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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS
An Examination of Rokeach's Belief-Race Hypothesis
Using Interpersonal Proxemic Behavior and
a Paper-and-Pencil Measure
by CONSTANCE E. OBUDHO, M.Sc.

Thesis director: Assistant Professor Alvin Ramsey

In the spirit of the belief-race studies which have
used realistic procedures to determine an individual's
level of attraction toward a stimulus person, the present
experiment investigated attraction toward a same sex, same
or other race confederate, after a condition of opinion
similarity or dissimilarity had been manipulated. As one
means of determining attraction, proxemic behaviors (inter-
action distance, head and body orientation, and movement)
were observed during a dyadic conversation. In addition,
attraction responses were determined by a paper-and-pencil
measure-~the Interpersonal Judgment Scale (Byrne, 1961).

Two male and two female undergraduates {(one Black
and one White within each sex) acted as conversation part-
ners with the subjects

The experimental procedure involved two sessions
separated by approximately one week. During the first ses-
sion, racial attitude and opinion questionnaires were com-
pleted. During the second session, students who had been
placed into high- or low-prejudice groups according to

their racial gquestionnaire responses met and talked with a
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confederate who purportedly had similar or dissimilar
beliefs. During the conversation, the proxemic judgments
were made by observers who were seated at a table facing
the interaction and who pretended to be busy writing.
After the conversation, the subject gave his evaluations
of the confederate on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale.

An analysis of variance and a correlational analy-
sis were done on the data. The major results were that
there was no significant difference between behavioral or
paper-and-pencil attraction responses in the opinion sim-
ilarity and dissimilarity conditions; and contrary to much
of the past literature, the belief primacy theory was not
supported in that race proved to be a more potent influence
upon behavioral and questionnaire responses than was opin-
ion. Results for the correlational analysis showed that
there was no significant correspondence between proxemic
behaviors and Interpersonal Judgment Scale responses.

Some interesting proxemic findings showed that
Black and White subjects behaved differently on the dis-
tance and body orientation variables and that high- and
low-prejudice subjects behaved significantly differently
on the body and head orientation variables.

Possible procedural changes for the conversation
interaction were discussed which could have an effect on

paper-and-pencil and behavioral attraction responses.
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I. LITERATURE REVIEW: BELIEF

SIMILARITY LITERATURE

Introduction

In The Open and Closed Mind, Rokeach, Smith, and

ivans (1960) theorized that prejudice is primarily the
cesult of perceived dissimilarity of beliefs between an
individual and a stimulus person or group, not perceived
lifference in race per se. A prejudiced person does not
reject someone of a different race, nationality, or reli-
jion simply on the basis of ethnic membership, but rather
>ecause he feels that the other holds different beliefs and
ralues.

In their book, Rokeach et al. reported two studies
lesigned to validate this claim, with a paper-and-pencil
:ask. Adults were asked to rate pairs of stimulus persons
»n a 9-point scale ranging from "I can't see myself being
‘riends with such a person" to "I can very easily see
nwself being friends with such a person." In one of the
studies, the stimulus people were White or Black; in the
ther, they were either Jewish or gentile. All possible
combinations of race and belief were used, and some of the
beliefs concerned communism, labor unions, God, and social-

ized medicine. It was found that expressed friendship



preferences were determined primarily by similar belief
systems rather than by racial or religious categories.

The theory which was supported by these experiments
has stimulated numerous studies, and the following section

presents many of these investigations.

Belief Similarity-Dissimilarity Studies

Triandis (1961) criticized Rokeach et al. (1960)
for generalizing the findings of these two studies beyond
the realm of friendship to prejudice. He pointed out that
the general notion under which these two concepts fell was
social distance. Friendship, he asserted, concerned a
small distance, while prejudice concerned a large one;
hence, responses secured in relation to the former may not
be applicable to the latter. To test his assertion, he
varied the race, religion, occupational status, and philos-
ophy of life of a stimulus person in a study with White
undergraduates. He used responses to a guestionnaire cov-
ering a wide range of social distances as the dependent
measure and found that the Rokeach et al. (1960) findings

were not substantiated.

Rokeach (1961), in turn, criticized Triandis' (1961)
research methodology for the use of the philosophies of
life as part of the description. He charged that these
belief variables were presented in such a weak, vague, and
abstract manner that they may not have actually produced

the desired effect.



Stein, Hardyck, and Smith (1965) attempted to
reconcile the contradictory findings between Rokeach et al.
(1960) and Triandis (1961). Two stimulus teenagers were
described as being unlike the high school subject in values
and two were described as being like him. The race of the
stimulus teenager was varied within each of the value con-
ditions. On a pretest guestionnaire, subjects had been
asked to respond to a list of different individuals among
which was a Black teenager.

When responses on the pretest were compared with
responses to the four stimulus teenagers, an important dif-
ference was shown. When information about values was pro-
vided, the results were consistent with Rokeach's theory in
that similarity of values accounted for more of the vari-
ance than race for responses on a social distance scale.
However, when considerable details were not given, a strong
race effect was found, presumably based upon assumptions
about values and emotional or institutionalized factors
(p. 289).

In another study, Stein (1966) attempted to wvali-
date Rokeach's theory of belief primacy by replicating his
earlier research (Stein et al., 1965). This time Black and
White subjects were given a gquestionnaire which included a
series of items tapping their beliefs concerning personal
values (p. 3). Stimulus persons were varied according to
race, similarity of beliefs, and social status. It was

found that, consistent with the results of the previous



study, when information was given about the stimulus per-
son's beliefs concerning personal values and when the
social contacts presented in the social distance scale con-
sisted of relatively large or intermediate distances ("sit
next to in class," or "eat lunch with" [p. 27]), perceived
similarity or dissimilarity of beliefs was the primary
determinant of attitudes for White gentiles toward Blacks
and Jews. Likewise, knowledge about beliefs was the most
important factor for Jewish and Black subjects' attitudes
toward White gentiles. Race, religion, and status had only
a secondary influence on responses toward others., But, for
situations in which parents or other adults would see the
contact or situations of culturally defined intimacy, race
was the most influential factor in determining White sub-
jects' willingness to interact with Blacks.

Hendrick and Hawkins (1969) investigated the effects
of varying race, similarity of beliefs, and type of stimu-
lus questionnaire on attraction using White male undergrad-
uates. They discovered that for some responses on the
social distance measure, Whites with similar beliefs were
equally or more preferred than Blacks with similar beliefs,
but Blacks with dissimilar beliefs were more preferred than
Whites with dissimilar beliefs. It was suggested that a
Black person was expected to have different beliefs, but
that a person of one's own race who presented deviant atti-
tudes was a threat and thus rejected.

Smith, Williams, and Willis (1967) also reported



what they called a "renegade" effect (p. 135) in their sec-
ond experiment using only Black subjects. These subjects
tended to penalize Black stimulus persons excessively who
were presented with dissimilar attitudes as if the stimulus
persons were deviants or renegades. The results of their
first study which used a White Southern subsample were con-
tradictory to the Rokeach et al. (1960) results. Smith et
al. (1967) suggested that the difference in time between
the two studies may have been a factor in the discrepancy.
The civil rights movement may have caused race to be more
salient for the later Southern group. Alternatively, loca-
tion may have been a deciding factor. Rokeach's sample
came from Houston, Texas, which was a heterogenous state,
while the Smith et al. (1967) White subsample came from New
Orleans, Louisiana (p. 135).

McWhirter and Jecker (1967) looked at attitude sim-
ilarity and inferred attraction among undergraduates in
their responses to a stimulus person who agreed with them
on two, four, or six items of a seven-item scale. After
being given the attitude information, the subjects were
required to predict the stimulus person's behavior on a
gquestionnaire. It was found that there was a linear rela-
tionship between proportion of similar attitudes between
the subject and stimulus person and how much the subject
believed he would be liked by the similar stimulus person.

And, lastly, Savell and Luttrell (1972) conducted

two related experiments on the effects of race and belief



under different conditions of belief similarity using White
female high school students. In the first experiment, the
manipulated variables were race of the female stimulus per-
son, similarity of beliefs, and extent of similarity. 1In
the second experiment, the variables were race, belief, and
amount of information concerning a female stimulus person.
In both experiments, not only was the similar stimulus per-
son favored more than the dissimilar one, but the Black
similar stimulus person was responded to more favorably
than the White person on most of the scales. Savell and
Luttrell suggested that the subjects may have been trying
to appear unprejudiced or may have been reacting with
enthusiasm to the idea of associating with Blacks since
this would have been a novel experience for them (p. 282).
Additionally, the amount of information provided (or

extent of similarity) did not affect responses.

Belief Similarity-Dissimilarity
Studies Related to Prejudice

An important variable which was neglected in the
previously discussed studies was the subject's level of
prejudice and how this was related to his responses toward
the stimulus person. In two related experiments, Byrne and
Wong (1962) studied assumed attitude similarity as a func-
tion of racial prejudice and the interactive affects of
race, racial prejudice, and attitude similarity as these
determined interpersonal attraction. Groups of White under-

graduates were categorized as either high or low prejudice



for both studies according to responses on the Desegrega-
tion Scale {p. 247). In the first experiment, after look-
ing at pictures of Black or White strangers, the subjects
were required to £ill out an attitude survey as they
believed the stranger might. It was found that high-
prejudice subjects assumed greater attitude dissimilarity
between themselves and Blacks than low-prejudice subjects.
In the second experiment, the subjects were given false
attitude and background information about a Black or White
stimulus person and were then asked to rate him on two
parts of the Interpersonal Judgment Scale (p. 248). The
results were in agreement with the Rokeach et al. (1960)
hypothesis and were that a person with similar attitudes
was rated more positively than one with dissimilar atti-
tudes, regardless of race.

Byrne and McGraw (1964) approached the belief-race
phenomenon with the following question: Would the reward
value of attitude similarity and the punishment value of
attitude dissimilarity overcome the effects of prejudice
on attraction toward Blacks? In the first study, White
college students were asked to fill out opinion and racial
attitude scales. Then they were divided into high- or low-
prejudice groups according to their responses on the latter
measure. During the experimental situation, they were
given bogus opinion scales which included certain back-
ground information, including race, about a stimulus per-

son. Additionally, a yearbook photograph of someone who



was supposed to be the stimulus person was attached to the
scale. After examining the photo and information, the sub-
jects were regquired to rate the person on the Interpersonal
Judgment Scale. It was found that subjects high in preju-
dice tended to respond negatively to a Black person regard-
less of his opinions, but low-prejudice subjects rated
Blacks more favorably than high-prejudice subjects. These
findings contradicted the earlier ones by Byrne and Wong
(1962) who reported that in their second experiment a per-
son with similar attitudes was rated more positively,
regardless of race, than one with dissimilar attitudes by
both high- and low-prejudice subjects. These discrepant
results were attributed by Byrne and McGraw (1964) to the
fact that a photograph of the stimulus person had been used
in their study while Byrne and Wong (1962) had simply writ-
ten the name of the person's race on the bogus guestion-
naire. It was suggested that racial hostility might have
been evoked by the picture of a Black person as opposed to
only the racial label.

In order to explore the possibility of evoked hos-
tility, Byrne and McGraw (1964) conducted a second study
in which three levels of attitude similarity were used and
a photograph of a Black stimulus person was attached to
only half of the opinion questionnaires. Once again, White
subjects were divided into high- and low-prejudice groups,
and it was found that both groups were more positive toward

a similar Black stimulus person than toward a dissimilar



one. However, those low in prejudice were more positive in
their responses toward the stimulus person than those high
in preijudice. In regard to the picture, it was found that
a positive rather than a negative effect was noted in its
presence. Thus, rather than more realistic cues evoking
greater hostility from subjects high in prejudice, the
reverse was true (p. 209). However, the guestion concern-
ing the lack of relationship between similarity and attrac-
tion toward Blacks by high-prejudice subjects in the first
experiment had not been answered. Therefore, data from
comparable conditions in the first and second experiment
(Black stimulus person, photograph) were combined along a
series from greatest degree of similarity to greatest
degree of dissimilarity. The results showed that only the
extremes of the similarity continuum were effective in
evoking expected responses from subjects high in prejudice.
Twenty-six out of 26 similar responses on the opinion scale
had to be associated with the Black person to evoke a posi-
tive response. The stimulus person who was presented with
intermediately similar or dissimilar attitudes tended to be
rated negatively.

Triandis and Davis (1965) studied White male sub-
jects' responses on 12 semantic and 15 behavioral differen-
tial scales to stimulus persons presented in all possible
combinations of race, sex, and pro or con civil rights leg-
islation. They found that race and belief characteristics

of stimulus people acquired different weights depending on
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the nature of the social distance items to which the sub-
jects responded and the type of subject (belief prejudice
or race prejudice) making the response. For almost all of
the subjects the more intimate the behavior, the more fre-~
quently they responded on the basis of race. For the least
intimate behaviors most subjects responded in terms of
beliefs. When behaviors were intermediate in intimacy,
subjects previously characterized as racially prejudiced
responded in terms of race, and those characterized as
belief prejudiced responded in terms of beliefs.

Serum and Myers (1970) looked at belief similarity
and prejudice among White high school students. Noting
that Rokeach et al. (1960) had not determined whether or
not prejudiced individuals actually assumed Blacks were
less likely to agree with their own beliefs and values than
other Whites, they attempted to replicate the original
study using perceived belief dissimilarity (concerning
Blacks) as a variable. The Rokeach et al. (1960) results
were replicated, and it was also discovered that for prej-
udiced subjects greater belief differences were perceived
to exist between themselves and Blacks.

Moss and Andrasik (1973) investigated the effects
of two different types of belief similarity (racially
related and racially unrelated) on interracial attraction
using White undergraduates as subjects. They were alsc
interested in finding out if personality similarity had

the same effect on interracial attraction as that found
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for attitude similarity. First, the subjects were divided
into two groups--high prejudice and low prejudice--accord-
ing to responses on an attitude measure. They were then
randomly assigned to the three belief conditions and to one
of two similarity conditions. Moss and Andrasik explained
that only Black stimulus persons were described because
previous research had shown that both high- and low-preju=-
dice subjects reacted similarly to White stimulus persons
(p. 197). And, in general, responses on the Interpersonal
Judgment Scale showed that low-prejudice subjects tended to
be more attracted to the similar Black stimulus person, in
all belief conditions, than to the dissimilar person.
Highly prejudiced subjects were affected most by the gen-
eral attitude condition. The discrepant finding concerned
a similarity by prejudice interaction for high-prejudice
subjects in response to interracial beliefs. These sub-
jects were significantly more attracted to the dissimilar
stimulus person. The explanation was that when Blacks were
portrayed as feeling positively about interracial interac-
tions (dissimilar beliefs), they were in a sense evaluating
the subjects in a positive, though general way. However,
this positive evaluation may have led to the attraction
responses (pp. 199-200}.

Lastly, some interesting observations were provided
by Hendrick, Stikes, Murray, and Puthoff (1973) from a pre-
liminary analysis of some work with high- and low-prejudice

White undergraduates who had watched a taped discussion
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between two Black and two White actors taking pro and con
positions on race. The analysis showed that high-prejudice
subjects discriminated against Blacks in favor of Whites
and that low-prejudice subjects discriminated against
Whites in favor of Blacks. Hendrick et al. suggested that
their results indicated that a prejudicial attitude
is elicited and directed toward a concept of race
rather than toward persons. When the concept is not
activated [as in previous studies incorporating dis-
cussions of issues other than race and merely display-
ing race in the form of a real or described stimulus
person] even highly prejudiced individuals . . . may
engage in a wide variety of interactions without group
members without any overt signs of hostility or behav-
ioral discrimination. . . [p. 46].

It appears that in most instances the Rokeach et
al. (1960) theory of belief primacy seems to have been sup-
ported; however, there were certain gualifications. The
results tended to depend upon specific aspects of the meth-
odology used. For example, when direct information was not
given about a stimulus person (Blacks in particular), White
subjects tended to respond in terms of race, presumably
with the assumption that the stimulus person's beliefs were
different from their own (Byrne & McGraw, 1964; Byrne &
Wong, 1962; Stein, 1966; Stein et al., 1965). When inti-
mate social contact with societal sanctions was involved
(generally as items on a social distance scale), White sub-
jects tended to react in terms of race (Stein, 1966; Trian-
dis & Davis, 1965). And the percentages as well as the

types of similar beliefs seemed to be important in affect-

ing attraction (Byrne & McGraw, 1964; Hendrick et al.,
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1973; Moss & Andrasik, 1973). In addition, sex differences

did not seem to affect attraction responses.

Need for a More Realistic Stimulus and
Measure of Attraction in Belief Studies

The previous belief-race studies have approached
the investigation of race versus belief effects on attrac-
tion through the use of paper-and-pencil measures which
describe inanimate, fictitious people. Early in the course
of the investigation of the race-belief phenomenon, Rokeach
and Mezei (1966) recognized that generalizations from the
findings of these paper—and-pencil studies were limited.

To overcome this limitation, they attempted to test the
theory in a real life setting using a live stimulus person
and behavioral indicators of attraction in addition to pre-
experimental ratings of degrees of prejudice.

In what they called "the campus experiments," White
male subjects were divided into high- and low-prejudice
groups according to responses on an Anti-Negro Scale
(p. 168).

Two Black and two White male confederates met in a
specified room with a subject for the purpose of discussing
a controversial topic. The subject was always chosen as
chairman of the discussion and was required to choose the
topic from among those suggested. It was predetermined
that one of each race of confederates would agree and the
other two would disagree with the subject.

During the post-discussion interview, the
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experimenter asked the subject to choose two of the other
"discussants” to join him for a cup of coffee in a private
room (for the private condition) or in a cafeteria in the
school (for the public condition). In the "field experi-
ment," subjects were Black and White males applying for
jobs as janitor, laundry worker, recreation director, and
attendant at two mental hospitals. Four male confederates
-—two White, two Black--posed as applicants who initiated
discussions about certain topics concerning the problems
of working with mental patients. One White and one Black
confederate took a permissive position and the other two
took a rule-oriented position. The subject was always
drawn into the discussion, and the confederates (according
to their predetermined assignments) tried to agree or dis-
agree with him. Later, the subject was required to choocse
two of the people with whom he would prefer to work.
Results of all three experiments showed that similarity

of beliefs was the basis for choice more often than dissim-—
ilarity, and similarity of beliefs was more often a basis
for choice than race. These results were alsoc generalized
to the high- and low-prejudice college groups and, despite
statistically significant differences between the public
and private conditions (in the campus studies), Rokeach and
Mezei tentatively concluded that social pressures on the
campus were not sufficiently great enough to produce dif-
ferences in the responses in the two situations.

Another study employing a more realistic stimulus
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was done by Hendrick, Bixenstine, and Hawkins (1971). In
an effort to make race a more salient variable within their
study, they showed White subjects one of two f£ilms of four
male actors (two White and two Black) discussing pro and
con views of the Vietnam War. One member of each race took
one of the positions, and the positions taken by each actor
were reversed in each film. Subjects were to rate the
actors on a series of scales including perception, person-
ality traits, and social distance. While filling out the
scales, 8-inch by l-inch pictures of the actors were on
display for the subjects to make race more salient. The
results supported the Rokeach et al. (1960) theory and
showed that racial differences had few differential effects
on evaluations despite the manifest manipulation of this
variable. One area in which race had an effect, however,
was on the social distance scales concerning dating one's
sister and having the stimulus person as a speaking acgquain-
tance. In these instances, Whites were more preferred than
Blacks.

Hendrick et al. (1971) conducted a second realistic
study in order to explore the previously discussed Stein et
al. (1965) findings which showed that when no information
was given about a Black stimulus person, high-prejudice
subjects assumed belief dissimilarity. The film procedure
was again used, but without sound. White undergraduates
were divided into high- and low-prejudice groups according

to responses on a racial attitude measure. The results
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showed that high-prejudice students assumed greater dissim-
ilarity of attitudes between themselves and Blacks. But,
in terms of liking, the mean ratings for Black and White
actors by high-prejudice subjects were almost identical and
were very similar for low-prejudice subjects. These
results were in contrast to the conclusions drawn by Stein
et al. (1965). The Hendrick et al. high-prejudice subjects
did assume greater belief dissimilarity between themselves
and Blacks when no information was provided, but it did not
necessarily follow that this led to less attraction. How-
ever, when Hendrick et al. looked at the relationship
between the actor's expressive movements during the discus-
sion and attraction, they found the former to be a powerful
variable. The average liking rating for the most expres-
sive Black and White actor combined was significantly higher
than that for the least expressive Black and White actor
combined. They concluded, then, that in human-to-human
interactions many variables may be more important in deter-
mining attraction than race; in fact, race may not be very
important at all. And, when discriminatory responses are
given on the basis of race, they may be due to the pres-
sures of social norms rather than affective reactions
(p. 257). Also refer to Stein (1966), Triandis (1961),
and Triandis and Davis (1965).

Hendrick, Stikes, and Murray (1972) contributed to
the group of studies employing a more realistic setting in

the investigation of the effects of race versus belief
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similarity on attraction. In a procedure similar to that
used by Hendrick, Bixenstine, and Hawkins (1971), White
undergraduates who were either pro- or anti-ROTC watched
four male actors {one White and one Black for each of the
positions) engaging in a live discussion of the issue of
ROTC on campus. After seeing the discussion, subjects
rated the actors on several scales including a personality
trait measure and a social distance scale. The results
showed that on almost all measures actors similar in belief
to the subject were rated more favorably than dissimilar
actors. But significant race effects were found for some
of the measures including two of the social distance items
—--dating one's sister and live next door to--for which
Whites were more preferred than Blacks. This type of
result was also found in the Hendrick et al. (1971) inves-
tigation and in the studies by Stein (1966) and Triandis
and Davis (1965). However, despite the fact that the stim-
ulus persons were physically present (as well as visually
salient), this procedure did not elicit significantly more
race effects (p. 166).

Finally, Hendrick et al. (1973) conducted three
related experiments on the race versus belief theory in
order to determine whether a high degree of ego involvement
with an issue on the part of a subject and privacy in mak-
ing ratings of the confederates would elicit racially prej-
udiced responses. White college undergraduates partici-

pated, with four confederates, in a group discussion of an
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issue on which they had previously been categorized as
either pro or con. During the discussion, one Black and
one White confederate agreed with the student while the
other two disagreed. The results showed a strong belief
effect in all of the experiments and a particular rejection
of dissimilar Whites. This latter "renegade" effect

(p. 45) was also found by Hendrick and Hawkins (1969) and
Smith et al. (1967).

The above studies have measured attraction in
belief-race studies by using live stimulus persons and/or
behavioral indicators of attraction. In the following sec-
tion, the belief-race studies have contributed to that
group, but they have also made a unigue contribution by

using proxemic measures of the attraction response.

Proxemic-Like Measures of Attraction

The concept of personal space, to use the term
coined by Katz (1937), has been used to describe the pat-
terns of behavior humans develop in terms of the space they
use during social interactions. An extensive study of per-
sonal space was made by Hall (1955, 1966) who discovered
sex and cultural differences in this phenomenon and who
provided his own label, "proxemics," for the interaction

variables he recorded.l One such variable—--distance

lSee, also, E. T. Hall, "Environmental communica-
tion,"” in A. H. Esser, Behavior and environment: The use of
space by animals and men (New York: Plenum Press, 1971,
pp. 247-256); E. T. Hall, "Proxemics," Current anthropology,
April-June, 1968, 92 (2-3), 83-108; E. T. Hall, The silent
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behavior--was determined from interviews and observations
of middle-class, mentally and physically healthy, adult
Americans usually coming from the northeastern United
States. He characterized four standing interaction dis-
tances: intimate, personal, social, and public. The
descriptive terms he used provided an indication of the
types of relationships associated with each distance.

Besides basic sex and cultural effects, distancing
behavior or propinquity has been found to be a promising
indicator of affect or attraction. For example, Hiat (1971)
and Little (1965) found that when members of a dyad were
labeled as friends, they were seen by subjects as interact-
ing closer than when they were labeled acquaintances or
strangers, respectively. Friends received closer actual
approach distances than strangers in another part of Hiat's
(1971) study, and Aiello and Cooper (1972) found that pairs
of subjects whose members liked each other stood closer
together than those with members who did not like each
other.

Two other indicators of attraction are body orien-

tation (axis) and head orientation. For instance, Aiello

language (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday, 1959); E. T. Hall,
TThe silent language in overseas business," Harvard Busi-
ness Review, 1960, 38, 87-96; R. Sommer, Personal space:
The behavioral basis for design (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1969); C. E. Obudho, The proxemic behavior
of man and animals: An annotated bibliography (Monticello,
II1.: Council of Planning Librarians, September 1974),
Exchange Bibliography, Nos. 646 and 647; and M. 0. Watson,
Proxemic behavior: A gross cultural study (Paris: Mouton,
1970), for further information about proxemic behavior.
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and Cooper (1972) found that an inspection of trial means
for their pairs of subjects showed that there was an
increase in body angle between negatively disposed pairs
over time. Mehrabian (1967) conducted several experiments
in which he investigated the communication of affect inten-
sity toward others via axis and head orientation as well as
distance. The results of the study showed that when a sub-
ject made inferences about the degree of positive experi-
menter attitude toward herself, her judgments were influ-
enced by a combination of head and body orientations, such
that high immediacy or directness of the experimenter's
body communicated a positive attitude corresponding to the
immediate head orientation. On the other hand, when the
subject made inferences about the degree of positive exper-
imenter attitude toward another subject, her judgments were
primarily influenced by head orientation so that high imme-
diacy in head orientation communicated a positive attitude
along with high or low immediacy in body orientation.
Byrne, Baskett, and Hodges (1971) conducted two
experiments in which they manipulated White subjects' per-
ceptions of attitude similarity-dissimilarity (concerning
24 topics [p. 140]) to two same-sex confederates (one sim-
ilar, the other dissimilar) as well as observing their
seated distance behavior in relation to these confederates.
Responses on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale were obtained,
and then the subject's choice of a seat in relation to the

two confederates (while waiting for the experimenter to
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explain the study) was observed. In Experiment I, in which
a side-by-side seating arrangement was used, with six
chairs in a semicircle and the confederates seated in the
second chairs from each end, female subjects tended to sit
closer to the similar confederate, while male subjects
showed no preference. Byrne et al. offered a possible
explanation for these sex differences. According to previ-
ous research, females generally chose to sit alongside a
confederate, while males preferred to sit across from him.
Side-by-side seating was generally considered to be the
most intimate of all seating arrangements, and since in
this society females were allowed more freedom of affec-
tive expression with other females than were males with
males, the experimental setting may have inadvertently pro-
duced an atmosphere in which females could express their
interpersonal attitudes, but males could not (p. 143).
Sommer (1959) conducted a study with normal and
schizophrenic subjects concerning the use of personal space
in small groups. When a female confederate was at a corner
position on one side of a rectangular table, normal female
subjects sat nearest her at the corner. Normal males sat
opposite both sexes of confederates. And when the female
confederate sat in the center chair along the long side of
the table, normal female subjects sat closer and usually
beside her., Only one normal male sat in this position, and
none of them sat beside the male confederate. Because of

the behavioral sex differences in the Byrne et al. (1971)
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study, a second experiment was conducted in which face-to-
face seating alternatives were offered. As in the first
experiment, the subject was exposed to two same-sex confed-
erates presenting divergent views. Once again, there were
no sex differences between attraction responses on the
Interpersonal Judgment Scale, and the confederate with sim-
ilar attitudes was favored more than the one with dissimi-
lar attitudes. 1In regard to proxemic behavior, it was
found that females showed no systematic seating preferences,
but the hypothesis that males would sit across from the
preferred stimulus person was confirmed.

Allgeier and Byrne (1973) manipulated attraction to
an opposite sex stranger by means of false attitude infor-
mation in their investigation of White male and female
undergraduates' preferences for seating distances during
evaluations of a novelty type product. They alsc looked
at expressed feelings of anxiety, hostility, and depression
as these might affect interpersonal distance and responses
on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale. Each subject met with
an opposite sex confederate whose "attitude survey" they
were given to read. After reading this information, the
subject was required to rate his partner on the Interper-
sonal Judgment Scale and then to take one of four seats
(arranged in a row) SO as to be able to evaluate the prod-
uct. Actually, the subject was free to choose from among
three remaining seats because a particular one was always

taken by the confederate. The remaining seats were at
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differential distances (2 to 4 feet) from this one. After
evaluating the product, each subject noted his general
feelings on the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List
(p. 216). The results showed the general similarity-
attraction effects on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale,
such that attraction toward an agreeing stranger was
greater than toward a disagreeing one. In regard to seat-
ing choices, the subjects chose to sit closer to a confed-
erate with similar attitudes than to one with dissimilar
attitudes, and unlike the findings by Byrne et al. (1971)
in their first experiment, there was no indication of sex
differences. Furthermore, the subjects who at at 2 feet
from the confederate expressed less anxiety, less hostility,
and less depression on the Multiple Affect Adjective Check
List than those who sat at 4 feet. However, Byrne et al.
noted that the "association between affective responses and
seating distance cannot, of course, be interpreted unequiv-
ocally as evidence of affect as a mediator [p. 218]" and
consequently determiner of attraction. But, the results,
so they pointed out, were in conjunction with other studies
which have indicated that attitudinal manipulation alone
could elicit affective responses as measured by paper-and-
pencil tests and physiological devices (p. 218).

Finally, Tesch, Huston, and Indenbaum (1973} pro-
posed a methodological change for the belief-race paradigm
when they noted that other research on the relationship

between physical proximity and attraction had been limited
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to semi-fixed feature spaces. They therefore tested the
belief-race phenomenon in what they called a "dynamic
space."

White female undergraduates were given an attitude
survey and were randomly assigned to five attitude similar-
ity conditions. After reading a bogus survey purportedly
filled out by another student, the subject was regquired to
complete the Interpersonal Judgment Scale and then to go
into another room where she might or might not meet the
person whose survey she had read.

In order to assess effects of having information
about another individual in a novel situation, half of the
subjects in each condition were told that the other person
had also read their survey and had judged them and half had
not.

Before entering the room, the subject was told that
there were not enough chairs inside so she would have to
take one in for herself. Placement of the chair and initi-
ation of a conversation once in the room were the behaviors
of interest.

The results were that, as expected, attraction was
significantly affected by the degree of attitude similarity
-~the greater the percentage of similar attitudes, the
greater the attraction. However, the behavioral variable
was not significantly affected by the similarity manipula-
tions (and Tesch et al. did not report the effects of the

information manipulation). Most of the subjects used a
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face-to-face arrangement (as males had done in the Byrne et
al. [1971] study!) choosing locations about 45 degrees to
the confederate's left regardless of attitude similarity.
Additionally, personal and social zone distances (Hall,
1966) were used by similar numbers of subjects in all atti-
tude conditions, and verbal behavior was generally initiated
between 20 to 60 seconds after entering the experimental
room. Thus, attitude similarity was not related to greater
physical proximity between the interactants (p. 69). Tesch
et al. suggested that the results were due to the fact that
placement of a chair may have been too open-ended to be an
effective means of communication. The social distances
chosen by the subjects may have been those that were cul-
turally normative for meeting strangers (p. 70). An alter-
native explanation was that feelings of conflict or discom-
fort may have been aroused in the subjects because they
were required to meet with the person they had judged and,
in half of the cases, who had also judged them. Thus,
placing a chair too close or too far from the stranger may
have been too revealing a communication about their feel-
ings and may have prompted them to adjust the interaction
to a normative social distance. Tesch et al. (1973) con-
cluded that while physical proximity may be a sensitive
index of attraction in a semi-fixed setting, its general-
izability to a dynamic space was gquestionable.

The last conclusion was of particular importance to

the present experiment because it attempted to test the



belief-race paradigm in an extension of the Tesch et al.

(1973) dynamic space.
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IT. PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT STUDY

In the spirit of those belief similarity-dissimi-
larity studies which have used realistic procedures to
determine a subject's level of attraction toward a stimulus
person (Allgeier & Byrne, 1973; Byrne et al., 1971; Hen-
drick et al., 1971, 1972, 1973; Rokeach & Mezei, 1966;
Tesch, 1973), the present experiment investigated attrac-
tion toward a same-sex, same or other-race confederate,
after opinion similarity-dissimilarity had been manipu-
lated. To measure attraction, certain proxemic behaviors
of White and Black high- and low-prejudice undergraduates
were observed during a dyadic conversation. Additionally,
a traditional written method--the Interpersonal Judgment

Scale--was administered.
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II1I. PREDICTIONS

The following predictions were developed from the
belief similarity-dissimilarity studies with support from

relevant proxemic investigations.

Belief Similarity-Dissimilarity

Prediction I

Part (a). It was predicted that subjects in the
similar opinion conditions would have a more positive atti-
tude toward the confederate and would consequently rate him
more favorably on the three Interpersonal Judgment Scales
which measured attraction--"Feelings," "Work With," and
"Combined"--than subjects in the dissimilar opinion condi-
tion, regardless of the confederate's race.

This prediction was based upon the studies by Byrne
and Wong (1962), McWhirter and Jecker (1967), Savell and
Luttrell (1972), Stein (1966), and Stein et al. (1965)
which showed that a stimulus person with similar opinions
was rated more positively on a questionnaire by all sub-
jects than one with dissimilar opinions.

Part (b). It was predicted that subjects would
stand closer to partners with similar opinions than to

those with dissimilar ones.

While none of the belief-race studies using
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proxemic—-like measures of attraction had specifically
investigated standing interaction distances, their results
could be used to support predictions concerning propinquity
and attraction. For example, Allgeier and Byrne (1973)
found that subjects chose to sit closer to a confederate
with similar attitudes than to one with dissimilar atti-
tudes. And certain proxemic studies have also reported
results which could be used to support this hypothesis.

For instance, various proxemic experiments have investi-
gated the effects of the affective state between two inter-
actants and the resultant distancing between them. The
conditions of opinion similarity and dissimilarity in the
present study may be viewed as conditions of positive and
negative feeling. Thus, it might be said that I was exam-
ining whether the subject liked the confederate who was
similar to him in terms of opinions and disliked the con-
federate who was dissimilar. Aiello and Cooper (1972)
found that pairs of subjects whose members liked each
other stood closer together than did those with members who
did not like each other. 1In an article published in 1969,
Mehrabian presented a review of the findings relating

the posture of the communicator to his attitude toward his
addressee. The findings for distance generally suggested
that the space between a communicator and addressee was a
decreasing linear function of the degree of liking toward

the addressee.

part (c). It was predicted that in the similar
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opinion condition subjects would orient themselves more
directly and would use a more direct head orientation
toward confederates than subjects in the dissimilar opinion
condition.

There was no belief-race literature referring to
this prediction, thus I alluded to the proxemic literature.
The assumption was made that a subject's liking for a con-
federate would follow upon his knowledge that the latter
had similar opinions to his own and that this affective
state would manifest itself through a more direct head and
body orientation. Support for this came from findings by
Mehrabian (1967, 1968, 1969) which showed that more immedi-
ate body and head orientation by the experimenter implied
a positive attitude to the subject. Additionally, the pre-
diction was based upon the study by Aiello and Cooper

(1972) which showed that body orientation was more direct

with positively disposed dyads.

Belief Similarity and Prejudice

Prediction II

Part (a). I predicted that high-prejudice sub-
jects would respond more negatively on the Interpersonal
Judgment Scale toward other-race confederates than low-
prejudice subjects, regardless of the belief condition.

Byrne and McGraw (1964) found that although all of
their White subjects responded more positively toward a

similar Black stimulus person than toward a dissimilar one
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on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale, high-prejudice sub-
jects were less positive toward him than low-prejudice sub-
jects. Because none of the belief similarity studies incor-
porating level of prejudice as a variable (Byrne & McGraw,
1964; Byrne & Wong, 1962; Hendrick et al., 1973, p. 46;

Moss & Andrasik, 1973; Serum & Myers, 1970) had used Black
subjects, there was no precedent for that part of the pre-
diction referring to the questionnaire responses of high-
and low-prejudice Black subjects toward a White stimulus

person. Nevertheless, I predicted that, as with Whites

whose less favorable responses presumably were based upon
their prejudicial attitudes toward the Black stimulus per-

son, Blacks would likewise manifest their attitudes toward

a White stimulus person in a similar manner,

part (b) . This pIEdiCtiOn stated that high-preju-

dice subjects would stand farther from other-race confed-

erates than low-prejudice subjects, regardless of belief

similarity.

support for the prediction was not directly avail-

able from the literature. Previous belief-race studies

using proxemic measures of attraction had not used level

of prejudice as a variable (Allgeier & Byrne, 1973; Byrne
et al 1971; Tesch et al., 1973). However, there was
° 7

related evidence available from the proxemic literature.

reported earlier,
eraction distances were used to

P Mehrabian (1967, 1968,
Or example, as

1969) noted that close int

plied a positive attitude to an addressee

Convey and also im
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by a communicator. Aiello and Cooper (1972), Hiat (1971),
and Little (1965) discovered that closer distances were
used by individuals who liked each other than by those who
did not. To accommodate these findings, high- and low-
prejudice conditions in the present study were assumed to
be conditions of negative and positive feeling so that the
high-prejudice subject was assumed not to like the other-
race confederate, and the low-prejudice subject was assumed
to like him, with distance behavior differentiating between
these two groups.

Part (c). It was predicted that high-prejudice
White subjects would orient themselves less directly toward
other-race confederates than low-prejudice subjects, regard-
less of belief similarity.

As with the hypothesis for prejudice and distance
behavior, this prediction could not be directly supported
by the belief-race literature. However, again there was
some suggestion of support in the proxemic literature in
that more direct body orientation was found to imply a pos-
itive attitude (Mehrabian, 1967, 1968, 1969), and pairs of
subjects who liked each other interacted more directly than
those who did not like each other (Aiello & Cooper, 1972).
The assumption, as made with distance, was that low- and
high-prejudice subjects would manifest their positive or
negative racial attitudes toward an other-race confederate

through beody orientation.
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IV. METHOD

Subject Variables

Subjects

The subjects were 40 Black and 40 White undergrad-
uates from an introductory psychology course at Livingston
College, Rutgers University, in New Brunswick, New Jersey.
There were 20 males and 20 females within each race. Ini-
tially, 200 students were sought to participate in the
study for experimental credit. The sample of 80 was deter-
mined by responses on a racial attitude questionnaire
designed to distinguish between high- and low-prejudiced

individuals.

Confederates

Two male and two female undergraduates (one Black
and one White within each sex) from Rutgers acted as con-
versation partners with the subjects. The confederates
were chosen to be similar to each other (by sex) in general
appearance, height, weight, and speech patterns so as to
control, as much as possible, for differential responses by

the subjects.2 The subjects were told that the confederates

2The male confederates were 5 feet, 8 inches {White
male) and 5 feet, 7 inches (Black male). Both females were
approximately 5 feet, 5 inches tall. Both males weighed
about 185 pounds, and both females weighed about 115 pounds.
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were other students from Rutgers who were also taking part

in the study for credit.

Training Session for Confederates

Training sessions had been conducted for the con-
federates prior to the experiment. At that time each con-
federate was observed for exaggerated types of behavior
including hand movements, body movements, eye-contact
behavior, and idiosyncratic patterns of speech which might
characterize him during the conversations and influence
subjects' reactions. When such behavior was observed, the
confederate was asked to attempt to control it during the
experimental interactions. For visual behavior, each con-
federate was instructed to gaze in a natural manner when
interacting. No specific eye-contact patterns were used
so that each confederate used the behavior which was natu-
ral for him while maintaining a natural to positive demea-
nor. This demeanor was also maintained in terms of the
tone of the conversation in that the confederate was
instructed only to appear agreeable toward the subject and

his ideas, not to disagree with them.

Proxemic Observers

Three of the confederates (the White male and
female and the Black female) took turns observing proxemic
behaviors. No attempt was made to have observers judge
only same-sex Or same-race pairs since in the various

training sessions for the observational technigue no
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differential judgments had been found based upon race or

sex of the observer.

Training Session for Proxemic Observers

The proxemic observers had gone through four 2%
hour sessions during which they learned the scoring system
for the distance and axis scales (see Appendixes A and B)
and how to make judgments on pairs of interactants. Fif-
teen-second interval judgments were made on pairs who were
instructed to engage in the normal activity of a standing
conversation. At the end of the sessions, inter-observer

reliability was approximately .90.

Experimenter

The experimenter was a Black female graduate stu-
dent who gave all instructions to the subjects, adminis-
tered the various gquestionnaires, and brought the subjects

to the experimental room.

Opinion Measures

Racial Attitude Questionnaire

To determine the level of prejudice for each sub-
ject prior to his interaction with the confederate, a
shortened form of a social distance measure containing
items factor analyzed by Triandis (1964) was given during

class periods.3 Those students either high or low on this

3There were four laboratory sections of the main
psychology lecture, and they met four days during the week.
Each student was enrolled in one of these sections, and

FWIYBRRSITY OF MATRORE
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variable were contacted to take part in the rest of the
study. The 45 statements used in the guestionnaire were
set up in inventory form according to a suggestion made by
Oppenheim (1966). The headings used for the scales were
"T would never," "Maybe I would," and "I would" concerning
interactions with members of three races. Three of Trian-
dis' (1964) five factors served as sources for the scales:
Factor I--Formal Social Acceptance with Subordination ver-
sus Rejection with Superordination; Factor II--Marital
Acceptance versus Rejection; and Factor III--Friendship
Acceptance versus Rejection. Five statements were chosen
from each of these factors whose loadings were at least
.56 and above according to Centroid factor analysis.

Three subcultures were included in the scale--Blacks,
Whites, and Puerto Ricans--in order to mask the fact that
attitudes were being sought about Blacks and Whites. Each
group was in turn referred to by the same 15 statements

from the three factors.

Opinion Questionnaire

The opinion questionnaire was modeled after one
used by Byrne (1961) and consisted of six items chosen from

among those checked as important by a sample of undergrad-

4

unates at Rutgers University. Each issue was rated on a

participated in the study during that day and period. Addi-
tionally, some students signed up to participate in the
study at other times because it was more convenient for them.

4Initially, the following issues were to be used:
abortion, the fuel shortage, taking drugs, impeachment of a
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6—point scale (see Appendix F). The issues used were:
abortion, the existence of God, money as the most important

goal, taking drugs, freedom of speech, and price inflation.

Interpersonal Judgment Scale

The Interpersonal Judgment Scale was used to obtain
a paper—and-pencil measure of each subject's attraction
toward the confederate. 1In its original form (Byrne, 1961)
it consisted of six 7-point rating scales; however, only
five were used in the present study.5 The last two scales
pertained to attraction responses. The others were included

to disguise these. The five items used in the present study
were: intelligence, morality, adjustment, personal feeling
("Feelings"), and working together in an experiment ("Work

With"). A total attraction score was obtained by totaling
the scores given on "Feelings" and "Work With." This total

score was referred to as "Combined" in the analysis and

served as a general measure of attraction.

Behavior Measures

Distance and Axis Scales

The distance scale, discussed in a previous section,

allowed for the comparison of different sized persons by

president, freedom of speech, and women's rights because
these had been checked most frequently. However, with the
passing of time and because of changing events, some were
discarded while others were not used because they were too
specific to one group. In addition, the basic format of
the scale had been validated by Byrne (1961) and others;
only the issues were changed to keep abreast of current

events.

5The scale concerning "Knowledge of Current Events"
was omitted because the conversation topic was monitored



38

the use of a l4-point scale based on body parts. Scoring
was done by equating observed distances with various parts
of the arm so that, for instance, a distance equaling the
length of a forearm, minus the hand, was scored 30; the
forearm including the hand was scored 40; and the extended
arm, from shoulder to fingertips, was scored 50. The axis
scale, also discussed earlier, was the 25-point system sug-
gested in the study by Aiello and Jones (1971) (see Appendix
A). However, some changes were incorporated. First, because
of the conceptual difficulty encountered during training
sessions in terms of assigning the appropriate score to one
unorthodox posture, a modification in the scoring system had
to be made. The problem arose because one individual posi-
tioned himself so that he was facing the back of his conver-
sation partner. The axis scale had been devised to accommo-
date positions that involved gradations of a face-to-face,
side-to-side, and back-to-back posture. Thus, in order to
handle this unorthodox angle and others similar to it, it
was decided that a score of "14" be assigned in such cases.
All other judgments would follow the original system. Sec-
ond, the average of the scores assigned to positions of the
shoulders and hips was used as the final axis score. In
vious studies, only the position of the shoulders had

pre

been used as the basis for body orientation judgments, but

by definition this was an inappropriate means.

and such information would not be made available to each
subject about his partner.
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Head Orientation, Movement, and
Verbalization Measures

Mutual head orientation, movement (by the subject),
and verbalization (occurring with at least one member of
the dyad during the observation period) were measured by
simply scoring "1" (for each) if the behavior occurred and
"g" if it did not. Additionally, as had not been done pre-
viously in studies using head orientation, this variable
was operationally defined. It was said to exist only if
an imaginary beam of light could be drawn directly out from
the face of one member (at ear level) and intersected an
imaginary beam extending from the same point on the face of

the other member.

Procedure

Experimental Design

The study was a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 factorial with all
variables crossed. The four variables were each presented
at two levels: Mix: same race pairs, mixed race pairs;
Prejudice: high, low; Opinions: agree, disagree; and Sex:
male, female. The data were also analyzed in order to make
comparisons between the two races. Three of the original
four variables were presented as they had been previously,
but Mix was further defined with reference to the racial
composition of the pair. The resulting variables were each
presented at two levels and were: Race of Subject: Black,
White; Race of Confederate: Black, White; Prejudice: high,

low; Opinions: agree, disagree; and Sex: male, female. A
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repeated measures analysis of variance was done on both
designs as well as a correlation analysis between three
proxemic variables and the three attraction scores, "Feel-
ings," "Work With," and "Combined." Tables 1 and 2 show

the analysis tables for each of the factorial designs.

Experimental Procedure

The experimental procedure involved two sessions
separated in time by approximately one week.6 During the
first session, the attitude and opinion questionnaires were
administered. In order to avoid questions which might
arise later concerning the connection between the racial
attitude questionnaire and the students' interactions with
the confederates, the students were told that two studies
were being run simultaneously by the same experimenter:
one concerning attitudes and the other involving opinions
and the formation of impressions about others. In order
to receive two experimental credits (part of the course
requirement), a student had to participate in both studies.
One could not receive partial credit for participating in

only one study.

When filling out the gquestionnaires, the students

6During the course of the study, it became neces-
sary, in order to meet subject number requirements, to
secure subjects from classes other than the introductory
psychology course. Consequently, 12 subjects were given
the attitude and opinion questionnaires minutes before
interacting with a confederate. However, there were no
differential behavioral or Interpersonal Judgment Scale
responses between these subjects and the others because
of this slight procedural variation.



TABLE 1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR MIX, PREJUDICE,

OPINIONS, AND SEX FOR PROXEMIC VARIABLES
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Source

o
Hh

Sex

Prejudice

Opinions

Mix

Sex X Prejudice

Sex x Opinions

Prejudice x Opinions

Sex x Mix

Prejudice x Mix

Opinions x Mix

Sex x Prejudice x Opinions
Sex x Prejudice x Mix

Sex x Opinions x Mix
Prejudice x Opinions x Mix
Sex x Prejudice x Opinions x Mix
Error

Trials

Sex x Trials

Prejudice x Trials
Opinions x Trials

Mix x Trials

Sex x Prejudice x Trials
Sex x Opinions x Trials
Prejudice x Opinions x Trials
Sex x Mix x Trials
Prejudice x Mix x Trials
Opinions x Mix x Trials

Sex x Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Sex x Prejudice x Mix x Trials
Sex x Opinions x Mix x Trials

Prejudice x Opinions x Mix x Trials
Sex x Prejudice x Opinions x Mix x Trials

Trials x Error

Total

o)
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N
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TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE FOR RACE OF SUBJECT,
RACE OF CONFEDERATE PREJUDICE, OPINIONS,

AND SEX FOR PROXEMIC VARIABLES
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Source

o 7]
H

Race of Subject (Race S)
Race of Confederate (Race C)

Sex

Prejudice

Opinions

Race S x Race C
Race 5 x Sex

Race C x Sex

Race S x Prejudice
Race C x Prejudice

Sex x Prejudice

Race § x Opinions
Race € x Opinions
Sex x Opinions
Prejudice x Opinions

Race S x Race C x Sex

Race 8 x Race C x Prejudice
Race 5 x Sex x Prejudice

Race C x Sex x Prejudice

Race 5 x Race C x Opinions
Race 5 x Sex X Opinions

Race C x Sex x Opinions

Race 8 X Prejudice x Opinions
Race C x Prejudice Xx Opinions

Sex x Prejudice x Opinions

Race S x Race C x Sex x Prejudice

Race S x Race C x Sex X Opinions

Race § x Race C x Prejudice x Opinions

Race = X Sex x Prejudice x Opinions

Race C x Sex x Prejudice x Opinions

Race B3 x Race C x Sex x Prejudice x Opinions
Error

Trials

Race S X Trials

Race C x Trials

Sex x Trials

Prejudice x Trials
Opinions x Trials

Race S x Race C X Trials
Race 8 x Sex x Trials
Race C x Sex X Trials

NNNMNNRNNNNOHRHRHRERFFHEFRPHRERPRFRRERPEERRRRRRREREERE

(continued)



TABLE 2 (continued)
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Source

(o1
Hh

Race S x Prejudice x Trials
Race C x Prejudice x Trials
Sex x Prejudice x Trials

Race S x Opinions x Trials
Race C x Opinions x Trials
Sex X Opinions x Trials
Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Race Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Sex X Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Race S x Race C x Sex x Trials

Race S x Race C x Prejudice x Trials

Race 5 x Sex X Prejudice x Trials

Race C x Sex x Prejudice x Trials

Race § x Race C X Opinions x Trials

Race S5 x Sex x Opinions x Trials

Race C x Sex x Opinions x Trials

Race S x Prejudice X Opinions x Trials
(. X

Race S x Race C x Sex x Prejudice x Trials

Race S x Race C x Sex X Opinions x Trials

Race § x Race T x Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Race S X Sex X Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Race C x Sex X Prejudice x Opinions x Trials

Race S x Race C x Sex x Prejudice x Opinions x Trials
Trials x Errors

Total

w0
|O\NI\JNNNNMMNNNNNNNNNNNNMNN

N
(0
o
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were asked to include their year in school, sex, and age.
If they asked why some had been chosen later to participate
in the conversation portion of the "Impression Formation
Study" and why others had not, the fact that they were
required to give this information provided a convenient
cover story. To answer their gquestion I informed them that
equal numbers of individuals from both sexes, certain class
levels, and certain age categories were being sought for
that investigation. They could not be told at that time
that in reality I was interested in students who were
either high or low prejudiced according to their racial
attitude responses.

Approximately one week later and after subjects had
been assigned to high- or low-prejudice groups, they were
brought individually by me to a room designated for the
experiment to meet, talk with, and give their evaluations
on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale of a confederate. The
experimental area was 9 feet by 17 feet, 3 inches. It con-
tained a long rectangular wooden table along one wall. A
proxemics observer sat at the center of the table and faced
the area in which the interaction was to take place. He or
she pretended to be busy writing something. Another indi-
vidual, also a confederate, sat on the same side of the
table and to the left of the observer. He sat there in
order to make the activity of the observer less obtrusive.
The confederate who was to take part in the interaction

w#ith the subject sat along the short side of the table to
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the left of the other two and waited for a signal from me
indicating that he should stand and begin the conversation.
An empty chair (to be used by the subject) was at the cor-
ner of a smaller rectangular table which was immediately to
the right of the entrance to the room.

Upon arriving at the experimental area, the subject
was asked to enter the room. He was told that the individ-
nals inside were waiting to take part in the study. After
entering the room, I asked the subject to sit in the empty
chair at the table and to read an opinion questionnaire
(which I had previously filled out) either agreeing entirely
or disagreeing entirely with the opinions he had given ear-
lier. The subject was told that this questionnaire had
been filled out by the person with whom he was to talk.

The specific instructions concerning why he was to read the
responses were written on a sheet of paper attached to the

front of the bogus questionnaire and were as follows:

As you remember, about a week ago we asked you to
answer some questions concerning your opinions about
certain issues. We are interested in how people form
first impressions of others when they know very little
about them. In fact, we would like to know how you
feel about another undergraduate who also responded to
the questionnaire. You will have an opportunity to
meet someone shortly and talk for a few minutes after
which you will make your evaluations. However, before
you talk, as a means of helping you know a bit about
this person, we would like you to look at the responses
he (or she)} gave on the questionnaire. Please read
this information carefully, and let me know when you

are finished.
As the subject looked over the questionnaire, I quietly

motioned to the confederate to position himself in the
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designated spot (about 4 feet) in front of the table at
which the observer was seated. I waited for the subject to
finish reading the bogus questionnaire and, when he indi-
cated that he was done, I asked him to "come and meet the
student who had filled out the gquestionnaire." At this
time I gave both the subject and the confederate the fol-

lowing instructions:

As a means of getting better acquainted with each

other, I would like you to talk about a topic that will

be important to you some time in the future--the chances

of getting a job after graduation. I will tell you

when the conversation should end.
I then left the room and returned 3 minutes after the prox-
emics observations had been completed. At this time I
asked the pair to fill out the Interpersonal Judgment Scale.
After doing this, they were both thanked for their time and
were told that they would be receiving a complete explana-
tion of the experiment and their part in it after the com-

pletion of the study. The subject was not informed at that

time of the confederate's role because the study was

ongoing.
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V. RESULTS

The Results section has been divided into two parts.
The first contains data pertaining to the specific predic-
tions, and the second reports "Other Findings" relating to

proxemic behavior.

Belief Similarity-Dissimilarity

Attraction Measures

A number of investigators have replicated the
Rokeach belief primacy hypothesis with White subjects and
have shown that a stimulus person with similar opinions is
rated more positively on a questionnaire than is one with
dissimilar opinions, regardless of his race (Byrne & Wong,
1962; Hendrick et al., 1972, 1973; McWhirter & Jecker,
1967; Rokeach et al., 1960; Savell & Luttrell, 1972; Stein
et al., 1966). However, this finding was not replicated in
the present study in that there was no significant differ-
ence between the subjects' responses to agreeing and dis-
agreeing confederates on the two attraction scales "Feel-
ings" and "Work With" or on the total attraction measure
"Combined." In fact, the means were in a direction oppo-
site to the belief similarity prediction. The subjects
tended to respond more positively toward disagreeing con-

federates than to agreeing ones.
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An investigation of the responses made by Blacks
and Whites separately showed that there was a significant
Race of Subject x Opinion interaction (F = 4,36, daf = 1/48,
P < .05) on the "Feelings" attraction scale. White sub-
jects' responses were in the general direction of the
belief similarity prediction, while those for Black sub-
jects were in the reverse. The means for this interaction
are shown in Table 3.

In order to interpret the significant interaction
better, I performed a multiple comparisons test (Scheffé&,
1959) to determine whether there was a significant differ-
ence between the mean responses for Blacks and Whites in
the agree condition and between Blacks in the agree and
disagree conditions. The test showed that the responses
were significantly different for the groups involved (58 =
«33, p < .05). Blacks in the agree condition rated the
confederates more favorably than Whites in that condition.
Blacks in the agree condition rated the confederates more

favorably than Black students in the disagree condition.

Distance Behavior

Because of the study by Allgeier and Byrne (1973)
which showed that subjects chose to sit closer to an agree-
ing confederate than to a disagreeing one, and because of
the proxemic literature which reported that the distance
used between two interactants was an inverse linear func-

tion of the affective state between them (Aiello & Cooper,



TABLE 3

MEAN ATTRACTION RESPONSES (ON FEELINGS SCALE) FOR
BLACK AND WHITE SUBJECTS IN THE AGREE
AND DISAGREE CONDITIONS
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(N = 20)
Opinions
Race of subject
Agree Disagree
Black 2.88 2.27%
White 2.08 2.31

Note. Attraction scores ranged from 1 to 7. For

"Feelings" scale 1 = "like very much"; 7 = "dislike very

much."

*E < .05,
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1972; Mehrabian, 1969), I expected that subjects in the
agree condition would demonstrate attraction toward the
confederate by standing closer to him than subjects in the
disagree condition. This hypothesis was not confirmed
since there was no significant difference between the dis-
tances used by subjects in the two opinion conditions. But
an inspection of the means suggested that they tended to be
in the predicted direction--55.40 for the agree condition
and 59.24 for the disagree condition. However, the Mann-
Whitney sign test showed that these groups were not signif-
icantly different (2 = 1.31, p > .05).

Furthermore, there was no significant difference
between responses made by Blacks and Whites according to
the two-way interaction, Race of Subject x Opinion.

Because the belief similarityv hypothesis was not
supported, I considered the possibility that the 3-minute
interaction may have counteracted the effects of the opin-
ion manipulation. That is, since the confederates were
instructed to be pleasant toward the subjects and to agree
with them concerning their plans for the future, the con-
federates' demeanor may have modified the subject's dis-
tancing behavior.

In order to test this, I performed a simple analy-
sis of variance on the data using only those scores given
on the first observation of Trial one. This allowed me to
examine the approach behavior for distance, axis, and head

orientation before the interaction began. At this point
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the subjects had nothing to influence them about the con-

federates but their race and beliefs.

Again, the five variables were each presented at
two levels: Race of Subject: Black, White; Race of Confed-
erate: Black, White; Sex: male, female; Prejudice: high,
low; and Opinions: agree, disagree. A 2 x 2 X 2 x 2 x 2
factorial design was incorporated with all variables
crossed.

The results showed a marginally significant effect
for Opinions on distance (F = 3.090, df = 1/48, p < .10),
indicating that, in support of the belief similarity the-
ory, subjects in the agree condition approached the confed-

erate closer than subjects in the disagree condition.

Axis and Head Orientation Behaviors

Aiello and Cooper (1972) and Mehrabian (1967, 1968,
1969) reported that they found that angle of body orienta-

tion or axis was influenced by affect (for White subjects)

in that it was smaller with positive regard. However, my
prediction, which pertained to belief similarity and axis,
was not supported in that there was no significant differ-
ence between subjects on this variable in the two opinion

conditions. There was also no significant subcultural dif-

ference between Blacks and Whites.
Mehrabian (1967, 1968, 1969) demonstrated that more
immediate head orientation was used to imply and to convey

a positive attitude. The present results showed no
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significant difference between opinion conditions for head
orientation behavior. And the difference between Blacks
and Whites on this variable was also nonsignificant. Table

4 shows the means for axis and head orientation for the two

conditions (agree and disagree) by race.

Belief Similarity and Prejudice

Attraction Measures

Byrne and McGraw (1964) found that high-prejudice
White subjects were less positive on the Interpersonal
Judgment Scale than low-prejudice White subjects, regard-
less of the belief condition. None of the belief-race
studies using prejudice as a variable had used Black sub-
jects (Byrne & McGraw, 1964; Byrne & Wong, 1962; Hendrick
et al., 1973, p. 46; Moss & Andrasik, 1972; Serum & Myers,
1970); consequently there was no precedent for predicting
their behavior toward a White stimulus person. The present
results showed no significant differences between high- and
low-prejudice subjects of either race toward other-race
confederates on the attraction scale "Work With" or on the
total score "Combined." However, a significant difference
supporting the prediction that high-prejudice subjects
would respond more negatively on the Interpersonal Judgment
Scale toward other—-race confederates was found for the two-
way interaction Prejudice x Mix on the "Feelings" scale
Means for this interaction are shown in Table 5.

(p < .05).
gscheffé's (1959) multiple comparisons test showed



TABLE 4

MEAN AXIS AND HEAD ORIENTATION RESPONSES FOR BLACK AND
WHITE STUDENTS IN THE AGREE AND DISAGREE CONDITIONS

(Iﬂ = 20)
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Race of subject

Black White
Proxemic —
behavior Opinions
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree
Axis 2.48 2.43 2.37 2.24
Head
orientation .70 .75 .73 .77
TABLE 5

MEAN ATTRACTION RESPONSES (ON FEELINGS SCALE) FOR
HIGH- AND LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS TOWARD
OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES

(N = 20)
Mixed-race Same-race
Prejudice pairs pairs
Low 2.02 2.36%
High 2.85 2.30

*E < .05-
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that there was a significant difference between mean
responses for high- and low-prejudice mixed-race pairs,
between mixed-race and same-race high-prejudice pairs, and
between mixed-race and same-race low-prejudice pairs (S =
.34, p < .05). High-prejudice subjects were significantly
less attracted to other-race confederates than were low-
prejudice subjects, and they were also less attracted to
other-race confederates than to same-race confederates.
Low-prejudice subjects were significantly more attracted
to other-race than to same-race confederates.

After noting these means, I loocked at those for
high- and low-prejudice Black and White subjects separately
on the "Feelings" scale. A significant (p < .05) and inter-
esting difference between the races was found. While low-
prejudice Black and White subjects felt they would like the
other-race confederate more than high-prejudice Blacks and
Whites did, high-prejudice Blacks were less attracted to
the other-race confederate than high-prejudice Whites. A
d was found between low-prejudice Blacks and

similar tren

Whites. Table 6 shows these results.

Scheffé's (1959) multiple comparison test confirmed

that there was & significant difference between the mean

responses for these groups (S = .33, p < .05).

Distance Behavior

The prediction was made that high-prejudice sub-

jects would stand farther from other-race confederates than



TABLE 6

MEAN ATTRACTION RESPONSES (ON FEELINGS SCALE) FOR
BLACK AND WHITE HIGH- AND LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS
TOWARD OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES

(N = 20)
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Race of subject

Prejudice
Black White
Low 2.13 1.92%*
High 3.25 2.54

*B < .05.
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low-prejudice subjects, regardless of opinion similarity.
However, the Prejudice x Mix interaction was not signifi-
cant. Upon further examining the results in terms of Race
of Subject x Race of Confederate x Prejudice to determine
whether there were subcultural differences, I found no sig-
nificant interaction. In fact, the mean distances for both
races were in a direction opposite to the prediction, such
that high-prejudice students tended to stand closer to an

other-race partner than low-prejudice students. These

means are presented in Table 7.

Axis Behavior

High-prejudice subjects were expected to orient
themselves less directly in regard to other-race confeder-
ates than low-prejudice subjects. A marginally significant
interaction was found for Prejudice x Mix on axis (p < .06)
in support of the prediction. As seen in Table 8, in mixed-
race pairs low-prejudice subjects oriented themselves more
directly than high-prejudice subjects, and high-prejudice
subjects in same-race pairs oriented themselves more
directly than they did in mixed-race pairs. Scheffé's mul-
tiple comparison test showed that there were significant
differences between these mean responses (S = .14, p < .05).

The three-way interaction for Race of Subject x
Race of Confederate x Prejudice was investigated in order

to analyze the results further. A marginally significant

and supportive interaction (p < .06) was found which



TABLE 7

MEAN DISTANCE RESPONSES FOR BLACK AND WHITE HIGH- AND
LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS TOWARD OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES
(N = 20)
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Race of subject

Prejudice
Black White
Low 59.07 57.92
High 52.04 50.83
TABLE 8

MEAN AXIS RESPONSES FOR HIGH- AND LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS
INTERACTING WITH OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES

Mix
Prejudice Mixed-race Same-race
pairs pairs
Low 2.11 2.13

High 3.00 2.16
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indicated that low-prejudice Black subjects oriented them-
selves more directly toward other-race confederates than
high prejudice Black subjects. Similar behavior was found
for low- and high-prejudice White subjects. However, high-
prejudice Blacks (in mixed-race pairs) used wider angles of

orientation than high—-prejudice Whites. These means are

shown in Table 9.

The test for interaction effects (Scheffé, 1959)
showed that the mixed-race mean responses for high-preju-
dice and low-prejudice Blacks, high- and low-prejudice

Whites, and high-prejudice Blacks and Whites were signifi-

cantly different (S = .66, p < .05).

Correlational Analysis Between Behavioral
Indices and Paper-and-Pencil Measures

Contradictory findings have been reported in the
literature concerning the correlation between paper-and-
pencil measures of attraction and behavioral indicators.
Byrne et al. (1971) found significant correlations for
their male subjects only, Allgeier and Byrne (1973) found
correlations for all subjects, and Tesch et al. (1973)
found no correlations. The present results showed no sig-
nificant relationships between the three proxemic variables
and the three attraction scales--"Feelings," "Work With,"

and "Combined." Table 10 shows the correlation coeffi-

cients for the proxemic and attraction responses.
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TABLE 9

MEAN AXIS RESPONSES FOR BLACK AND WHITE HIGH- AND
LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS TOWARD SAME AND
OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES

(N = 10)
Prejudice
Race Low High
of
subject Race of confederate
Black White Black White
Black 1.91 2.34 2.16 3.41%*
White 1.92 2.46 2.63 2,19
*p < .06.
TABLE 10
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR PROXEMIC VARIABLES
AND THREE ATTRACTION SCALES
) Attraction scales
Proxemic
behaviors "Feelings" "Work With" "Combined"
Distance -.166 .029 -.061
Axis -049 .050 -.008
.075 .143 .090

Head orientation
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Other Findings

Sex and Race Differences

Although according to the results for distance
behavior there was no significant main effect for sex, I
felt it would be informative to present the means for sex
on distance because they indicated a trend which was con-
trary to past proxemic literature. In the present study,
males used smaller interaction distances than females, and
when the results were further analyzed with respect to the
race of the pair (for same-race pairs) and sex, the trend
remained. Table 11 shows the means for distance in same-
race dyads by seX.

Past research showed contradictory findings con-
cerning differences in subcultural use of distance in same-
race interactions. In the present study, Black and White
dyads were not found to behave significantly different from
each other according to the two-way interaction Race of
Subject x Race of Confederate, but means for the two groups
indicated that they may have been approaching a difference
with Blacks using slightly greater distances than Whites.
The mean distance for Blacks was 62.18 and that for Whites
was 57.78. Referring to Table 11, it seems that it is the
responses of Black females which inflate the mean for Black
subjects in general. Because of this trend, I did the
Mann-Whitney sign test and found that the mean responses

for Black females were significantly different from those

for Black males (Z = 2.03, p < .05).



TABLE 11

MEAN DISTANCE RESPONSES FOR BLACK AND WHITE MALES
AND FEMALES IN SAME-RACE DYADS
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Sex

Race of dyad
Males Females

Black 55.79 68.57

White 56.81 58.75




62

For axis behavior, I found a marginally significant
effect (p < .06) for sex which contradicted some of the
previous literature. It had previously been found that
males stood less directly than females (Jones, 1971; Jones
& Aiello, 1973). The present results showed that males
stood more directly than females. These means were 2.13
and 2.58, respectively. The race effect for Blacks and
Whites on axis was nonsignificant (means for Blacks = 2.46
and for Whites = 2.30).

When axis behavior was examined with regard to race
and sex (for same-race and same-sex pairs), results showed
a trend (though nonsignificant) which indicated that while
Black males were standing more directly than Black females,
White males were standing less directly than White females.

These means are presented in Table 12.

Prejudice Effects

When the proxemic behavior of high- and low-preju-
dice subjects was examined to determine whether there were
different patterns of responses, significant effects were
found for axis and head orientation behaviors. High-preju-
dice subjects used a wider angle of orientation than low-
prejudice subjects (p < .05). 1In contrast, high-prejudice
subjects used significantly more direct head orientation
behavior than low-prejudice subjects (p < .05). Table 13

shows the mean responses for axis and head orientation for

these subjects.



63

TABLE 12

MEAN AXIS RESPONSES FOR BLACK AND WHITE MALES
AND FEMALES IN SAME~RACE DYADS

Sex
Race of dyad
Males Females
Black 1l.63 2,45
White 2.54 2.11

Note. Axis scores ranged from 1 to 24 with "1" indi-
cating a direct face-to-face orientation.

TABLE 13

MEAN AXIS AND HEAD ORIENTATION RESPONSES FOR
HIGH-~ AND LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS

Proxemic Prejudice

behaviors - ——
Axis 2.12 2.60%
Head orientation .69 .BO

Note. Axis scores ranged from 1 to 24 with "1" indi-
cating a direct face-to-face orientation. Head orientation
scores were "1" if there was direct mutual orientation and
"o" if there was not.

*p < .05.
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Finally, a significant interaction (p < .05) was
found for Prejudice x Sex on head orientation, indicating
that high-prejudice males used more direct head orientation
than high-prejudice females or low-prejudice males. Low-
and high-prejudice females behaved similarly. However, the
test for interaction effects (Scheffé, 1959) showed that
the mean responses between high-prejudice males and females
and between high- and low-prejudice males were not signifi-

cantly different. Table 14 presents the means.

Trial Effects

The one effect which was significant for all of the
proxemic variables was Trials. Distance increased (p < .05),
axis increased (p < .05), and head orientation decreased

(p < .05). Table 15 shows the mean responses for subjects

on the three variables across trials.

Sex Differences on the Interpersonal

Judgment Scale

Another interesting result was that contrary to

past attraction research findings using the Interpersonal

Judgment Scale, seX differences were found in the present

study. A significant effect (F = 11.57, df = 1/64,

p < .0l) was discovered on "Combined," the total attraction

score, showing that females were generally more attracted

to their partners than males. The mean for males was 5.82

and that for females was 4.33.

In addition, a significant two-way interaction was
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TABLE 14

MEAN HEAD ORIENTATION RESPONSES FOR HIGH- AND
LOW-PREJUDICE MALES AND FEMALES

Prejudice
Sex
Low High
Males .63 .86
Females .74 .73

TABLE 15

MEAN DISTANCE, AXIS, AND HEAD ORIENTATION
RESPONSES FOR SUBJECTS ACROSS TRIALS

Trials
Proxemic
behaviors I II ITT
Bl 2.25 2.41 2.40
.80 .72 .70

Head orientation
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found for Race of Confederate x Sex (F = 12.63, df = 1/48,
p < .001). Beside the fact that female subjects were gen-—
erally more positive in their responses toward the confed-
erates than males, females rated the White female confeder-
ate less positively than the Black female confederate, and
males rated the Black male less positively than the White
male. These mean attraction responses are shown in Table
l6.

Scheffé's multiple comparisons test showed that the
mean responses for these groups were significantly differ-
ent (§ = .40, p < .05). However, because of the small num-

ber of confederates used, these results may be an artifact

of the present study.

Significant Responses on the
Interpersonal Judgment Scale

Although the present study was primarily interested
in the attraction responses toward the confederates as
determined by the scales "Feelings," "Work With," and "Com-
bined," some interesting results were found in regard to
the two scales "Intelligence" and "Morality" on the Inter-

personal Judgment Scale (see Appendix F).

A significant effect was found for Race of Subject
(F = 6.084, d4df = 1/48, p < .05) showing that Black subjects
felt the confederates were more intelligent than White sub-
jects. The means for each race were 3.33 and 2.78, respec-

tively.

Lastly, the two-way interaction for Race of



TABLE 16

MEAN ATTRACTION RESPONSES ON COMBINED (THE TOTAL
ATTRACTION SCORE) FOR MALES AND FEMALES TOWARD
SAME AND OTHER-RACE CONFEDERATES
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Race of confederates

Sex of pair
Black White

Males 6.31 5.35

Females 3.50 5.27
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Confederate x Prejudice was significant for "Morality,"
indicating that high-prejudice subjects thought Black con-
federates were less moral than low-prejudice subjects, and
high-prejudice subjects thought the Black confederates were
less moral than the White confederates (F = 5.061, df =
1/48, p < .05). However, a multiple comparisons test
(Scheffe, 1959, S = 1.27, p < .05) did not show that there
were significant differences between the mean responses for

these groups. The means for the two-way interaction are in

Table 17.



TABLE 17

MEAN MORALITY RESPONSES ON THE INTERPERSONAL JUDGMENT
SCALE FOR HIGH- AND LOW-PREJUDICE SUBJECTS
TOWARD BLACK AND WHITE CONFEDERATES
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(N = 20)
Race of Prejudice
confederate Low High
Black 2.63 3.19%
White 2.90 2.35

*p < .05.
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VI. DISCUSSION

The thrust of the hypothesis by Rokeach et al.
(1960) was that prejudiced individuals did not reject some-
one of a different race, nationality, or religion because
of his ethnic membership per se, but rather because he held
different beliefs and values. This notion has been repli-
cated often (Allgeier & Byrne, 1973; Byrne & McGraw, 1964,
Experiment II; Byrne et al., 1971; Byrne & Wong, 1962; Hen-
drick et al., 1971; Rokeach & Mezei, 1966; Serum & Myers,
1970; Stein, 1966; Stein et al., 1965; Tesch et al., 1973)
using high- and low-prejudice White subjects, real and
described stimulus persons, and paper—-and-pencil measures.
The present study, which used high- and low-prejudice Black
and White students, live stimulus persons, and paper-and-
pencil and behavioral measures of attraction, did not pro-
duce these results. There was no difference between
responses on the Interpersonal Judgment Scales or on the
behavioral measures for the two opinion conditions, and
race was a major factor for highly prejudiced students on
one of the attraction scales. It was also a factor in sub-
jects' responses in general on the total attraction mea-
sure. It seems important to attempt to determine what

might have accounted for these differing findings.
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Belief Similarity-Dissimilarity

In the present experiment, students were shown
bogus opinion questionnaires, either agreeing or disagree-
ing entirely with their own opinions on six issues. Then,
before filling out the Interpersonal Judgment Scale, they

were required to talk to the individual who had purportedly

made the responses. Although the topic of conversation was

standard across interactions, this intervening event may
have counteracted the effects of the opinion manipulation.
When filling out the Interpersonal Judgment Scale, students
may have been responding to the content of the 3-minute
discussion itself or to a combination of it and the opiniocn

manipulation. In addition, the demeanor that the confeder-

ates were instructed to display (neutral to positive) may

have influenced the responses. As reported in the Results

"Other Findings" section, all of the confederates received

relatively positive ratings.

For future research using the proxemic-conversation

procedure to test the belief primacy hypothesis, it might

be more appropriate to have the subject and confederate

discuss their opinions (with the confederate either agree-
ing or disagreeing with the subject) rather than having the
additional factors—-conversation topic and confederate's
demeanor--affect the previous opinion manipulations.

Rokeach and Mezei (1966) used an agreeing-confederate, dis-

agreeing confederate technique in their study of belief

primacy in a realistic setting.
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An additional effect upon attraction responses may
have been the subjects' belief that their Interpersonal
Judgment Scale responses would be revealed to the confeder-
ates. The students were not told that this would occur,
but they may have assumed as much. Perhaps in light of
this belief they were reluctant to express any extreme
types of responses.

Distance, Axis, and Head
Orientation Behaviors

As noted in the Results section, neither distance,
axis, nor head orientation were significantly different for
the two opinion conditions, and race was a more important
variable than beliefs as demonstrated through axis behavior.

One explanation for this failure to achieve signif-
icant differences, especially for distance and axis behav-
ior, may concern the effects of the degree of acquaintance-
ship between the interactants.

When no significant differences were found between
opinion conditions for distance behavior, I looked at the
distances used by all subjects in all conditions. I found
that the interaction distances used represented Hall's per-
sonal zone. The far phase of this zone is generally used
for interactions with strangers (Hall, 1966; Hiat, 1971;
Little, 1965; Tesch et al., 1973), as the confederates were
to the subjects.

An alternative explanation is that, as Tesch et al.

(1973) suggested, the subjects may have been displaying a
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modified similarity-propinquity relationship within the
personal zone sphere. While the difference between the
means was not significant, and the sign test failed to show
a significant difference between the two groups, the
responses were in the expected direction: 55.40 for the
agree condition and 59.24 for the disagree conditicon. Thus,
within the personal zone, subjects may have been using the
close phase for the agree condition and the far phase for
the disagree condition.

T reported in the Results section that because the
belief similarity theory had not been supported, I consid-
ered the possibility that the 3-minute interaction may have
interfered with the effects of the opinion manipulation.
Instructions to the confederates to appear pleasant toward
the subject and to agree with his comments concerning his
plans for the future may have produced a situation in which
the subject felt positively toward the confederate, despite
his similarity position.

Tn order to test this assumption, I performed an
analysis of variance on the data using only those scores
given on the first observation of Trial one for distance,
axis, and head orientation. This allowed me to look at the
differences in approach behavior before the interaction
began. At this point all that the subjects had to influ-
ence their behavior toward the confederates were the bogus
estionnaire and the confederate's race.

opinion du

The results showed a marginally significant effect
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for Opinions on distance indicating that, in support of the
belief similarity hypothesis, subjects in the agree condi-
tion approached the confederates closer than those in the
disagree condition. There was no significant effect on
axis or head orientation. Nevertheless, the finding for
distance suggests that when the proxemic-conversation pro-
cedure is used, the confederates should maintain the opin-
ion position they are purported to have according to the

bogus gquestionnaire responses.

Belief Similarity and Prejudice

Attraction Measures

The findings concerning prejudice and belief simi-
larity on one of the attraction scales ("Feelings") contra-
dicted the Rokeach et al. (1960) belief primacy notion, and
supported the results of the study by Byrne and McGraw
(1964) which found that high-prejudice subjects responded
more negatively toward other-race stimulus persons than
low-prejudice subjects, regardless of the belief similarity
condition. However, certain comments must be made in
regard to this contradiction.

The scale on which high-prejudice subjects responded
more negatively than low-prejudice subjects in the present
study concerned the degree to which they felt they would
like the stimulus person ("Feelings"). In a sense, this
scale was measuring a social distance response, that is,

whether or not the students would accept the stimulus
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person as a friend. In the study by Triandis and Davis
(1965), it was found that race and belief characteristics
of a stimulus person acquired different weights, depending
upon the nature of the social distance items to which the
subjects responded. The more intimate the behavior, the
more frequently they responded on the basis of race. Per-
haps the present high-prejudice subjects responded simi-
larly to those in Triandis and Davis' study.

One additional remark should be made about high-
prejudice subjects' Interpersonal Judgment Scale responses
toward other-race confederates and the belief primacy the-
ory. Although I was primarily concerned with subjects’
responses on the attraction scales, "Feelings” and "Work
With," and the +otal score on "Combined," I found that

there was a significant two-way interaction for Race of

Confederate x Prejudice on one of the scales which was

merely supposed to disguise the attraction measures--

"Morality" (see Results, "Other Findings" section). The

means indicated that high-prejudice subjects felt that

Black confederates were less moral than White confederates,

and that high-prejudice subjects believed this more than

low-prejudice subjects.

This type of response (on the part of high-preju-

dice subjects) also serves to contradict the belief primacy

theory. AS discussed in the Method section, the topic of

conversation between the subject and confederate was moni-

tored and concerned the chances of getting a job after
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graduation; consequently, no moral issues were discussed.
Therefore, it appears that high-prejudice subjects were
responding toward the confederate as they believed him to
be. When specific information about morality was not sup-
plied, high-prejudice subjects responded in terms of race.
The studies by Byrne and Wong (1962), Experiment I; Hen-
drick et al. (1971); and Serum and Myers (1970), in which
information was not provided about a stimulus person,
showed similar types of behavior by high-prejudice sub-
jects toward other-race individuals.

Another interesting result noted in relation to
attraction responses on the Interpersonal Judgment Scale
for high- and low-prejudice subjects was that Black sub-
jects were significantly more negative toward White confed-
erates than White subjects toward Black confederates. It
could be that Blacks felt they could express their negative
responses more freely than Whites. Because of contemporary
ideology and the condemnation of discrimination and preju-
dice against minorities, high-prejudice Whites may not have
felt that it would be appropriate to exhibit their feelings
in a situation in which there was direct contact with a
member of the other race. Black subjects, on the other
hand, may have felt less restricted.

Since past research had not used high- and low-
prejudice Black subjects, there was no literature from
which to draw an explanation for this finding. It would

seem to be important in future research of the Rokeach et
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al. (1960) belief-race hypothesis to determine if high- and
low~prejudice Blacks have a different mode of responding
within that paradigm than Whites or if this was simply an

artifact of the present experiment.

Distance Behavior

It was reported in the Results section that, con-
trary to the prediction, high-prejudice subjects stood sig-
nificantly closer to other-race confederates than low-
prejudice subjects. I had expected that the negative
other—-race attitudes held by high-prejudice students would
produce a larger interaction distance between them and
their partners. However, their behavior suggests that
rather than expressing negative affect through a larger

distance, they used a smaller distance and confronted the

confederate.

Correlational Analysis Between Behavioral
Indices and Paper—-and-Pencil Measures

A possible reason for the nonsignificant correla-
tion between proxemic and Interpersonal Judgment Scale
responses is that the subjects may have been responding
differentially to what they perceived to be two different
types of situations. While I had assumed that the entire
experimental procedure existed along a continuum from
opinion manipulation to subsequent measures of attraction
on the Interpersconal Judgment Scale, the subjects may not

have perceived this to be the case. They seemed to be
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responding accoerding to the relationship they had with the
confederate during the proxemic observations and perhaps on
the basis of the impressions they gained during the 3-
minute conversation.

The question seems to be, how long do the effects
of the opinion manipulation remain with the subject in sit-
uations in which intervening interactions with a live stim-~
ulus person occur before attraction responses are obtained?
A precaution which should be taken in future research is to

insure that the experimental manipulation is kept salient

for the subject at all times.

Other Findings: Discussion

Sex and Race Differences

As noted in the Other Findings section, the means
for race and sex effects on distance were each nonsignifi-

cant, but the means for sex indicated behavior which was

contradictory to the literature. Much of the previous lit-

erature had shown that males stood farther apart than

females (Aiello & Aiello, 1974; Aiello & Jones, 1971; Bax-

ter, 1970; Bloom, 1973; Klukken, 1972; Pelligrini & Empey,

1970; Willis, 1966) . The present results indicated that

females tended to gstand farther apart than males. The

interaction for Race of Subject x Sex (for same-race pairs)

showed that this behavior was particularly true for Black

subjects. The trend analysis supported the significant

difference between mean distance responses for Black males
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and females.

In addition, the marginally significant effect for
sex on axis behavior indicated that males stood more
directly than females—--a finding which was contrary to past
results which reported that males stood less directly than
females (Jones, 1971; Jones & Aiello, 1973). Again, the
means for Black males and females (though not significantly
different) suggested that, for same-race dyads, Black
females used a wider angle of regard than Black males.

One explanation for the behavior of Black students
is that each sex was expressing a different affective state
toward the experimental situation. Perhaps, because of the
current emphasis on racial identification and Black unity,
Black males may have positioned themselves (in relation to

+he Black male confederate) in a way that expressed this

"~loseness."

Black females, on the other hand, may have been
expressing a negative attitude toward their circumstances
through their larger interaction distance and wider angle
of orientation. Casual conversations with some of the
Black females before or after the experimental situation
revealed that they seemed to be somewhat apprehensive and
jll-at-ease about their experience. This feeling of dis-
comfort may have displayed itself through their proxemic
behaviors.

An alternative explanation for the behavior of

Black males is that they too may have felt apprehension and
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distrust toward the experimental situation, but expressed
this feeling differently than the female students.

In an article reporting some of the nonverbal com-
munication patterns displayed in the Black culture, Johnson
(1971) discussed some behavioral postures which are specif-
ically used by males, among which was the posture of turn-
ing one's back toward another individual during a conversa-
tion as a means of communicating trust and friendliness
(p. 188).7 Presumably, if one male feels free to turn his
back on another, this indicates that he trusts that he will
not be attacked and that the other person is his friend.
Perhaps the present Black males stood closer and more
directly toward their partners because they did not trust
them or the experimental situation.

If, indeed, both sexes of Black students felt nega-
tively about the experiment, a possible reason for the dif-
ference in their proxemic behaviors could be social norms
concerning the expression of overt aggression. 1In this
society, males are permitted to express aggressive behavior
much more openly than females. For males, standing closer
and more directly toward the confederates may have been a
way of confronting what they interpreted as a threatening

situation. Females, on the other hand, not being allowed

‘7

"See also B. g._Cooke, Nonverbal communication among
Afro-Americans: An 1initial classification, in Thomas Xockman
(E4.), Rappin' and stylin' out: Communication in urban Black

america (1972), pp. 32-64, for a discussion of communication
patterns in urban Black Americans.
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the same type of display, may have attempted to adjust to
their circumstances by putting a greater distance and wider

axis between themselves and their partner.

Prejudice Effects

When I examined the axis and head orientation
behaviors of high— and low-prejudice subjects, I noted an
interesting pattern. While high-prejudice subjects used a
wider angle of regard, they also used more direct head
orientation. On the other hand, low-prejudice subjects
stood more directly toward the confederates, but used less
direct head orientation. Additionally, differences in head
orientation behavior were found for these students with
regard to sex. High- and low-prejudice females behaved
almost identically, but high-prejudice males used more
direct head orientation than low-prejudice males or high-
and low-prejudice females.

One interpretation of the behavior of high-preju-
dice subjects in general and of high-prejudice males in
particular is that they may be more dominant than low-
prejudice subjects or females. This dominance may there-
fore have been expressed through more direct head orienta-
tion (behavior which may also have been accompanied by eye
contact) . Low-prejudice subjects and females may have
expressed less dominance through a less direct head orien-
tation (and perhaps less eye contact) .

An alternative interpretation of the behavior of
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low-prejudice subjects is that their level cof prejudice may
have accompanied an attitude which required that they face

the confederate more squarely. However, by doing so, they

may have produced a discomforting situation for themselves

which was then brought into equilibrium by the use of a

less direct head orientation.

Trial Effects

As mentioned in the Results section, the trial
effect was significant for all three proxemic variables.
Perhaps the subjects were indicating that they wished to
terminate the interaction by moving away, opening up their
angle of orientation, and using less direct head orienta-
tion. This type of phenomenon was also observed in a study
by Aiello and Cooper (1972) which used the proxemic-conver-
sation procedure. In their study, axis behavior increased
over time for negatively disposed dyads. I do not know
that all of the present subjects felt negatively toward the
experimental situation; rather, their behavior suggests

that they were signaling a close to the interaction.
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VvIiI. CONCLUSION

According to the belief-race prediction, one is
asked to believe that once an individual learns that a
stimulus person disagrees with him on certain factors, that
knowledge has more impact on his feelings toward the stimu-
lus person than the person's race. However, this idea does
not take into account the influence of social norms, social
desirability, various other attributes of the stimulus per-
son other than race and beliefs, or the circumstances under
which the subject and the stimulus person meet.

For the present Black and White subjects, belief
similarity or dissimilarity were less influential on behav-
ioral and paper—and—pencil responses than race, the rela-
tionship between the stimulus person and subject, the
experimental setting, and social desirability. Thus, it
seems that the belief primacy theory is not an open and
shut case. In future research it will be necessary to

investigate it with regard to these intervening variables.
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AXIS SCORING SYSTEM

- 'The scores fo; pody orientation or axis ranged from
1" to "25" as if taking hour and half-hour positions
around a clock. Judgments were made from an average of the
shoulders and hips of one interactant in relation to the

other.

The following shows some representative body orien-
tation descriptions and their scores.

Descriptions Scores
Bodies facing, parallel i
Bodies facing at 45 degrees B
Bodies facing at 90 degrees 6
Bodies side by side (facing the
same direction) at 180
degrees 12
25

Bodies back to back
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DISTANCE CATEGORIES AND SCORES



DISTANCE CATEGORIES AND SCORES

Description

Bodies (torsos) touching

One

Two

One

One

Two

Two

One

One

Two

Two

One

Two

hand's length

hands' length

forearm (with hand open)

arm's length

forearms (with hands open)

forearms and a hand

arm's length and a forearm (= one reach)

arm's length and a forearm and a hand

arms' length
arms' length and a hand

reach, an arm's length, and a hand

reaches (= two arms' length and two forearms)

Greater than two reaches

91

Score
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100
110
120
130
140
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HALL'S FOUR STANDING INTERACTION DISTANCE ZONES*

Distances Close Phase Far Phase
Intimate 0-6 inches 6-18 inches
Personal 1%-2% feet 2%-4 feet
Social 4-7 feet 7-12 feet
Public 12-25 feet 25+ feet

xsource: E. T, Hall, The hidden dimension (Garden City,
N. Y.: Doubleday and Co., 1966).



APPENDIX D

SOME BODY PARTS, DISTANCES, AND PROXEMIC

SCORES FOR MALES AND FEMALES



SONE BODY PARTS, DISTANCES,* AND PROXEMIC SCORES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

—_—

—— e —— —

Adult males Adult females
Body part Average  Average Two Average  Average Two

forearn arm length forearns  forearm am length forearms
leasure of |
body part 18,65 29,65 31,30 17.34 21,39 34,68
in inches
Distance
scores (Erom 40 50 60 40 50 60
Appendix B)
Hall's
Interaction Personal  Personal DPersonal  Intimate Personal  Personal
Distance Zones (close) (close) (far) (far) (close) (far)
(from Appendix C)

@gﬂmmﬁmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm
mnofmemMehmmdW%wmofM@pﬂtmiMM&“Tm&adEMMemwed
190" would mean different interaction zones for males and females, Additionally, the
nidpoint betveen a score and the one imediately following marks the cutoff point for the
close and far phases of the interaction zones,
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RACIAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

: Most people have ideas about how they would behave
with a person of another race. We are interested in how

college undergraduates might respond. After you have read
egch staFement below, put a check mark in the square at the
right which applies to how you would behave. Check what is

right for you.

I would Maybe
never | I would I would

1. Admire the ideas of a
White person.

2. Physically love a Black
person.

3. Be commanded by a
Puerto Rican.

4. Marry a White person.

5. Accept a Black person as
an intimate friend.

6. Eat with a Puerto Rican.

7. Gossip with a White
person.

8. Go out on a date with a
Black person.

9. Be on a first name basis
with an American Indian.

10. Love a Black person even
after his (her) death.

11. Fall in love with a
Puerto Rican.

12. Admire the character of a
White person.

te in a political
n with a Black

13. Coopera
campaid
person.




14.

15.

le.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26!‘
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Priase the suggestions of
a Puerto Rican.

Be partners with a White
person in an athletic game.

Go out on a date with a
Puerto Rican.

Gossip with a Black person.

Be commanded by a White
person.

Marry a Puerto Rican.
Eat with a Black person.

Fall in love with a White
person.

Be on a first name basis
with a Puerto Rican.

Be commanded by a Black
person.

Praise the suggestions of
a White person.

Fall in love with a Black
person.

Gossip with a Puerto Rican.
Eat with a White person.

Praise the suggestions of
a Black person.

Admire the ideas of a
Puerto Rican.

Marry a Black person.

Love a White person even
after his (her) death.
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I would
never

Maybe
I would

I would




32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

Admire the character of a
Puerto Rican.

Be partners with a Black
person in an athletic game.

Accept a White person as
an intimate friend.

Physically love a Puerto
Rican.

Be on a first name basis
with a Black person.

Cooperate in a political
campaign with an American

Indian.

s with a Puerto

Be partner
n athletic game.

Rican in a

Physically love a White
person.

rto Rican even

Love a Pue
(her) death.

after his

admire the jdeas of a

Black person.

Go out on & date with a
White person.

Accept a puerto Rican as
an intimate friend.

Admire the character of a

plack person.
Cooperate in a
campaign with a Puerto
Rican.

29

I would
never

Maybe
I would

I would




APPENDIX F

OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE



101

OPINION QUESTIONNATIRE

People generally have opinions about the topics

listed below.

We would like to know your opinions about

them. Please check the response which is right for you for
each topic.

Student Number Sex

1. Abortion

am
am
am
am
am
am

HHHHHH

very much in favor
in favor

mildly in favor
mildly against
against

very much against

2. The existence of God

HHHHHH

3. Money as the most important goal
strongly believe it is
believe it is
feel that perhaps it is

feel that perhaps it is not
believe it is not
strongly believe it 1s not

HHHHHH

ing
am

4. Ta

HHEHHHHHX

am
am
am
am
aim

strongly believe in
believe in

feel that perhaps there is
feel that perhaps there is not
believe there is not
strongly believe there 1s not

drugs

very much in favor
in favor

mildly in favor

mildly against __

against
very much against

5. Freedom of speech

am
am
am
am
am
am

HHHHHH

very much in favor
in favor
mildly in favor

mildly against _____

against
very much against

Class Level: F_ S J 8§

— m—— e—




6.

Price Inflation

HHHHKHKH

am
am
ar
am
am
am

very much conerned
concerned

mildly concerned
mildly unconcerned
unconcerned

not at all concerned
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INTERPERSONAL JUDGMENT SCALE

We would like to know your impressions of the per-

following statements carefully,
you feel apply to your conversation partner.

Student Number

Would you please read the
and check the answers which

Sex Class Level: F__S__J S

1. Intelligence (check one)
T pelieve that this person

in intelligence.

2. Morality (check

3. Adjustment

s

I believe that this person

ligence.

I pelieve that this person
in intelligence.

I believe that this person

T believe that this person
in intelligence.

I believe that this person

ligence.

I pelieve that this person
in intelligence.

This person
This person

This person
degree.

This person
larly moral

This person
degree.

This person

This person

I belie

I believe th

(check one)
ve that this

one)

impresses me as b

impres

impresses me as being moral t

impr
nor

impresses me as bein

impresses me a
es me as being extremely immoral.

impress

at this person is ma

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

very much above average
above average in intel-
slightly above average

average in intelligence.

slightly below average
below average in intel-

very much below average

eing extremely moral.

ses me as being moral.

o a slight

esses me as peing neither particu-
particularly immoral.

g immoral to a slight

s being immoral.

person is extremely maladjusted.
ladjusted.
— il
- g .r.,.. 'H"
'11“1"1‘?'."' v - 1
- b\‘.,\\.'-f*"
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I believe that this per : .
degree. person is maladjusted to a slight

I believe that this person i i
y s neither i
maladjusted nor particularly well adjugizglcularly

I believe that this person i _
slight degree. P is well adjusted to a

I pelieve that this person is well adjusted

I pelieve that this person is extremely well adjusted

—

Personal Feelings (check one)
T feel that I would probably like this person very

much.

I feel that I would probably like this person

I feel that T would probably lik i
slight degree. y like this person to a

I feel that I would probably neither j
T 1id : ar
like nor particularly dislike this Peisozlcularly

I feel that I would probably dislik L
a slight degree. e this person to

I feel that I would probably dislike this person

I feel that I would probably dislike this person very

much .

her in an Experiment {check one)
t+hat I would very much dislike i i
W
n experiment. PRI

Working Toget
I believe :
this person 1n a

that I would dislike working with this per=-

I believe
experiment.

son in an

that I would dislike working with this per-

I believe
experiment to a slight degree.

son in an

would neither particularly dislike

I believe that 1
enjoy working with this person in an

~— nor particularly
experiment.

T believe that T would enjoy working with thi
in an experiment to a slight degree. is person

I pelieve that I would enjoy working with this person

in an experiment.



I believe that
this person in

6. Combined (used as

tion.
with

xThis SC&
administe;ed t
of providing a

The student is
ate.

The student 1is
The student 1is

The student is
unattracted.

The student is
The student is

The student is

106

I would very much enjoy working with
an experiment.

a general indicator of attraction)?*
very much attracted to the confeder-
attracted to the confederate.
attracted to a slight degree.

neither particularly attracted nor

unattracted to a slight degree.
unattracted.

very unattracted.

ije was not included on the questionnaire

o the students.
n indication of the scoring system for attrac-

n this scale ranged from "2" to "14"

It was added here as a means

gcores O
The h attracted and "14" = very unattracted.

not = very muc



