching in interviews has been 

demonstrated by Jackson and Pepinsky (1972) on reaction time 

latencies and by Webb (1972) on speech rates (that is, 

the number of syllables divided by utterance duration). 

In the somewhat less structured setting of a presidential 

press conference matching between question and answer length 

has been found by Ray and Webb (1966). This consistent 

finding of pattern matching on noncontent speech parameters 

has led Matarazzo to propose a synchrony model which posits 

that any greater interviewe r activity, such as longer 

duration of ut terance and shorter reaction time latency, 

is "interpreted by the interviewee as indicating that the 

interviewer is more interested in, or more empathic toward, 

the interviewee, or that he otherwise values the interviewee 

more" (Matarazzo and Wiens, 1967, p. 65) and results in 

increased interviewee behavior. 

This finding of pattern matching (or variously referred 

to as sy~chrony, concordan ce, convergence, or congruence ) 

has been extende d to situa tions involving unstructured dyadic 

conversations b e tween peers by Jaffe and Feldstein (1970). 

These researchers have found high, positive and signi ficant , 

intrac lass correlations (called coefficients of congruence ) 

between the pause durations of conversational partners and 

between the switching pause durations of conversationists. 
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(It should be noted that ~n using this type of analysis their 

results concerning switching pauses are equivalent to those 

that would have been obtained had they measured reaction 

time latency, since only the assignment to interactants is 

reversed .) Welkowitz and Kuc (1973) provide further 

evidence for the congruence of switching pause durat i ons of 

speaking partners. These results suggest that pattern 

. matching is a t wo-channel phenomena and raises certain 

questions concerning the appropriateness of the synchrony 

model in applicability to unstructured conversation. If 

greater activity of either speaker reinforces the partner 

and in turn promotes great~r activity by the partner, we 

might well question the limits of this effect and ask under 

what circumstances it is most likely to appear; such as, 

will it most often happen in conversations between people 

who like each o ther ? Webb (1972) has pointed out certain 

other difficulties in the synchrony model, including its 

inability to account for speech rate matching in light of 

evidence suggesting that faster speech rates are perceived 

by listeners as unpleasant, increasing listener anxiety, 

and therefore unlikely to be regarded as showing greater 

interest or more empathy and warmth. Likewise the synchrony 

model has difficulty explaining the convergence of speech 

rate~ to the tempo of background music that has been 

demonstrated by Heckel, Wiggen, and Sal zberg (1963). 
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D. The Communication Model 

Recently, Natale (1975) has proposed an alternate 

expluna tion for the pattern matching phenomena. He sees 

the pattern matching phenomena occurring through a process 

of autoregulation which is "other directed" or for social 

purposes. He proposes that a public feedback system is used 

by speakers to ensure the intelligibility and communicativeness 

of their speech. He sees this system as opera t ing in such a 

way that the forma t or structure of the imput is used as 

the criterion by which a source structures the format of his 

output. He bases this model primarily on work derived from 

acoustical research, in particular on the work of Lane and 

Tranel (1971). It should be noted that these researchers, 

in looking at the regulation of voc a l intensity, refer to 

"intelligibility" as the minimum distinguishable speech 

signal. In other words, "intelligibility" is making sure 

that your listener can detect what you say over ambi en t 

noise levels. Natale (1975) also p roposes that closer 

pattern matching, or convergence, will occur as a function 

of time; that is , that the absolute difference between the 

mea n parameter values of the two conversationists will 

decrease over mutual speaking occasions. 

Natale (1975) performed two experiments to support his 

"communication model", utilizing the acous tical measure of 



vocal intensity (loudness). In his first experiment he 

used a modified standardized interview and found a 
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.significant effect showing convergence of vocal intensity. 

This convergence with the interviewer was also found to be 

individually significant for sixteen out of twenty-one 

subjects. Thus his first experiment showed that increases 

in vocal intensity by the interviewer were matched by cor­

responding increases in vocal intensity by the subjects. 

Using same-sexed dyads composed of strangers, his second 

experiment was designed to test the notion that greater 

convergence occurs as a function of time. He interprets 

his results as showing greater convergence of vocal intensity 

over the three speaking occasions he sampled. However, this 

experiment contains a methodological problem which confounds 

his results. The problem concerns the manner in which he 

divides the three dialogues of his dyad participants into 

three equal periods to draw his data: Period 1 was the 

first 10 minutes of the first dialogue; Period 2 was the 

middle 10 minutes of the second dialogue; Period 3 was the 

last 10 minutes of the final dialogue. Gallois and Markel 

(1975) have shown that significant differences on temporal 

speech patterns occur on the basis of the section or phase 

of a conversation from ,vhich the data are drawn; that is, 

whether it is drawn from the opening, middle, or end of the 

same conversation. Specifically, Gallois and Markel (1975) 
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found differences on the ·amount of speech per turn (similar 

to duration of utterance), the amount of switching pause 

time, and the frequency of turns over periods of the same 

dialogue. This confounding clearly throws doubt on any 

conclusions concerning the greater convergence as a function 

of time hypothesis presented on the basis of Natale 's second 

experiment. 

There is no straightforward evidence in the literature 

on noncontent speech parameters to support Natale's greater 

convergence over time hypothesis. Welkowitz, Feldstein, 

Finklestein, and Aylesworth (1972), like Natale (1975), 

found pattern matching on ~ean vocal intensity and a 

signi ficantly higher coefficient of congruence on the third 

speaking occasion than on b1e first, thus suggesting greater 

convergence by the third occasion. This effect was only 

found with stranger dyads who were told they were paired 

because they were "very similar" to each other (ostens ibly 

based upon a battery of personality tests administered prior 

to participation) and was not found with stranger dyads who 

were told they were randomly paired. Still this research 

is not straightforward evidence for the greater convergence 

over time hypothesis since a methodological error prevents 

this conclusion. The eight "simi lar" dyads on the first 

occasion and the eight "similar" dyads on the third 

occa sion, whose coefficients of congruence were compared, 
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were not composed of exactly the same eight dyads on both 

occasions. In fact, from their procedure section it is not 

clear that there is any overlap between the dyads of occasion 

one and those of occasion three. Similarly, Jaffe and 

Feldstein (1970) mention two unpublished studies in which 

they used a trend analysis to look at a convergence over 

time hypothesis. These two studies produced conflicting 

results. One study, looking at differences over eight 

speaking occas ions, produced a significant linear component 

of divergence for switching pauses and for vocalizations, and 

no significant trend for pauses. The other study, looking 

at differences over three speaking occasions, yielded a 

significant linear component of convergence for switching 

p 2 uses and for vocalizations, but again no significant 

trend for pauses. From these two unpubl ished studies, which 

both employed unstructured conversations between peers, 

no satisfactory conclusions seem possible, except that 

pause durations seem uneffected by length of interpersonal 

contact. Likewise inconclusive is a study by Ray and Webb 

(1966), which found a slight but non-significant tendency 

for correlations between ques tion and answer length in press 

conferences (taken from transcript line counts, a duration 

of utterance approximation ) to increase over time. Similarly 

the data of Matarazzo and his associates, gathered from 

reversal designs, cannot confirm the greater convergence 
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over time hypothesis. But since the changes he notes occur 

even within a first interview session (Matarazzo, Hess, 

_and Saslow, 1962), this suggests that length of interpersonal 

contact has little or no effect on the pattern matching 

phenomena. Although there is no clear support for the notion 

of greater convergence over time, it should be noted that any 

research which proposes to look at this possibility must 

consider a methodology which conforms with the findings of 

Gallois and Markel (1975). Thus research must consider both 

convergence over sections of a conversation and over occasions. 

Even if convergence over occasions is not a strong phenomena, 

convergence within a conversation would tend to support the 

communication model, since presumably conversationists would 

be attempting to create an optimal format for their speech 

on that particular speaking occasion. There has been no 

research which has looked at the convergence pattern of 

noncontent speech parameters within the course of single 

unstructured conversations between peers . 

E. Social Implications of the Communication Model 

Another aspect of the communication model which 

deserves attention involves the implications of the inter­

action between the notion of how the system ope rates and 

the greate r conve r ge nce over time notion. To rei.terate, 

Natale (1975) proposes tha t the system operates in such a 
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way that the format or structure of the imput is used as 

the criterion by which a source structures the format of 

his output. Thus at any point in time during a conversation 

a speaker is seen as attempting to create an optimal format 

for his speech by attempting to match the speech pattern 

of his interlocuter. That he is not entirely successful at 

doing this is suggested by the greater convergence over time 

notion, since if he were successful, the conversationists 

could be expected within a very short time, probably within 

minutes of having begun a conversation, to reach some 

compatible state of close convergence. It would be as if 

only some short time were necessary for the conversationists 

to zero in on a speaking style halfway (or some other 

compromise) between where they both started the conversation. 

Therefore what the greater convergence over time notion 

implie s is that the conversationists should learn how to 

structure their speech to this optimal format only after 

repeated conversational occasions together. Thus it is 

easy to assume that longterm interactants should be expected 

to best show this ability to match one another and therefore 

to be highly converged from situation to situation. 

Likely candidates for having a long standing history of 

mutual interaction are friends. We know that friends are 

self-chosen, preferred interactors, who freely of outside 

pressure or outside constraint choose to spend as much time 
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as possible in mutual interaction (Naegel, 1959; Wright, 

1969). It is therefore germane to ask if there is any 

research on noncontent speech parameters that might show or 

suggest that the speech patterns of longterm interactants, 

like friends, might be converged. On the basis of work in 

social psychology, which shows that friends are likely to be 

similar in attitudes, interests, and beliefs and likely to 

share mutually empathic behaviors, such as showing warmth 

and trust (for example , Argyle, 1972; Rosenfeld and Jackson, 

1965), it is worthwhile to note two studies. The first by 

Welkowitz and Kuc (1973) found that congruence on switching 

pauses was significantly related to independent ratings of 

the warmth communicated by conversational dyads composed of 

strangers. The other study by Welkowitz et al (1972) found 

that the perception of similarity between dyad participants 

(experimentally induced in stranger dyads) disposed subjects 

to converge in vocal intensity. Together, these studies are 

suggestive that friend pairs, who can be assumed to be similar 

and to share empathic behaviors on the basis of their relation­

ship, should show a great deal of convergence on the non­

content speech parameters. 

There are also two studies which found an overall 

difference, possibly suggestive of closer convergence in 

friend dyads, in the speech patterns of longterm versus 

first-time interactants in which the convergence phenomena 
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was not studied. Shaw and Sadler (1965) found that the level 

of intimacy between heterosexual dyads (inferred on the basis 

of a dyad's relationship: married, dating, or stranger) 

produced significant differences in the frequencies of 

silences (defined as the number o f times that neither 

participant talked, thus not differentiating between pauses 

and reaction time latencies) and interruptions (equivalent 

to simultaneous speech, but not differentiating between 

those interrup tions that resulted in speaker turns and those 

that did not) on one of two experimental discussion topics. 

Their method involved dyads attempting to reach consensus 

on an issue during ten-minute discussions. Specifica lly, they 

found that silen8e s increased with increasing intimacy and 

that interruptions were much less frequent for mar r ied 

couples than e ither of the two other groups. They conclude 

by stating, "it seems that married couples have reached an 

equilibrium that renders their interactions less susceptible 

to influence by extraneous variables than are the inter­

actions of other pairs" (Shaw and Sadler, 1965, p. 350). 

This anecdotal statement does suggest that through repeated 

interaction with speech patterns of married couples has 

reached some state of stability. It is conjecturable that 

such stable inte raction patterns reflect the ability to 

closely match, therefore implying greater conve rgence. 
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The other study was performed by Kendon (1963). 

Utilizing the Chapplian descriptive classification which 

included nonverbal communicative behaviors (well summarized 

in Matarazzo, Saslow, and Matarazzo, 1956), Kendon compared 

the differences in the interaction patterns of his subjects 

in unstructured conversation with friends or spouses and 

strangers. In comparison with stranger dyads, he found that 

friends had shorter actions (a vocalization approximation) 

and silences (pauses) and fewer interruptions (simultaneous 

speech), but, when they do interrupt, the interrupted partner 

is more likely to yield the floor. He found no differences 

between friends and strangers in the frequency of latent 

acts (the frequency of speaker switche s ). He also notes that 

b3tween strangers but not between friends, the length of 

action may differ markedly, with one speaking in long 

sequences o f action (duration of utte rance approximation) 

while the other maintains a fairly rapid accompaniment of 

shor t sequences of action, thus producing a typically inve rse 

relationship. He concludes, "finally, the subj e ct 's per­

formance in conversation with his friend or spouse is muc h 

more specifically suited to the details of the partner's 

performance, whereas when he converses with someone he 

meets for the first time, his performance has a more 

general character" (Kendon , 1963, p. 282). By noting that 

friends' intera ction patterns are · more s pecifically suited 
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to one another, this suggests that friends are able to match 

each other better than strangers, who he noted sometimes 

had markedly skewed patterns (suggestive of a lack of 

convergence). It is also interesting to note that both of 

these studies found fewer interruptions among friend pairs, 

again suggestive of better coordination in conversation. 

On the basis of these studies, a comparison of the 

speech patterns of friend and stranger dyads with respect to 

the convergence phenomena would seem to provide grounds f or 

verifying some of the contentions and implications of the 

communication model. Also, since it is highly likely that 

friends will exhibit highly converged speech patterns, it 

becomes necessary to ask what noncontent measures are 

must useful to look at in this regard and what this highly 

converged pattern might look like. 

Taken together the noncontent measures o f duration of 

utterance and reactio n time latency represent the entirety 

of time in conversation during any dialogue. Thus someone 

is always holding the floor for some length of time or gaining 

the floor with some latency. We have seen that both of 

these measures are sensitive to variations in the speaking 

situation and that convergence has been noted to occur 

with regard to thes e measures (Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972). 

Thus by looking at these two measures we might profitably 

expect to test the communicc:.tion model and gain further 



24 

insight into differences concerning the speech patterns of 

friends and strangers. In making these comparisons between 

friends and strangers it will be possible to see if strangers 

in a relatively short time begin to approach the convergence 

pattern expected in friend pairs. That this should occur 

is predic ted by the communication model. 

With regard to reaction time latency specific pre­

dictions of the pattern of close convergence expected among 

friend dyads are possible. Attention is again called to 

the zero reaction time latency that occurs when an inter~ 

actant gains the floor via simulta neous speech. Gallois 

and Markel (1975), using friend dyads exclusiv~ly , have 

noted that gaining the floor via simultaneous speech may well 

be a positive element of conversation denoting heig11tened 

involvement. Similarly, Matarazzo and Wiens (1972) have 

also noted this positive element of interrupting and its 

effect of increasing the tempo (defined as the rapidity of 

the transitions from auditor to speaker) of interaction. 

They have stated that in those interview segments in which 

the most interrupting occurs, they have repeatedly observed 

"the highes t degree of spirited animat ion and rapport between 

our interviewer and his applicant" (Matarazzo and Wiens, 

1972, p. 116). Direc t ly pertinent in this regard , Kendon 

(196 3) found that such interruptions as do occur between 

friends are more likely to result in turns, than those 
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interruptions among stranger dyads. Since it is easy to 

assume that friends will have more involvement and rapport 

in conversation than strangers, it is expected that friends 

will have more zero reaction time latencies than strangers, 

with this effect being shown in shorter overall reaction 

time latencies for fri ends . Moreover if the communication 

model is correct in its implication that through repeated 

conversational exchanges interactants learn how to directly 

match one another, then it is likely that tho se interactants 

would know better the turn-taking signals of each other 

(Duncan, 1972). This should also lead to smoother and quicker 

exchanges o f the speaking floor. Thus it is expected that 

friend pairs will have shorter reaction time latencies 

than stranger pairs and that: latencies among friend pairs 

will more nearly be equal for dyad participants. Finally, 

stranger dyads are expected over time to approach the short 

latency, c onverged pattern expected for friend dyads. 

On the basis o f Kendon (1963), who implies that friends 

more equally sha re the available speaking time than strangers, 

it can be directly inferred that friends should show close 

convergence on duration of utterance. It is therefore 

assumed that if one friend speaks in long (or short) 

durations of utterance that his partner will likewise speak 

in long (or short) durations of utterance to match. Also 

expected is that stranger dyads, over time, will come to 
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more equally share the available speaking time in dialogue. 

No other implications concerning close convergence on this 

measure can be garnered from the noncontent literature. 

The present study by comparing the speech patterns of 

friend and stranger dyads will be in a position to test 

some assumptions. and implications of the communication model 

that have, as of yet, not b een satisfactorily asked and 

answered. The same dyads will speak on each of two 

occas i ons. In line with Gallois and Markel (1975), each 

conversation will be examined by dividing it into three equal 

parts: beginning, middle, and end. It is expected that 

stranger dyads will show a tendency to converge over time both 

within and between occasions . It is expected that friend 

dyads will show an unvary ing pattern of close convergence 

throughout. Degree of convergence will be tested in the 

same fashion as Natale (1975), using absolute difference 

scores and assuming that the smaller the difference the 

greater the convergence. For comparison purposes, degree 

of convergence will also be looked at using intraclass 

correlations. The coefficients of congruence so produced 

(Jaf fe and Fe l dstein , 1970) will be assumed to show greater 

convergence with larger correlations. Utilizing this design, 

the present study will attempt a partial replication of 

Kendon ( 19 6 3) usin,J a substantially different methodology. 

That is, the present study will g~ther its data solely from 
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recorded tapes of the interactions and will compare dyads 

of fr i ends and strangers with no overlap between groups. 

Comparisons of results will be made between the present 

study and Kendon (1963) wherever possible. Finally, some 

c ompar isons wil l be possible between the present study 

and Gallois and Markel (1975). 

F. Hypotheses 

Two sets of hypotheses will be investigated. The first 

set will e xamine questions pertine nt to the communication 

model of conve rgence pos ited by Natale (197 .5 ). These 

ques tions concerning the communication model will be considered 

in three parts: questions concerning convergence on 

reaction time latency using absolute difference score s; 

questions concerning convergence on duration of utterance 

using absolute difference scores; and questions concerning 

convergence on both react ion time latancy and duration of 

utterance using coefficients of congruence as developed 

by Jaffe and Feldstein (1970). The second set of hypotheses 

wil l be concerned with b oth the expec ted differences between 

friend and stranger dyads and the expected differences on 

speech parameters due to the phase or section of a con­

versation from which the data is e x tracted. The second set 

of hypotheses will be based upon the results of other 

researchers and will use var ious easily derived measures from 



the present study's focus ·on reaction time latency and 

duration of utterance. 

First set of hypotheses: 
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I.l. Stranger dyads will show convergence on reaction time 

latency over occasions . 

I.2. Stranger dyads will show convergence on reaction time 

latency over sections of the same conversation. 

I.3. Friend dyads will exhibit a highly converged reaction 

time latency pattern , invariant over both occasions, in 

relation to the pattern exhibited by stranger dyads on at 

least the first conversational occasion. 

I.4. Stranger dyads will show convergence on duration of 

utterance over occasions. 

I.5. Stranger dyads will show convergence o n duration of 

utterance over sections of the sillne c onversation . 

I.6. Friend dyads will exhibit a highly converged duration 

of utterance pattern, invariant o ver both occasions , in 

relation to the pattern exhibited by stranger dyads on at 

leas t the first converstional occasion. 

I.7. The ge~2rated coefficients of congruence will corroborate 

the conclusions concerning the preceding six hypotheses 

made using absolute difference scores . 

Second set o f hypotheses: 

II.l. Friend dyads will h a ve shorter reaction time 

latencies than stranger dyads at least on the first con-



versational occasion. 

On the basis of Kendon (1963) the following two 

specific predictions can be made: 
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II.2. Stranger dyad participants will exhibit an inverse 

relationship on duration of utterance, while friend dyad 

participants will exhibit a positive relationship on duration 

of utterance ; and 

II.3. There will be no difference in the to t al number of 

speaker turns that occur in conversations between friends 

and in conversations between strangers. 

On the basis of Gallois and Markel (1975) the following 

two specific predictions can be made: 

II.4. The beginning section of a conversation will have 

more speaker turns than the final section of the same 

conversation; and 

II.5. The final section of a conversation will contain 

longer duration of utterance than the beginning section of 

the same conversation. With regard to hypothesis II.5., 

it shou ld be noted that the data of Gallois and Markel (1 975) 

was taken fr om only one interactant in a conversation. 

Thus for comparison purposes it becomes necessary to choose 

betwee n using an average of the average duration of 

utterance of each conversationist or a sum of the average 

duration of utterance. It is obvious that these two measures 

are algebraically equivalent, however the sum of the averages 
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is conceptually clearer. It may be thought to represent 

the amount of time between when a participant of a given 

dyad once gained the speaking floor until he nexted regained 

the speaking floor, minus the intervening reaction time 

latencies. In view of this, the sum of the average duration 

of utterance will be examined in the present study. This 

measure will be referred to as the talk-silence average. 

The final hypothesis is made regarding the Post Session 

Questionnaire developed by Kendon (1963) and used in the 

present study: 

II.6. There will be some overall difference in the way that 

participants of friend dyads and stranger dyads evaluate 

their speaking partners. 
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II METHOD 

A. Subjects 

The subj ects were 40 females dra·,·m from the university 

and surrounding communities between the ages of 17 and 41, 

having a mean age of 21.5. All subj ects were unpaid and 

volunteered to participate in the study. All subj ects 

as a criterion for participation said that they had a friend 

that they had known for six months or longer. Friend 

and stranger dyads were formed on the basis of random 

numbers assigned to subjects as they volunteered to 

participate. Thus if an o dd number corresponded, the 

e xperimenter found a comple te stranger to pair with the 

vo lunteer. If an even number corresponded, the experimenter 

asked the volunteer to bring a friend. A friend was defined 

as someone whose mutual acquaintance the volunteer had had 

for a minimum of six months. All volunteers complied with 

thi s request to bring a friend when asked to do so. In 

this fa shion ten friend and ten stranger dyads were formed 

and used in the study. The recorded tape of the first 

occasion for one friend dyad was not used in the analysis 

as this dyad was unable to return for the agreed upon 

second conversational occasion. Another friend dyad ·was 

formed and run on two occasions to take their place. 
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B. Jl.pparatus 

The conversations between the pairs of subjects took 

place in a 2.74 by 2.95 meter room, with subjects in full 

view of each other. Subjects were seated in comfortab le 

armchairs arranged in an intermediate affiliative position: 

the chairs faced each other at an angle of 80 degrees, 

placed five feet apart as ~easured from the center of the 

seat cushions (Rosenfeld , 1966) (see Figure 1). The room 

was acoustically dampened by placing cloth on the walls, 

and also cloth was used as a partition behind which the 

recording equipment was kept. In an effort to make the 

environme~t more comfortable and to promote conversation, 

three posters decorated the walls: a batik of a seascape, 

a large map of Vancouver Island, and a painting by S. Dali 

entitled "Vis ions of Africa". For recording purposes each 

subj ect spoke into h er own Astatic 335H microphone, which 

was shielded with 1.5 inch foam to reduce crosstal k . Micro­

phones were secured on floor stands and positioned 15 cm 

from the subject's head. The speech of each subject was fed 

into a separate channel of a Sony TC-650 stereo tape recorder 

and wa s r ecorded at a tape speed of 9.5 cm/sec. All timings 

of conversations and of subsequent processing was done on a 

Gra-Lab Universal Timer, Model 171. Recorded tapes were 

processed through a specially built stereo analog to digital 
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Figure 1. Diag r am of the experimental room where all 
conversations were recorded. 



34 

converter, which was composed of a full-wave rectifier and 

a threshold detector (see Appendix A for a diagram of this 

instr ument) . 1rhe s tereo analog was constr ucted such that 

there was zero hangover and no lag time. Thus this 

instrument was at full capacity immediately upon the presence 

of sound above the thre shold and, correspondingly, 

immediately off at the c essation of such sound. The output 

of the stereo analog to digital converter was delivered into 

a two-channel Brush Instruments chart recorder. The chart 

recorde r was run at a speed of 10 Mn/sec. 

C. Materials 

The Post Se s sion Questionnaire devised by Kendon (1963) 

was used to evaluate subject's impressions of each conver­

sation and of their conversational partner. A copy of the 

ques tionnaire and its scoring procedure is included in 

Appendix B. 

D. Procedure 

Conversational codes to denote both the dyad and the 

occasion were recorded on the tape prior to the arrival of 

subjects. Upon . arrival, the experimenter escorted the 

subj ects into the experimental room, asked them to be seated 

and to make themselves comfortable and, for s tranger dyads 

only, introduced the subjects to one a nother by first n ame. 
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Introduction sheets were then handed to each subject. 

(A sample of the introduction sheet is included in 

Appendi x C.) The introduction sheet informed subjects that 

their only task was to converse freely on the topic of 

"current world events". The introduction made clear that 

this topic was as broa d as they might wish to construe it. 

Also explained in the introduction was the necessity for 

the tape recording of the conversation and the necessity 

for t hem to remain seated at all times, while not moving 

their chairs in any way. Any questions concerning the 

instruc tions were then answered. Subjects were told that 

no smoking was allowed. In all cases the experimenter asked 

if they unde r stood that their only t ask was to converse 

free ly with their partner. Upon affirmative reply, 

recording levels were checked and set by having the subjects 

alternately say one of the sample topics listed on the 

introduction sheet, reading through the thirteen topics from 

top to bottom. Sub jects were then told that the ir conver­

sation would begi11 as soon as the experimenter left the 

room and closed the door, and that their conversation 

would end as soon as the experimenter would next re-enter 

the room. The t ape recorder was then begun, and the e xperi­

menter began a timer set for exactly 45 minutes . Once the 

tim er had stopped, the experimenter re-entered the room and 

told the subjects that their first (or second ) conversation 
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• was now concluded and that he had a questionnaire for them 

to complete. Following completion of the Post Session 

Questionnaires on the first occasion, all subjects were 

asked not to talk about the experiment, and a ll stranger dyad 

subjects were asked to make no attempt to se0, meet, or 

talk with each other until they had returned for and completed 

their second and concluding experimental conversation. 

Following completion of the questionnaire on the second 

occasion, all subjects were debriefed concerning the nature 

and purpose of the present experiment. 

Once all of the subjects had been run, the processing 

of the r ecorded tapes was begun. For each dyad on each 

occasion, the threshold level detector had to be set. 

This was done by sampling the output produced by the chart 

recorder at any threshold set and comparing this printed 

output against the verbal output from the tape recorder, 

audible via stero headphone. In all instances the selected 

threshold set was compromise between too much crosstalk and 

the lowest audible speech of either subject that would be 

printed by the chart recorder. Thresholds were set 

independently for both channels. In all cases the printed 

output was monitored by the experimenter and instances of 

c rosstalk were manually eliminated. Braehler and Zenz (197 5 ) 

mention how this subjective judgement necessary for setting 

the threshold nmkes untenable the ascertion of nwnerous 
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authors in the noncontent -area that their data is completely 

objective. For any given threshold set, the exact same output 

is produced by the chart recorder for any n lli'Tlber of passes of 

the same tape recorded conversation. Ninety-five per cent 

agreement was achieved in the monitored output produced by 

two consecutive passes of a pilot tape, yielding a reliability 

coefficient of .89. All tapes were processed into three 

equal 15-minute segments by use of a timer . Measurements of 

the noncontent speech parameters were taken manually from 

the printed chart recorder output. Measurement accuracy 

of 50 milliseconds was attained. Averages for each subjec t 

over a 15-minute period on a particular nonconten t parameter 

were used as the raw data . 

For purposes of data analysis , unless otherwise specified 

in the results section, the raw data on a particular noncontent 

measure was submitted to a three-way mixed analysis of 

variance. The between factor, having two levels (friend 

and stranger), was acquaintance. The t wo within factors 

were occasion and section, having t wo and three levels 

respectively. Analys is o f variance was performed because 

the assumptions of a miltivariate analys is of variance 

could not be satisfied due to the small number of dyads 

run. Since it is likely that running an analysis of 

variance on repeated measures d a ta will result in an 

optimistic F-test, it was decided that the epsilon - . 



adjus ted f-test (Greenhouse and Gei ser , 1959) would be 

used in hypothesis testing throughout. 
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III RESULTS 

A. First Set of Hypotheses 

To t est the first three hypotheses (I.l., I.2., and I.3) 

a three -way mixed analysis of variance was performed on the 

absolute difference scores by dyads on the RTL measure. 

The first hypothesis which predicted that strangers would 

show convergence over occasions was not confirmed. There 

was no significant difference found between the means of 

strangers for occasion one and occasion two. The second 

hypothes is was also not confirmed. Stranger dyads did not 

exhibit convergence within conversations. This was shown 

by a non-significant difference found on the simple effect 

of section at acquaintance level "stranger". The third 

hypothesis which predicted that friends in relation to 

strangers would exhibit a highly converged pattern over 

occasions was not. confirmed. This was shown by the non-­

significant occasion by acquaintance interaction, by the 

non-significant acquaintance main effect, and by the non­

significant simple main effect of acquaintance at section one. 

There were no significant differences found on any main 

effect or interaction in the overall analysis. (The raw · 

data and c ompl eta analysis of variance for this and all 

subsequent analyses are presented in Ar:,pendix D. ) 
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The fourth, fifth, ahd sixth hypotheses (I. 4. , I.5., 

and I.6. ) were tested by performing a three-way mixed 

analysis of variance on the absolute difference scores by 

dyads on the DOU measure. The fourth hypothesis was not 

confirmed. That strangers did not show convergence over 

o ccasions was shown by a non-significant simple effect of 

o ccasion at acquaintance level "stranger". Similarly, the 

fifth hypothesis which predicted that strangers would show 

convergence within a conversation was not conf irmed. 

Although a significant simple effect of section at acquain­

tance level "stra nger" was found (F(2,36) = 4.93, p < .0 25 ), 

this effect showed that stranger dyads significantly 

diverged. Examination of the simple effects of section ~t 

acquaintance l evel "strange1.· 11 for each occasion showed that 

strangers significantly diverged only on the second 

occasion, although a pattern of divergence is clearly evident 

on the first occasion as well . Th e prediction that friends 

would exhibit a highly converged pattern in comparison 

to strangers was not found to be the case. This discon­

firmation of the sixth hypo thes is was shown by the non­

significant di fferences obta ined on the occa sion by acquain­

tance inte raction , on the acqua i ntance main effect, and on 

the simple main effect of acquaint anc e at section one. 

In t he entire ove ral l analysis the re were no othe r significant 

effects present. 
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The purpose of the seventh hypothesis (I.7.) was to 

compare the conclusions reached concerning the first six 

hypotheses, as above, with those possible by the other major 

statistical method used by researchers to evaluate the degree 

of convergence of conversationists in dialogue. Using the 

absolute difference score analysis (Natale, 1975), we saw 

tha t none of the first six hypotheses were confirmed. The 

second method, developed by Jaffe and Feldstein (1970), 

involved doing intraclass correlations on the raw scores 

of conversational pairs for each section of each occasion. 

The "coefficients of congruence" so produced are evaluated 

with regard to their magnitude and direction. The significance 

of each correlat{on was tested by generating t-values 

(Hays , 1963, p. 529). Tables 1 and 2 show the coefficients 

of congruence obtained on the RTL measure and on the DOU 

measure, respective ly, with significance levels as 

indicated. From Table 1 we can see that the first two 

hypotheses that strangers would show convergence both over 

occasions and over sections of the same conversation are 

not confirmed. Instead what is present is a highly con­

verged pattern on RTL from the first section of the firs t 

occasion and throughout for strange rs. That friends would 

exhibit a highly converged pattern on RTL throughout, the 

prediction of the third hypothesis, is likewise not found 

to be the case. Friend dyads exhibited a high degree of 



TABLE 1 

Coefficients of Congruence Obtained On The 

Re action Ti me Latency Measure 

Occasion One Occasion 

Sl S2 S3 Sl S 2 

* ** * ** * 
Strangers .6193 .7215 .6383 .4947 . 5829 

**** Friends . 8 259 

* 

** 

*** 

** 
.689 8 

p < .05 

p < .025 

p < .01 

p < .005 

* * '" * 

I 
**** 

.3400 .910 2 .9186 

42 

Two 

S3 

** 
. 66 92 

.4001 



TABLE 2 

Coefficients of Con gruence Obtained On The 

Duration of Utterance Measure 

0 ccasion One 0 ccasion 

Sl S2 S3 Sl S2 

Strangers -.2873 -.2059 - . 2196 -.3197 -. 46 03 

Friends -.1168 .1387 .1447 

* 

** 

p < • 05 

p < .025 

* ** 
.6246 .6418 

43 

Two 

S3 

-.4716 

.5096 
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convergence in the first two s e ctions of occasion one and 

particularly in the first two sections of occasion t wo , 

but exhibit a surprisingly weak amount of convergence in 

the third section of both occas ions. Thus the friend 

pattern, altho~gh consistent, is not the highly converged 

pattern expe cted in relation to the pattern of strangers. 

Ins tead both groups exhibit significant convergence on RTL 

from the first section of the first occasion and s poradically 

throughout. From Table 2 it is obvious that strangers 

far from exhibiting c onvergence on DOU both over occasions 

(I.4.) and over sections of the same conversation (I.5.), 

instead exhibit a growing divergence on this measure. 

The sixth hypothesis was not confirmed as friend dyads did 

not exhibit a highly converyed pattern invar iant over both 

occasions on DOU. Likewise, only within occasion two do 

friend dyads display a markedly higher convergence in 

relation to that displayed by stranger dyads. Thus we 

see that both methods of calculating degree of convergence 

lead in similar fashion to the conclusion of not rejecting 

the null hypothesis on all of the first six hypotheses. 

B. Second Set of Hypotheses 

To t est the fj_rst hypothesis (II.1.) a three-way mixed 

analys is of varia nce was performed on the RTL sum scores 

by dyads. This hypothesis predicted that friend dyads would 
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have shorter RTLs than stranger dyads at least on the first 

converstiona l occasion. This hypothesis was not confirme d 

as the obtained F-values for the acquaintance main effect 

and for the acquaintance by occasion interaction did not 

reach significance. In particular, the simple effect of 

acquaintance at occasion one proved to be non-significant. 

There were no signi ficant differences present in the entire 

analysis of variance. 

In order to test the second hypothesis (II.2.) it is 

necessary to look again at Table 2. From the correlations 

in Table 2, it is evident that stranger dyads do exhibit 

an invers~ relationship on duration of utterance, which 

becomes particularly strong on the second conversational 

occasion. Similarly in l ine with the prediction of this 

hypothesis is the positive relationship on duration of 

utterance e xhibited by friend dyads on the second occasion. 

A !-tes t (Hays, 1963, p. 532) was used to test the sig­

nificance of the differences in correlat ions obtained for 

friends and for strangers by section by occas ion. This 

test revealed s ignificant d i fferences f or sections one 

(p < .025), t wo (p < .01), and three (p < .025) of the 

second occasion; Thus this hypotheses was found partially 

confirmed. 
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Hypo theses three a nd four (II.3 . and II. 4. ) will be 

looked at together as they both required examining the number 

o f turns that occurred in the conversations. A three-way 

mixed analysis of variance was performed on the total nwnber 

of speaker turns by dyads. The third hypothesis that 

there would be no difference in the number of s peaker turns 

by acquaintance was confirmed by the obtained non­

significant acquainta nce main effect (F(l, 18) < 1). The 

fourth hypothesis was found t o be only partially confirme d . 

The overall analysis yielded a significant acquaintance by 

section inte raction, F(l. 1 4, 20.53) = 5.99, p = 0.02. The 

simple effec t of section at acquaintance level "stranger " 

was found significant (F (2,36) - 9.61, p < .001) . The 

mean s for t his acquaintance by section interaction ~re s hown 

in Table 3. A Tukey test of the means revealed that stranger 

dyads had significantly more turns in the beginning sec t ion 

than in the fi nal section o f conversation (p < .0 5 ). Thus 

while friend dyads did not exhibit any tendency for varying 

the number of turns ove r sections of conversa t i on while in 

dialogue, stranger dyads did exhibit a significant tendency 

in line wi t h the hypothesis . No other effects in the 

overall analysis of variance were found significant. 

The fifth hypothesis (II.5.) predicted that the final 

section of a conversation would contain longer duration of 

utterance than the beginning section of the same conversation. 



TABLE 3 

Means Table for the Significant Acquaintance by Section 

Interaction Found on the Number of Speaker Turns 

Section One Section Two Section Three 

Strangers 100.10 90.70 84.15 

Friends 95.15 94.80 97.10 

47 



48 

To test this hypothesis a three-way mixed analysis of 

variance was performed on the duration of utterance sum 

scores by dyads. The analysis revealed a significant three­

way interaction, F(l.3O, 23.32) = 4.2701, p = 0.041, which 

is presented in Figure 2. An examination of the simple 

interaction effect of occasion by section yielded no signif­

icant differenc e s for friend dyads or for stranger dyads. 

However, the si~ple interaction effect of acquaintance by 

section proved to be significant at occasion one only 

(F(2,36) = 7.50, p < .01). Thus although frie nd and stranger 

dyads did not significantly change their talk/silence 

average over sections on the two occasions, they interacted 

significantly on the first occasion. A Tukey test showed 

that stranger dyads had a signifi cantly shorter talk/silence 

average in the first section than the third section of 

the first conversational occasion (p < .05). The overall 

analysis also revealed a significant section main effect 

(F(l.3O,23 .32 ) = 6.162 4, p = 0.015). The me a ns for this 

effect are presented in Table 4. A Tukey test of the means 

revealed tha t the me a n of the third section was significantly 

greater than the mean for the first section (p < .05). 

Thus the hypothesis is found to be only partial ly confirmed. 

Although the significant section main eff ect is in line 

with the original prediction, only stranger dyads on the 

first occasion were found to have·significa11tly longer t alk/ 
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TABLE 4 

Neans Table For the Significant Section Ma i n Effect Found On 

The Talk/Silence Average 

(Duration of Utterance Sums Analysis ) In Milliseconds 

Section One 8261. 5 4 

Section Two 9129 . 32 

Section Three 9726.86 
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silence averages in the final section than th~ beginning 

section of their conversations. 

The results obtained from both the duration of utterance 

sums analysis and the nlli"Tiber of reaction time latencies 

analysi s , when t aken together, suggest that the reason the 

duration of utterance su..ms are increasing ove r sections for 

stranger dyads is that they are correspondingly simply 

exchanging the floor less. In an attempt to anser this 

question, a correlation was performe d on the data used for 

both of the prior analyses. The analysis yielded a weak, 

negative correlation, r = -.3056, p < .001. From this 

correlation, we find that less than 10 per cent of the 

variance in the duration of utterance sum scores can be 

accounted for by variation in the number o f reaction time 

latencies that were occurring. Thus these two measures can 

be considered relatively i ndependent. 

The final hypothesis (II.6.) predicted that friend and 

stranger dyad participants would evaluate their speaking 

partner in some overall differing way on the Post Session 

Ques t ionnaire used in the present study. A four-way 

mixed (2x(2x7x2) ) analysis of variance (acquaintance by 

occasion by quebtion by subject ) produced a significant 

(E-adjusted ) question by acquaintance interaction (F(l,18) = 

4.969, p < .05) . The means and standard deviations of 

response s by friend and stranger dyad participants to each 
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question are presented in Table 5. To evaluate the magnitude 

of the differences in responding to the questions by 

friends and by strangers, seven separate acquaintance by 

occasion analyses of variance we re performed (one for each 

question). A significan t acquaintance main effect was 

detected only on response s to the seventh question 

(f(l,18) = 15.94, p < .001). This ques t ion read as follows, 

"If you had the opportunity to see more of your partner, 

do you feel that he (she) is the kind of person you would 

like to ha.ve as a friend?". Friend dyad participants 

without variation answered this question, "Yes, certainly", 

the most positive response possible, while stranger dyad 

participants answered this question, "Yes, to some extent". 

Thi s significant difference found in re sponse to thP seventh 

question is taken as confirmation of the final hypothesis 

that some overall dif ference would be evident. 



TABLE 5 

Me a ns and Standard Deviatio ns o f Respo nses t o All 

Se ven Questions on the Po st Session Question na i re 

Friend Stranger 
Parti c i p a nts Participant s 

Que s tion Number Mean SD Mean SD 

1 4.78 0 .9 7 4.85 1.00 

2 3.75 1.10 3.95 0 . 9 6 

3 5. 43 0. 81 5.38 0 .70 

4 5.23 0.7 3 5 . 03 0. 77 

5 5.58 0 , 5 9 5. 4 5 0 .75 

6 5. 13 1 . 11 4.9 8 0 .77 

7 6 . 00 0.00 4.9 8 1 .21 
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IV DISCUSSION 

A. The Status of Models to Explain the Convergence 
Phenomena 

54 

The results of the present study fail to support the 

communication model proposed by Natale (1975) to e xp l ain 

the convergence of noncontent speech behavior. On both the 

reaction ti~e latence measure and the duration of utterance 

measure stranger dyads were not found to show increasing 

conve rgence as a function of time spent in conversation 

either over or within occasions. On the contrary, stranger 

dyads were found to display a high degree of convergence on 

the reaction time latency measure from the first section 

of the first occasion and throughout. More clearly r efuting 

this contention of t he communication model, stranger dyads 

were found to display a growing dive rgence on the duration 

of utte r a nce measure as a function of time spent in conver­

sation. Thus Natale's generalization of his tentative 

f inding concerning the acoustical measure of vocal intensity 

is not found to hold for either of the noncontent measures 

employed in the present study. 

Furthermore, Natale's proposal that convergence o c curs 

because the forma t or structure of the imput is used as the 

criterion by which a source structures the format of his 
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output to ensure the "intelligibility" of his speech is 

untenable as a general explanation for noncontent convergence 

. in uns tructured dialogue. Although the pattern displayed 

by stranger dyads on the reaction time latency measure is 

potentially in line with this theory , the pattern of stranger 

dyads on the duration of utterance measure is clearly at 

variance with thi s theory. When taken togethe r this data 

results in the ludicrous propos ition on the basis of this 

theory that while stranger dyads were attempting to ensure 

the "intelligibility" of their speech on the one measure 

(RTL), they were at the same time making their speech 

progressive ly less "intelligible" on the other measure (DOU). 

There is to be sure not even the slightest inclination i n 

the literatur e to suppose that s epara te theories will be 

necessary to explain performance on individual noncontent 

measures. 

Similarly, the hypothesis of the present study that 

friend dyads would display a highly converged pattern on both 

of the noncontent measures studied was not supported. This 

hypothesis was formed by r easoning that if greater conver­

gence does occur as a function of time, then a high degree 

of conve r gence ~hould be evident in the speech patterns of 

friends who can be assumed to have spent much time in mutual 

conversation. With regard to the reaction time latency 

measure, friend dyads displayed at times both a more highly 
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converged pattern and at times a less highly converged pattern 

than stranger dyads. This is clearly evident from the co­

efficients of c ongruence obtained on this measure . While 

it is possible that the extremely high coefficients of con­

gruence found for friend dyads might be due to their having 

spent much time in conversation , how then can the communication 

mode l explain the two lowest coefficints of c ongruence 

obtained on this measure by either group t hat were found 

for friends in t he final section on both occasions? Clearly 

these re sults are in disagreement with the greater conver ­

gence as a function o f time notion of the communication model. 

This notion would seem to be rather s implistic in view of 

this finding of the present study. Simi larly the pattern 

for frien d dyads on the durJtion of utterance measure doe s 

not support the communication model. On this measure, 

friend dyads displa yed the pattern anticipated for strange r 

dyads for the function of time notion to have b e en supported . 

Instead, i n view of the growing divergence displayed by 

stranger dyads on this measure, it is highly unlikely that 

the conve rgence displayed by friend dya ds on the second 

o ccasion is the result of their long history (time alone) 

as interactants in dialogue. (The gre ater convergence 

as a function of time notion is clearly not supported 

by the l a ck of cor1vergence displayed by friend dyads on the 

first conversation a l occa sion.) It would seem much more 
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likely that the convergence displayed by friends on this 

measure is relatable to the content of their dialogue and 

their mutual interest in talking to one another on those 

content topics. Also it is surely preposterous to assume 

that the dialogues of the fr iends were any less "intelligible" 

to the participants in those sections where low coefficients 

of congruence were found on either or both of these non­

content measures. Thus in no way can any of t he results 

obtained in the present study when taken together be seen 

as supporting the contentions of the communication model. 

Since the communication model was conceived as an 

alternative e xplanation concerning the convergence phenomena 

to the synchrony model, it is interesting to ask if this 

e~rlier moee l is any better able to account for the data of 

the present study. To r eiterate, the synchrony model was 

des igned as an explanation for the very powerful convergence 

phenomena repeatedly demonstrated in the context of a 

standardized interview (Matarazzo and Wiens, 1972). Briefly 

sununa rized., the synchrony mode l posited that any greater 

interviewer behavior, such as longer dur ation of utterance 

and shorter reaction time latency, would be interpreted by 

the interviewee as demonstrating greater interest in or 

empa thy toward him by the interviewer and result in 

correspondinsly greater interviewee behavior to match 

(convergence) (Mataraz zo and Wien~, 1967). Although the 
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present study was not designed to directly test the syn­

chrony model , perusal of the obtained data would seem to 

c ast serious doubt upon the model's ability to account for 

the findings . With regard to the reaction time latency 

measure, the model would seem incapable of explaining the 

three sections in which significant convergence (as shown by 

the obtained coefficients of congruence) was not observed in 

view of the fact that no significant differences were found 

on the reaction time latencies during those sections (as 

shown by the RTL sums analysis). If this sums analysis had 

shown substantially increased length in reaction time latency 

to have occurred in those sections, this finding would have 

been in line with the model. More convincing lack of 

support for the model comes from the data obtained 0!1 the 

duration of utterance measure. Although there were no between 

group differences found on the duration of utterance sums 

analysis on the second occasion, the two g r oups significantly 

differed with regard to degree of convergence on that 

occa sion: stranger dyads incr e asingly diverged, while friend 

dyads were found at t imes to significantly converge. Thus 

while one me ,nber of a typical strange r dyad spoke in longer 

and longer duration of utterance, this did not have any 

positive effect on her partner that would dispose her partner 

to converge. Instead the exact opposite was seen to occur : 

her partner spoke in shorter and shorter duration of utterance . 
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With due respect to Matarazzo et al., who have never so much 

as i mplied that their mode l was applicable to anything but 

the intervieH situation , the synchrony model c a n be see n to 

fall drea rily short of explaining the coeff icients of con­

gruence of the present study obtained from unstructured 

dialogues between peers. 

It should be clear that both models have major difficulties 

in accounting for the magnitude o f the coefficients of 

congruence on the noncontent measures obtained from the 

unstructured dialogues between peers of the present study . 

Simply stated, the problem involves the convergence notion 

itself. In the first place, in instructured dialogue there 

is no one who should, must, or otherwise will converge 

to hi s partner. In the standardized interview, the interviewee 

mus t converge to the inte rviewer if convergence is to be 

noted to have occurred. That the interviewee should con­

verge, according to the synchrony model , is evident because 

of hi s appreciation of the interviewer 's inte rest in him, 

empathy toward him, or valuatio n of him. This state of 

affairs is unimaginable i n unstructure d dialogue betwee n 

peers. According to the communication mode l, the person who 

will be d ispose d to converge to his p artner , with increas ed 

efficiency over time, will be the person seeking to gratify 

a ne ed for approval (Natale, 1975). He nce Natale found 

that "the subjects evaluated as having more 'sccial 
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desirability''' (as measured by the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability Scale) "contributed more to the convergence of 

vocal intensity than did the subjects with low 'social 

desirability'" (Natale , 19 7 5, p. 79 7) . Since the present 

study, using two noncontent measures, failed to find any 

consistent convergence of the sort predicted by the 

communication model on both nonconten t measures, it is 

meaningless to ask which individual participants had stronge r 

or weaker tendencies to gratify a need for approval. If this 

type of personality variable is a corre late with convergence, 

how is it possible that this tendency could manifest itself 

with significant convergence on the one measure (RTL ) but 

not on the other measure (DOU) at the same time, as was the 

c ~se with strangers? Also, the l ack of a consistent, 

signi ficant convergence pattern over sections of a conve r­

sation might tend to suggest that t he person hi gh in 

'social de sirability ' had a differentiated need for approval 

over sections of t he same conversation. From these con­

siderations it is becoming clear to this researcher that 

the notion of a "convergence phenomena" with reqard to the 

noncontent aspects of speech applicable to uns tructured 

dialogue is in need of serious scrutiuy and probably isn't 

applicable at all . This leads us dire ctly to another major 

problem with the convergence notion. 
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The second major problem with the convergence notion 

is the proclivity of virtually all researchers dabbling with 

it to load it with "meaningful" psychological interpretations, 

all personality related. Researchers have consistently 

assumed high coefficients of congruence (or the like) to be 

equivalent with "convergence", and have therefore concentrated 

their attention upon the psychological reasons behind this 

phenomena. This has created a smokescreen through which it 

is difficult to perceive where the real emphasis in the 

noncon t ent field should be placed. Quite germane at this 

point is a caution e xpressed by Braehler and Zenz (1975, 

p. 175): "Many of the correlations we have found have 

remained for a long time beyond our comprehension, yet we 

have become very sceptical of efforts to explain co r relations 

between dif ferent statistics of on-off patterns in 

psychological terms •.. " If researchers in the field were 

to fully follow this line of reasoning, they might well fi n d 

themselves pursuing a relatively less glamorous, but sub­

stantially more lasting productive line of enquiry into t he 

structure of dialogue. As this field is still relatively 

young, it would be highly advisable for researchers to 

simply describe their findings. In this way an understanding 

of what constitute typical patternings in the sequencing of 

conversations for various situations and subsequently of 

how these various t ypical patterns are effected by experimental 

manipulation might be developed. 
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B. A Brief Description 0£ the Conversations and Comparisons 
With Other Studies 

When strangers opened thier conversations, they exchanged 

t he speaking floor more than in the final section. They 

also had shorter talk/silence averages in the opening 

section than in the final section, that is, the interval o f 

time between a participant's first acquiring the speaking 

floor until the next time she regained the floor (not 

including the intervening t urn time) increased from the first 

to the final section. Taken i n conjunction with the finding 

that the diffe rence between the participants' u t t erance 

l engths b ecame progressively more pronounced from the first 

s ection to the final section of their conve rsations and in 

p articular on the secon d occas ion , these findings suggest 

that strangers more equal ly shared the available speaking 

time in the beginning than in the end o f their conversations. 

In co lloquia l terms, the more "talkative" participant pro­

gressively d i d more and more of the talking; the dialogue 

beca me progre ss ively more like a monologue as more time 

ela p sed bo th wi th i n and over o c casions . Throughout, 

s trangers exh i b ite d no tendency to vary the average amount 

of time they spe nt occ upied in turn taking. Likewise, 

what slight inc rea s es or decre a se s in turn tak i ng time one 

part i c i pan t e xhibite d, her partne r had a consistent tendency 

to increase o r de crease her t urn t a k ing time to match. 
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Friends were highly consistent in the nlli-nber of exchanges 

o f the speakin g f loo r that occurred over sections of their 

conversations. Similarly , friends had stable talk/silence 

a verages over sections of their conversations. On the 

fir st occ asion, friend participants exhibited neither a 

negativ e nor a positive t endency with respect to matching 

one another on utterance length. On t he second occasion, 

as one participant increased or decreased h e r utterance 

length , her partner h ad a ten<lency to increase or decrease 

her utternance length to match. It is not known what would 

account for this discrepancy in matching behavior on duration 

of utterance between t he t wo occasions (more on this below). 

Nonetheless, since fri ends had stab le talk/silence 

a ve r ages throughout , no matte r how their individual variations 

in utterance length changed, the pattern of fr iends can be 

charac t e rized as being very balanced. This is not to 

imply t hat friends c an be described as having more or less 

equal ly shared the available speaking time, even though with 

respect to the s~ranger pattern this is certainly true. 

Rather with friends, whether they apportioned their speaking 

time equally or not , neither partner dominated the con­

versations b y continuously holding the speaking floor . 

With regard t o time spe nt in turn t aJ:-.ing , f riends showed no 

ten dency t o vary either over sections or ove r occasions in 

conversation. Similarly, what slight increases or decreases 
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one participant produced in turn taking time, her partner 

had a consistent tendency to increase or decrease her turn 

. taking time to match. It is not known why this tendency 

is particularly weak in the final section on both 

occasions. 

Two specific hypotheses of the present study were 

designed as replications of Kendon (1963). The first 

hypothesis predicted that strangers would exhibit an 

inverse relationship on utterance length, while friends would 

exhibit a positive relationship. This hypothesis was partially 

confirmed. Strangers did consistently exhibit an inverse 

relationship , which became stronger over occasions. Friends, 

however, only exhibited a consistently strong positive 

relationship on utterance length on the second occaclion. 

These tendencies were f ound to be significantly different 

over sections of the second occas ion. This finding not 

o nly partially replicates the work of Kendon (1963), it also 

tends to confirm the conclusion reached by Wiens et al. (1966) 

that a record of duration of utterance which eliminates all 

non-verbal gestures from analys is looses virtually no fidelity 

in comparison to the same conversation processed by an 

observer . This is evident if one recalls that Kendon (1963) 

did use observers to record the conversatj_ ons in his study 

and the entire original Chapplian system which included 

verbal a nd nonverbal communications. The second hypothesis 



65 

predicted that there would be no difference between friends 

and strangers in their total number of speaker turns in 

conVE.~rsation. This hypothesis was confirmed. 

On the basis of Gallois and Markel (1975) two specific 

hypotheses were formulated. The first hypothesis predicted 

that the beginning section of a conversation would have 

more speaker tur ns than the fina.l section of the same con­

versation. As only stranger dyads exhibited a significant 

tendency in line with the prediction, the hypothesis was 

only partially confirmed. The second hypothesis predicted 

that the fina l section of a conversation would contain longer 

duration of utterance than the beginning section of the same 

conversation. This hypothesis was likewise only partially 

confirmed. Although a signi ficant section main effect in 

line with the prediction was found, the overall analysis 

revealed a signi ficant section by acquaintance by occasion 

effect. Examinat i on of this effect revealed that only 

stranger dyads on the first occasion had longer talk/silence 

averages in the final section than the beginning section of 

their conversation. The remarkable aspect of t he partial 

confirmation of these hypotheses by only stranger dyads in 

the present study is that all the dyads in the Gallois and 

Markel (1975) study were composed of participants who were 

"well-acquainted"! As these researchers were not in the least 

concerned with affiliative distinctions and give no further 
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information concerning length and depth of acquaintance 

o f their dyads, we might well ponder how "well- acquainted" 

their dyad participants in fact were. Aside from an obvious 

difference in intention from the present study, Gallois 

and Markel (1975) allowe d their dyads to terminate their 

conversation (provided of course that the dyad had spoken at 

least this long), obtained from the very first, t he e xact 

middle, and the very last 5 minutes of the conversation. 

This sampling difference may well account for the discrep­

ancy in findings herein noted, since their sampling technique 

can be understood to have enhanced the possibility _of finding 

more clearcut di fferences by section. Also, in view of the 

fac t that all participants in the Gallois and Markel (1975) 

study were males, a sex effect c annot entire ly be ruled out, 

however unlikely this might seem. 

It is also necessary to examine the sta tus a nd impl i cations 

of an inference made by the present study with regard to 

the work of Dunca n ( 19 7 2) . It should be n:}cal led that 

friends , in part, were expected to have smoother and quicker 

e xchanges of the speaking floor on the b a sis of their 

assumed greater familiarity with each other 's turn-yielding 

and turn-suppressing signals. That this wa.s not found 

to be the c ase is clear from no difference being found 

betwee n friends and strangers on the reaction time latency 

sums analysis and from the high coefficie r:.ts of congruence 
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demonstrated by both groups on reaction time latency. If 

the assumption that those gestural signals are r e latable 

. to a measure of reaction time latency, which still seems 

highly likely, then it is clear t hat friends and strangers 

are not dif ferentiatable on the basis of their use of 

those signals. This would not only suggest that those 

signal s are common knowledge (that is, not h ighly idiosyncratic ) 

to at least particular language g~oup communities, but would 

also suggest that differentiations on the basis of reaction 

time latency between groups would not be possible. 

The only study in the literature which purports to have 

found a difference attributable to differential congruence 

on r eaction time latency is a study by Welkowitz and Kuc 

(1973). These researchers foun d that degree of congruence 

on s wi tching pauses was s ignificantly related to observer 

rated warmth between dyad participants (all dyads in their 

study were composed of strangers). However, since they 

found no relationship between dialogue participant rated 

warmth , empathy, and genuineness, or between observer rated 

empathy and genuineness and degree of switching pause 

congruence , we might well have cause to question the 

relationship they did find as being anything more than a 

spurious , chance finding. Similarly, since the present study 

found no discernible difference between the congr uence of 

frien d s and stranyers on this measure , we would have s erious 
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reason to question any potential observer rated "warmth " , 

in the present study , which would suggest that dyad partic­

ipants in these groups did not show differential "warmth". 

Thus, we do not seriously take this study to be in disagreement 

with the above mentione d contention concerning differentiations 

b eing possible on the basis of the reaction time latency 

measure. 

Furthermore, with Welkowitz, Cariffe, Feldstein (1976) 

having found that stranger dyads composed of either first 

or second grade-school age children were not differentiatable 

o n the basis of switching pause congruence over two occasions, 

it would seem evident that _ learning to time well the delivery 

of conversational re sponses occurs at a very early age and 

may well be a concomitant of learning to converse in an 

understandable manner. This line of reason i ng would tend 

to substantia te the b elief of Miller (1963) that turn taking 

in a dialogue is a "language univers al" and points to the 

impo r tance of the signals described by Duncan (1972) being 

learned as early as one learns to converse. What the 

adequate learning of some sort of turn taking signals means 

is that any two individuals can, at first meeting, speak 

in such a wa y that makes dialogue possible. 
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C. Further Considerations 

A des~ription of the overall pattern displayed by 

strangers on the duration of utterance measure can sur­

prisingly be understood within a framework proposed by 

Davis (1976, 1977) to describe intimacy level discJ.osure 

between members of stranger dyads. Davis found that his 

stranger dyads employed a strategy based upon role 

differentiation in working out a solution to the amount of 

d isclosure of information of a more personal nature they 

would reveal to one another. Role diffe rentiation was 

proposed to work in such a way 11 whereby merr.bers of a dyad 

allocate themselves implicitly to active and passive roles 

in structuring their encounter 11 (Davis, 1976 , p. 791 ) . 

Thus he found that the person who was in the active role 

c onsistently took the initiative in introducing the dyad 

to deeper levels of disclosure to which his partner re­

ciprocated. Role differentiation into active and passive 

members would certainly seem an apt description for the 

allodation of availa ble speaking t ime us ed by strangers in 

the present study. In the contrived circumstance of the 

experiment herein performed, stranger dyads can be seen to 

have filled the ava ilable time as they were instructed to 

do with speech. That one member tended over time to do most 

of this talk ing, with her partner r e cipr ocating with short 
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utterances to take up the slack (as it were) and thereby 

maintain the dialogue format, is clear from the results 

. previously described. 

This similarity of strategy used by strangers in these 

two studies woul d seem to suggest that a possibly fruitful 

line of enquiry would be to examine the relationship between 

differing possible allocations o f available speaking time 

and leve l of disclosure of information of a more personal 

nature. It is clear that friends allocated their available 

speaking time in a manner differing from strangers (with 

this difference being evident particularly on the second 

occasion; more on this below). It is also clear that "friends " 

were at one time "strangers". Yet the stranger dyads in 

the present study did not merely as a func tion of speaking 

time togethe r tend to approximate the pattern of the friends. 

Although the strangers could not be defined as "strangers" 

in the strictest sense of that word on the second occasion, 

they would appear to be something less than "acquaintances" 

on th a t occasion as well. This is the case because it is 

not c lear that they knew anything of importance about one 

anothe r after h aving spoken together in the experiment. 

When any two strangers meet in n atura l circumstances they 

already sha~e something of value to each: namely, what got 

them both into that circumstance at the same time so as to 

be able to meet (possib ly a com.'1lon interest). More commonly, 
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strangers meet through mutual acquaintances and share this 

r e l atively non-threatening common ground. Once strangers 

have such a shared basii of interest, it becomes possible 

f or them to start becoming friends. Thus it i s quite l ikely 

that, even within the contrived and very restrictive 

circumstance of the present experiment , there were some 

stranger dyads whose members found a real commonality of 

interest and whose dialogues did come to approximate the 

more balanced sharing of speaking time characteristic 

of friends. Thus a study which could effectively evaluate 

the personal involvement and commi tml~nt that each dyad 

member had in the topic contents discussed by the dyad might 

be in a position to notice changes in the dialogue pattern 

di splayed by that stranger dyad as involvement and level 

of disclosure changed. 

That such a study might be fruitful is also dependent 

upon a more thorough understanding of the dialogue pattern 

of friends. Only on the second conversational occasion in 

the present study is it clear that friends displayed the 

balanced pattern ascribed to them. It seems probable that 

the friend dyads we re effected by the powerful and highly 

contrived ci r cumstance for their dialogue on the first 

occasion and we re therefore uncomfor t able in the situation. 

Thus the situation served to disrupt their usual pattern of 

dialo gue. This notion could easily be tested in either of 
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two ways: ~ither several more speaking occasions could be 

run than was done in the present experiment, or conversations 

of friends could be recorded, probably surreptitiously, in 

a natural setting. In any event, a clearer notion of what 

is the dialogue pattern of friends, if only one pattern 

exists, would be· an important contributi on to the literature 

and would greatly facilitate the previously suggested line 

o f enquiry. 

The previously mentioned caution to avoid interpr eting 

correlations obtained on noncontent measures in psychological 

terms need not be reiterated. However, given the necessity 

in this field of mechanica lly processing the speech samples 

from which any data is acquired, one final caution is in 

o rder: great care should be exercised in making the tape 

recordings of dialogues. Use of the best recording equipment 

possible is a necessity if cross-talk of the speech of 

one participant onto the channel of the other participant 

is to be elimina ted or at very least kept to an absolute 

minimum. The most care needs to be exercised precisely 

at the point of first contact between the speech sound of 

a participant and the mechanica l processing system, namely 

the microphone. If microphones are carefully selected and 

positioned, it should be possible to obtain only the speech 

of one participant per channel and st~ll record the lowest 

speech sound production of that participant. An appropriately 
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acoustically dampened room is also necessary to facilitate 

proper recording of conversations . However, these aspects 

must be balanced with the need to ensure the relative 

naturalnes s of the r e cording environment and the comfort 

of the participants . Similarly , explicit details of the 

entire mechanical processing system must be carefully 

enunciated, so that problems of obtaining differing results 

based solely upon mechanical considerations can be avoided . 

In conclusion , there is ample evidence that properly done 

the study of noncontent aspects o f speech can enrich our 

understanding of dialogue. 
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APPENDIX A 

SCHE.MATIC DIAGRAM OF THE STEREO ANALOG TO DIGITAL CONVERTER 



ONLY ONE CHA1~NEL SHOWN: 
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F ROM ~vvv 
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LINE 
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vv.; .. ;,, 

NOTE : OUTPu·r RISES TO +5 VOLTS 
IN THE PRESFNCE. OF A 
LA RGE ENOUGH SOUND TO 
TU F,N ON ADJ us -rABLl:. 
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APPENDIX B 

COPY OF THE POST SESSION QUESTIOKNAIRE (KENDON , 1 963 ) AS 

PRESENTED TO DIALOGUE PARTICIPAW£'S AND A COPY SHOWING 

THE SCORING PROCEDURE FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Post Session Quest1onaire 

l'AIR CODE 

OCCASION 1 or 2 ( Circle Which) 

instructions. Here are a number of questions about the talk you have just had. 
Please answer each one by underlining those words in capitals which 
seem to you to state best what you feel about the talk you have just had. 

1. How easy did -you find it to think of things to say while you were talking? 

VERY EASY/ EASY/ FAIRLY EASY/ FAIRLY DIFFICULT/ DIFFICULT/ VERY DIFFICULT 

2. Were you glad that the session was ended ffhen it was, or were you sorry that it was 
ended ffhen it was, 

VERY GLAD/ GLAD/ SLIGHTLY GLAD/ SLIGHTLY SORRY/ SORRY/ VERY SORRY 

3. How was your partner, as someone to talk with? 

VERY EASY/ EASY/ FAIRLY EASY/ FAIRLY DIFFICULT/ DIFFICULT/ VERY DIFFICULT 

4. How interested were you in the things you am your partner talked about? 

VERY BORED/ BORED/ SLIGHTLY BORED/ SLIGHTLY INTERESTED/ INrERESTED/ VERY INTERESTED 

5. How much did you enjoy the talk you have just had? 

VERY MUCH/ S0}1EWHAT/ A LITTLE/ NOT MUCH/ NOT VERY MUCH/ NOT AT ALL 

6. If you had the opportunity, would you like to continue talking with your partner? 

WOULD CERTAINLY NOT LIKE TO/ WOULD NOT LIKE TO/ WOULD PREFER NCYr TO/ WOULD LIKE TO. A LITI'I. 
WOULD LI><E TO/ WOULD LIKE TO VERY MUCH 

7• If you had the opportunity to see more of your partner, do you feel that he(she) 15 
the kind of person you would like to have as a frierui? 

. · YES,CERTAINLY/ YES, 'ID SOME EXTENr/ YES, A LITTLE/ NO, NOT lr.UCH/ NOT NOT VERY MUCH/ 

. NO, NOT AT ALL 

8. If you have any further comments or thoughts you wish to add, please write them out 
below, and on the back of this sheet, if necessary, 
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POST SESSION QUESTIONNAIRE 

PAI R CODE 

OCCASION 1 or 2 (Circle Which ) 

Instruc~ions: Here are a number o f questions about the t alk 
you have just had. Please answer each one by 
underlining those words in capitals which 
seeM to you to state best what you f ee l about 
the t alk you have just had. 

1. How easy did you find it to think of things to say while 
you were ta l king? 

VERY EASY/EASY/FAIRLY EASY/FAIRLY DIFFICI.1LT/DIFFICULT/ 
6 5 4 3 2 

VE RY DIFFICULT 
1 

2. Were you glad that the session was ende d when it was, 
or were you sorry that it was ended when it was. 

VERY GLAD /Cl,AD/SLIGHTLY GLAD/SLIGHTLY SORRY/SORRY/ VERY SORRY 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. How was yoi.lr partner, as someone to talk with ? 

VERY EASY/E.i\SY/FAIRLY EASY/Fl\IRLY DIF'FICULT/DIFFICUL':i., 
6 5 4 3 2 

VERY DIFFICULT 
1 

4. How interested were you in the things you a nd your partner 
t c:~ J ked a.bo u t? 

VERY BORED/BORED/SLIGHTLY BORED/SLIGHTLY INTERESTED/ 
1 2 3 4 

INTE RJ~STED/VERY IN'l'Er-ESTED 
5 6 

5. How much did you enjoy the talk you have just h a d? 

VER:{ MCCII/SO~-lE ;JIII\'I' / l\. LlT'7.':;:,E/NC'i' MUCJ-1/NO'l' VEHY MUCH/NOT AT 1',LL 
6 5 4 3 2 1 
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6. If you had the opportunity, would you like to continue 
talking with your partner? 

WOULD CERTAINLY NOT LIKE TO/WOULD NOT LIKE TO/WOULD PREFER NOT TO 
1 2 3 

WOULD LIKE TO A LITTLE/WOULD LIKE TO/WOULD LIKE TO VE RY MUCH 
~ 5 6 

7. If you had the opportunity to see more of your partner, do 
you f eel that he(she) is the kind of person you would like 
to have as a friend ? 

YES, CERTAINLY/YES, TO SOME EXTENT/YES , A LITTLE/ 
6 5 4 

NO, NOT MUCH/NOT NOT VERY MUCH/NO, NOT AT ALL 
3 2 1 

8. If you have 2.ny further comments or thoughts you wish to 
add, please write them out below, and on the back of this 
sheet, if neces s ary. 

* The s core is simply the total of the weights of each 
category the participant underlined. 
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COPY OF THE INTRODUCTION SHEET PRESENTED TO EACH 

l'ARTIC IPAN'l, PRIOR TO EACH CONVERSATION 
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nn'RODUCTIO N 

This is an experiment concernirig interpersonal communication. Your only exper1-

n:cntal task will be to converse freely with your partner on the topic of "current world 

events". This topic "Has chosen to impose as few constraints in what you could talk 

about as possible. It was chosen to facilitate you am your partner in conversing 

freely. It is not meant to imply a conversation based exclusively on the current 

socio-political realities in the world, not does it imply talking only about things 

that have worldwide implications arrl/or significance. The following examples of 

facets of current world events should make clear that this topic is as broad as you 

might wish to construe it, 

LIVIN:; ACC01•:0DAT!DONS IN VICTORIA FOR STUDENTS 
THE BASEBALL WORLD SERIES 
THE ABILITY OF NATO TO MEET ANY SOVIET li.ILITARY THilEAT 
THE MA.NY WAYS OF FINANCIJC A COLLEGE EDUCATION 
CAR CAl-l'IlC 
THE NEW N.H.L. SEASON 
THE CUHREtT POLITICAL UPHEAVALS IN RED CHINA 
JOB PROSPECTS FOR COLL~E GRADUATES 
BACKPACKDG ANll Y.OUNI'AINEERim 
THE U.S. PRESIDENTIAL ELF~CTIONS 
DIFFERENCES AND SIMILARITIES B!LTWF.EN HIGHSCHOOL AND COLLEnE 
THE PROBLEMS AND PLEASURES OF DATilC 
THE QUALITY OF VICTORIA'S TWO DAILY .NEWSPAPERS 

These examples are presented solely as examples arxl not in any way as guidelines. 

It is not necessary to ponder arrl decide between you which facet of current world 

events in particular you will talk about. You must simply begin your conversation 

when told to do so, arxl continue conversing as freely as possible on some facet of 

current world events that you both might find interesting. You are to continue the 

conversation until your experimenter returns to end it ( in about 6o minutes). 

The conversation will be tape recorded. These recordings are essential for the 

conducting of this experiment, since most data will be extracted from them. These tapes 

will be exclusively used for testing the current research hypotheses and will be 

destroyed subsequently. Full anonymousness is guaranteed., since the only identification 

on the tape will be a single number denoting you arxl your partner as a pair. Throughout 

the conversation, you are asked to please remain seated arxl not move your chair as this 

1s necessary for the recordings to be properly made. 

Do you have an,y questions before we proceed with our equipment check? 

PAIR CODEa 

FIRSf NAME ONLY a 

TELEPHONE NUMBER a 

NEXT SCHEDULED DATE AND TIME TO CONVERSE, 
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Abbreviations appearing throughout Appendix D: 

O •- Occasion Ef feet 

A = Acquaintance Effect 

S = Section Effect 

Conventions in the layout of the complete analysis of 

v aria.nce surmnary tables : 
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1) Above the unad j usted summary tab.le is the r esult 

o f the test for homogeneity of c ovariance. I f 

t he probability value of the Chi-squared is l ess 

t han . 050, then homo9·eneity of c ovariance is not 

present~ The a ppropriate Greenhouse-Geisser E value 

i s liste d la.st foll.owing the symbols G-G. 

2) Below the unc:.dj usted sununary table i s the s ummary 

t able for the Greenhouse - Geisser adjusted test 

with all within subjects effects listed, ad justed 

source and error de g rees of freedom, respectively, 

l isted, and adjus ted probability values . 

3) Below the GrE:enhouse-Geis~,er adjusted test results 

are all pertinent tests of si~ple eff2cts and tests 

o f me ans. 



AKOVA SU}'.1-!ft.RY T/,llLE FIB THE HEACTIOH TH:E J,.•.TE!1-":Y ABSOLUTE DIFFT:I1ENCE SCOilES 

SOURCE 

Der,rees of Freedom1 
Chi-nqua:reri v:,l l 'G 1 

Prob:,bility value 1 

G-G1 

DF ss 

BETff~N SUBJECTS 

A 1 rno9J.33J 
ERROit TERJ.: 18 1572.517. 7oco 

WITnH SUB.BC1'3 

0 1 940,8000 
AxO 1 59CJ3,o:333 
ERROH Tull-l 113 84li 8?. 6.5000 

s 2 83679.6500 
AxS 2 1402 1.8).6'/ 
RRRO'l TEHH J6 71'7693,2000 

OxS 2 113259.0500 
AxO,: S 2 24261.6167 
ERROil 'PERM J6 91 J4Jt-.0000 

TOTAL 11 9 42?~1.14.0000 

G- G Adjush:d Test, 

SOURCE DF p 

0 1.00 11.os 0.890 
AxO 1.00 l.1.08 0,729 
s 1,23 22.15 0.159 
M$· 1:23 22.15 0. 603 
0.rS 1.23 22.15 0 ,146 
AxOxS l.o2J 22.J5 0.5 35 

19 
l,5 03514 
0.000 6 
o. G15 1, 

}'.S 

1809.6333 
B?J(~.0944 

940,8000 
590:l , OJJJ 

469:31 •• 8 05 6 

41839 ,8250 
701.0. 90?.. J 

19935 ,9222 

56629.525 0 
121JCJ,B083 
253?3.2222 

36070, 7059 

F 

0.0207 

0,0200 
o. 12.59 

2,0937 
0,.35 32 

2.2319 
0,4781 

S impl0 effoct of section at acqua intance level "strancE:r" 1 

Simple effect cf occaslon at P.(;<J.Uaintanc:c> le\·el "stranger" 1 

MS euor AxO ~ /j-6?J5, df ~ 18 
J✓.S . ~1 ·; :46 05· 

0 (.9 r,tran;:E-r ·· ., • 
F(1,1B) • 0, 37, N.s. 

p 

6.887 

o.sa9 
0,7?7 

0,137 
0.705 

0,1 22 
0,624 

----·· : 
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RTL ABSOLUTl': DIFiE.!lEJ;CE SCORES AHA.LYSlS ( continued) 

Sj_rnple c,ffcct of acqua intanco at section one; 1 

~~g error A;:S ~ 199JG, df e J6 
>:S · ~ 6451 . 6 

A Ci> secU.on or.e 
F(1,J6) eD.;2, 11,S, 
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AHOVA S!JJ·:J-:J..RY TABLE FOR 'l'Hg DiJnA'l'ION 01" UITER.Al:CE ABSOLUTE DlFrEREl/CE SCORES 

SOURCE 

D0grcea of Fre0Jom1 
Chi-s-;uarcd value I 
holnbilt ty value 1 

G-G1 

ss 

l3ETWEEJi SUBJEC:'S 

A 1 335G4094,0750 
ERHOR TMM 18 4;;1450397. 7853 

WITHill SUBJECTS 

0 
Ax.0 
El~ROR TERM 

s 
A>:S 
ERHOR TERM 

()};S 

Ax0-1.S 
ERH0R TERM 

TOTAL 

SOURCE 

0 
AY.-0 
s.: 
}.yf, 

OxS 
AxOxS 

1 1333355. 0S0J 
1 530749 , B0Ju 

18 4777211-10 ,5 JJJ 

2 J377.5J65 •1i-s52 
2 g ,131229 .5 635 

J6 67193209.1947 

2 3083597 09032 
2 4860G11, 6,'l9.5 

J6 39065840< 3907 

119 94830791,5037 

G-G Adjusted Test1 

DF p 

1.00 11,73 O,IJ.8)1 
1,00 11.73 0,663 
1.J0 2J, 1J.6 0,059 
1.30 2J.46 0.236 
1,JO 2J .~6 0.588 
1.30 2.3, 1-16 o, i.,76 

19 
31.1610 
0. 0338 
0 .6515 

r.s 

33.5e4Q91,.0750 
1J:J58J55 ,Ji325 

1383355 ,080) 
5 3071•9, 2030 

2654007 .8074 

l. 6'337682. 71,26 
70656l4,78l8 
464-'+255 .8110 

151 .. 1793.9_516 
21O01Jo5 ,8447 
3862940.0109 

5838914.2143 

F 

2.1.,,234 

0.5212 
0,2000 

J.6J6J 
1 .5214 

0.3991 
0.6292 

Slro11lc effect of 0CC<lsion at acquaintance levol "strani:;er" , 

ns error AxO a 265/JD08, df - 18 
l:S "' 300615- 2 0 @ r.trariecx· ' 
F(i,18) ~ 0,11, N.s. 

Simpl e effect of scd,ion ;::t acqua1nc.ancc lcve.l "strans;er" 1 

1-:S eJ~:cor AxS = 1,(:.41}256, df .. J6 
NS8 CD r;t:r.·,\ i (; cr ., 22894B26.02 
F(2,J(,) •• l+,9), pL- ,025 

p 

0.137 

o.480 
0,660 

0.036 
0.232 

0 .671. 
0.539 
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DOU ABSOLUTE DIFrE:l"EJ:CE SCO:lES ANALYSIS (continued ) 

Simple cffc:ct of sectior, at ac,qu~intan-::e level "str-c.:1gcr" 1 occasion one 1 

Y.S errDr. AxOxS • JP-62940, df• J6 
HS --050°7"2 4J+ S @ ctranzer, occ,-is~on one u .J -· • 

F(2,J6) • 2.20, H.s. 

Simple effect of section ~•.t acquaintance level "stranget·", occasion two, 

!".S crr0r /,xOxS - 3862940 I dfc .36 
}:SS 0 1;tran:.;er, oceasion two .. 159Z759J, 7 
F(2 1J6) ~ 1;.12 1 p .025 

Si11plc effect of acgua.int:3.nce at section one 1 

tS error AxS "' 1;644?.56, dfc 36 
~:s -= 54615 6 9 

AG section one ' 
F(1tJ6) • 0.12, N,S. 
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TES'TS OF SIGh'If,ICAJ:CE COHC:Elll:IJ:G TI!E C:Ji!:rFICIEI-TS O!? COlCRUEHCE 

To test the significance of each coefficient of congruence, !_-values were 

generated for ea ch correlation obt.:.ined. Th e fc,ll oHin::; f ormula 9 fro~ 11-, ys , 1963, 

11, 529, was used in tho calcula tion.s of each t -value 1 

Rxy ✓ N • 2 

t .. -,= = ==e-r;-:_ If . v· - xy 

with ll • 10 i n a ll cas es and N - 2 "' df for each !:,-va lue. 

Us i n, the RTL 1~eo. r:u1·e 1 

Occasion Or,e Occasion Two 

95 

for STRA):GCT.S I 

Correlation 
t •-va lue 
SiGn1Sicancc level 

s, Om So 'l'HO s. Three s. One S,Two s . Three 

f or FRIENDS I 
Correlation 
t-value 
Significance levc-1 

Usir,ei; the D'.)U Jn CFt.f'Ure 1 

for STRA l;G&lS t 

Corr.eh, tion 
t-value 
Signif i cance level 

for FRIE llDS 1 

Correlation 
t-vcJ.ue 
Significance level 

.6193 
2.23 

,05 

,8259 
4.14 

.005 

s. One 
-, 2873 . 
-0, 85 

N,S, 

-,1168 
-0.33 

N,S, 

,7215 , 6; 83 
2, 95 2.35 

.01 ,025 

.6898 , J4{)0 
2,69 1, 02 

. 025 N,S, 

Occasion One 
s, 'i.\:o s. Tl::::-ec 
-.2059 -.21 96 
-0.60 -o. 6!+ 

N,S, }{ f s. 

,1)87 ,1447 
-o,1;o -0. 41 

N,S, N,S. 

,4967 .5829 , 6692 
1. 62 2,0J 2,55 

N,S, ,05 .025 

,91 02 ,9186 . 4001 
6,22 6 ,57 1.23 

.005 ,005 N,S, 

Occ3. sion Two 
s. One C' ., . Two s. Three 
-.J197 -.46oJ -,4716 
-0.95 -1.47 -1,51 

N, S, N,S, N, S, 

,6246 ,6418 ,5 096 
2, 26 2, 37 1. 68 

.05 .025 N,S, 

To t est the significance of the diffc:cenccs of t he coeff i.cieds of congruence 

obtained for friend a n.i for !dtrn.ns er dyads in a pa1:ticular Gection of the sarr.e 

conv.ersation, a Zed tra nzfor1..ation test was pcrfor:.:ed, Tho followi ng for nula , f rorn 

Hays, 19&:?>, p. 532, w~s uGe d in the ca1culations of each Z-value 1 

zi - z2 
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TESTS OF COE?FICIEJ:TS OF COJ,CP.UEHCE ( continued) 

Z-valuc 
Si~nificancc 1!.)vel 

Ur,ir,g the DDU t1oa.sure I 

Z-valt,.c 
Sigr;.ifica.nce level 

,.. 
One .,. 

0,8419 
N, S, 

s. On!.l 

O,JJ66 
l~. S • 

Oc-:-<,s1on On9 
( ' .., . Two S, Three 

0, 1194- 0,71;.96 
N,S, 1:. S ,, 

Occas ion One 
So Two s. Th:::ee 

o. 6509 o ,6-..198 
ll. S, N.S" 

Occasion Tllo 
s. C11c s • T110 s. Three 

1 ,840'.) 1,70)4 0,721~2 
• 05 .05 N,S • 

Occasion Th'o 
s. One s. Two s. 'l'hree 

1,9889 2.:3552 2.0117 
,025 .01 .025 



ANOVA S\Jl·\!'J,RY TAHLE Fon 'i"tlE nEJ..CTI0J: TI !-'.E LATE~;cy sur. SCO!lES 

souncE 

BETl,'"iEl; SUBJECTS 

Degrees c,f J.'ro~doin 1 

Chi- sqU.'ln,.:l value , 
l'ro1':i.b1ll.t:i' Viluc 1 

G-G1 

ss llS 

19 
Jl SiE-9 

0o 0)50 
o. 6278 

F p 

1 952.0333 952.0333 0.0007 0.979 
18 25185594,7667 1J99197,701J 

WITIUN SiJBJCCTS 

0 1 J 2865J,3333 32e65J. JJJJ 

AxO 1 58697 . 6;33 58697 , 6333 
l<:nhOR TERJ•: 18 1888935 . 033.3 1c49!.;o , s352 

s 2 235667 .0167 117833 ,5083 
AxS 2 20,379!1,31 (>7 1('.,.'.;397,1583 

ERHO:l TNlM 36 Jl 75!.-J3, J)J3 83206, 1;015 

OxS 2 590597 . 2167 29529S , 6J33 
AxOxS 2 4J6B3 , Jl67. 21E41, 6583 
ERR,1;1 '.i'2HVi J6 49365 61 . L1667 13s515 ,5763 

TOTAL 119 36703569 .4667 3084:33 . 35&; 

G-G Adjusted Te0t1 

SOUP.CE DF p 

0 1 ,00 H,J0 o, 10!.I 

AxO 1 ,00 11, JO o,4/o 
s 1,26 22,60 0,26') 
AxS :1..26 22.60 0.302 
Ch::S 1.26 22.60 0,155 
AxOxS l, 2b 22,60 0.752 

Si1nple effect · of acqu.a intanc0 at occasi.or, ono, 

HS crrc>r A>:O u 101~-940.~, df ~ 18 
MSA C? occdsion OlHJ •• 3?JCJO.Z? 
F( l , H3) "'0,36, n.s. 

3,1318 0.-094 
0,5595 o,4 E,l., 

1.3359 0,276 
1 • 18J6 o.J18 

2 .1 319 0.133 
0, 1577 0, 855 
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A?XJ'{A SUMr'J1.nY TA~U,E FOR THE !/UMBER Or REACTI0,1 TH:E LATENcrns AMLYSIS 

SOURCE 

Doo-cos of F'rerdon1 
Ch1-[; q_uarecl Vdlue I 
Prob:!.bilHy valt:.c r 
G--G1 

IF ss 

BETI/EEN SUBJECTS 

A 1 i-188 .0JJ3 
ERROR TERM 18 75292, 6)JJ 

WITHIN SUBJECTS 

0 1 73.6JJJ 
AxO 1 136,5333 
ERROR TERM 18 5920 ,5000 

s 2 1030.4167 
AxS 2 1(/)2 ,11 67 
ERROR TERM 36 4817,4667 

OxS 2 1 61} .11 67 
AxOxS 2 672 . 8167 
ERROR TERM J6 4284.l+OOO 

TOO'AL 119 941-i-82 0 6667 

G-G Adjm,ted Test 1 

SOURCE DF p 

0 1.00 10 .26 o, 61,6 
AxO L 00 10,?.6 b,534 
s 1.11, 20 ,53 0,059 
A>:S 1.11~ 20 ,5 J 0,020 
OxS 1.14 20,53 0,434-
AxOxS 1.11i- 20 • .53 0,104-

19 
29 .1886 
o.06J1 
0.5703 

4JJC,OJ33 
J,1[32.9241 

7.3. 63.33 
136.5333 
328 ,9167 

515.2083 
801.0533 
1.33.8185 

82.0583 
3.36.4-083 

- 119,0111 

793.9720 

F 

0.11 67 

0.2239 
0, 1.).15 1 

J,85 01 
5.9562 

o.6S95 
2 ,6267 

Simpl e effect of section ut acquai ntance l evel "stranec::-:" 1 

W3 error AxS .,, lJJ.B, df c 36 
HS • 1285,55 S @ r.trane,0.r 
F(2,J6) • 9.G1 , :p L , 001 

Tuk~r test of the m0il.l13 of the AxS interaction 1 

p 

0.737 

o,642 
0.5 28 

0.031 
o , co 6 

0,508 
0,072 

98 

for Strane ers 1 SJ S2 S1 crit.icl for Friend.n I S2 Sl SJ critic,31 

SJ 
S2 

81,15 90.70 100,1 0 r 

[
- ----· •··- - . - - - ·-··· ·- · .. 
----- 6.55 1.5 ■ 9.5*, J 
~-------- 9.~o I J 

• 05 91~ ,80 95 .15 97 . 10 r , 05 
12,66 S2 1• --- -- 0,]5 2,30

7
) J 12,65 

12 . 66 S1 _ - - --- 1._~_ 3 12, 66 



A'OOVA SUJ-:J1.ARY TABLE ~'OR THE llUHATIOll OF UT'l'EHANCE SUK SCORES 

SOUilCE 

Degrees of Freedoms 
Chi-::;quar.ed v.:i luo 1 

Probability va lue, 
G- G1 

DF' ss 

BE;Tt.'EEN SUBJECTS 

19 
40. 9765 
0, 0024 
o,6477 

MS F p 

A 1 L:4 656.3501 411-656.3501 0.0009 0.976 
ERH0H TE11 l-l 18 99.597297 .0862 49977627. 6159 

WITI!IN SUBJECTS 

0 
AxO 
ERROR TERM 

s 
AxS 
ERROR TERM 

OxS 
AxOxS 
EHROR TERM 

TOTAL 

SOUHCE 

0 
AxO 
s 
AxS 
OxS 
AxOxS 

1 309179,1 601 309179,1601 
1 2675008 .1021 2675 0c.a .1021 

18 91272J90,9495 50?0688.J861 

2 43430172.L:-815 21?15 086, 2408 
2 2J4475H .27J2 11723755 , 6J66 

36 26557 6_:; 9.4553 352JS23,87J8 

2 854072.uoz 427036.0551 
2 167104-'(3,1052 8355221,5526 

J6 70i..4094S .7080 195669.3 , 0197 

119 7.5 639338 ,7813 107196.58.3091 

G-G Adjusted Test1 

DF p 

1 ,00 11, 66 0,809 
1,00 11 . 66 o.482 
1 , 30 23.32 0,015 
1.30 23 .32 0.072 
1,J0 2J . J2 0.707 
1.30 23,.32 0. 01a 

0.0610 o.sos 
0,5275 0,477 

6,1 624 0.005 
3,3270 0,047 

0.2l.82 0,805 
4,2701 0.022 

Simple i nt er.tction effect of occ.-~s ion by soction at acquaintance level "strar~er" 1 

.r.s error AxOxS "' 195 6693, df ~ J6 
l~SOxS -~ t a 2_51 29)0 .8 

• G' r; ra!JGer 
F(2,J6) • 1.28, N.S, 

Simple interaction effect of occas ion by section at aocittaintance l evel "friend" 1 

MS err.or 1.:-:0xS m 195 66'.,'J , df - 36 
} iS0 .0 , ~ .~ i ~ - 626:347 2. 0 

;;.;, le J.r ... Cll -.1. 

F{2 ,J6) • 3,20 1 N,S, 
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DOU SI.I'.·'. SCORES AIU<LYSIS ( continued) 

Simple interaction cf aGquaintancf: by section at occasion one, 

) :S error AxOxS ~ 195 C~·?;, df "' J6 
HSAxS © occasion one 0 i 4 G7795G,J5 
F(2,J6) ~ 7 ,50, p L ,01 

Simple interaction or acquaintance by section at occasion two1 

MS error AxOxS c 195 6C']3, df r J6 
1,:s , C '-400601 ♦ "5 

AxS @ occasion t wo ., ./ 
F(2,J6) • 2,76, Ji,S, 

Tl:key test of the acqll3.intance by section interaction at occasion one us ing 
trca t1;ient s1.u:s 1 

for strangerc at occas ion 011 0 1 

Section One 
Section THO 

Sect.ion Or.e 
751'?6 

for friends at occasion 01101 

Section Two 
Section ?hrcec 

Section Two 
9+'-< 94 
19)18 

Section Three 
82397 

:3°)44 

Sectl.on T!"lree 
102..0!+_2 r 
29866.... I J 
10548 J 

Sert.ion One 
9111;6-- r 
6ci)D J 
271, J 

Tukey test of the sic;riificant section I:E..i n effect usin.3 treatment sums 1 

Section One 
Section Two 

Section One Section Two 
-33cS4· . ..,6-1. --_,,:f65172 c---- 3h711 

critica l 
. 05 

21852 
21 852 

crit ical 
.05 

21852 
21852 

critical 
.05 

40960 
4C96o 
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Al:OVA SU!;f".Alff TALLE FOR THE El/TIRE QUESTIOl'iKUIS D!,TA SET 

NOI'E:1 An acqua1ntarrco lrJ occaslon by question by subject analys is of variance w,w 

performed to s ee if some overall diiferonce wae present i r. t he entire cl.at.a se t • . 

The s ubject f actor rcrre scnts an arbitra ry des j,,zr.ation of the nembcrs of a pai.r as 

subject one ar.d subject h ,o , It wac; necossary to i nclude this factor so that any 

variations i n t he entire data set could be detected, However since this factor ,;as 

arbitrarHy cor.structcd, all effects irwolvir.g this factcr are rr.eanir,?,less, 

Whereas this ar.tlysi s c,ho1;ed some overall difference to be pres e nt in the ansHers 

given t o the questions on the baois of acquaintance, it ies d eemed appropriate 

to do separate analyses of variance on each questio n , For these seven a 1n.lyses of 

variance the replies of ea ch member of a pai.r were s uL1:ed for each questio ri on 

each occasion as only differences by acqua intance were of interest. 

SOUP.CE rF ss MS F p Greenhouse-Geisser 
Conservative Test 

BETWEE!l SU3.I'iC7S D~ .. / DF p 

A 1 4, fJl 4 ,64 0, 712 o.4-098 
ERROR TEPJ•: 18 117 ,39 6.52 

WITHIN SUBJEGTS 

0 1 If, 64 Ii,. (JJ,. 3.729 o . 0694 
AJ-:0 1 o. o4 o.o4 O, OJ5 0,8520 
ERROR TERH H3 22.42 1 .25 

Q 6 162.24 27.04 42, 673 0 ,0080 1/:8 .001 
AxQ 6 rn.e9 3.15 4 ,9&9 0 , 0002 l.j1e .05 
ERHOR TERN 108 68,44 o. 6J 

s 1 0, 79 0.79 0. 3'SO 0,5453 
AxS · 1 0.02 0, 02 o.ooe 0. 9308 
F.PJlOi? TSRH 18 37.30 2. 07 

OxQ 6 5 ,69 0.95 3.557 0. 0030 1/18 N, S. 
AxOxQ 6 2, 64- 0,44 1.651 0.14-0o 
Ell.HOR Ti':R.M 108 28,81 0.27 

OxS 1 0,94 0 , 94 0,1./83 0,4939 
AxOxS 1 3.00 3.00 1,549 0.2292 
EHHOJ TERH i8 y}, 88 1,94 

QxS 6 2, '}0 0 ,38 1,009 0, 11232 
Ar.QxS 6 o.l.i2 0, i ll 0.360 0,9024 
UUlOR T2HM 108 41,02 O.J8 

(cont1.nuod ) 

lOI 
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El:TlllE QUE:,'TIO!;t;AEE D.t..TA SET A,/P.LYSIS ( contir.uc<l ) 

SO'J'rtCE lli' ss ViS F p 

Ox~xs 6 1.59 0, 27 o. 758 0, (h49 

Ax OxQxS 6 '.i.. 9'.) 0. 33 0.91/Jf O,l;G67 

EHEOH TEilH 108 37 , 85 0. 35 

'l'OThL 559 598 . 36 1.07 

Anova sui:ur.;.,,:cy t.aUe for ·guestiu:: (.! 1 I 

SOt;HCE IF ss 1'1S F p 

BET1t:::s 1; SU23JECTS 

A 1 0.2250 0 ,2250 0,0502 0, 825 

EftHOR 7LRM 18 80.6500 4.4806 

\lITHlN SUBJECTS 

0 1 9.o;,50 9,0250 8 • .3522 0. 010 

AxO 1 0, 0::50 Oc 0250 0. 0231 0 , 281 

ERROR TrnM 18 19,4500 1. 0806 

TOTAL 39 109.:3750 2 , 804-5 

Anova smr1r.ary tahJ.e for ~cst.ioi-01..._sa 

SOURCE Il:<' ss MS F p 

BETi/El.;;N SUBJJ:C'.'.'S 

A 1 1.6000 1. 6ooo 0, 1+7')7 O, jOO 

ERHOH Thl,M 1B 60, 8000 J,3778 

'1/ITJ!JJI ~,UBSECTS 

0 1 10.0000 10.0000 7,)770 C, 011+ 
AxO 1 1, 6'JOO 1. 6000 1, lBOJ 0.292 

ERHD:! 'I'h"1U! 18 2ii .4000 1. 355 6 

Tar AL )9 98 ,IWOO 2.5231 
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Eln'IRE (;;UESTIOt;l,ATRE DATA SS'T ANALYSIS ( cont1r;ued) 

Ano\'a oun:!riary table f or guest i on # 3 1 

SOURCE DF ss ~\S F p 

BE'l'WC:ZN SUBJECTS 

,. 1 0,2250 0 , 2250 0, 0857 0,773 
ERROR Ti:RM 18 47 . 2500 2. 6250 

WITHIH SUBJECTS 

0 1 1.225 0 1. 2250 3.9027 0.061+ 
AxO 1 0,6250 0, 6250 1 ,9'.)1 2 0,175 
ERROR TERH 18 5 , 65 00 O, J 139 

Tar,;L 39 54,975 0 1 ,4096 

Anova summary table for ~tio..!:._# 41 

SOUHCE DF ss MS F p 

BETWEEN SlJJ:l JEC1'S 

A 1 o .4000 o,4000 0,1420 o , 711 
ERROH TEm; 18 50. 7000 2 , 8167 

i/IT'riH SUBJECTS 

0 1 0.1 000 0.1000 0,0634 0,797 
AxO 1 1 . 6000 1,6000 1, 095 1 0, 309 
ERH0R TERM 18 26.3000 1 ,4611 

TO'I'AL 39 79.1000 2,0282 

Anova SUi:111'.arJ t able f or _g_uestion II 5 I 

SOURCE DF ss HS F p 

BF..T\IEEN SU'JJJii:CTS 

A 1 o, 62.50 0.6250 0 , 3647 0,553 
ERROR TERN 18 30,8500 1,7139 

wrrHrn SUBJECTS 

0 1 0.0250 0.0250 0.0295 o,1366 
AxO 1 0 ,2250 0.225 0 0 .2656 0.613 
EHH0R TERM l.8 15.2500 o ,e472 

TO'I'AL .'.39 46.975 0 1. 201~5 



S0'JRCE: D? 

Br:Tt/'2H:H SU3JI.:C7S 

A 
tlUWn TERM 

1 
H3 

HITi:Ili SUJ;JE<::TS 

0 1 
/,xO j_ 

EHIWR 'l'E!li; 18 

TOTAL 39 

ss 

0.9000 
74.7000 

o,4-0oo 
2,500D 

19,1 000 

97, (,000 

A.nova surrir,:ary t c.bl ,:,, for gne:sU.on 1/ ? 1 

SOU!WE DF ss 

BETWEEll SUBJSCTS 

A 1 42,0250 
ERROR TEHM 18 47, 4500 

WITHIJJ SUBJECTS 

0 1 0, 225c 
J. xO 1 0.2250 
ERP.Oil TiillM 18 l., 0500 

TOTIJ, 39 90.9750 

MS F r 

0. 9000 0,21 69 0.1:)+7 
4,15 Cl0 

o, 4000 0,;,770 o._s 1i7 
2, _':,000 2, ;.'.I &J 0,i!i2 
1,0611 

2.5026 

1-:S l<' p 

42, 0250 15,9h20 0 , 001 
2,6361 

o. 22_50 
o. 2250 
0, 058J 

2.3327 

J,13571 0, 065 
J.8571 o.c105 



Lf) 

0 
r-1 

Rt.ii DATA USED IN ALL A1,ALYSES INVOLVHG TP.E REACTION TINE LATENCY 1-:EASURE. 

Tl-iE NUJ(.3E:.S AR£ THE l-'.£.A_l\S FOR A GIVSN HS<TICIPANT IN A GIVEN SECTION ON A 

GIVEN OCCASION A}[D ARE I N MILLISECON1JS , _ _ _ _ ______ __c _. _ __ - -- - -- ------ · --· - --· -- - - ---

Acq. 

Cl) 

gj 
~ 
c2 
E-< 
Cl) 

@ 
~ 
&: 

. ___ _ Occassion One . Occz.sio;"L T~o 
Pair I Partner I Section One SectioJ\ Two I Section Three Section One Secti-on Two I Sectio:1 Three I 

J I B 602. __ ..._____587 595 426 587 665 I A 776 ?'76 __ ,___812 109·8-- 9.05 791 ____ _ , 
25 ! B 683 622 5 60 674 787 7~3 I 

~~ I . H{ 1--~;~ - a~~-----t~ I ~ ~gr. 
-. -i-;_ -523.· 846 ¼1f8 626 II 727 51f5 I 19 I B _ ?~o ~~9 355 766 . 768 L,c6 

5Jof=E5CO 51 1
, 473 623 cC3 

t,;1 758 620 600 571 733 
A 

23 I E 
-

765 701 893 1091 1205 919 
A 

13 I B 
894 86283277 842 1111 609 

---4--- ____ ___, 

816 1oii.'s lQ!}i 802 914 608 
-
A 

15 + B 
- - A 

L~3 B 
-
A 

37 I B 

-

A 12 I :a 
-
A LK3 I 
B 
-

C4 I A 
B 
-
A 14 ! B 

'---· 
s1s I 136~-- 10~~ ·. 13-~~- 1772 910 
582 546 416 
352 L;JO 511-6 

590 676 667 

I 558 734 794 

r-
I 472 837 515 
I 474 838 603 I 

326 273 280 
530 357 320 

16!'8 1195 1480 
1351 1i21 6?C> . , 

I 719 606 674 
825 91.4 844 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

10?8 
879 

914 
903 

527 
819 

560 
647 

1277 
1!.!j6 

948 
1064 

72:. 
L~oe 
817 
785 

I 
1?6 
J-'35 
-

.586 
518 

1.555 
1022 

632 
811 

580 
33!+ -
620 
769 

I "'H I 
6"l J-

J41 
I Jl}O 

801 
829 
8~8 
830 



'-0 
0 
r-i 

Acq. 

Cf) 

8 
B 
c,::; 
i:z. 

Pair 

22 

02 

10 

46 

32 

16 

RAW DATA FOR :'l.5:ACTION TI!-'.E LATE NCY hE.-\SURE (continued) 

Occasion 0:1e 
1 Partner 1secHonOne_ r _section Two r-sectlon--Three-- Section-One . ----·- 1---- -. --

A 

I 

850 912 1015 514 
B 460 5Lf7 ; 398 415 

I 
---·--- 1.----- ·- - --·----- -----·· 

;.. 760 509 565 65 3 
B 7L,1 810 835 812 

----.._ _ __ . - ------- --------- --

A 585 1001 880 799 
B 737 912 12.56 1117 

I 
-·- - - -- -- - --- - -- ---

A 6C>6 691 605 724 
B 57!; 591 620 721 ... - . 

A 909 566 665 873 
!l 866 469 89!.:, 1036 

A !¼J 7L!-O 1157 9.5 2 
B 1o;o 776 1289 1258 

Oc_casio1c1 _T,,~--
Section Two Section Tl:ree 

Y.:,2 48J 
560 549 
--- ·-=1 649 63:S · 
681 758 

·-- -
392 663 
522. 1:'79 

676 710 
765 534 

1320 60? 
1418 1117 

1666 1G72 
1478 794 



{"­

c 
r-i 

RAW DATA USED rn ALL ,\},.'.LYSJ:S HNCLVEG T:iJ: DURATION OF U~ERAl,C.:E l-'.SJ..SU,rs . 

TP.E };-u·Y.":ERS ARE Tr.:::; l•:EJ..l;S ::cO?. A GIVSN PA.>'tTICIPr.NT IN A Gr/EN SECTION ON A GI VEN 

--------------~OCCASION AND A,lE IN ~llLL!SECOJIDS. - ---- - -- - --- - - · - -- ·- . ·· --- ·- . . 
Occas ion One Occ2.sio:1 T·.10 

Ace;_. Pair ( Pari:.:1e:::- -seZ~_io~Oner secti.on T-;,'O-rSect10~-Three · --section One SccHon-T\-iO ! Sec~~on Th:::-ee 
I 

15 I A 4728 I t-'.328 9336 700-+ JCJ87 !. 21CS I i B 2257 ' 215;77,07 1917 3907 ?_~5_?. 

4J 
I A 4020 · 4526 7116 6115 19!.:.9 4105 I ' 
I E Y:-26 3753 4.564 2911 7252 5279 
I 359EBG97 -,. 

A 2326 191•1 31 09 2262 I 2J B 3071 JOOS 3075 3566 2939 22?~-1 --- .... -- · 

13 
A cM5 6604 7188 4037 :-)~')_) l').,Q7 

B 2):"58 3918 35 119 55J8 I 76(.,9 ! ci?52 I 
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