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The communication of friendly and hostile attitudes by 
verbal and non-verbal signals• 

Rlsuml 

Dcux cllpericnc:es sont rapportces dans lcs· 
qn:llel> on demandaiL ?I des sujeLS d'evalucr WI 
film ~ur bandc ffil\iDttique rcpresentanl uo 
nclcur lisanl des messages amicalcs. neutrcs 
ou hostiies dan.s un style non verbal emical, 
ncutrc ou bO!.tilc. Auparavant, ces mc~ges 
ct genre> non veroaux avaient eLe presentes 
independammenl ti un groupe ~le af'm 
d'obtenir unc ~tunatlon de Jcurs forces in­
dividueUes en utihsant une Ccbclle d'eva­
luallon de six deifn, et de permcttre aiJbi 
la classification des prtsentations vcrbalcs 
(messages) ct non verbalcs (genres), au 
cours d'unc cx~ricnce durant laqueUe !cs 
dCU,\ t)'J>CS de pTC!>.COl.ntion avaient etc prC.. 
cotes combines. Les ~sultau des deUJt ex-
~riences montrent que des prf~ntntions 
non ~rbal~ (notnmment l10Jti/e-amicale) 
avaient uo cffet plus grand sur des evalua­
Ltons f3.1tes sur une ccbelle de sept points 
que des pre!itnla tions vcrbales. L'importan­
ce de oe resultat et.ah cependant li~e a la 
force re1alive des presentations non verbales 
comparecs aux rcp~sentations vcrbaJcs. 
Dans la premi~rc experience le dcux types 
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Zwammenf assung 

Es wird von z.wei Versucben bericbtct, in 
Jcnc.n Versuchspersoncn Magnetbildbiinder 
bcurtcaleo sollten, au{ dcneo ein Schauspic­
lc:r f'reunlhcltafilicbc, ncutrale oder feind­
&elige Meldunseo in eincm freundlichcn, 
neutralcn oder fcindi.c:hgen okhc-vcrbalen 
Stil verlas. Oiese Meldungen sowie die 
mcht-verbalen Ausdruclu.formen waren vor­
hcr bcreitl. unabhli.ngig von einandcr ciner 
gel.Ienntcn Gruppe \•on \ ersuchspersoncn 
zur Bcurteilung vorscftihn worden, und 
zwnr im Hinblick aur cine anband emer 
cchsstelligen Sit.ala vorzunehmenden Scllil­

zung ihrer jeweiligen Stilke. Dieses Vcr­
fahrco crmoglichte cine vergleicbendc Ge· 
~nilber!ilellung ucr verbalen (Melduogen) 
und nicht·verbalen (Au'<lrucksfonneo) Rol­
lcn in ciocm Experiment, in wekbem beidc 
Rollentypen lombinien vorgeffihrt. wurdeo. 
Die £rgcbnisse beider Versucbc crg;iben, 
dail mcht-verbalc Dan.tellungcn (feindscHg­
freundJich) cine griSBere Wirkung au( die 
anhand von 7-Punk.te-Slc.nlen gemachtcn Be­
urteilungeo batten als verbale Rolleo. D~ 
AusmaB dicses groBcnm Effek:ts von n.icht 
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de preseni.iltion 6tai;;nt apprnxim:11ivcmc:nt' 
~,ii;\llX en fol'\:e s'ils \!taient eval11e'( ~cub; 
id, lcs prC<cntati l'lil'I 11011 ,,-erb:iles produi­
f~icm des d~"' i;co:rd 12.5 foi~ pin' iDJpo;­
lat1ls que dC".I p ~1Jmtio11 verbal~. et S,7 
IOlii plus de lurngenmns de posillon :.ur 
l'ccbelle. Dam la <teuxicme c!lperience. lcs 
presentations verbalcs ctaient bicn pin~ for­
te~ q ue !es pn:~eotutlon~ non verbalcs eva­
lut('S seule<i. ki. l'cfiet rdniif de~ prtscn· 
t.uiollc'i non vcrbllle~ dim~ l:i dcuJ1.ii:111c ex­
perience eL1lt diminuc: b proport11>11 Je; 
d~ccords non \:Crbaux/ verbaU.l, et.lit de 
1,67: I. Quand k5 i.igmrnx verbau"< cl mYn 
vcrbaux ewieul eo contradiction, la 1·cprc, 
scnt111ion ctait qualiti& d'i1Ui11c~,,. i fl.\table 
el nmfusr - l.'C qui n'o.vait (Ill~ ci6 h: ..:;i~ 
daru dc>i u :pericncC'5 :uaerieurc,. 511r Id di­
m.:n~ion ~uperirurc-i'nf~riCure. 

dbsrrac.t 

vcrbalcn RolJen. w111· jcdoch von ihrc1 1i:l11-
1i\cm Hirke im Vcrgleich zu den \'e1baleu 
Rolkn abhangig. lm crstcn Versuch wur· 
oi:n bcide Rollentypcn als ungef;ihr gltich 
~h1rl. lieu rteilt, wc.nn .~ic flir sich alldn 
wenct '"'mien; hicr :tcigten nicht·\·ertlale 
Rollcn 12.5 rnnl me.hr Strcuung .in al~ ver­
balc Rollc11 und pmd.u.zi.ertc.o 5.7 mal ~ovkl 
AnJerungcn in Jct Sk1\l.:npo!litioo. Im 1wci-
11:n Venuch warc,o 1.lle vert>alen Rollen 
~escnlhch stiirker ab d1e nicbt,,crbalcn 
wcnrt ~ic nllein ~we1ict wnrden. Hier v.1r 
d<'r n:luti~·c Eifel.1 d<'r nicht.-'lerb.ile_n Roi · 
Jen im z.weitcn l!xperimcut e.in!,>e~chriinkt : 
da~ crbiillnis von u.icbt.-vcrbaJcr uud vcr­
b.iler V cranderlichk.eit Wll! jctzt 1.6 7 tu 1. 
Wcun \crba.le uad oicht·\'trb.:il.e Slgnu.le zu 
druloJer im WiJc.r..,rudl ~t!lndcn, wurdc 
J1c Dar\tdlung als ur1'hrlich. Jabil 1utd • .., .. 
~•·irrrricl btzcichncl, wa~ bci fri.iheren Vcr­
.ucbcn ubcr die Superior-inferior D m.cn· 
,jo1\ nidu. der Fall war. 

1'wo experimtfllls are repotlt'd here i1i which Ss were asked 10 rate ~·ldeatapes oi a 
f)etformer rec1dit1g friendly, 11e1ural mul hos1Ui: messages in a friemlty, 1ie11irtll or 

hostile non-vt~rbaJ style. T11e-se messuges and 11on-,:erbal scyles irad previously been 

JJres1mted indt!pouie11tl'y to a .reparme gruup of S:. fur rming, ht order 10 abta:in 011 

l!Slimate of tltclr lndjviduat s/Tcngths in terno of SIX raJing scales, mui thUS' permit 
a matching o/ 'wbal (messugel·) and no11-w.•rbai (l'tyles) cucs· m 1he experlmem 
where both 1ypes of cues were presemed in combiruition. 'l'lw 1e.mlts of' both ex-
1>e1iments indl.:ate that no11-verbaJ cues had ti greater effect cm ratings madt: 011 

7-poiTu scale.s, lUd' as hostile-frit.'ruiiy, t/ian vt•rbal cues. Thi: magnitude of 1Jds 
greater eJ/ect <>/ notM'erbal cues, lwwe,·er, wus dependent on the rela1b1e !ilre11gll1 

o/ 11on-verbdl as opposed 10 verbal (;ues. In the! iirst e.iperimem, both types <J/ cue:.\ 

were approximately equal i11 ~·1n·11gfh >vhe11 rmccl alone; here 11Dfl-1•erhal c-ues 
<1ccmmfed. for 12.5 times as much variance as vt•rbal cues, and pruduud 5.7 timcl· 
tU much shift oti the ra1i11g cal el'. 111 the second e.'fperinrem the verbal cu<!s '•'ere 
nuu:J1 stronger lha11 the 1um- erba/ cues when rar,_•a alone. Hae the rewtfrc e1fect 
oj 11on-i·erbal cue.s in the s~c:ond experimem ... aJ' diminished~· tile ratiu of 11011-

i,erbal : verbul ~·,,,iailce was now 1.67: I. When vcrbal a11d ;io11-wrbai. signal.s wt:re 
inco11sistern, tile perfvrma11cc was rared as i11si/lcere, 1mst(1Mt1 and cun/11si11g 

which was 11ut foimd in earli<•r e.tperime11t.r 011 tire super/or-inferior dimension. 
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I lNTRODUCTION 

It is now familiar that human social interaclioo consists not only of verbal ex­
changes, but also of non-verbal signals such as head-nods. facial expression, 
gesture, posture, eye-movements, tones of voice, etc. It is known that these non­
verbal signals play a number of separate roles, including the communication of 
interpersonal attitudes, the expression of emotions, self-presentation, indicating 
mutual attentiveness, providing feedback. handling floor-apportionment, and pro­
viding illustration~ for speech (cf. Ekman and Friesen, 1967, Argyle, 1969). It has 
been maintained by a number of writers that the non-verbal channel tS a kind of 
silent language, at the background of consciousness (Hall, l 959). It has been 
suggested by DaviLl (1964) that verbal and non-verbal "ignals are perceived by 
quite dillerent processes; Ekman and Friesen (1969) observed lhat some non­
verbal stimuli are more e~ily verbalized than others. 

The present first author put forward elsewhere lhe hypothesis that language 
evolved and is normally used for communicatmg information about events exter­
nal to the speakers, while the non-verbal code is used, by humans and animals, to 
establish and maiotru.n inlerpersonal relationships (Argyle, 1969). In an earlier 
experiment by Mehrabian and Wiener (1967) lhc relative eHects ot verbal and 
non-verbal signals for emotion~ were compared. Single words were tape-recorded, 
with the affective tone of the words themselves varymg (e.g. Love v. Terrible) and 
the tone of voice varying from positive to negative affect. It was found that judge­
ments of the stimuli were based main!} on tone o[ voice. 

A group of previous expcrunent!> had been carried out w which the effects of 
vl!rbal <Wd non-verbal cues of superiorit} and 1ntenomy were compared (Argyle 
et al., 1970). It was found that when verbal and non-verbal cues of equivalent 
suength were coDlbined the non-verbal cues accounted for 10.3 times as much 
variance as verbal cues, and produced 4.3 times ~ much shift on relevant rating 
scales. 

The present experiment used lhe same method as 10 the superior-inferior ex­
periments, but with anolher dimension o[ interpersonal attitudes, friendly-hostile. 

Hypothesis 1 . Non-verbal signals for hostile-friendly attitudes have more effect 
than verbal signals. 

Following the 'double-bind' hypothesis of Bateson et al. (1956) it was expected 
that inconsistent combinations of cues like friendly (verbal) and hostile (non­
verbal) would be rated as confusing, unstable and insincere. This was not found in 
the previous experiments on the inferior-superior dimension, but it was thought 
that such effects might occur with love and hate. 
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Hypothesis 2. A person communicating inconsistent verbal and non-verbal cues 
will be rated as more unstable, confusing and insincere than one communicating 
consistent non-verbal and verbal cues. (This is not regarded as a test of the double­
bind hypothesis). 

2. EXPERIMENT I 

2.1. Method 

2.1.l. Subjects 

Six male and 6 female. students rated the typed messages and non-verbal styles 
(a performer reading numbers in a hostile, neutral or friendly manner) separately 
on six 7-point scales. In the experiment itself, fifteen male and fifteen female 
students at an Education College served as subjects and r.ated videotapes of the 
messages and non--verbal styles combined on the same six 7-point scales. 

2.1.2. Materials 

The messages which were used as verbal cues in the experiment were as follows: 

Friendly. 'I enjoy meeting the subjects. who take part in these experiments and 
find I usually get on well with them, I hope you will be able to stay on afterwards 
to have a chat about the experiment. In fact, the people who have come as sub­
jects in the past always seemed to be very pleasant.' 

Neutral. 'I don't really mind meeting the subjects who take part in these experi­
ments. Some of them are fairly nice. Others of course are rather tedious. You can 
come along afterwards and talk about the experiment if you like, but please don't 
stay too long. On the whole, I don't have very strong feelings about people who 
come as subjects in experiments.' 

Ho.stil~. 'I don't much enjoy meeting the subjects who take part in these experi­
ments. I often find them rather boring and difficult to deal with. Please don't hang 
aroun,d too long afterwards and talk about the experiment. Some people who come 
as subjects are really rather disagreeable.' 

The mean ratings of these messages, when the typed versions were presented 
alone on the relevant 7-point scales, were: 
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Messages 
---

Friendly Neutral Hostile 

Scales 
Hoslile-friendly 5.95 4.05 2.25 
Unpleasant-pleasant 6.00 3.50 2.15 
She liked-disliked me 4.90 4.00 3.15 

Average 5.62 3.85 2.52 

Range J . 10 units 

The non-verbal styles consisted of various combinations of tone of voice, facial 
expression and posture: 

Friendly: Warm, soft tone of voice, open smile, relaxed posture. 
Neutral: Expressionless voice, blank face. 
Hostile: Harsh voice, frown with teeth showing, tense posture. 

The performer was an attractive female student aged 23. 
In order to obtain ratings of the non-verbal styles alone, videotapes were made 

of the performer reading numbers - 'one, two, three ... ' in the styles described 
above, for the same length of time needed to read the messages aloud. The mean 
ratings of these videotapes on the relevant scales were: 1 

Videotapes 

Friendly Neutral Hostile 

Scale 
Hostile-friendly 6.10 3.90 1.75 
Unpleasant-pleasant 5.60 4.10 1.60 
She liked-she disUked me 4.70 3.50 2,25 

Average 5.46 3.83 1.87 

Range 3.59 units 

Nine videotapes were then prepared in which each of the three messages was 
spoken in each of the three non-verbal styles. 

2.1.3. Procedure 

SubjeclS were given the following instructions: 'Thank you very much for coming 

1. Counting numbers was used, since it in­
cludes all the non-verbal accompaniments 

of speech; although there is a 'verbal' mes­
sage, this has no meaningful contents. 
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along. This is a rather unusual experimenL We are going to show you nine films 
of the same person who will speak to you, saying different things in different 
ways. We want you to imagine that you arc actually meeting the person and that 
she js an experimenter. We would like to know what you think of her.' 

The subjects were then given booklets of rating scales consisting of 9 sets of 
six 7-point scales, and were shown bow to fill in these scales. 

The nine videotapes were shown in random ord~r. Subjects filled in six rating 
scales after the presentation of each videotape. At the end of the experiment, 
subjects were debrief ed. 

2.2. Results 

2 x 3 x 3 Analyses of Variance (repeated measures on the last two factors) were 
carried out for each of the six ratiog scales. Where interactions proved significant, 
further Neumaon-Kculs Multiple Comparison Tests were done. 

2.2.1. The relative effects of verbal and 11011-verbaJ cues 

Table 1 shows the results of the analyses of variance performed on the rating 
scales hostile-friendly, unpleasant-pleasant, she liked me-disliked me. 

It can be seen that both verbal and non-verbal cues affect ratings on these three 
scales, but an examination of the simple main effects shows that whereas the non­
verbal is efiective at all levels of the verbal, the influence of the verbal is some­
what dependent on the level of the non-verbal with which it is combined. In 
particular, the verbal has no effect when it is combined with hostile non-verbal 
cues. 

Fuithcrmore the variation attributable to non-verbal cue:. is much greater than 
that due to verbal cues; the ratio of non-verbal: verbal F values on the liostile­
friendly, unpleasant-pleasant and she liked me-disliked me scales being 16.68:1 , 
10.12:1 and 10.73:1, respectively. Taking the average of these ratios over the 
three scales combined, we find that non-verbal cues account for 12.51 times as 
much variation as verbal cues. The average shift in ratings due to the non-verbal 
manipulation was 5.7 times as great as for the verbal. 

Although we attempted to match non-verbal and verbal cues in strength, this 
matching was only approximate and the non-verbal were slightly stronger. To test 
whether the greater effect of non-verbal cues wa::. due to any prior discrepancies in 
strength between non-verbal and verbal cues, the observed mean ratings for the 
nine conditions were compared with the mean ratings that wouJd he expected if 
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Table l. F-va!11es obtained from tlte analyser nf variance on scales related to 

positfre-negative aff rct in experiment l 

Source 

\ fnln effects 

Sc.t 
Non-verbal cues (NV) 
Verbal cues (\') 

l 111i'rtltl ioflS 

Sc.~:< NY 
Sex x V 
NVxV 
Sn'< V 

Simple main ejf ertJ 

·v for Verb:il friendly 
Verbal neutral 
Verbal hosule 

V for NV friendly 
NVne111111l 
NV hostile 

• - p < .05 
•• - p < .01 

•••-p < .001 

Rating Scaff.s 

Ho~tilc-rrienilly Unpl~iant·l'leasant She liked me-disliked me 

< 1.00 < 1.00 C\.so• 
:?17.06 ... 94.)7° .. 63. JJ••• 

1J.01• .. 9.n· .. 5.88•• 

4.86° 1.77 1.00 
• 1.00 < l.00 1.00 
11.01 ••• 6.43••• 6.66 ... 

< 1.00 < 1.00 1.06 

IJl.08··· 26.&1 ... 36As••• 
144.68• .. 61. 13 ... 62.64 ... 
80.9()••• 26.69° .. 14.69°00 

8.0S .. • 8.45··· 11 92••• 
26.05 ... 13.39° .. 4.34• 

< 1.00 <: 1.00 < 1.00 
-~----

"erbal and non-verbal cues had an equal effect. dependent only on their individual 

.,lrengtbs as rated pnor to the experiment. Table 2 shows the mean ratings ob­

tained in each of the nine conditions and those expected, using the calculatfon: 

Expected mean = Stre11gtlr of non-verbal t Strength of i•erbal -----2 
Taking the Mean Square error (non-verbal .x verbal x subjects within group!>) as 
an estimate of the Yariance, and using t-tests, it was found that the expected and 

ou~rved mean values differed significanll~ (p .,.... .05) in tho e conditions where 

the verbal and non-verbal cue!". were clearly discrepant (e.g. hostile non-verbnt. 

friendly verbal and friendly non-verbal, hostile verbal condition'!). In these cases. 
c;ubjects tended to give a heavier weighting to non-verbal cue!t. 

2.2.2 Effect.~ of inconsistefll cues 

Table 3 shows the results or the analyse:. or variance performed on the rating 

scales stable-unstable, straiglu/orward-confusing, and sincere-insincere. 
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Table 2. Means for tlte nine non-verbal x verbal conditio11s (both sexes com-
bined) for rating scales related to positfre-negative affect in experiment I 

Scnlc Verbal Non-verbal 
Friendly Neutral Hostile 

Friendly 6.03 4.27 1.60 
Hostile-friendly Neutral 6.03 4. 10 1.37 

Hostile .5.17 2.83 1.80 -
Friendly .S.37 4. 13 1.90 

Unpleasant-pl~nt Neutral 5.6.3 4.10 U7 
Hostile 4.40 2.77 2.17 

Friendly 4.90 4.20 2.57 
She disliked me-she liked me Neutral S.17 3.77 2.03 

Hosiile 4.00 3.47 2.50 

Friendly S.43 4.20* 2.02· 
All three scales combined Neutral 5.61• 3.99 1.76• 

Ho~rilc 4.s2• 3.36 3 .16 

/I/emu expected if verbal and non-••erbal cu~ hud /tad tm equal effut 

Scale Verbal Non-verbal 
Friendly Neutral Hostile 

Friendly !l.54 4.72 3.74 
All three seal~ combined Neutral 4.65 J.84 2.86 

Hostile 3.99 3.17 2. 19 -------
• Cases 1,1,hcre the C1b~rvcd mean rating differed significantly Cp > .OS) rrom the expected mean rating. 

Table 3. F-values obtai11ed from the. analyses of variance on tlie scales stable­
unstoble, straightforward-confusing, sincere-insincere, in experiment I 

Source 

Main E.f[t•crs 
Sc'( 
NC!n·\erbal CU<.~ (NV) 
Verbal cues (Y) 

lnteractio1is 
Sex x NV 
Sex"< V 
NVx V 
Se.'( x NV x V 

• - p .. OS 
•• - p < .01 

••• - p <' .001 

Stablc-unsiablc 

...- 1.00 
18.94* .. 
1.00 

1.02 
2.29 
J.11 • 

< 1.00 

Rating Scale3 
Straightforward-confusing Sincere--insinccrc 

< 1.00 < l.00 
<;. I .00 4.oo• 
< 1.00 S.JJU 

< 1.00 < 1.00 
< 1.00 < 1.00 

5.00 .. 6.57 .. 
< 1.00 J.s9 
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It can be seen from this that non-verbal cues affect ratings on the stable-unstable 
scale. An examination of the means for the three non-verbal levels revealed that 
non-verbal hostile conditions produced higher ratings of instability. Secondly, it 
can be seen that both verbal and non-verbal cues affect ratings on the sincere­
insincere scale. Friendly verbal condjtions were rated as Jess sincere than hostile 
and neutral conditions. Hostile non-verbal conditions were rated as less sincere 
than friendly or neutral conditions. 

Of greater interest to the inconsistency hypothesis, however, are the significant 
interaction effects between verbal and non-verbal cues found on all three related 
rating scales. Table 4 shows the means of the nine verbal x non-verbal conditions. 

Table 4. Means for the nine non-verbal x verbal conditions (both sexes combine) 
for the rating scales stable-unstable, straightfonvard-confusing, sincere­
insincere in experiment I 

Scale Verbal Non-verbal 

Friendly Neutral Hostile 

Friendly 2.87 3.20 4.53 
Stable-unstable Neutral 3.23 3.90 4.87 

Hostile 4.20 4.07 4.07 

Friendly 2.47 3.03 3.60 
Straightforward-confusing Neutral 2.83 2.00 3.83 

Hostile 3.83 3.07 2.60 

Friendly 4.53 3.87 5.53 
Sincere-insincere Neutral 3.03 4.00 4.70 

Hostile 4.10 4.11 3.83 

Multiple comparison tests were carried out between the means. It was found that: 
(1) On the stable-unstable scale, the inconsistent conditions (friendly verbal, hostile 
non-verbal and hostile verbal, friendly non-verbal) were rated as significantly less 
stable than the friendly verbal, friendly non-verbal condJ{jons where verbal and 
non-verbal cues were consistent. (2) On the straightforward-con/ using scale, one 
inconsistent condition (hostle verbal, friendly non-verbal) was rated significantly 
more confusing (p < .05) than the two consistent conditions (friendly verbal, 
friendly non-verbal and hostile verbal, hostile non-verbal). (3) On the sincere­
insincere scale, the other inconsistent condition (friendly verbal, hostile non-verbal) 
was rated significantly less sincere (p < .05) than the two consistent conditions 
(friendly verbal, friendly non-verbal and hostile verbal, hostile non-verbal). 
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2.2.3. Sex ditf erences 

Although no specific hypotheses were made with respect to dilierences attributable 

to the sex of the subject, sex was included as a factor in the analyses of variance. 

Examination of Table 1 reveals that males and females only responded differently 

on the she liked me-she disliked me scale, with males attributing a greater degree 

of liking them to the performer than did females. 
On the hostile-friendly scale there is a significant interaction between non-verbal 

cues and sex of subject. Males found the neutral non-verbal conditions more 

friendly than did females; the means for neutral non-verbal being 4.02 and 3.31, 
respectively. 

3. EXPERIMENT Il 

In this experiment videotapes combining verbal and non-verbal cues varying along 

the hostile-friendly dimension were again prepared. 'Ibis time, however, the verbal 

cues used were stronger than the non-verbal cues in terms of the preliminary 

ratings of both types of cue made independently. Another difference in this ex­
periment was that the neutral verbal and non-verbal cues were omitted. 

3.1. Method 

3.1.1. Subjects 

Five male and five female students rated the typed messages and videotapes of a 

performer reading numbers in a friendly or hostile manner separately. Fifteen 

male and fifteen female students served as subjects in the actual experiment and 
rated videotapes of verbal and non-verbal cues combined. The same six 7-point 

rating scales were used as before. 

3.l.2. Materials 

The verbal messages that were used in the experiment arc given below: 

Friendly. 'It is very enjoyable for us to meet the subjects who take part in these 

experiments and we find we always get on well \\ilh you. I do hope that you will 
be able to stay on afterwards to have a chat about the experiment. In fact the 
people who come as subjects always seem to be very nice.' 
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Hostile. 'We don't much enjoy meeting the subjects who talce part in these experi­
ments, we usually find them boring and difficult to deal with. I hope you don't 
hang around afterwards to talk about the experiment As a matter of fact, the 
people who come as subjects are usually rather disagreeable.' 

Mean ratings of these messages, when the typed versions were presented alone 
were: 

Scale 
Hostile-friendly 
Unpleasant-pleasant 
She liked me-disliked me 
Average 

Friendly 

6.64 
6.66 
6.30 
6.53 

Messages 

Hostile 

l.50 
1.50 
1.50 
l.50 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Range 5.03 units 

It can be seen that these messages were more extreme than those used in Ex­
periment I. 

The non-verbal styles were similar to those used in Experiment I , except that, 
as we wished the verbal cues to be stronger than the non-verbal cues, the per­
former was instructed to 'tone down' her manner somewhat 

The mean ratings of the performer reading numbers in a hostile or friendly 
manner: 

Video rape 

Friendly Hostile 

Scale 
Hostile friendly 5.25 2.10 
Unpleasant-pleasant 5.50 2.25 
She liked me-disliked me 4.50 2.70 
Averag~e~~~~~~~~~~5_.0_8~~~~~~~~-2._35~~ 

Range 2. 73 units. 

Four videotapes were then prepared in which each of the messages was spoken in 
each of the non-verbal styles. 

3.1.3. Procedure 

Subjects were given the same instructions as in the first experiment. The four 
videotapes were shown in random order. After each videotape had been shown, 
subjects filled in six rating scales. 
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3.2. Results 

2 x 2 x 2 Analyses of Variance (repeated measures on the last two factors) were 
carried out for each of the six rating scales. Multiple comparison tests were per­
formed when interactions proved significant. 

3.2.1. The relath·e effect of verbal and non-\•erbal cues 

Table 5 shows the results of the analyses of variance performed on the rating 
scales liostile-friendly, unpleasant-pleasant, she liked me-she disliked me. 

Table 5. F-values obtained from the mwlyses of variance on the scales relating 
to positive-negative affect in experiment II 

Source Rating scales 

Hostile-friendly Unpleasant-pleasant She di~likc:d me-liked me 

Main effects 
s~ < 1.00 < l.00 < LOO 
Non-verbal cues (NV) 157.83··· 47.oo••• 148.62••• 
Verbal cues (V) 136.10••• 74.ss••• 46.23 ... 

lnteroctwn.s 
Sex x NV < 1.00 2.19 5.30• 
~xv < 1.00 1.85 < 1.00 
NVxV 12.87 .. 11.s2••• 6.62• 
Sc.~ x NV x V <1.00 < 1.00 < 1.00 

Simple main effects 
NV for Verbal Friendly 131.2s••• 63.so••• 86.94··· 

Verbal hostile 41.44••• 7.52 .. 6.91• 
V for NV friendly 111.74 ... 91.7~·· 35.so••• 

NV hostile 2s.s4••• 8,82 .. 2.89 

• p < .05 
•• p < .01 

••• p <.001 

Both verbal and non-verbal cues significantly affected ratings on these three scales 
(p < .001 in all cases). Examination of the simple main effects shows that verbal 
cues are effective at all levels of the non-verbal on the two scales hostile-friendly 
and unpleasant-pleasant. On the she liked me-she disliked me scale, verbal cues 
had no effect when the non-verbal was hostile. Non-verbal cues, on the other hand, 
were effective at all levels or the verbal on all three scales. 
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A comparison of F-values on the analyses of variance reveals that, on the whole, 
non-verbal cues still accounted for more variation than did verbal cues; the ex­
ception being the unpleasant-pleasant scale where verbal cues seemed to be 
slightly more effective. The ratios of non-verbal: verbal F-values on the scales 
hostile-friendly, unpleasant-pleasant, she liked me-she disliked me are 1.16: 1, 
0.63:1, 3.21:1, respectively (average over three scales combined 1.67:1). 

Table 6 shows the mean values obtained in Experiment Il, and those expected if 
the results were based on the strength of verbal and non-verbal cues (as estimated 
by preliminary ratings) alone, using the formula described in Experiment I, viz. 

Strength of non-verbal + Strength of verbal 
Expected mean = 

2 

Table 6. Means for the four non-verbal x verbal conditions (both sexes combined) 
for rating scales related w positive-negative aff eel in experiment 2 

Scale 

Hostile-friendly 

Unpleasant-pleasant 

She disliked me-she liked me 

All three scales 
Combined 

Verbal 

Friend.ly 
Hostile 

Friendly 
Hostile 

Friendly 
Hostile 

Friendly 
Hostile 

Non-verbal 

Friendly 

6.37 
3.27 

6.03 
3.00 

5 30 
2 97 

5 90 
3.08 

Mean ratings expected i/i·erbal and no11•verbal cues had an eq11ol effect 

Scale 

All three scales 
Combined 

Verbal 

Friendly 
Hostile 

Friendly 

5.80 
3.29 

Non-verbal 

Hostile 

2.87 
1.30 

2.93 
l 93 

2.70 
2.03 

2.83• 
1.75 

Hostile 

4.44 
1.92 

• Cases where the observed mean rating differed sigo.itlcantly (p < .05) from the expected mean rating. 

T-tests comparing observed with expected mean values reveal that only in the 
hostile verbal, friendly non-verbal do the two differ significantly (p < .05). In this 
case, a heavier weighting was again given to non-verbal cues. 
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3.2.2. Et/ eels of the inconsistellt co11ditio11J' 

Table 7 shows the results of the analyses of variance performed on the scales 
stable-unstable, stra1gl1tforward-co11/using. and sincere-insincere'. 

Table 7. F-values obtained from tile analyus of variance 011 the scales ,Jt<Jble­
un.stable. straightforward-confusing. silu.:ere-ill5incere in e:rperimt•11t II 

Mt1i11 effe.rt,r 
Sex 
Non-verbal cues (NV) 
Verbal cues (V} 

/nl~f'adions 

Sex x NV 
Sex x V 
NVxV 
SC)(;,; NV x V 

• p < .05 
•• p < .01 

••• p < .001 

Stable-unstable 

< 1.00 
66.14••• 

1.36 

2.22 
< 1.00 

1.12 
1.96 

th1 iog o;cales 

Straighl ((!r-wankonf lblog Sincerc-in~tnccrc 

s.Jo•• 1.J5 
12.41 .. 3.96 

< 1.00 6.ti1• 

..:: 1.00 8.04•• 
> l.00 3.12 
65.87••• 46.06° 0 

< 1.00 > 1.00 

Non-verbal cues again affect the stable-unJlable scak, with th~ non-vl!rbal hostile 
being rated higher oo in&lability than the non-••crbal friendly. Non-verbal CU('S 

also affected the conJusing-siraig/1/forward .scale. The performer was judged more 
confusing in tbe non~verbal hostile conditions than in the nun-verbal friendly 

'Fable 8. Mea11S for the four non-verbal x verb{I/ conditions (both ~;exes combined) 
for tlze rating scales stable-unrtable, s1raightfon.·ard-cm1f using, sincere­
insincere in uperimem II 

Scale Verba.I Noa-verbal 

Friendly llostile 

Friendly :2.90 4.n 
Stablc-un.~ublc Hostilo 3.SO 4.73 

Friladb' :Z.00 S.20 
S1:raightforwurd-confusing Hostile 4.30 2.37 

Friendly 3.33 ~.77 

Sincere-insincere R<>li1ilc 4.37 J .03 
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conditions. Verbal cues affected the sincere-insincere scale, with verbal friendly 
being judged Jess sincere than verbal hostile. 

Interactions between verbal and non-verbal cues are significant on both the 
straighlfonvard-confusing and sincere-insincere scales. Multiple comparison tests 
between means reveal a similar pattern to that found in Experiment I, viz. that on 
the straiglztforward-confusing and sincere-insincere scales the 'double bind' con­
ditions, where the verbal and non-verba] cues were discrepant, were rated as more 
confused, Jess sincere than conditi.ons where the two types of cue were consistent. 

Table 8 shows the mean obtained in the four verbal x non-verbaJ conditions for 
the three seal.es stable-unstable, straightforward-c:onfusing, and sincere-insincere. 

3.2.3. Sex differences 

MaJes found the performer more confusing than did females. Females thought the 
performer liked them more in the non-verbal hostile conditions than males did. Males 
found the performer less sincere in the non-verbal hostile conditions than did 
females. See Tables 5 and 6. 

4. DISCUSSION 

The first hypothesis, that non-verbal cues have more effect than verbal cues on 
communicating positive or negative a[fect, was supported by the results of both the 
experiments reported here. In the first experiment, with the verbal and non-verbal 
cues approximately equal in strength, the non-verbal cues accounted for 12.5 times 
as much variance as the verbal cues on the scales measuring positive or negative 
affect and for 5.2 times as mucb shifr on the scales. In the second experiment, 
where the verbal cues were much stronger than the non-verbal cues, the non-verbal 
cues stil.I accounted for l .67 times as much variation as the verbal cues. It thus 
appears that there arc two factors operating to influence the perception of positive 
or negative affect: 
1. The channel of communication used: Ss appear to attach more weight to non­

verbal cues in making their judgements. 
2. The strength of each type of cue: more attention is paid to stronger cues, where 

'strength' refers to the deviation from some hypothetical point of neutral affect. 
It would be premature at this stage to formulate a mathematical relationship 
between the type of cue, their relative strength and the resultant rating. It is pos­
sible that verbal cues arc disregarded when they are paired with strong non-verbal 
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cues, as seemed to be the case in. the first experiment with verbal cues combined 
with hostile non-verbal conditions. 

Why should non-verbal cues be more effective than verbal cues in communicating 
negative or positive affect in interpersonal attitudes'! 1. Perhaps there is an innate 
pattern of communication and recognition of cues for these attitudes. This appears 
to be the case with animals, and certain aspects of human expression seem to be 
unlearnt and culcurally universal (Vine, 1970). 2. Perhaps speech is nom1ally used 
for other kinds of messages - information about problem-solving etc. - and not 
for handling the immediate social situation, which non-human primates can do 
perfectly well without language. 3. It appears that we normally use two channels 
of communication, verbal and non-verbal, which function simultaneously. Con­
scious attention is focussed on the verbal, while U1c 'silem' non-verbal channel 
handles interpersonal matters, including feedback on what is being said. It is thus 
a disturbance of the normai division to put interpersonal material into the verbal 
channel. 4. One advantage of interpersonal matters being dealt with non-verbally, 
is that attitudes can be kept vague and flexible - people need not reveal clearly 
nor commit themselves to what they think about each other. 

Why should more attention be paid to 'strong' or extreme cues? 1t appears that 
people pay more attention to strong stimuli in perception in general. From the 
point of social interaction a 'strong' stimulus would be one which signals an 
extreme attitude, e.g. of hostility or of friendliness. Secondly, there appears to be 
a tendency to pay attention to novel stimuli. In an interpersonal situation, an ex­
treme attitude would be novel, in the sense that it is rarely expressed dwing 
interaction. 

The second hypothesis, that inconsistent verbal and non-verbal cues of positive 
or negative affect would lead the performer to be judged unstable, jnsincere and 
confused, was also supporled by the results of both experiments. ln the first 
experiment, however, a different pattern of results was found for each inconsistent 
condition, viz. the hostile verbal, friendly non-verbal condition was judged .more 
confusing than other conditions; the friendly verbal hostile non-verbal was judged 
less since.re than other co'nditions. Indirectly, this again supports the idea that sub­
jects attach more weight to non-verbal cues in the co.mmunication of interpersoodl 
altitudes. When one is faced with 'double bind' communications, one way to 
resolve the dilemma posed by two conflicting sets of cues is to discredit the trnth 
of one set. One might, for example, form an opinion on the basjs of the non­
verbal set (as Ss in experiment l appeared to do) and disbelieve the verbal cue-;. 
If the non-verbal cues are friendly, one then assumes the performer to have a 
positive attitude (she Jjkes me) towards one. Furthermore, when the non-verbal 
cues were friendly in Experiment I, Ss tended to see the performer as sincere, i.e. 
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honest in intention. If this sincere friendly performer then speaks a hostile message, 
cognitive dissonance arises and the subject finds the performer 'confusing'. One 
solution to this, is to assume that the performer is herself confused and does not 
know or mean what she is saying. lf, on the other hand, the non-verbal cues are 
hostile, subjects regard the performer as having a negative attitude (she dislikes 
me) to them and also as being insincere. Inconsistent verbal and non-verbal cues 
do not arouse dissonance, as inconsistent communication is what one would ex­
pect from an insincere person. In the second experiment, no distinctive patterns of 
ratings were found for each of the inconsistent conditions; both were judged more 
confused and Jess sincere than the other two conditions where verbal and non­
verbal cues were consistent. Possibly because the verbal cues were stronger in this 
experiment. it was more difficult for Ss to discredit them and base their opinions 
on non-verbal cues alone. Either inconsistent condition could thus be interpreted 
as a hostile person 'acting' in a friendly manner (Le. being insincere), or vice versa 
as a (riendly person 'acting· in a hostile manner (i.e. being confused). That Ss 
rated both conditions as insincere and confused, is perhaps symptomatic of their 
(the subjects) own confusion. 

These results are in contrast to those of the previous experiments on the inferior­
superior dimension. Here there was no evidence of double-bind effects - where 
verbal and non-verbal cues conflicted Ss simply disregarded the verbal signals. 
It is very interesting that this is not what happens with the friendly-hostile di­
mension. 
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Pe310.ite 

B uacroJJweu cTaThe n3;rara101cSl ,naa :n:cncpaMc1t-ra, Bo BpCMSl xoTopi.tx cy6i.eJITaM 

6i.mo npeMO;fCCHO AaTb OUCHKY <t>nJfbMY, 3anKcaHllOMY ua nnemcy. n KOTOpOM 6hlJI 

npe.ucraB.i1e11 aJCTep, 'll1Taawni.f coo6menm1 !lpyxcecufe, neiiTpaJJhllble n apa;ime61lb1e 

n uepetJe'BoM ,npyiKecxoM, HeifTpaJTbHOl\l 11 epailCJle6HoM crnJTe. Ao noro 3Tlf 

coo6mcHHll n 11cpc~ee1>1e en.nbl uburn npe,llCTaene11M Hc1an11cn.1o.10 n 113onupouam1oif 

rpynne c TCM, tfT06hI noJIY'lllTh OUCllKY ux llllJUlDlf.llYa.JlhHOH CHJ"ll>T, HCfl0.1Ib3Yll nplf 

3TOM mKaJry ouemm B IDCCTL fpil,IJ,}'COB, 'ITO fl03BOIDIJIO ocyweCTBllTh JCJiaccnqm­

Kaumo peqenblx coo6weHltu H ucpeqcui.tx npet1.c·rasneu1lit (au~os) so opeMlJ 3Kcncplf­

MCHTa, 'B KOTOpOM o6a THTia npe;ncTaBJICJruii ,UCllCTBOBaJDI OAllOBpCMCHllO. PeJyJih­

TaTbl o6omt 3xcncpHMe1noe noxaJi.tea10T1 •rro 11epe•1eahte npe.ncTae11e1rnJr (n 

•racTHOCTH BpaiKJle6Hoe-..a.pYl!CecXoc) HMeJTII 6oncc CllJThllOC .neiiCTBHC npll 011,CHKax. 

npo113BCACllllJ.IX Ha WKaJTC c CC:-OU.IO T01fKaMH, 'ICM pe'ICB:ble npc,nCTalLlCHIUl. 

3,necb Hepc<renbtc npe.ncraenenHJI co3,naeam1 paJnornacmr n 12,5 pa1a 6oJlblUltc '!C\t 

pe•rcoble npe.!I.CTllBJTCHKlJ, 11 ti 5,7 pa3a 60JrbUJC »3MCHetrnii B nono'll\CHllll Ha w1>a11c. Bo 

eTopoM on1.1Tc pc•1ceL1e npc,a.cran,1c1m" 6htJUI 3Ha•rnTCJlbllo 6once cu.irblihlMli no 

cpas11c111110 c ttepe'ICBhlMU, onc1meaeMbL,111 ue3a11uc11Mo. OntoCHTCJTb111>1ii ::>cM>eKT 

uepettcBblX npe.ncTaaJ1emdt no BTopoM 31\Cncp1tMe11Te 6i.111 Y'fCHbUlett. OT110U1e1me 

paJHornac11ii "nepe'ICBble/pc'!eBhle" 6blno paBKhlM 1,67: I. Kor.na pc•1esb1e H t1c­

pe•Iell1>lc cunra.JT.ht uaxo.ru1JT11Ch n nponmope'llfll, To npe.ncTaoJTC1111c 6blJIO ouene110 

KaK 11eucKpe1111ec, 11eycmoti•1Zu1oe, H cMymuoe - •!TO He npOHlBOJJ.IUIOCb n npe.uM.uyuu1x. 

3KCnepHMCHTax OTUOCl1TC.1IbllO pa3MCpa '"Bbtcwero-mumero ... 


