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ABSTRACY

This investigation explored the contaminating influences which
appear to affect observers used to record thé nonverbal reasponses of
subjects in psychological experiments. The problems which may arise
are serious since observers are widely us'adt for this putposa. and are
sometimes the only means of obtaining the data, and because the danger
of observers being susceptible to such 1nf1uencaa has been largely
ignored.

- An historical survey of the use of the cbeexrver techniqué raveals
that investigators have been generally more concerned with the tech-
nical aspects of the problem than with the secial psyechology of the
observer. A few studies have shown that cbservers' expectancies may
differentially influence their scoring. Apart from rare theoretical
speculations it has been assumed that the influence of paired observers
upon each other is not & matter for coﬁcem. It has also been assumed
that high observer agmmnt, as maasured by reliability coefﬁciants‘.j :
is an indication of objective scoring. Consideration has not been given
to the possibility that it may be due to inter-observer influence. Two
aspects of observer contamination were therefore studied in this inwsti-'
gation; the effects of cbsarvers' expectancies on their scoring and of
inter~cbserver influences.

Observers participated in a practice session followed by a testing
session a week lat:er.- They scored the smiles and nods of several |
subjects presented on identical videotape recordings to all cbservers.

Expectancies were manipulated by telling diffarent groups of observers
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that the subjects viewed in the test session liked or disliked the person

interviewing them, or were neutrally disposed towards him. Results indi-

- cated that the observers' expectancies influenced their scoring when they

gcored alone. The obgervers were examined‘by three different procedures to

determine inter-observer influences, Some observers scored alone in both
prectice and test sessions. Others were paired in the first session and
scored alone in the second. Ubservers in a third group were paired in
both sessions. The influence of paired cbservers upon each other was
assessed by comparing the level of scoring agreement between partners
with that of the same sets of observers randomly matched and with that
of observers who had scored alone. Inter-cbserver influence was demon~
strated wiien observers scored smiles, psired in both practice and test
sessions, and when they scored nods, paired in the practice session but
alone in the test session, the strength of these effects being related
to the conditions of observer expectancy. In a second study an attempt
was made to manipulate inter~observer scoring consensus by pairing the
observere with confederates who scored at a consistently high or low
level. The effect was demonstrated for smiles when the observers were
paired with the confederates in both practice and test sessions. It
was demonstrated for nods when observers were paired with confederates
in both sessions and also when they were paired only in the practice
session, the effect being stronger in the latter condition., Thus, the
results of the second study not only strengthened the conclusions that
may be based on those of the first, but indicated that inter-observer
¢onsensus can be demnnstraﬁed by experimental manipulation.

It was concluded that the observer technique is not free from
contaminating influences, as had generally besn supposed. Specifically,
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contamination due to observar expectancies and to observer consensus has

been demonstrated. These findings raise serious questions regarding
studies in which observers are employed. HNot only must precautions be
taken in such studles to eliminate these subtle influences, but much

intensive investigation iz required.
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CBAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thie study was to examine several potential sources
of contamination in cbservational techniques used in the study of human
behaviour. Because human cbservers are fnvolved it is difficult to pre-
vant the épemtim of interepersonal influences and, consequently, the

contaminating effects of such influences upon their ocbservations. VWhile
contaminating effects have been documented as they ralate to the inter-
actions between experimenters and subjects (e.g., Orne and Scheibe,
1964; Rosenthal, 1966}, little attention has been directed to similar
contamination in observers. However, since the obserxvaer technique is
widely and frequently used, the poseibility of widespread research cone-
tamination vequires investigation., An understauding of the source of
contaminants will enable investigators to control them or, at least, to
allow for their effects.

Observation, as it is used in these psychologlical investigations,

is the process by which a person attempts to record the responses of

one or umore subjects in accordance with the instructions provided by the
experimenter. The task of cbservation is a composite ome in which ex~
traneous varisbles may affect the observer's perception, the cognitive

and affective processes to which the percaived respopse is subjected,
and the vecording of his finsl judgment.

¥Whila the wide and frequent use of observational techniques justifies
concern vegarding the offects of observers' susceptibility to contaminetion |
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the fact that these techniques are almost the exclusive source of infor-
mation in meny avess renders concern even more imperative. This is |
especlally true in the investigation of nonvarbal communication. Since
the subject 1s usually wmaware of performing the behaviour that is being
scored and 1g lisble to be selective in his recall, and since the subtle
nature of the vesponses often precludes data collection purely by
sachanical scoring apparatus, these main alternative sources of data,
namely, the subject himself or the mechanical scoring of responses, can
not be utilized in many experimental situations. Thus, vhile an investi~
gator may have some suspleions that various socurces of soclal dontmmination
are associated with the use of cbservational techniques, the absence of a
viable alternative msy lead him to vepress his doubts about the vauﬁty_ .
of these techniques.

In order to provide guidance for raesearchers who £ind themeelves
in this predicament there is a ueed for investigations whs.eh explore the
tachnique and which clarify the nature and effects of these social cen-
taninants. Vhile ¢ given study mey examine only one social contaminant,
ultimately the concern is wich all tafluences upon obgervers which lead
to vesults that are due to varisbles othex than the responses as speci-
fied 1n the scoring instructions, Furthermove, investigatious of this
nature wust also take iato aém& the fact that "ervor” im these ob-
aervational techniques can not be exsemined in velation to any veridical
standard, The only possible etendards of compaxison ave the acores of
other obsexvars.

This study, therefora, examines several sources of systematic
social contandnation which seem to be present in studies employing the
ebseyvational technique, One major concern is with the contamination
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due to attitudes and hypomm avoused in the observers by thelr pre~
obsexvation expectations, an effect somevhat similar to the influences
of experimenter expectancy upon subjects (Rosenthal, 1969)., A second
major concern is the contaminating effects of the inter-personal nature

of the scoring procedure where two obgervera scors the Yespenses togethen
This situation is likely to provide opportwmities for nonverbal com~
munication between the observers, resglting in the seoring being influenced

by interobserver consensus.




CHAPTER IT

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF OBSERVER

Thyoughout the many years that cbservational techniques have been
used in the study of human behaviour authors have, from time to time,
dravm attention to various problews of methodology _and interpretation.
However, there has been 1etie appreciation of the implications of these
problems, as they affect the use of observers in reseavch, and they have
been almost igumd- as a gsubject of {nvestigation.

The lack of vesearch veports dealing with the cbservey ss a tool
to record data is referred o by Heyns and Lippitt (1954) in their review
of obsarvational techniques. They note that

There is a relative paucity of information concerning factors

which affect the accuracy and reliability of observer data.

Strictly methodological studies involving the use of human

obsarvexs are rave (p. 370).

Smith (1966), in a volume dealing with seositivity training, expressed
sinilar dissatisfaction with the state of empirigal investigation of
obgervation, 'Psychologists have shown a curious lack of intevest in
this determinent (. 19)."

it is true that observation has been studied empiricelly, This
applies particularly to the procsess of observation itself, the technique
of participant observation,; snd also the halo effect, While important
eontributions have been made in these avess such studies do not speeci-
fically investigate the observer in the expsrimental situatiom.

Iavestigations of the process of cbsarvation by Sherif and Asch
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have shown that inter~personal influences may contaminate cbservers.
Sherif (1936) found that subjects observing a statiomary point of light,
in an otherwige completely darkened room, veported that the light moved,
After some prastice these subjects were able to give fairly consistent

estimates of the distance of the apparent movements. Howaver, when sub-

jects who had formed their own norms of responding under conditions of
individual testing were exposed to the influence of group membars who

axpressed their Jjudgments orally, they tended to approach a mm pe-

0

eunlfdr to the group. A series of somewhat similar studies was conducted

by Asch (1951), Instead of using a stationary light in a darkened room
as stimulus, subjects wera instructed to select from several lines of
different lengths the ‘ene that correspomded to a line of standard length.
In the cruecial trials a group of confederates unanimously chose an ob~
viéusly wrong line and made thelr chelce kaown to the subject before he
- had expressed his own decision. Although many subjects did not rvespond
to the influence of the confederates, there was a styong tendency for the
responses of some observers to be distorted in the direction of the
Judgments expressed by the majerity. Sherif and Asch heve thus demon-

strated that observers' responses are contaminated in such situations by

8 tendency to deviate toward what they believe to be group accord.
The possibilities of eant,am!aae:tdu are so obvious when participant

obzervers are used that here also some doubts have avisen as to the vali-

dity of scores cbtained by this method. For example, Vidich (1954), in
discussing the social position of the participant chserver, points out

that the reapondent's image of the obgarver is a basis for his vesponse,
that the participant obserwver muat react to his respopdents in order te
naintain his role, and that the observer's category boundaries change as
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& result of his increasing experience in the observational situation.
Schwartz and Schwartz (1954), commenting on the participant observer
mainly as he is used in anthropological situations, raise other concerns.
They discuss such affects as the contamination due to the observer's re~

trospective activities betwean the moment of input and the recording of
the response, the dangey of the obsexved “producing” data for the parti-
eipant cbserver, and the loss of cbjectivity if thedbserver bacoues
emotionally invelved in the situation., It is evident that some of the
lﬁam raised in these discussions have theiyx source in the participant

nature of the observation while others are inherent in suy process of
obgervation, It is glso evident that many of the cbservational problems
which should be cause for eoncawn in the more structured research situ-
stions of the lshoratory are present as well in participant obeervation,
While some of the issues investigated in the present study are common to
both participant observation snd to obaerver techniques as used in the
lasboratory, the congern of this study is limited to observer contamination
as it occurs in the laboratory.

One of the more serious problems associated with cbservation has
been particulaxly noted in studies of the halo effect. Thorndike (1920)

drev attention to the surprisingly high correlations betwean the traits
of a person rated by any one ohservex, The halo effect has sinece been
demonstyated by experimental manipulation {e.g., Johnson and Vidulich,

1956). Such studies have shown that a rater is influencad in seoring a
particular trait by his general impression of the ratee xather than by
ateributes exclusively related to the particular tratft. It would seem
to be a plausible conclusion that the scoves of obseyvers would be con-
taminated, like the scorves of vaters, by the cbservers' general byvmsien
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of the subjects they are scoriag.

Cbaerver Expectancy Effects

' There is some evidence to indicate that observers may develop pre-
dispositions or biases which systematically affect their scoring, in a

manner analogous to the halo effect. TFor instance, an cbserver scoring

a particular category of responge may be influenced by his general ilm—
pression of the subject he 1s scoring., Even differences between the
subjects created by the various experimental treatments may produce
different expectations in the cbsexrvers and thus lead to biased scoring.
‘It hae in fact been demonstrated in experimental investigations that
experimenters’ results can be biased by telling them that high or low
scores are anticipated (Rosenthal, 19266), Similarly, it may be expected
that the observer’s expeetations will infiuence his output.

One of the most explicit statements of this problem is that pro-
vided by Rosenthal (1966) in his volume dealing with experimenter effects.
After discussing the probability that even experienced observers may
differ in their perception of behsviour he continues, "A somewhat dif-
ferent but perhaps more serious problem, howaver, is that in which ob~

server effects interact with experimental conditions (p. 8)." As evidewe

he refars to the study by Rosenthal and Halas (1562). In this investi~ R
gation two experimenters attempted to condition planaria to respond, by

head turning and body contraetion, to a light which had been paired with
an electric ahe&. One of the experimenters obtained no significant

sffects for elther turns or contractions., The seeond experimenter ob-
tained & significant increase in head turning in the experimental group,
the snimals showing increases over successive blocks of trials. The same
experimentey also sbtained = significant increase in body contractions in
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the experimental group but an even greater imcresse in contractions in
the cﬁni:::al group. This is particularly remarkable as previous research
had shown the turning and contracting responses to be so highly cor-
related that they have been commonly added together to form a total
raspounse score. Although Rosenthal suggests possible alternative explan-~
ations he rejects them because of their lumprobability aud claims that

it can be concluded that thera ave individual differences

in the extent to which behaviour modifications in planaria

ave observed and that the particular diffevences found are

affected by the spacific type of behaviour baing observed

(Rosenthal, 1966, p. 9).

A somevhat similar effect was produced by Coxdare snd Ison (1963)
who manipulated the expectations of observers by casual statewents just
prior to the experimental session, Neariy five times as many head turms,
and twenty times as many body contractions, were repoxted by observers
who expected bigh levels of responding, in comparison with those whe
expaeted low levels. Cordaro and Igon concluded, "It is quite clear
that 0's expectations have a large effect on the ineidence of reporting
respouses {p. 789)." |

Biza vesembling the effects of experimental conditions upon ob~
servers discussed by Resenthal has been fownd in & different avea by
Pudycha and Naylor (1966). These investigators examined the effacts of
experimental conditions on raters' judgment policies. Sgeciﬁmiy,
they were concerned with whether the judgment and scoring of the raters
depended partly on their conception of the axperﬁmnmcmditions,énd
vhather a changs in these conditions would pz&ﬁispme the tﬂaﬁ‘ﬁ to acove
differently. The experimental task was to rate overall job desivabllity
by exemining job profiles that fndicated the degree to which cach of the

several traite was present in each job, Three experimental conditions
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were employed; actual profiles, artifactual profiles in which the job
traits had a zero relationship with each other, asnd artifactual profiles
in which the job traits had a relatively high inter-relationship. Each
profile was displayed to the rater for approximately 12-15 seconds. An
enalysis of variance revealed a significant Conditions effect, indicating
that "the policy levels for the three conditions weve significantly
different (p. 595).” The authors also concluded that a stgniffcant inter-
action between Job Traits asud Conditions indicated that "dissimilar policies
emerged from the three conditions, that is, the job tralts received
different relative emphasis within the three conditions (p. 595)." ¥while
these judges did not observe human subjects the sbstract nature of the
stinull suggests that the blasing effect iz likely to gemeralize to sll
tasks requiring humsn judgment, including tasks of observation in investi-
gations of nonverbal commwmication.

In another area, the diagnosis of hearing defects in neonates, Ling,
Ling, and Doghring (1570) have investigated the influence of observers®
myectatiené on thelr secoring. Two observers recorded several categovias
of respousgses to auditory stimull of neonates up to six days old., One
observer could hear the stimuli but the other was prevented from hearing
then by a masking noise. It was found that masked observers scoved sig-
nificantly more falsewpositive responses, il.e., responses recorded when
no sound atimulus had been given, than did4 unmasked obserxvers. This study
may have been fully adequate for its primary purpose, the investigation
of certain diagnostic procedures. That is, for the study of the parti-
gular clinical situation it may be immaterial whether errvors originste
from the neonate responding when no stimulus is given or from the obser-
vers scoring the responses inaccurately, In so far as its findings relate
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to the effects of observer expectations, however, the conclusions have
an element of ambiguity. It seems unlikely that a neonate weu!.& never
emit any of the several rvesponses studied except when an experimental
stimulus was presented. If such wnintended responses did occur it
would be difffcult to determine whethar it was the maskad or wmmasked
ochsarvers, or either, who scored ocbjectively. Nevertheless, while there
may be doubt as to which set of observers was responsible for the devi~
ation in scoring, it is clear that the procedure of using masked and un-

masked observers did result in diffevences in scoring, presumably through

the influence of these manipulations on the observers' expectations.
In addition to these empirical demonstrations of observer bias,
the matter has been rgised in theoretical discussion. Pawlicki (1970),
in a eritical review of behaviour-therapy researxch with children, points ,
out that high inter-observer reliability correlations should not be mis-
construed as a substitute for unbiased obsexvers, He claims that, im 96
per cent of the 50 studies rveviawad » Precautions were not taken to ensure
unbiased observers, and suggests tha use of videokape recordings to
elinminate the transmission of axperimental treatment cues to the cbservers.
In conclusion, it appears that observers may be contaminated by the

hypotheses or expectations they formulate regarding the subjects they
observe, ineluding their hypotheses and subsequent expectations related

to the subjects' experimental conditions. Since such contamination

ecould produce a confounding of the direet effects of the experimental
treatments on the subjects with the indirect effeém of these treatments
on the cbservers it is evident that a detalled examination of the problem
is nueeisaxy. Such an exanination is ome of the mﬁjw concerns of this

ptudy.




It is apparent from the studies outlined sbove that ene of the
mjoz problems in ascesaing the performance of observers is the lack of
any veridical standard of comparison. If some objective method of re-
cording, that did not depend on human observers, was available it would
obviously be used. The fact that humen obsexvers ave used iuplies zhee
' no better technique is availsble. Unfortunately, humsn cbservers are
nét ‘ea«ly subject to the biasing influences alrveady discussed but also ‘ |
veveal wide individual diffevences in their scoring. This was demon-
atg#tad by Allport (1924) in investigating ability to judge faeial
axpressions in pictures. BSecoves ranged from 21 to 72 per ceant aceurate
in relation to the investigator's sssumed standard of sceuracy.

Hot emly do observers often fall to record aceurately the variations
{0 external stz:lmnli.,‘ but they may be unable to report ’amzmly their own
ezperiences, as is documented by Syz (1926). Stimulus words, estimated to
arouse emotional responses of various intensities and social aeaeptahuitm
‘were vead to subjects and the lattex's galvanic responses wers compared |
-~ with their verbal veports of affect. It was found that verbal reports
.a,emymdga with galvanic responses when mild affect was ayoused but
that there were marked discrepancies, between the two modalities of res- |
ponding, for words that aroused imtense and unscceptable emotioms. While
unquestionably there arve differences between self-cbservation and obser- |
vation of the externsl world, Sys has demoustrated that, given the input,
contamineting influences can seriously distort the observers' output.

' A few authors, who have been concerned with the centsminations of

‘the obaerver in laboratory situations, mpﬁﬂi. their endeavours to remedy
the difficulties. Bernhardt, Millichaup, mm, snd MoFsrland (1937) - "
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Chspple, 1949; Haith, 1966). Most of thess deviess, howevsr, did not
aliminate the husan ohsexver mﬁm&ymﬂm,w&ﬁt nature, were
msmmtamamme
 Other investigators have approschad the problem by previding some
statistical estimate of the gquality of the obasrver's performance, ia
the hops of thus removing conesyn for the pessible insdequacy of the
cbsarvatfonal data, For example, multipls cbservers presuwmsbly provide
a check on tha inadequseles of alngle sbasrvers. Helisbility eveffictents
have beun employed, as sffording sems statistieal indtuation of ths degres
. of agreemant between the scoves of different chsarvers, snd the sssepte-
bility of the meores has besn decided largaly em the basis of such agres-
ment, |

Thave can be no doubt that a corvelation of the scores of paired
cbservers provides & messure of the observers' relfability, in the statis-
tical sense of the term, and that such velisbility is a necesssyy con-
dition of walidity. It is wot, hewever, & sufficient condition of
‘walidity. Such corvelatisnsl mtmmm.wWWMw
confficients, azm there is s lack of agvewmant daotween the cbusrwers in
their scoxtng. & fiading of this ueture should lead the inwestigster te
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conclude that the scoring performence of hie observers is mupmla.
However, a high correlation, indicating high agreement between the ob-
servers, would not justify the conclusion that their scoring has resched
acaeptable standards. While relfability has been established {n this
case, such results do not indicate snything more than consistent agree~

ment betwesn observers. They are certainly not an indication of the
validity of the scores, although it is easy for invastigators to fmply
that they are (e.g., Exline, 1963; Rosenfeld, 1966; Mehrabian and
Willians, 1969). In au extreme situation, for example, the cbservers
m!.sht: all have mistaken the imstructions and scored the wrong vesponse.,
It 1s concefvable that such scoves woiild yleld extremsly high veliability
eoefficients, but they would chviously not be valid,

Observer Pairing Effects

A further possibility which can mot be ignored is that high velia-

bility coefficients may be due to sgreement among observers based mevely
on congensus. This could be attained through an exchange of scoring

. information between cbservers by mmens of nouverbal cues. In fact Camp-
bell (1958), in his review of sources of systematic error due te human
links in communication systems, explicitly statea that such consensus

will occur “when a group of persons sre exposed to the same fmput and ii?f'::i:i'_‘;[f7.'i":ii"
are asked to transmit oy code it, i€ they are in commmication ameng
themselves (p. 361).%

Vhile the inadequscy of ueasures of rveliability as indicators of

validity is not open to question, the peseibility of cobservers being
contsmingted by consensus is an fssue vhich can only be decided by a |
- detailed empiriecal investigation. The resulte of an earlier study
(Montgemery and Adair, 1971) supperted the sotion that agreement between



14,

paived observers uy be, at least in part, due to such consensus., In
that study it was found that while the Pearson product-moment correlation
for the scores of paired observers vialded coefficlents significantly
sbove zero the corresponding coefficients for the sama data when the ob-
servers were matched vandemly were approximately zero or were negative,
It is assumed that, 1if the scores vot partners are in relatively high
agreement but the scores of the same eﬁaamm rendomly matched within
experimental conditions show significantly lower agreement, the former
measure must have been spuriously inflated by consensus between partners.
Otherwise, if the relatively Sigh agveament between partners was due to
the satisfactory scoring performance of the cbservers, the level of
agreement would not be appreciably affected by the process of random
matching., The concern of the present study includes a partial wepldi~
eation of the earlier imée!.gam with actual menipulation of the
observer’'s training and "testing” enviromment.

Classification of Observer Errurssnd Deviatfons

The foregoing veview suggests that there is a number of sources of

contamination, For the purposes of this study, and for clavity in an
overview of tha contaminating influsnces in the observer techanique, :tg
‘may be helpful to define some broad distinctions between categories of
vbsexver contamination, Rosenthal (1966), in discussing cbserver
problems, has informelly categorized &aarﬁr errors into a dichotomy,
namely, random errors on the cne hand, and systematic ervors arising
from observer bias on the other. mﬁhat examination of the nature of
- observers' scoring errors suggests that categorization into the following
trichotomy is more satisfactory.
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NHon-systematic scoring errors. Such exvors, preaumably having a

dispersion comparable to that of normal discriminal Judgments around the

mean, are simply claseified as observer errors. These errors may be due

to the observers' inability to attain a greater precision of judgment,

or to such external factors as sudden ianterfering noises from outside

the observation room. Observer errors ¢an usually be assumed to be

largely self~-cancelling, and no serious consequences result unless the

magnitude of the errors is great. They are therefore assumed to be random

_in this investigation. §;g;
Observer expectancy effects. Systematic scoring deviations which o

result from the observers being influenced by the experimental treatments

administered to the subjects may be classified as observer expectancy

effects. The effect is dependent upon the observers forming hypotheses,

true or false, regarding the experimental conditions of the subjects and

being influenced differentially in their scoring by these hypotheses.,

For example, if an observer believes that one experimental group kas

received electric shocks and that another group has received no shocks,

his resulting expectations may predispose him to score more frequent

&1splayé of aggression for the former group than for the latter, irres-
pective of the actual frequency of their aggressive responses. Similarly,
if an observer concludes that a particular group of subjects liked an

interviewer, and that another group disliked the interviewer, these con-

clusions may produce corresponding liking and disliking for the two

groups of subjects on the part of the observer. Such observer expecﬁaaciel
could be reflected in experimentsl results by the data varying differen~
tially over the experimental conditions. As stated earlier, observer

expectancy effect 1s one of the concerns of this study.
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Observer effects. Systematic fnflations or reductions of scores,

due to constant influences other than observer expectancies upon the
observers, may be classified as observer effects. For instance, all
scores may deviate in the same direction because the observers have a high

need for the approval of the investigator and believe that his approval -

can be attained by recording a large number of responses. Again, an
awareness that a companion is scoring more, or less, frequently than

himeself may cause an observer to raise or lower hias own level of acoring

to correspond with that of his partner. The principal distinction between

cbgerver errors and observer effects fs that the former are random while
the latter are systematic. The principal distinction between observer
expectancy effects and observer effects 1s that the former {s related to
the outcome expectations of the observers while the latter are related to
such factors asktraits of the ebservgr or his knowledge of how his com-
panion ig scoring. One aspect of observer effects, i.e., secoring con-
sensus attained by paired observers through an exchange of nonverbal
scoring cues, iz investigated in this study.

Statement of the Problem

Observers are frequently used in experiments in soeial psycholegy

and their use is often essential in studies of nonverbal communication.
However, problems arise in the use of the observer technique because of
the difficulties in assessing the objectivity of their scoring. Inter-

rater reliability, as measured by correlating the scores of different

cbservers, can not be assumed to bs a measure of the validity of the
scores. Furthermore, scoring consensus between obsexvers, zesulting‘

from a nonverbal exchange of scoring cues, may vender these reliability
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measures ingppropriate for assessing the performance of the observers.

A further problem, of equal importance in relation to the ohserver tech~
niqua, has emersed from the study of the experimenter expectancy effect.
It has been found that observer expectancies can contaminate and invall-

date results. The purpose of thils study is, therafore, to examine and

clarify these problems in Inter-observer consensus and observer expactancy
effacts as they affect the observer technique.

As a basis of one aspect of the investigation it is speculated that

the consensus variable can be measured by comparing the agreement of ob-

servers who partieipate as pariners with the agreement obtained from the
same scores of these observers randomly matched. The former measure of
agreement is expected to he greéter than the latter, the magnitude of the
.difference being an indication of the degree of consensus between the
partners. A eontrol group of chservers scoring alone is also employed
with a view to demonstrating that agreement between members of this group
would be lower than that of the partners, inflated by consensus, and higher
than that of thé randomly matched partners whose agreement would be re-
duced by consensus contamination. A second control group, in which ob-

servers practice in pairs and score glone in test trisls, {s used to

eliminate the possibility that agreement between partners is due to the
observers reaching consensus on response definitions. It is assumed that
- 1f such consensus occurred in practice it would result in higher agreement

between members of pairs even when they later score alone in test trials,

since the observer's change in response definition would presumably be of
an enduriang nature,
Observer expectancy effect isfnvestigated by manipulating the infor-

mation supplied to the observers ragarding the experimental conditions of
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the target subjects. The observers' scoring is expected to vary in
accordance with the expectancies thus aroused.

A further study is conducted for the purpose of demonstrating that
the consensus effect can be manipulated experimentally. The major dif-
ference between this study and the first is that, here, instead of having
& real observer as partner each observer is paired with a confaedexate
poging as an obseivar and scoring consistently at a predetermined high or
low level., It is hypothesized that the scores of the observers will be
high or low ié conformity with the scoring levels of the confederates
with whom they are paired.

| Specifically, therefore, it was hypothesized:
1.  That the number of smiles and nods scored will be a positive funetion
of the favourability of the ostensible attitude of the target subjects
towards the interviewer. |
2. That correlations for the scores of observers who were paired in
both sessions will be significantly greater than zero.

3. That correlations for the scoras of all randomly matched observers,
aﬁd of observers who were paired in the firet session and scored alone in
the second, will not differ significantly from zevo.

4. That correlations for the scores of observers who were paived in
both sessions will be significantly greater than the correlations for the
gcores of the same observaers randomly matched.

5. That correlations for observers scoring alone in both sessions, and
for observers who were paived in the first session and scored alone in
the second, will be intermediate in value between the correlations for

‘paired and for randomly matched observers who scored with partners im .

both sessilons,
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6. That results for difference scores will follow a pattern similar to
that predicted for the correlational resultz. That ia, difference scores
for observers paired in both sessions will be significantly smaller than
the difference scores of the same cbservers randomly matched, and di1f-
ference scores for observers seoring alenea in both sessions, and for oh-
servers who wers paired in the first session and scorad alone in the
second, will be intermediate batween the difference scores for paired and
for randomly matched observers who scorad with partners in both sessions.

7. That, in the sacond study, scores of observers who were palred with

& highw-scoring confederate will be significantly greater than the scores

of those paired with a low-scoring confederate.




CHAPTER III

Obsexrvers

The subjects (Observers) were 144 male students from the Iatxo-
ductory Pasychology courses at the Univerasity of Manitoba, who were
fulfilling requirements for participation in laborxatory experiments. They
were allocated randomly to the various ca@erimancal conditions and took
part iu two expevimental sessions, of one hour duration, at one week
intervals.,

Twenty~three observers were eliminated through their failure to show
up for one of the two observational sessions., A further three were elimi-~
nated because they did not draw the line across the scoring paper when the
gignal was given to do so, thus falling to carry out experimental instruc-
tions. vThe eliminated observers were replaced by an equal numbex of
ébservers from the same population.

| Experimental Design

There were three conditions of observer expectancy and three con-
ditions of observational pairing. The three conditions of Expectancy were
differentiated by whether the observer was told that the target subject in
the videotape he was viewing liked (L) or disliked (D) the person intar-
viewing him, or was neutrally disposed () and neither liked nor disliked
him. Forty=eight observers participated in each of theas conditions of
Expectancy.

Conditiona of Pairving differed accoxding to whether the observer

mored alone or in the company of a partner in each of the two observationmal

sessions. In the Alone-Alcne (AA) Condition 48 observers, 16 in each of
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the three conditions of Expectancy, participated alone. That is, no
other observers were present for the training or test sessioms. In the
Pairs~Alone (PA) Condition 48 more observers, alse allocated in equal

numbers to the three'canditions of Expectancy, scored as pairs in the

first session and alone in the second. A further 48 observers, likewise
allocated 4n equal numbers to the three conditions of Expectancy, scored
in the Pairs-Pairs (PP) Condition in which the same pair of observers

participated together in both sessions. Thus there were nine experimental

conditions: (AA-L), (AA=N), (AA-D), (PA-L), (PA-N), (PA-D), (PP-L) ,
(P?"N) ' (PP""B)O

Preparation of the Stimulus Materials

Baaleally the stimulus materi{als consisted of ten-minute videotape
~recordings of each of five target subjects as they were being individually
interviewed, Recordings were made, unknown to the target subjects, while
they answered a number of general questions presented on a tape recorder
by a confederate. The hidden camera was located approximately eight feat
from the target subject at an angle of about 45° from the direct front
view, A picture of goed resolution, in which the subject's movements were

clearly visible, was obtained. All target subjects were seen from approxi-

mately the knees up.
While it was realized that the target subjects might have differed
individually in appearance and behaviour, the concern in this investigation

was with the comparison of observers whe received differential experimental

- treatments. 8ince each observer saw the same target subjects in the same
sequence, differences between target subjects remained constant for all

ohservers,
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The Observation Sieu@tion

All inetructions were also presented on vidwcgpé, to ensure that
each observer received a congistent instructional set. ¥Yor these sound-
videotape recordinge a fourth~vear honors student was diveected to read

the instruections in a friendly relaxed manner, approximating the reading

of instruetions in a typical experimental situation. By this met:héd it
was possible to ensure that the presentation was not alteved teo aceom-
modate any particular observer.

In the first, or practice, session these videotapes provided all
observers with task instructions. The content of the instruections varied,
depending on the experimental conditfons, and is deseribed in the Pro-
tedure section which follows. In all, five sets of videotapes were
required. Two were used for the firat session, one for observers scoring
alone and one for obsarvers scoring in pairs., Each of these tapes also
contained the interviewsnfthe 'm‘#ﬂ taiget subjects to be uaed for prae-
tice. Yor the second or test session the other three tapes ware prepared.
Each of these presented the manipulation for one of the levels of

| Expectancy and each contained the interviews for the final mmﬁge&n

subjacts.

The videotape recordings were presented to the observers on a Sony
Videocorder TCV-2010, which included a television set with a nine-inch
monitor. Observers sat approximately five faet nine inches from the

monitor and four feet from each other. The observers' chatve and the

television #et remained at constant marked positions for all trials,
Responsas were acoved by pencil on adding-machine paper rolls
inserted in simple dispensers., The table at which the observers scored

was approximately seven feet long so that members of observer pairs
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could be seated several feet apart, to limiﬁ opportunities for nonverbal
communication. As a further precaution against such commumication a par-
tition, approximately 21 inches high, was placed at a point midway between
the ends of the table, This partition was employed for all trials in
which observers scored in pairs. For trials using single observers one
chair, in aslternating rotation, was removed from the table beforehand,
Iomediately below the television set there was a sign, in large letters,
“X = SMILES ¢ = NODS." This sign was intended to prevent the cbservers
from confusing the scoring symbols during observational trials.

Procedure

First observational session. The experimenter escorted the ob-

servers from the walting room to the observation room where he diregted
them to be seated in the observers' chairs. On those occasions when only
one of the two observers arrived for the first session the experimenter
made the necessary changes for single observer participation before
conducting the observer to the observation room. The observers were then
requested to attend to the television sereen, on which all instructions
were presented. When the videotape began to play the experimenter seated
himself behind the observers! range of vision and the lnstructor appeared
on the screen.

The instructor welcomed the observers and assured them that thaey
would not be used as subjects but as observers. He then explained how
the target subjects had been recorded and the‘natuxe of the observers'
task. The full text of the instructions is presented in Appendix A. As
a cover story the observers were told that the target subjects had worked
with the interviewer in the construction of a simple crossword puzzie,

"a tagk that drives most people either to enthusiastic co-operation or to
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bitter disagreement." It was explained that the subjects were cub‘imqmtly
divided into those who liked or disliked the interviewer or were néi‘tetally
disposed, and that the effect of these different conditions on the frequency
of the subjects' smiles and nods was being investigated, however they were
not told at this time what to expect in their observations. The observers
were then given directions in scoring procedure, being told to score an

X" om the paper tapes whenever the subject smiled and to score anm "0" |
vhenever he nodded, to pull the paper towards them as thuired_, and to keep
focussed on the subject and not look down at the paper while observing.

A nod was defined both verbally and by the instruector illustrating the
movements with his head. It was considered umnecessary to define a smile.
Observers were told that some practice would be necessary to enable them

to attain accuracy in scoring. It was explatned that a bell would be

rung halfway through each ¥rial, and that, on hearing this signal, they
should draw a line across the paper tape to permit an :I.aventigstioﬁ of
¢hanges in responding over time, Their attention was drawn to the marks

on the floor, designed to ensure that the position of the observers'

| chairs would not vary. Paired observers were told that the purpose of

the partition was to prevent inter-observer influence during scoring,
and the importance of independent scoring was emphasized. The observers
were also raquested mot to talk while observing the subject. These
references to inter-chserver commmication were, of course, omitted when

cbservers scored alone. A brief summary of the instructions was presen-

ted and the observer was told, should the instructions have left him in
sny uncertainty, to use his best judgment, The instruector appealed to
him to do his best to score accurately. Finally, the observer was asked
£o write his name, and the mumber of the subject, on the tape
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and told to prepare to focus on the subject.

The first subject was seen on the screen for ten minutes and his
responses recorded by the observers. Easlfway through the trial the
experimenter rang the bell. The main purpose of the bell was to break ;
the monotony of the tem-minute trial and to help maintain the alertness =
of the observers. Since these measurements, the differences in the
frequency of the responses over the two halves of the triila. had not
proved of any utility in two previous studies, no predictions were made,
although the datawvere examined according to each separate time interval.

Immediately after the first subject had been scored the instructor
reappeared on the sereen. He reminded the observers to draw a line
across the paper tape, beyond the last score, and te tear it off beyond
the line, The observers were then sllowed to rest for 30 seconds. During
this and all rest periods the screen remained blank. At the end of the
30 seconds the observers were asked to chack that their chair legs were
at the marks on the floor, a procedure which was employed at the begin~-
ning of every trial in both sessions. The procedurs followed for acoring
the responses of the first subject were then repeated for the second.
Since fatigus presumably increased as éha session progressed, observers
ware allowed to rest for one minute, rather than 30 seconds, between
scoring the second and third subjects. The procedure already employed
was then applied to the scoring of the third subject. Aftexr the third
trial had been complated the instyuctor thanked the observers for thair
services and rveminded them that. they were due to return for the second
session a week later. He also made the suggestion that, as a further
reninder, one observer phonel the other on the avening before the second

saesaion.
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Ingtructicns for chservers scoring alone in the first sesaion
(AA Condition) did not differ from the above, aspart from the omission of
references to inter-observer communication, to the partition, and to
phoning as a reminder prior to the sacond session. The partition was not

usad, under AA treatment, and one of the chairs was removed from the table

before the shserver arrived,
Observers scoring under PA Condition received the same instructions
ae those deseribad above for PP Condition. At the end of the session the

experimenter arranged for the members of each pair of observers under PA

Condition to return at geparate times for the following session, the
second obgserver returning half an hour after the first.

Second observational seasion. The general precedure was similar to

that employed in the firvst session. Fach obgerver remained umder AA, PA
or PP Condition according to which of these treatments had already been
administered to him. However different attitudes tovards the target
subjects wera induced by instructions deseribing the target subjects as
- 1iking, disliking, or being neutrally disposed towards the interviewer.
Observers were again welcomed by the instructor and were reminded

briefly of the nature of their task. After they had written their names

and the number of the subject on the paper tapes they were told, as cover
story, that it had been found that accuracy of scoring is increased 1if
observers knew the target subject's emotional state, which in this study

would be his dlaposition of liking, disliking, or neutrality toward the

interviewer. Consequently, it was explained, the observers would be
told each target subject's condition. They were also instructed to write

the targét gubject's condition on the paper tape, beyond his number, and to
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try to remember his condition throughout the trial., Observers with the
Liked ' Expectancy were told, fmmediately before scoring each of the
remaining two target subjects, that the subject liked the interviewer,
and w&revinstructeé to write the word "Liked" on the paper tape. Apart
from serving to identify the tape, it was hoped that writing the supposed
condition of the target subject would help to impreas the informatiom em
the memory of the observer., This procedure was repeated for both the
Heutral and Disliked Conditions. The two test subjects were then scored,
using the procedurs employed in the first session with the modifications
that have been described. 411 observers saw identical recordings of the
target aubjeats,rregardlesa of thelir condition of Expectancy.

Yhen the final target subject had been scored the instructor thanked
the observers for their _eooperation and offered to send them, in a self-
addressed envelope, a summary of the experiment and its outcome. This
sumrary also, in fact, included a justification of the deceptions used.
Finally, the observers were asked to complete a questionnaire, a copy éf
which is found in Appendixz B. The purpose of certain crueial iteme, in
this questionnaire, was to assess the observers' awareness of the real
purpose of the experiment and to assess their expectations in relation
to the differvent conditions of Expectancy. When the questionnaive was
completad the experimenter signed the experimental c¢redit cards and
provided the envelopes mentioned in the instructions if the observers
requasted them. Ae the observers were leaving the experimenter expressed
his appreciation of the way chey‘had sssisted in the inwvestigation.

Method =~ Study I1
Obgervers and_Eggerimantal Design

It had been intended to employ either the PA or the PP Condition
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in this study, depending on the condition in which consensus was found,
However, sinee consensus occurred in PA for nods and in PP for smiles in
Study I, it seemed appropriate to‘uée both PA and PP in the second study.
Similarly, it had originally been intended to administer the N expectanecy
to all observers in this study but, since the consensus effect was confined
mainly to the D expectancy in Study I, it was decided to use that expec~-
tancy in Study II. 1In the D .Condition, it will be recalled, observers
were told that the tarpet subjects disliked the interviewer.

Bixty~four observers were selected from the same population ae those
employad in Study I. They were allocated randomly to the various experi-
mental conditions, and took part in two experimental sessiors, the second
following a week after the first, as in Study I. In this study nine ob-
. servers were eliminated through failure to show up for one of the two
observational sessions, and a further observer because of a similar fatlure
on the part of a confederate, These ten observers were replaced, as in
the first study, by an equal number from the same population.

To activgly manipulate consensus, observers participated as partners

of one of two confederates who posed as fellow-observers and consistently

scored either high or low. The two confederates each received the same
training and participated to an equal extent in all experimental con-
ditions,

Thirty-two observers, half of them in PA Conditionamd the other
half in PP Condition, were paived with a High-Scoring Confederate (HSC)., ..
A further 32 observers, also equally divided between PA and PP Conditions,
were paired with a Low-Scoring Confederate (LSC). Pairing conditiomns
were administered az in Study I, That is, in PA Conditién the confederate

scored high or low during the practice session but did not participate in
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the test session, while in PP Conditlon he scored high or low in both
practice and test sessions.

Stimulus and Related Materials

The recordings of the five target subjects and of the instructions,

which were used in Study I, were employed in the sewe manner in this
study. The experiment was conducted in the same setting, using the sawe
apparatus, as in Study I.

Procedure

Both experimental sessions followed the same procedure as in Study

I, the experimenter and confederate belng careful to minimize the con=
federate's contact with the obsarver immediately before and after the
experimental sessions. Under the HSC Condition the confederate recorded
eight smiles and twenty-four nods for each target subject. Under the
LSC Condition the corresponding scores were two smiles and six nods.
These frequencies were obtained by averaging the acores of two previous
pairs of observers over the two test subjects and doubling and halving
these averages for high and low scoring conditions respectively. Im

other words, these four earlier observers scoved an average of four

spiles and twelve nods for each of the two target aubjects.

The confederate recorded half of the scores in the first five
minutes of each trial and the remaining half in the second five ninutes.
He was fnstructed to relate his scoring as closely as possible, within the

limitations imposed by having to record a predetermined score, to the

actual responses of the target subjects. Otherwise the observers night
have been aware that the confederate scored at a particular level but
might not have been directly influenced by the confederate im scoring

each individual response. Since aonsanaué might operate through either,
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or both, of these channels, i.e., by the observer being aware that his
partner scored at a high or at a low lewvel, or by the observer being
aware that his partner did, or did not, score a particular response, it
was necesgsary for the confederate to attempt to influence his pariner

through both of these channels,



CHAPTER IV

RESULIS

Questionnaire Data

The questionnaire was intended to provide information regarding the
observers' awareness of the purpose of the experiment, and also to permit
an assessment of the effectiveness of the Expectancy manipulations. The
data obtained are presented here, in this study, rather than later, because
‘they are highly relevant to the interpretation of the main findings for
expectancy effects.

Purpose of Experiment. No observer in AA Condition of Pairing in-~

dicated any awareness of the tyue purpose of the experiment. Ia PA Con-
dition one observer indicated awareness and two further observers gave
ambiguous responses which may, or may not, have indicated awareness, while
the responses of the remaining observers implied unawareﬁeas. All obger-
vers in PP Condition indicated unawarenesg, with the exception of one who
‘was aware. In D Condition of Expectancy no observer was aware. Awareness,
ambiguity, and unawareness wera each distributed squally between the
remaining two conditions of Expectancy. These dataare presented in Table
14 in Appendiz D, Thus, out of a total of 144 obsaervers, two were aware
of the purpose of the experiment, and two more may have been aware.
Expectaney for smiles. In L Condition of Expectancy 40 observers,

out of a total of 43, responded as anticipated. That is, they expected

the target subjects to increase or reduce their output of smt.ias in
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positive relationship with the favoursbility of their attitude tovards
the interviewer. Six observers either stated that the subject's atti-
tudelté the interviewer would mske no difference to his output of smiles,
or failed to answer this part of the question. 1Two observers gave the
opposite reponses to what had been anticipated. In other words, they
expected thg'subjects to increase or reduce their output of smiles in
negative relationship to the favourability of their attitude to the inter-
© viewer., Very similar results were obtained in N Condition. In D Condi-
tion only 32 cbservers responded as anticipated, 1l were uncertain or
believed there would be no differenca in the output of smiles, and five
gave responses opposite to what had been anticipated, Between conditions
ofjrairing the variations in these responses were very small. In summary,
out of a total of 144 observers, 111 responded as anticipated, 24 did not
respond or expected no difference in output of smiles, and nine gave
responses opposite to what had been anticipated. These data are presented
in Appendix D, Table 135.

Expectancy for nods. In L Condition of Expectancy 13 observers res~

pondgd as anticipated, 26 either stated that the subject’s attitude to
the interviewer would make no difference to his output of nods or failed
to answer this part of the question, and nine observers gave the opposite
~ responses to what had been anticipated. Almost identical results were
obtained im N Condition. In D Condition 21 observers responded as enti-
eipated, 16 either stated that the subject's attitude to the interviewer
would make no difference to his output of nods or failed to answer this
part of the question, while 11 observers gave the opposite responses to
what had been anticipated. There were was little variation in these

responses between conditions of Pairing. In summary, 47 obsexvers, out
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of a total of 144, responded as anticipated, 66 did not respond or expected
no difference in output of nods, and 31 gave responses opposite to what
had been anticipated. These data are presented in Table 1. They indicate
that, for nods, the expectancy manipulation was not successful. It may
therefore be anticipated that these expectancy manipulations would not
affect the observers' scoring of nods.
Obsexver Expectancy Effect

All analyses were computed separately for smiles and for nods, the
data employed being the scores of the observers for the responses of the
two target subjects in the second observational session. The scores for
the third target subject in the first cbservational session were used as
the covariate in the analysis of covariance. The effects of two factors,
each having three treatment conditions, were analyzed. The Expectancy
factor was examined under three gconditions of expectancy, L, N, and D,
and the Pairing factor under three conditions of pairimg, AA, PA, and PP,
It was considered preferable to test the data for Expecﬁancy efééct using
analysls of covariance, and to test the samae data for Pairing effect
using analysis of variance. The earlier study (Montgomery and Adair,
1871) had indicated considerable individual variation in the scoring of
obsexvers in practice trials, Analysis of covariance was therefore
employed to equate the groups, statistically, in this respect. On the
other hand, since the effects of pairing were already present in AA and
PP Conditions when the baseline scores ware obtained in the practice
session, and since this effect was not manipulated within the axpérimant
in these conditions, the use of analysis of covariance would have resulted
in the iInfluence of the different conditions of this factor being par-
tialled out. To study the Pairing effect it was therefors necessary to

use analysis of variance.
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Table X

Direction of Observers' Expectancies for Nods

N D Totals
# o® i+ 0 - + 0 - + o -
AA 6 7 3| 2 8 6 5 8 3!13 23 12
PA 3 10 315 8 3 7 4 s'15 2 1
PP 4 9 3|6 8 2.9 4 319 21 8
Totals |13 26 9 |13 24 11 21 16 1147 66 :

Bobservers' expectancies were as anticipated.

bObsarvers either did not respond or indicated that the subjects®

attitudes to the interviewer would not affect the output of nods.

cﬂbservers' expectancies were opposite to those anticipated.

Smiles

Analysils of covariance. No significant differences or interactions

were found, for smiles, in the overall analyses of either the summed séorea
or the separate scores for the two target subjects., Summaries of the
analyses forthe summed scores and for the separate scores for the two
target subjects are presented in Tables 2 and 3, and in Tables 16 and 17

in Appendix D, respectively. They indicate that, while scoring seems to

follow a similar pattern for both target subjects and the overall results
are in the expected direction, the observer expectancy hypothesis was not
supported. A casual examination of the cell means in Table 3, however,

suggested that observers' scoring strategles differed somewhat between



Table 2

4nalysis of Covariance of Observers Exzpectancy and

Pairing Effects for Smiles

Source | as ; MS ‘ F
Expectancy (A) | 2 | 21406 0.38
Pairing (B) | 2 | 17.67%4  0.25
AxB | 4 § 144.984 © 2,01
Error 13 é 71.960
Table 3
Adjusted Means for Observers' Expectancy and
Pairing Effects for smiles
Variable é L . N D Total
A 20325 16050 15.38 17.298
PA ; 18,137 | 21,467 15,707 18,440
EP . 17.030 15.730 19.822 17.513

Total 18,505 17.749 16,996
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conditions of Pairing and that significant effects in one of these con-
ditions may have been nulliffed, in the overall analysis, by a reversal
in one of the other conditions. To investigate this possibility a separate
analysis of covariance was computed for each condition of Pairing. The
weakness of resorting to such post hoc analyses is recogniged. However,
the outcome, which is suggestive of a basis for further study, provides
some justification for this procedure. It was found that the Expectaticy
effect was significant in AA Condition, (F = 3.583, df = 2/44, p < .05),
and in PA Condition, (F = 3.696, df = 2/44, p < .05), but not in PP
Condition, (¥ = 1.225, df = 2/44, p > .05), Sumaries of these analyses
are presented in Appendix D, Table 18, Analyses within pairving conditions
indicated that AA observers in L Condition scored significantly more
smiles than those in either N Condition, (£ = 2.2271, df = 44, p < ,025),
or D Condition, (t = 2.3958, df = 44, p < .025), but N and D Conditions
did not differ signiffcantly, (t = 1581, df = 44, p > .05). For PA
Pairing observers in N Condition scored significantly more smiles than
those in D Conditiom, (t = 2,7035, df = 44, p < .025), but observers in

L Condition did not differ significantly from those in N, (t = 1.6068,
df = 44, p > ,05), nor from those in D Condition, (t = 1.1002, df = 44,

B > 05). 1In summary, while no overall Expectancy effects were found, the
effect did occur in AA Condition, in which no partners were present in
either session, some effect was foun& in PA Conditien, in which observers
were paired in the fivst session but not in the Seeand. and there was no
effect in PP Condition, in which observers were paired in both sessions.
Such results as were significant were in the direction predicted in the
Expectancy hypothesks. It thus appears that observers are more dependant

on expectancy information when alone than when cues may be provided by a
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partner, and will use that fnformation to their advantage.
Observers' scores for the First and Second Periods were also
tested separately, by analysis of covariance, in order to examine the

influence of the duration of the observational trials on the Expectancy

effecta, For the Firast Period no significant main effects mor inter-
actions were found, For the Second Perlod there was only a significant
Expectancy x Pairing interaction. This interaction is difficult to

interpret, being masked by the complexity of the various experimental

conditions, but appears to be mainly due to a reversal of the Expectancy

effect between AA and PP Conditions. Apart from this interaction, it'
appears tizat the operation of the Ezpectancy effect is not influenced by
the duration of the trials. Summaries of these analyses are presented in
Appendix D, Tables 19 and 20,

Analysis of variance. As explained earlier in this chapter, analysis

of covariance is not a satisfactory test for Pairing effects and analysis
of variance must be emploved to examine this factor statistically, The
main concern therafore, in this analysis,is with the effects of Pairing,
and not with the effects of Expectancy, except in so far as the latter

- may interact with the former.

There were no significant main effects for Pairing, (F = .96,
4f = 2/135, p > .05), but there was a eignificant Expectancy x Pairing
interaction (F = 2.84, df = 4/135, p < .025). This interaction, like
that obtained in the analysis of covariance of the Second Period, above,

seems to be due, in part, to a reversal of the Expectancy effact betwean
AA and PP Conditions of Pairing, but may diso be partly attributed to a
reversal of the Pairing effact between L and D mditions of Expectancy.
Summaries of these analyses are presented in Appendix D, Tables 21 and 22.
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Nods

Analysis of covariance., No significent differences nor ianteractions

were found for nods in the overall analysis of the summed scores for the

two target subjects., This 18 as was anticipated on the basis of the

failure of the Expectancy manipulation for this variable. Summaries of
these analyses are presented in Tables 4 and 5. The question may arise
as to whether significant results might have been obtained if the data

had been analyzad separately for each of the two target subjects, Such

analyses were in fact performed but the results wexe not significant

for either target subject.

Analysis of variance. Here, as in the analysis of variance for

smiles, the main concern was with the Pairing effeets., No significant
main effect nor interaction was found in the overall analysis of the
sumned scores for the two target subjects. Summaries of these analyses
are presented in Appendix D, Tables 21 and 22, Inspection of the data,
as well as the failure of the expactancy manipulation, suggested that
there was no purpose in proceeding fuxther with these analyses of the

scores for nods.




Table 4
Analysis of Covariance of Observers' Expectancy
and Pailring Effects for Nods

39.

Source ? af : MS ! F

Expectaney (A) 2 222,480 | 0.46
Pairing (B) § 2 225,775 0.46
AxB : & 39.583 " 0.08
Error | ; 134 | 486.813

Table 5

Adjusted Means for Observers' Expectancy

and Pairing Effects for Nods

Varisble L N D

AA . 19.685 . 23.207  18.907 20.620
PA 2631 26,164 25,365 24.380
PP - 20.036 23.818 18,314 20,708

20,456 : 24,397 20.856
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Observer Effects -~ Correlations

Observer effects ware investigated by the comparison of agreement

between the scores of paived observers with agreement between the scores

_ of the same obsemzs randomly mat:chad. and by exemining how these
‘results were ugfeeted by the different eonditiens of Pairing. In AA
Condition, of course, only agreement bam the scores of randomly
matched pbsamra couid be computed. The degree of agreement was
assessed using Pearson product-moment correlations for the seores of
the following sets of cbservers.

a) Randomly matched observers, within the same condition
of Expsctancy, who participated under AA Condition,

b) Members of pairs in PA Condition, each member of a pair
being allocated to a different group for purposes of comparison.

c) Observers, who participated under PA Cendition, randomly
matched with others in the same conditions of Pairing and Expectancy.
. 4) Members of pairs in PP Condition, each mewber of a pair

being allocated to a different group for purposas of comparison.

e) Observers who participated uader P? Conditien randomly
matched with others in the same conditions of Pairing end Expectancy.
These correlational analyses were computed using the combined

scores for the two target subjects in the second observational session

within the one analyais, and were also aemputedv separately for the scoras

- of each of these subjects. The purpose of computing separate anslyses
. for each of the target subjects was to eliminate the effect on the cor-

relations of these scores having been recorded by the asame observers

and therefore being related, The magnitude of the correlation was taken
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. a8 a direct indication of the degree of agreement between cbsexvers, as
has been the custom in studies employing paired observers. A test for
the significance of a difference between two corrxelations was used to
determine whether the various correlation coefficients that were to be
compared differed significantly, Such & significant gesult was inter-
preted as indicating consensus between the observers.
Smiles

Pairing versus random matching within eonditions of Pairing. The

correlations for each of the pairings are presented in Table 6. The
sear& of randomly matched observers, participating under AA Condition,
correlated at a level approximating zero (r = ~.048, d4f = 22, p > .05).
The corralations for partners and for randomly matched obsayvers, under -
PA Condition, were also close to zero and the difference between them
was not significant. Undex PP Condition the correlation for partners
was significant (r = .682, df = 22, p < .01), but that for randomly
matched observers was negative and anonsignificant (x = ~-.105, df = 22,
P > «05). The difference between these cosfficients was significant S
(z = 4.408, p < .00004). The coefficient for AA Condition was not E
~intermediate between those for the palred and randomly matched obsexvers
in PA Condition. This condition of intermediacy was fulfilled, however,
in PP Condition, that is, in the Pairing condition in which consensus
occurrad.
When separate corralational analyses were coﬁputed for the scores
for each target subject no major changes in the results were found.

These spalyses do provide the additional infom:im that, wnder PP
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Condition, the cousensus effect was due mainly to the acores for the
second target subject. For the first subject the correlations for
paired and for randomly matched obsamts waere .329 and ~,029 res-
pectively. These correlations were nonsignificant and the difference
fhemen them just failed to reach significance (z = 1.72, p > ,05).
The corresponding coefficients for the second target subject were
+763 and ~,133, the first being significant (df = 22, p < .01l)., The
difference batween them was also significant (z = 5.363, p < .0000005).
Swmmaries of these analyses ave presented in Appendix D, Table 23.
Table 6
Correlation Coefficients for Paired and

Randonly Matched Observers, for Smiles

Variable Paived l Randontzed
an ?  -.048
PA .047 ! | .195 L
PP .682% - 105% | |

*p < ,00004, for difference between coefficients within row,

’“g < .005, for ecorrelation coefficlent.

In summary, when the scores of the two target subjects w@m in-
¢luded in one correlational analysis the coef.ﬁai.mu for the paired
and vandomized chservers did not differ sigaifteant).y under PA Condition
but did differ significantly under PP Condition, The coefficient ocbtatned
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in AA Condition, and both coefficients obtained in PA Condition, were
intermediate between those for paifed and randomized observers in PP
Condition. When analyses were computed seﬁarately for each target
subject no important change was found in the pattemm of results. The
same significant differences were obtained as when the two target
subjects were included in the one analysis, axcept that the differaence
between the coefficients for paired and randomized observers, x#xder
PP Condition, just failed to reach significance for the first subject.

Pairing versus random matching within conditions of Expectancy.

Examination of the data raised the question of whether consensus was
distributed equally over the different Expectency conditions or was
linited mainly to the D Condition. S3ince ehis -»1““ was important in
deciding which Expectancy condition to employ in Study II, the data
for PA and PP Conditions were combined and an analysis for consensus
performed, by means of the correlational procedures and tests for
gignificance aascribed above, for each condition of Expectancy.

For the purpose of this analysis the data was colliapsed across

PA and PP Conditions and an analysis, similar to that described above

for Pairing versus random matching within conditions of Pairing, was

performed for each condition of Hxpectanecy. A summary of these
analyses is presented in Appendix D, Table 24. In L Condition
coefficlients fpr paired cbservers (_:; = «,033) and for randomly
matched observers (r = .091) were not significantly greater than

gero, and the diffarence between them was not significant.
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8imilarly, in N Condition, correlation coefficients for paived
obsexvers (r = .135) and for randomly matched observers (r = .302)

were aot significant, nor were the differences between them signi-

gicmt, In D Condition, however, while the correlations for paired
observers was siguificantly greater than zero (r = .699, df = 14,
<. §05), the coefficient for randomly matched cbservers was negative

(x = «.128). The difference between thesa two coefficients was

uigniﬁemu (2 = 3.698, p < ,0002)., Since this analysis was parf.omd
for the sole purpose of identifying the Expectancy conditions in
vhich consensus operated, thereby providing procedural guidance

for Study II, it {s not related to any hypothesis. It was con-

cluded that consensus does not operate, for smiles, in either L

or H Condition but does opérat:«e in D Condition,

Heds

Paired versus random matching within conditions of Pairing., A
sumary of thess smalyses is presented in Teble 7. The scores of
randomly matched observers, participsting under AA Conditicn, cor-

related at a level vhich was not significantly different from zero
(r = ~.149), Under PA Condition neither the coefficient for paired
chsarvers (r = .235) noy for randomly matched observers (r = -.110)
reached significance but the difference between them was significant

(2 = 1.734), p < .05). Under PP Condition neither the ecefficient
for paived observers (z = .142) nor for randomly matched sbservers

(x = .018) was significant, nor was the difference between them
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significant (2 = .588, p > .03). The correlation for randomly
matched observers in AA Condition (¥ = -.149) was not intermediate
between those for paired and for randomly matched observers in
aither PA or PP Conditions.

| Table 7

Correlations Coefficients for Pairved and

Randomly Matched Obsexvers for Hods

Variable Paired Randomized

AA e 149
PA «233 - 110%
PP ‘ -.142 .018

#p < .05, for difference between cosfficients within xow.

When thes€ datawere analyzed separately for each target
subjeet the pat:t:é_m of results vemained almost wmchanged, as
nay be seen in the summary of analysis presented in Appendix D,
Table 25. The only important difference was that the cor-
relation coefficient for paired observers, under PA Conditiom,
was now significant (r = .442, d€ = 22, p < .05). The differences
between coefficlents for paired and rendouly matched cbservers,
under PA (:gndit:i.on, remained significant. It may ba noted

that one of the significant differences mentioned here, as

elsevhere in this study, includes a comparison between coefflicients
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which are not themselves significantly different from zero, i.e.,
for the first target. subject in PA Condition. While some autho-
rities contend that it is not legitimate to consider the signifi-
cance between correlation coefficients when neither is itsalf
significant, such a view is, at least, debatable,

In dummary, when the scores for the two target subjects
were combined in one correlational analysie the coefficients
for paired and for randomly matched obsérvera differed sig-
nificantly under PA Condition but not under PP Conditiom.
The same difference was significant for both aubjects when
analyses waré computed separately for the two target subjects.

Pairing versus random matching within conditions of

Expactancy. The raticn#le of this malysis was'the same as
that for the corresponding amalysis for smiles. A summéry

of the &naiyéas is presented in Appendix D, Table 26. It was
found that in L Condition correlation coefficlents for both
paired observers (r = .177) and for randomly matched observers
(xr » -.222) were not significant (df = 22, p > .05), and the
difference between them was also nonsignificant (z = 1.483,
p > .05). Results were similar for N Conditionlwhera

' correlations for both paired observers (r = -,201) and
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randemly matched observers (r = -.059) were negative. In D
Condition, however, the coefficlent for paired observers was
sigaificant (r = ;sal,lgg = 22, p < .025) while that for
randomly matched observers was nonsignificant (r = -,023, df
= 22, p > .05). A significant difference was found between
these coefficients (z = 2.279, p < .003). It was concluded

that consensus operates for nods, as for smiles, only in D

Condition.

Observer Lffects - Difference Seorss

It will be realized that observers' scores might agree or differ
not only as they vary in relation to each other, as measured by the co-
rrelational amalyses, but also in the absolute values of the scores.
Consensus between observers was therefore investigated by comparing the
difference scores of paired observers with the difference scoxes of the
same observers randomly matched. fhat is, the sum of the observer's
scores for the two test trials was subtracted from the sum of the
corrasponding scores of the observer with whom he was paired or matched,
the result being the difference score. The difference between the
difference scoves of paired observers and those or randonly matched
cbservers was tested for significance, by means of the t test, in each
of PA and PP Conditions of Pairing. A significantly lower difference

score for paired obsarvers than for randomly matched observers was
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interpreted as indicating the operation of consensus,
Sniles

In PA Condition the mean difference score for paired observers was
10.50, and that for randomly matched observers was 10,92, The difference
was not significant, (¢t = 0.202, df = 46, p > .05). A nonsignificant
difference was also observed in PP Condition, in which the means for
paired and for randomly matched observers were 7.50 and 10.50 respee-
tively, (¢ = 1.337, df = 46, p > .05).

Rods

In PA Condition the mean difference score for palred observers was
20,71, and that for randomly matched observers was 26,71. Again, the
difference was not significant, (t = 0.783, df = 46, p > .05). Likewise,
a nonsignificant difference was obtained in FP Condition, where the means
for paired and for randomly matched observers were 15.67 and 17.42 ves-
pectively, (t = 0.435, df = 46, p > .05).

In summeary, &11 the diffevences, for both smiles and nods, were in
the expected direction, That is, difference scores for randomly matched
obsarvers axceeded those for paired cbservers. None of the differences,
however, was significant.

Sumnary of Results - Study I

No overall effects were found for observer expectancy, but ghe
effect was foumd for smilas vhen observers scorad alone. The abzence
of this effect for nods may be due to the failure of the expectancy mani- i
pulation for this variable. | ' o

The observer consensus effeet occurred, for émilaa, when observers
wera paired in both practice and test sessions. The effect occurred,

for nods, when observers were paired in the practice session but scored



49,

alone in the test sessfon. The reliability coefficients for
observers scoring alone in both sessions were close to zero
for both smiles and nods. When the data werzanalyzed
separately for each targat subjeet the réaults were vary
similar to those obtained using the combined scoras for these
subjects.
Study 1I

In this study the scores of observers ia HSC Condition were comparéd
with the scores of those in LSC Coadition. All these observers scored
un&gr D Condition of Expectancy, i.e., they were told that the target
subjects disliked the interviewer. The analyses werae performed separately
for smiles and nods. Overall tests by analysis of variance were carried
out both for the summed scores of the two target subjects and for each
of these subjects separately. The effacts were also analyzed by t tests
for each of PA and PP conditions of Pairing, these tests, like the analy-
;es of variance, being computad for the summed scores for the target sub~
Jects and for each of these subjects separately. To eliminate the possi-
bility of unintended confederate effects the scores of observers who
wera paired with one confederate were compared with the scores of those
who were paired with the other and tested for significant differences,
also by means of the t test, at ezach confederate level of scoring.

Overall effects of confederates' levels of scoring. In the analysis

of variance using the summed scores for the two target subjects the scores
of HSC observers were significantly greater than those of LSC observers,

(F=5.08, df = 1/60, p < .05). The two conditions of Pairing did not
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differ significantly from each other, (F = 3.17, df = 1/60, p > .05), nor

vas there a significant interaction, (F = 0.17, df = 1/60, p > .05). ’

These results are presented in Tables § and 9. When the datawere analy-

zed separately for the two target subjects it was found that while scores

of HSC observers were aignificantly greater than those of LSC observers Ll
for the first subject, (¥ = 5.30, df = 1/60, p < .025), the corresponding
scores for the second subject were not significantly different, (F = 2,79,
4f = 1/60, p > .05), although they did differ in the predicted direection.
There was also a significant difference for Pairing for the first target
subject, (¥ = 4.66, df » 1/60, p < .03), observers in PA Condition recor-
ding higher scores than those in PP Condition. These analyses are presen-
ted in Tables 10 and 11,

Effects of confederates' levels of scoring in each condition of
Pairing. When the t test was applied to PA Condition no significant dif-
ference was found between the scores of observers in HSC and LSC Conditims,
(t = 1.087, df = 30, p > .05), but the correspending difference was signi-
ficant in PP Condition, (t = 2.504, df = 30, p < .01). All t tests
throughout this study, except those for unintended confederate effects, @
are one~tailed, Separate analyses for each of the target subjects
indicated that, in PA Condition, results were not significant either for
the first target subject, (¢ = 1.231, df = 30, p > .05), or for the second
target subject, (¢t = 0,631, df = 30, p > .05). Ian PP Condition, however,
significant differences were obtained for both the first target subject,

(t = 2.540, df = 30, p < .01), and for the second target subject, (t =
2.144, p < .025).
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Table 8
Analysis of Variance for Smiles, with Observers Paired
under Two Conditions with Confederates

Scoring at High and Low Levels

Source : daf MS F

Level (A) - 1 360.9983  s.08%
Patrfng (8) 1  224.0995 s
AxB | 1 12,2500 0
. Errzor 60 : 71.0582
*E. < 0350
Table 9

Mean Scores for Smiles, with Observers Paired
undexr Two Conditions with Confederates
. 8coring at High and Low Levels

Conditions

of Pairing Eigh Low Total
PA 18.62 14.75 16.69
PP 15,75 10.13 12,95

Total 17.19 12.44
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Confederate effects. The mean score of observers paived with Con~

federate A did not differ significantly from that of observers paived
with Confederate B, either in HSC Condition, (¢t = 0.136, df = 30, p > .08),
or in LSC Conditiom, (t = 1,360, df = 30, p > ,05). The mean scores, for

both smiles and nods, are presented in Appendix D, Table 29,

In summary, the confederates' levels of scoring did not influence
observers' scoves significantly in PA Condition. They did, however,
have a significant influence in PP Condition but it was confined to the

first target subject. There ware no significant differences between the

scores of observers paired with different confederates.
Nods

Overall effects of confederates' levels of scoring. In the analysis

_of variasnce, using the summed scores for the two target subjects, the
scores of HSC observers were significantly greater than those of LSC
observers, (F = 21.90, df = 1/60, p < .001). Results for the two con-
ditione of Pairing did not differ significantly, (F = 2.03, df = 1/60,

p > .05), nor was there a significant interaction, (F=0.12, df = 1/60.

R g 2.@5). These results are presented in Tables 13 and 13, The analyses

of the data, computed separately for each of the two target subjects,

indicated that scores of HSC observers were significantly greater than
those of LSC observers both for the first subject, (F = 20.34, df = 1/60,
P < .001), and for the second subject, (¥ = 20.18, df = 1/60, p < .001).

These results are presented in Tables 27 and 28,

Effects of confederates' levels of scoring in each condition of

Pairing. The epplication of the t test to the data for PA Condition
indicated that-.y the scores .of HSC obgervers were significantly greater

than those of LSC observerxs, (t = 3.981, 4f = 30, p < .0005). A
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Analysis of Variance for Smiles, First and Second

Target Subjects

Source } _Myut Subject Second Subject
i | wus Y us y
Level (A) 1 143.9996  5.30% 48,9999 2,97
Pairing (B) 1 126.5621  4.66% 14,0625  0.85
AxB 1 | o621 0.02 7.5625  0.46
Error 60 27.1812 16,5187
#p < .05
*p < 025
Table 11
Means for Smiles, for First and
Second Target Subjects
Eandit&ons@ Subject 1 ‘ Subject 2
of Palring = Migh lLow Totals High Low Total
PA 13.56 1075 12,16 5.06 4,00 4,53
PP gm.% 775 9.34 . 4.81 2,38 3.59
Total —  12.25  9.25 436 3.19
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Table 12
Analysis of Variance for Nods, with Observers Paired
under Two Conditions with Confederates

Scoring at High and Low Levels

Source  af f MS : ¥
Level (A) 1 8765469 | 21,900
Pairing (B) 1 ? 42.2494 f 0.12
Ax B 1 7.0005 2,03
Error e | 359.6094

*p < ,001,
Table 13

Mean Bcores for Nods, with Observers Paired
under Two Conditions with Confederates

Scoring at High and Low Levels

Conditions 3 }

of Pairving : High Low _ Total
PA e 130 27,97
PP 34,06 18.63 26.34

Total . 3825 . 16.06
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significant difference was also found for the corresponding groups of
observers in PP Condition, (g = 2.536, df = 30, p < .01). Separate -
analyses for each of the target subjects indicated that in PA Condition

results ware significant both for the first target subject, (¢ = 3.417,

4f = 30, p < .005) and for the second target subject, (t = 4,192, daf =
30, p < .0005). Significant differences were also obtained in PP
Condition for both the first target subject, (t = 2,964, df = 30, p <
+005), and for the second target subjact, (t = 2.084, df = 30, p < ,025).

Confederate effects. The mean score of observers paired with Con-

faderate A did not differ significantly from that of observers paived with
Confederate B, either in HSC Condition, (t = 1.381, df = 30, p > ,05),

or in LSC Condition, (¢ = 0.991, df = 30, p > .05). The mean scores are
presented in Appendix D, Table 29,

In summary, the confederates' levals of scoring influenced the
scores of observers significantly in both PA and PP Conditions. There
were no gignificant differences between the scores of obsarvers paired
with different confederates.

Questionnaire Data
The questiocnnaire employed in the first study was also used, in the

same mamner, in this experiment. Its main purpose was to provide infor-
mation regarding the cbservers' awareness of the true purpose of the

study. It should be noted that the purpose of this study was to investi-

scoxring of the cbservers, not to investigate the effects of Expectancy
and the influence of one observer on another as in Study I. A secondary
purpose of the questionnaire was to provide further data on the cobsexvers'

expectancies, for comparison with similar data derived from the first
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Btudy .

Purpose of the experiment. No observer, out of the 64 who parti-
cipated, indicated any awareness of the true purpose of this experiment,

Four of the observers, however, suspected that the purpose of the expari-

nent was the study of the effects of observers' expectancies, as in Study
X.

Expectancy for smiles. Fifty-two of the 64 observers responded as

anticipated, while seven either stated that the subject's attitude to the

interviewer would make no difference to his output of smiles or failed to

answer this part of the question, and five gave the oppusite rvesponses to
what had been anticipated.

Expectancy for nods. Twenty-two observers responded as anticipated,

26 either stated that the subject's attitude would make no difference or
did not answer, and 16 gave the opposite responses to what had been anti-
eipated. It will be recalled that all observers in this study parti-
¢ipated under D Condition of Expectancy.

In summary, expectancies were in the anticipated direction for
smiles but not for nods, a result similar to the overall pattern for

smiles and nods in the firxst study.

Sunmary of Results ~ Study II
The manipulation of observers' scoring, by pairing them with con-
federates scoring at predetermined high and low levels, was effective,

for both smiles and nods. Observaers paired with high-scoring confederates

scorved significantly more responses than those paired with low-scoring
confederates., For smiles the effect was found only for observers scoring
under PP Condition., The effect was fomnd for nods in both PA and PP
Conditions but was stronger in the former. Thus the results closely

parallel those found for consensus in the first study.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Obgerver Expectancy Effects

~In the first stgdy one of the factors explored was the contaminating
effect of observers' expectancies upon their scoring of subjects' non-
verbal responses. This effact was found when observers scored alone in
both practice and test sessione. Observers who had been told that the
subjects liked their interviewer scored more smiles than either those who
had been told that the subjects were neutrally disposed towards the inter~
viewer or had been told that they disliked him. The effect was found,
to a lesser extent, when the observers were paired in the practice session
and scored alone in the test session, In this situation fewer smiles were
scored for subjects whobsupposeﬁly digliked the interviewer than for sub-
jects presented as neutral. A somewhat complex interaction occurred be-
‘tween Expectancy and Pairing Conditions. In one condition of Pairing,
i.e., the PA, Expectancy effects were as predicted while in the othar, ;;;
the PP Condition, they were in the opposite direction, with a aimil#r e
change of direction occurriung for Pairing Effects from one condition of
Expectancy to another. o significant effects nor interactions were
found for nods. A geparate analyses of both smiles and nods for eaqh of

‘fm}#%?.ﬁtﬁﬁéff"

the two target subjects was undertaken in order to 4
‘erence between the effacts for sach of these subjects, These analyses
yielded vesults similar to those for the combinatioms for both target

subjects. It may therefore be concluded that expectancies did not have
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any serious influence on the observers' scoring, except for the scoring
of emiles by unpaired observers.

The complete absence of any expectancy effect for nods is a logical
outcome of the failure of the expectancy manipulations for this variable.
This failure presents a problem of some dilfficulty since the same mani~
pulation in the earlier study (Montgomery and Adair, 1971) was approxi-
mately as effective as that fo;_smiles, as indicated by the questiomnalre
responses. The most likely explanation that can be suggested is that the
inxastigﬁtor's expectancy was communicated non-~verbally to the observers
in the earlier experiment while in the present study the relatively unin-
volved instructor communicated little or no expectancy and the observers,
consequently, failed te form expectancies,

The fact that no expectancy effect was found for smiles, when ocb~-
servers scored in paire, can not be attributed to any similar failure of
the expectancy manipulation. It appears, rather, that when more than one
source of contamination is present the effect of each i3 attenuated. That
is, paired observers may have taken advantage of scoring cues transmitted
by their partners and, as a result, felt less need for cues provided by
expectancies. On the other hand, observers who had no partners to provide
scoring cues may have availed themselves to a greater extent of the expec~
tancy cues,

What this investigation demonstrated regarding the expectancy effect
should be clarified. No attempt was made to demcnstrate an expectancy
effect created by nonverbsl cues from the experimenter or from the target
subjects, ﬁaweﬁar, the investigation demonstrated that an expectancy
created by information contained in the instructions influenced observers

who scored alone in their recording of smiles. The fact that aﬁunﬂnuﬂun
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occurred in this particular situation should alert investigators to sus-

pect its occurrence at least when these conditions are again present.

‘.Iudead, to the extent that such contamination has heen demonstrated,
it is a very real consideration that expectancy effects may oceur in
any study in which expectancies may be self- or procedurally-generated.

Obgerver Consensus Hffects

Congensus, the process by which paired observars approach scoring
agreement by means of an exchange of nonverbal scoring cues, was demon~
strated in the first study. It occurrad for smiles when observers werve
paired in both practice and test sessions and for node when observers
were paired in the practice session and scored alone in the test sassion.
These results were obuaiﬁad when the scores of the two target subjeects
were combined in one analysis as well as when they were computed
sepavrately for each of these subjects, with the exeaption of the scores

for smiles for the first target subiect for whieh t&e effect just
failed to resch significance.

In these analyses the only significant coefficients were for

smiles when observers were paired in both sessions and for nods when
obgervers were paired in the practice session and scored alone in the

test session, All coefficients for randomly matched observers vere

approximately zero or were negative. This was so irrespective of

- whether the scores of the two target subjects were combined or were
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analyzed separately. In fact, scbras for the first target subject
did not reach significance under any condition, either when the observars
were palred or wers randomly matched. HNevertheless a consensus effact
did occur for the first target subject for nods and, as mentioned above,
the effect was just short of significance for smiles,

Further statistical testing was interpreted as indicating
that for both smiles and nods consensus was confined to observers
who had been told that the test subjects disliked the interviewer.
Only s?eaulativa explanations can be offered for this umexpected
finding. It may be that a person’s expectations for ana;her's
behavior are less well~defined when he knows that the other
dislikes someone else than in other circumstances. For exsmple, when one
person likes another he will usually tend to express his liking. However,
in the case of disliking, he may either express his dislike or attempt to
conceal it to avoid drawing hostile retaliation. Because of this ua-
cextainty observers with an expectancy of dislike may have given greater
attention to cues from their partmers and thereby attained greater consen~
| sus, Tagluri, Btﬁnar, and Blake (1958) have discussed s somewhat similar
result. They suggest that the behavior of persons who reject others may
be particularly difficult to judge, partly because the rejection 1is usually

concealed by politeness and partly because rejection normally terminates a
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relationship, thereby limiting the opportunitf to test rejection cuas,
Applying such reasoning to the present Investigation, it is possible
that observers were uncertain how much politeness to attribute to subjects
who were supposed to dislike the interviewer. Tor example, they may have
been in doubt whether to interpret a subject's response as a smile or as o
a politely disguised sneer. If indeed, as suggested, a situation of
rejection reduced opportunities to test cues, the observers msy have
assumed that their lack of training in interpreting such cues left them
poorly equipped for their task. Whatever the explanation, it is clear
that this tendeﬁcy of the consensus effect to occur most readily in one
particular condition of expectancy is due to a difference in the subjec~
tive state of the observers, and not to an objective difference in the
difficulty of scoring the target subjects, since all observers viewed
identical target subjects,

Wnile the overall consensus effect operated in accordance with pre-
dictions for smiles when observers were §aired throughout both sessions,
a aurprisiﬁg finding is that this effect operated even more strongly for
nods when the observers scored as pairs in the practice session and scored
alone a week later. This result suggests that these observers, focusing
on a small video monitor and concentrating on the task of scoring res-
ponses, were able, incidentally, to obtain scorimg cues from their com-
panions during the practice session which considerably modified their

response definitions in the direction of consensus which tock effect e
&uriag the test trials, for these observers. It may also be concluded

that this change in response definition was of an enduring nature to the

extent that, when these observers scored alone a week later, the consensus

effect was stronger than for observers who then had direct scoring cues
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available from their partners. Yt seems appropriate to think of this
influence process as being initially wnintended. These observers did
not know during the first session that they would have no seoring part-
ners in the second session and therefore had no reason to anticipate that
direct scoring cues would not be available in the later sesslon, rendering .
consensus possible only through agreement on response definitions,

The question then arises as to why consensus was demonstrated to a
greater extent by observers scoring nods, when they scored as partners
in the practice session and scored alone in the test session, than when
they scored as partners in both sessions. No unequivocal explanation can
be offered. It may be speculated that when observers rea;izeé, immediately
after the first session, that they would score alone in the second seasion
they felt some concern regarding the quality of thelr performance in
scoring nods alone. A few comments of the observers, in questionnaire
responses or in conversation with confederates, fndicate that cbservers
believed nods were more difficult to score than smiles. It would there-
fore seem that a process énalogous to reminiscence may have occurred.
That is, in his concern for reaching a satisfactory standard in scoring
nods, the observer mentally rehearsed what occurred during the first

session, including the cues provided by his partner. Since he then knew

that these were the only consensus cues that would be available, and since
he had ample time for this kind of rehearsal in the week between the two

observational sessions, it is likely that he would attach more weight to

these response definition cues than the observer who had a partneyr in
the second session would attach to the directly availabie scoring cues
as they occurred within the limited time of the observational session.

As a consequence, the Prmer observer was apparently more strongly
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influenced by response definition consensus than the latter was by direct
scoring cus consensus.

Observers who scored alone in both practics and test sessions also
provided some particularly interesting results. Thesa observers, by the
nature of thelr experimental condition, were not exposed to any consensus
‘influanee. In that respect they represented an optimal scoring situation,
and appear to permit a true assessment of cbserver performance. This was
disappointing in that all correlation coefficients for this condition
ware negative, with the excaption of that for the first target subject
for smilea, which just exceaded zero. One may apparently conclude that,
when not masked by artifact, the scoring performance of obseréers is
extremely poor as msasured by the accepted testing procadure. It may
be suggested that obserwars nmight have improved with furthey practice.
Howaver, one may doubt that they would have attained a satisfactory
standard of performance after any experimentally feasible degree of
practice vhen it is considerad that the relilability coefficients of
these obsarvers, in the testing session, were generally negative and
that this was after they had already spent thirty minutes practicing
in the earlier session.

‘Thus, the use of the correlation coefficlent in this study as a
measuve of observers' scoring relisbility has been shown to be very mis-
leading, particularly when it 1s considered that all coefficients for
randomly matched observers were approximately zero or were negative.

The fmplications for the use of such veliability coefficients in the

traditional manner, as a measure of observer agreement, are very serious
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indaed.

Consaensus was also investigated by a comparison of the &ifferanée
scores of palred and randomly matched observers. This additional teat
for consensus was employed to provide a measure of absolute differences
between the obsexvers' scores, as distinct from the measure of relative ;?f
difference provided by the correlational analyses. It was anticipated
that cousensus between pairved observers would result in their difference
scores baing lower than those of the randomly matched observers. Although
the scores differed in the expected direction for both smiles and nods
 none of the differences was significant.

It might have been expected from the demonstration of consensus by
the correlational analyses that similar results would have been obtained
by the analysis of difference scores. The failure of the latter analysis
to show significant differences between the scores of paired and of randomly
matched observers is open to at least two interpretations., The statisti~
cal tests employed were necessarily different in the two analyses and it
is possible that one was less sensitive than the other to differences in

obgerver agreement. It is also possible that difference scores measure

& form of observer agreement which is largely independent of that assessed
by the correlational analysis. Iundeed the purpose in using two different
measures of agreement was to test this possibility. Observers' scores
may fluctuate in some degree of conformity with those of their partners,

as the correlational analyses indicate, without reducing the difference

between the absolute values of these scores. In terms of this iavesti-
gation, paired observers may mutually agree, through consensus, to raise
or lower both thelr levels of scoring without affecting the number of

units by which their scores differ. This would result in the differences
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vhich were found by correlational analyses between paired and randomly
matched observers and would not require any corresponding lack of agree- -
nent for the difference scores.

The foregoing discussion of centﬂut:lon by consensus indicates
that, vhile this effect is strongly operative in _ccrta&n circumstances,
it has not been demonstrated in all situations ix which observers scored
simultaneously. vnfoi:matnly this does not :lin_ply that there are .m—v‘
ations in which satisfactory observer pctfome may be assumed. | In 'I
this study the occurrence of consensus sppears to depend on an interaction |
of several factors; pairing conditions, expectancy conditions, response |
category, and the target subject. It would'vmretéu ‘seen hagardous to
genaralize from the negative findings of thts aﬁudy to other experiments
in vhich different conditions are employed. ':hae is, the complexity of
the interactions necessitates testing for consensus in each particulasr
experimental situation, |

However, consensus was clearly demaiuud, for both response

categories, in one or the other condition of pairing, indfcating that

: this is a likely source of contamination whenever cbservers score simul~
taneously. From the results for nods it may also ba concluded that even
if observers score alone in test trials a strong consensus effect may
result 1f they have Qrovi,ously scored together in practice. |
Manipulated Consensus Effect |

The varisble investigated in the sacond study is mot, strictly . =
'apoﬂﬁing, consensus, & term that implies a mutual approach towards |
agreement. The confederates, by the nature o.f their task, were not at
1lfberty to adjust their scoring in the dimeiop of agreement. Only
the observer was mg to adjust his scoring towards agreament with his
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partner. That is, from the cbserver's point of view the process is the
same in both studies.

The results of this second study, in which observers were paived with
confederates scoring consistently at either a high or a low level, stroagiy
supported those of the correlational snalyses for consensus in the first
study. Analyses of the summed scorves for the two target subjects 1ndi~
cated that observers paived with a high-scoring confederate scored sig-
nificantly more smiles and nods than did those paired with a low-scoring
confederate. Further analyses hdicatqd that this effect occurred, for |

smiles, vhen observers wers paired in both practice and test sessions.
Under these circumstances ﬁhc effaect was also demonstrated for nods. It
was demonstrated even more strengly for nod#, however, wvhen cobservers
were paired in the practice session and scored alome in the test session.
Results similar to these were obtained for both smiles and nods when the
analyses were computed separately for each target subject.

The results of the second study strengthen considerably the con-
¢lusions which nay be based on the findings in the first. Not only was
the influence of the ‘e.onfadeuta upon his companion demonstrated, but
the pairing conditions in which this influence was found followad a

pattern very similar t":a that in the first study. What is more important,
the effect was dmmtrgud in the second study ﬁy experimental mani-
pulation. The results of the first study were open to several alternative |
-explanations. For example, differences between correlations of random :

matchings and original partners could have b&an due to the possible

differential influence of the experimenter on pairs of observers, or a o
similar influence arising from the westher or other varying environmental o
conditions. These potential influences, involving common intra-palr .
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experiences not shared by other pairs of cbservers, could have inflated
the correlations between paired observers and reduced the correlations
between randomly matched observers. No such influences, however, can
account for the correspondence betweean the scoring levels of observers
and those of the confederates with whom they were paired. It therefore
appears likely that observers scoring simultaneously under certain
common conditions may seriously contsminate each other's scoring outputs
by their mutual influence, even when precautions are taken to prevent
this influence and when their simultaneous scoring is limited to the
practice sesaion,
Conclusions

On the basis of the results of these two studies one may speculate
on the nature of the effect of consensus on the individual observer's
scoring performance. Could the information conveyed by the scoring cues
actually enhance the standards of scoring? For example, might the h‘u
objective observer be guided by the cues from his more objective eamganioa,
rather than viece varsa, and thus improve his performance? Studies of
reflective and impulsive responders suggest that this is not so. Kagan,
Rosman, Day, Albert, and Phillips (1964) » and Siegelman (1969), have
shown among child subjects that impulsive regponders, i.e. those respon-
ding more quickly, are less asccurate than reflective responders who are.
slower in indicating their responses. This suggesats that the first ob-
server to score a mpoﬁse may be less accurate than his partner and will
therefore have an unfavourable influence if the latter responds to the
scoring cues he provides. Moreover, i1f consensus enhanced the observers' -
scoring performance, ome would expect to ‘finé higher correlation coef-
ficients than those actually obtained for randomly matched observers.
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In the second study the observers were not deterred from accepting scoring
cues from the confederates, in spite of the fact that the latter's level
of scoring was determined by the Investigator and not by the responses

of the target subjects . It therefore seems evident that observers do not
discrininate in the quality of the scoring cues which they allow to in-
fluence their own responses. |

In assessing the implications of this discussion of consensus one
further conclusion seems justified. The use of the reliability cwftic@c
a3 a measure of the scoring performance of paived observers is a very
questionable practice unless the most stringent precautions ave taken to
- prevent consemsus occurring, precautions which, as yet, can not be
clearly defined.

While most of the positive findings are well supported in this
investigation it may be asked whether they can be generalized to other
observational situations or apply only to the experimental situation
employed here? It should be remembered that the observational situation
vas deliberately designed as typical of those commonly found in investi-
gations in social psychology. The conditions were not selected hecause
of prior knowledge that they were more likaly than others to produce the ‘
expected effects. In fact, by the use of videotape recordings, by employing
a naive fnstructor, by placing a partition between the cbservers, by seating
the observers at a distance from each other, and by instructions regar-
Eins independent scoring, the investigator went considerably beyend the
precautions usually taken te reduce contaminating influences. It might
also be expected that observers acoring a comparatively small number of
target subjects, &5 in thege studies, would have less exposure to contami~

nation than would one pair of observers scoring & much larger number of
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target subjecté. which is the common procedure.

This investigation has demonstrated some of the pitfalls in the
use of the observer technique, Unfortunately it is difficult to suggest
remedies that would ensure satisfactory observer performance. The pro-
blem; clearly, is to prevent the occurrence of both expectancy and con-
sensus effects. Pairing the obeervers im both practice and test sessions
appears to contribute to the elimination of the expectancy effect. The
consensus effect may obviously be removed byvhaving the observers score
alone in both practice and test sessions. However, the results of the
first study indicate that, wmder these circumstances, significant reld~
ability coefficients may be difficult to obtain. In addition, an investi-
gator finds himself in a dilemma. If obsarvers score alone consensus is
eliminated, but this is the situation in which expectancy effects are
most likely to occur. The problems of using the observer technique
thus appear to be formidable and, for some of them, no satisfactory
solution can be offered,

In summary, this investigation has shown that observers' expectancies
can influence their scoring when they more alone. It has also shown that
observer consensus occurs, under several combinations of conditions,
when observers score in pairs, and that this effect may be found even
when observers score alone if they have previously practiced together,
The onus is therefore on the investigator who uses the obmervey technique
to demonstrate that expectancy and consensus effects do not ocecur in his
particular observational situation, or, at least, to point out that these

effects may have influenced his results.




SUMMARY

This investigation explored the contanineting influences which
appear to affect observers used to record the nonverbal responses of S
subjects in psychological experiments. The problems which may arise
are serious ginece observers are widely used for this purpose, and are
sometimes the only means of obtaining the data, and because the danger

of cbservers being susceptible to such influences has been largely
ignored, B
An historical suxvey of the use of the observer technique reveals
that investigators have been generally more concerned with the technical
aspects of the problem than with the social psychology af the cobserver.
A few studies have shown that observers' expectancies may diffeventially
infiuence their scoring. Apart from rare thaoretieal speculations it
has been assumed that the influence of palred observers upon each other
is not a matter for concern. It has also been assumed that high ob-
Sexrver agreement, as measured by rveliability ccefficlents, is an indi-
cation of objective scoring. Consideration has not been glven to the
possibility that it may be due to inter-observer influence. Two aspects

of obséevar contamination were therefora studied in this iavestigation;

the effects of cbaervers' expectancies on their scoring and of inter-

observer influences.

Observers participated in a practice session followed by a tasting
session a week later. They scored the smiles and nods of saveral
subjects presented on identical videotape raecordings to all observers.

Expectancies were manipulated by telling different groups of observers
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that the subjects viewed in the test session liked or disliked the person
interviewing them, or were heutrally disposed towards him. Results indi-
cated that the observers® expectancies influenced their scoring when they
scored alone. The observers were examined by three different procedures to
determine inter-observer influences. Some observers scored alone in both
practice and test sessions. Others were paired in the first session and
scored alone in the second. Observers in s thixd group were paired in
both sessions. The influence of paired observers upon each other was
assessed by comparing the level of scoring agreement between partners
with that of the same sets of observers randomly matched and with that
of observers who had scored alone, Inter-observer influence was demon-
strated when observers scored smiles, paired in both practice and tastl
sessions, and when they scored nods, paired im the practice gession but
alone in the test session, the strength of these effects being related
to the conditions of observer expectancy. In a second study sn attempt
was made to manipulate inter~observer scoring consensus by pairing the
observers with confederates who scored at & consistently high or low
level. The effect was demonstrated for smiles when the observers were
paired with the confederates in both practice snd test sessions. It
vas demonstrated for nods when observers were paired with confederates
in both sessions and also when they were paired only in the practice
session, the effect being stronger im the latter condition. Thus, the
resglts of the second study not only stremgthened the conclusions that
may be based on those of the first, but indicated that inter-observer
consensus can be demonstrated by experimental mamipulationm.

It was concluded that the observer techmique is not free from

contaminating influences, as had generally been supposed, Specifically,

contamination due to observer expecBancies and to observer consensus has
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been demonstrated. These findings raise serious questions regarding
studies in which cbservers are employed. Not only must precautions be
taken in such studies to eliminate these subtle influences, but much

intensive investigation is required.
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APPENDIX A



INSTRUCTIONS PRESENTED TO OBSERVERS ON VIDEOTAPE RECORDINGS

Study 1

Firat Observational Sesgsion

The following instructions were read to observers in PP Condition

of Pairing

I would like to welcome you to this experiment. You may be
interested to know that I am not going to use you as subjects.
The subjects have come and gone, and I have vecorded their
behaviour on videotape. All I want you to do is to watch them
on this screen and to indicate; on a plece of paper, when thay
gmile and when they nmod. A number of others will do exactly
the same task., I hope to get accurate data by taking the
average of all your scores. That is, I am using the subject
pool not to get subjeects but to get observers. Of course, you
will receive expevimentsl credit for participation as observers
rathey ‘than as subjects. I hope you will find the task interes~
ting and that you will perform it as carefully as you can. I
am going to give the fnstructions over the television set. With
the subjects already recovded on videotape it is easier for me
to appear on the tape too.

How, I want you to liaten cavefully. ¥When I have finished
speaking you will see the movies we took of the subjects who
were participating in the experiment. A hidden camera was used
and the subject was unaware, at the time, that & recerding was
being made. Later he was shown the £ilm and gave his consent
to its use for expevimental purposes. You will see the subject
speaking to an iInterviewer who does not appear in tha picture.

There were three different kinds of subjects. Before the
interview they had each been given the task of working with the
interviewer in the construction of a simple croasword puzzle.
This is a task that drives most people either to enthusiastic
co~operation or to bitter disagreement. At the end of the task
the subject completed a questionnaire indicating how much he
1liked or disliked his co-worker. Afterwards we selected those
who were neutral, that is, who neither liked him noxr disliked
him. What I am interested in 1s the effect of these different
conditions on the frequency of the subjects’® smiles and nods,

Your task will be to xecord every smile and nod you see the
aubject using. You will see each subject for ten mlautes.
Scoring begins as soon as the subject appears on the screen
and continues until he disappears.
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You will score on these rolls of paper tape (Instructor
held up a roll of paper tape ian its dispenser). First, you
will put your name on the tape. Then, above your name, you
will put the number of the subject you are going to score.

T will tell you the number of the subject, and it will also
appear on the screen., When the subject appears you will
score by putting an "¥X" on the paper when he smiles, and by
putting an "0" when he nods. Do take care that the Xs and the
Os don't get on top of each other. Score them in a colum,
and keep pulling the paper towards you as you need it.

I need hardly define a snile, since everybody knows one
when he sees it. TYor the purposes of this experiment a nod
18 defined as "a two~divectional movement of the head on the
vertical plame!” That is, there are two movements in 8 nod
(Instyuctor illustrated with his own head)=--up and down, or
down and up. An unbroken series of repeated nods is scored
as one nod. By "an unbroken series of vepeated nods” it is
meant that the subject does not interrupt his nodding elther
by pausing or by alteynative behaviour. He just keeps nodding
(Instructor illustrated an unbroken series of repeated nods)--
like that. You score cnly one "0" for all those nods. But,
if he stops and starts again, then you put another "0".

Using these paper rolls you will find it quite easy, after
a littis practice, to score without tsking your eyes off the
subject. Do not look dowm at the paper vhile you are re-
cording on it or moving it. At all times focus on the face of
the subject. A4s you score keep pulling the paper towards you,
80 that the record is in a vartical sequence. If you should
forget whether to use an X or an O you will sea which is
which on the sign just below the television screen.

I sm alse interested in changes in the frequency of
smiles and nods over the ten-minute interview. Does the
subject smile, or nod, more, or less, as time goes on?
In order that time may be indlcated in the racord my assistant
will ring a bell at the halfeway mark of each ianterview, that
is, five minutes after it began. (The sound of the hell was
heard on the vecording). VWhen vou hear the bell draw a line
across the strip of paper and continue recording beyond the
14ne, At the end of the ten minutes, whan the subject has
disappeared from the screen, draw snother line, beyond the
last score, and tear the paper off beyond that line, After
that you will have a short break to relax, but don't go away.
Stay seated in your chair, After the break the same procedure
will be followed in scoring the second subject.

I'm sure you realize that you will need some practice to
be able to score accurately, so we are going to begin with
& few subjects who are not being used in the experiment,
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Before we start, I want you to notice that the position
of the front legs of your chair has been marked on the floor.
This is to make sure that evarybody {s at the same distance
from the aecreen and at the same angle. Would you check that
your chair legs are at the marks? . . . The partition between
you, on the table, 1s to prevent vou influencing each other
while you are scoring. I want your scoring to be independent.
And please don't talk while you are obaserving the subject.

You may feel that I have told you so much that it will
be difficult to remember, but it's quite simple. Score an X
for a smile and an O for a nod., If there is an unbroken
series of repeated nods just score one 0. When the bell
rings draw a line across the paper.

I'm sorry I can't offer to answer your questions but, if
you are not sure what to do, use your best Judgnent,

Now, are you ready? Please do your best toscore these
subjects accurately,

Put your name on the end of the paper tape, . . . and, asbove

~ your name, the number of the first subject. The number is

1M, o . ", . . What you have done, so far, should look
something like this (Instruetor held up a paper tape on which
spacimens of these items had been recorded in large writing).
I hope you've got it right! . ., . OK. Now, get ready to
focus on the subject.

The first target subject was then shown on the screen for ten

minuces.- When he disappeared he was replaced by the ingtructor, who

continued,

Well, I hope there ware no difficulties. If you have not
already done so, draw a line across the paper tape, beyond the
last score, and tear the paper off beyond the line. Now, you
can sit back and relax for 30 seconds, until you hear my voice
again, (During the following interval of 30 seconds, as during
@ll rest periods, the screen was blank).. . .

How, let's get on with the next subject. Before we do,
would you check that the froat legs of your chair are at the
marks on the floor? . . . Reamember to draw the line across the
paper when the bell vings at the half-way mark, Right, put

your name on the end of the tape, . . . and, above your name,

the number of the subject, which is 25, . . . "25", . . . OK.
Prepare to focus on the subject.

As before, a target subject was shown for ten minutes and was then

replaced by the instructor who continued,
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Right, draw a line beyond the last score and tear off
the paper beyond the line. You should be getting good at the
job! We'll have a one-minute break, so you can take it easy
till vou hear me speaking again. . . .

How, check the position of your chair. . . . Put your name
on the tape, . . . and the number of the subject, which is
44", . . . M44Y . . . This will be the last subject today.

-OK. Prepare to focus on the subject.

Once again a target subject was shown for ten minutes and was then
replaced by the instructor who continued,

Now, draw a line beyond the last score and tear off the
paper bevend the line. . . . OK. You are finished for the
day. Thank you very much for the work you have just done.
Leave the paper tapes, that have the scores, on the table.
Our next session will be a week from today, beginning at the
same time, and you should come to the same walting room.
Before you go I would 1like to make a suggestion that could
help to safeguard all of us. Would you mind exchanging
phone numbers and phoning each other, as a reminder, the evening
before the next session? You can tear off a piece of paper
tape and make a note of the other's phone number now. . . ,
So, that's all for this time. I'11 be looking forward to
seelng you next week and, at the end of that session, your
card will be aigned for your two hours' credit.

This completed the instructions for the first session.
Instructions for observersscoring in AA Condition of Pairing dif-
fered from the above, in the first session, in that there was no mention

-of a partition, or of talking while the subject was on the screen, and

there was no suggestion that phone numbers be exchanged. Observers
scoring in PA Condition of Palring received the same instructions as
those in PP Conditiou, but at the end of the session the investigator

arranged for the members of each palr to return at different times for

the following eessiaﬁ, the second observer being schaduled to come half
an hour after the first.

Second Observational Seasion

The general procedure was similar to that emploved in the first
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sescion. Each observey remained in the Pairing condition to which he
had alrvesdy been allocated but Expectancy manipulations varied over
obssexvers. The following instructions ware presented to obzevvers ian
L Condition of Ixpactaney.

I'sm very glad you were able to kaep your appointment.

it's a great help, ia an experiment 1ike this, when everybody
shova op,

Pigst of all, I'n going to remind you, very briefly, of
viat you hsve to do. Always keep focused on the subject, while
ha's on the screen, and don't look down at the paper you scors
on.  When a subject amlles pubt an X. When he sods put an O,
Score ar umbroken series of uede as ooe nod., When the bell
rings drav a lise acrose the paper.

dow, check the position of the front legs of vour chedr.
« s« Fut your name on the end of the tape, . . .and the
wumber of the subjeck, whdleh 33 729%, . ., Y28 ., . . Ha
have finfehed now with the practice subjects, You have
scored three of them, 30 you should be sble tomove thaiy
aniles and node guite accurstely, There's one thiag that
will halp you to score even wore accuvately, It has been
found that accuracy is inereasud if observers know what emotionsl
ptate the subject wes in,~in this study if they kuow whethey
he liked or disliked the interviewer, or was neutral. Se¢, I
an golug to tell you each sudject's couditlon, and I want you
to vemewber 1t while yeu are cvheserving him. I also want you
to write the subject's condition on the paper tape, beyond
his nember. Night, vow remember that this next subject was
in the Liked Condition. e lilked the interviewer. You have
slraady got his number. RBevond the "29" put the word "Liked!
» » « Wiat you have writtem will look like this (Instructor
held up a paper tape on which specimens of these itens had baea
racovrded in large wrxiting). OK. Prepare to focus ou the
subiect.

Immodiately after the first sublect had been scored the lnstructor
continved,
OK. Draw a line scross the paper beyend the last scors,

and tear it off bayond the line. . . . You can rest for 30
geconds bafors we score the final subjeer. . . .

, Nowr, ave you ready for the last one? <Chack the position
of the front legs of your chadx. . . . Put your nams on the
end of the tape, . . . and the number of the subjeat, which
is "%, . . . "2" . . . 7This subject was also in the Liked
Comdition, He lihed the intexviewar. So, write the word
¥liked” on the pspor tape. . . . Aud txy to remesber, while
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you are acoring, that this gubject liked the interviewer.
OK. Prepare to focus on the subject.

Immedistely after the second subject had been scored the imstructor
continued,

Now, draw a line across the paper tape, beyond the last
score, and tear it off beyond the line. . . . Well, as I
told you, that was the last subject. I hope you are not
too tired, and that it has not bothered your eyes. Thank
you very much for the way you have <¢®operated. It has been
a great help to me,

Don't forget to have your credit card signed before you
leave. And, one last thing! The experiment will extend
over two texms, and it will be about sixz months before the
results ave available. I.think most of the procedures in
the experiment are fairly obvious but, 1f you wish, I will
be very glad to send you a summary of the experiment amd
its outcome. If you are interested, and will write your name
and address on the envelope that my assistant will supply,

I will mall the information to you. But, as I said, it will
take some tima,

My assistant may want to speak to you for a minute but,
apart from that, you are through. Good bye, now, And,
again, thanks very much,
Instructions read to observers in N and D Conditions of Expectancy
differed from those for L Condition only in having “Neutral” and "Dis-
liked,” respectively, substituted for "Liked,” with the necessary related

modifications,

Btudy Il

PFirst Observational Session

In this session all observaers received the same instructions aa

were presented to observers in PP Condition in the first session of

Study I. The investigator arvanged for observers in PA Condition, and
the confederate, to return at different times for the second session, as
he did for the observers in this eondition in Study I. The confederate,

of course, did not in fact return,
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Second Observatian&l Seasion

In this session all observers received the instructions presented

to observers ih D Condition in the second session of Study I.
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POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Your frank responses to the following questions will assist the
experimenter in evaluating the results and in planning futurs research.
For those items which do not require a written answer please put a
tick on the appropriate line. Do feel free to add any additional
coumments which you think will be helpful.

1, . The location of the observer, in relution to the TV screen,
a) Was satisfactory : .

St

b) Could be improved by

3.  The elarity of the TV picture was generally
Satisfactory

&
A——

Unsatisfactory .

3. Did the instructions
a) Leave you uncertain about some aspect of your task?
Yes . . No .

L taatsnd

1f "Yes", please explain.

b) Give you a clear idea of the pﬁrpase of the experiment?

Yes . No .

State what you understand the purpose of the experiment to be.

(Over)
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3.

6.

86'

Did the task make unreasonable demands upon you? E.g., eyestrain
through having to observe for too long at a time,

Yes . Ho .

i sseslesmeman

1f "Yes", please elaborate.

Do you think you could predict the results of the #xpat:l.mne?
As a guess, would you expect that subjects who liked the
interviewer would

a) SMILE more than , same as » less than _

b) KOD more than , 88me as s less than __

e atmte:

-

subjects who disliked the interviewer?
From your incidental observation did the frequency of any other

. nonverbal behaviors, en the part of the last twe subjects. strike

you &8s surprisingly high or low?
The subjects!
(behavior) were mrp::@atngly high [low .

{behavior) were surprisingly high /low .
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DE-BRIEFING LETTER TO OBSERVERS

Ihe Department of Psychology,

University of Manitoba,
Wianipeg 19, Manitoba.

July, 1971,

Dear

You may remember that, within the lasttwelve months, you took part in an
experiment called either “Napuhsi' or “Mufhup” and that the experimenter
promigsed to provide some information about the study and its outcome.

The iavestigation was concerned with influences which may affect the
accuracy of observers used to score the responses of subjects i psycho-
logical experiments. One problem studied was the influence on observers'®
scoring of information or beliefs about the subjects. Oroups of observers
were given varying fiaformation. Some were told that the subjects liked
an interviewer, some that they disliked him, and others that they were
neutral, l.e., seither liked nor disliked him. All cbservers saw the
identical subjects. It was found that observers who scored alone were
influenced by this information. Those who had been told that the subjects
liked the interviewer scored more smiles then either of the other groups.

The other problem concerned the possible influence of paired observers on
each other's scoring. It has been the custom of investigators using
cbservers to attempt to test their perfovmance by correlating the scores
of an observer with those of his partner, a high correlation, represen-
ting high scoring agreement, being taken as an indication of satisfactory
scoring., Obviously if observers influence each other's scoriang this
could accoumnt, at least in part, for high agreement between them, as
well as being a source of inaccuracy in their scoring. To examine these
possibilities the observers were paived under three conditions. Some had
a scoriag partner in both practice and test sessiors, some had a partner
in the practice session but scored alone in the test session, while others
scored alone in both sessions. The scoves of paired observers were cor-
related., Correlations were also computed for the scores of the same
cbservers raundomly matched and also for random matchings of observers
who scored alone in both sessions, It was assumed that if scores of
paired observers correlated at a level significantly higher than the

B¢ ores of the same observers randomly matched an inter-observer
influence, or scoring consensus, was indicated. Such consensus was

found for smiles vhen observers were paired in both sessions, and for
nods when observers were paired in the practice session and scored alone
in the test session. Correlations for ramdomly matched observers who
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scored alone in both sessfons were close to zero for both. smiles and |
nods, The results indicated that scoring consensus did occur, in one or
other of the paired observer conditions, for smiles and nods. Further
analysis indicated that consensus occurred only when observers were told
that the subjects disliked the interviewer,

As a further test for the consensus effect an additional experiment was
conducted, Observers were paired with confederates, posing as observers,
who scored consistently at a predetermined high or low level, All ob-
servers were told that the subjects disliked the interviewer., Observers
paired with high-scoring confederates scored significantly more smiles
and nods than observers paired with low-scoring confederates, This oc-
curred for smiles when observers were paired in both sessions, The
effect was found for nods irrespective of whether the observers were
paired in both sessions or only in the practice session but was stronger
in the latter condition., Thus, the consensus findings of the first
experiment were closely replicated in the second and it was demonstrated
that the consensus effect can be manipulated experimentally.

The results indicate that observers scoring alone may be influenced in
their output by their knowledge or beliefs regarding the subjects they
score, It is also evident that paived observers may have a considerable
influence upon each other's scoring, and that correlating the scores of
paired observers is an unsatisfactory test of theilr scoring accuracy
unless very stringent precautions are taken to prevent consensus occur=

ring.

You will now have realized that you were not told the true purpose or
nature of the investigation, that the information you were given about
the subjects' attitudes towards the interviewer conflicted with the
information given to other observers viewing the same subjects, and that
if you had a partner he may have been a confederate and not an observer,
Unfortunately, this research could not be conducted without these unusual
procedures, Oun the other hand, the outcome should provide valuable
guidance for future psychological research and enhance the potential of
psychology for humanitarian purposes.

I extend my apologies for not having been able to debrief you sooner on
the procedures and results of this investigation, but the nabure of the
study rendered it inexpedient to do so. I would also like to repeat my
expression of thanks for your cooperation in these experiments and to
wish you every success in your own studies.

Sincerely,

Douglas Montgomery
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Observers' Awareness of the Purpose of the Experiment

Table 14

91.

Variable L N Totals
v ® a°| v ot alu t Al U t 4
AA 16 0 o0 |16 o o|l1 o 0] 48 o0 o
A |15 1 o | 1 1]16 o of & 2 1
PP 15 o 1 ]16 o ol o o] 47 o 1
Totals | 46 1 1 |4 1 1)48 o0 o140 2 2

,‘anwate obsarvars

b

not, have haen aware.

©sware observers

Observers whose responses were aswbiguous and who may, or may
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Table 15

Direction of Observers' Expectancies for Smiles

Variable L N D Totals
£ 2l s 0 -+ 0 - + 0 -
AA 12 3 1 16 0 oj11 5 O 39 8 1
PA 14 1 1 (1 6 0312 3 1| 3% 110 2
PP % 2 o |13 1 2019 3 4| 3 & 6
Totals | 40 6 2 139 7 2132 11 5|11 24 9

S0bservers' expectancies were as anticipated.

bﬂbservets either did not respond or indicated that the subjects'

attitudes to the interviewer would not affect the output of smiles.

“Observers® expectancies were opposite to those anticipated.
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Table 16

Analysis of Covariance of Observers' Expectancy and Pairing

Effects for Smiles, Wirst and Second Target Subjects

Source First Subject | Second Subject

df M8 ¥ us ¥

Expectancy (A) 2 113,251 0.51 3.859 0,18
Pairing (B) 21 1.473 0,06 { 12.333 0.59
AxB 4 128.849 1.10 | 43.635 2.04




Table 17

94.

Adjusted Means for Observers' Fxpectancy and Pairing Effects

for Smiles, Firat and Second Tarpet Subjects

R e o s e TS

e

Varisble L N D Total
First Target Subject

AL .34 12.672 11.558 12.853

PA 12,939 14.832 11.696 13.040

PP - 12,548 12.028 13.517 12.690
Total 13.272 13.040 12.690
Second Target Subject

AA 5.989 3.460 3.807 4,425

PA 5.177 6.967 4.16)% 5.437

PP 4,467 3.688 6.284 4,805

Total 5.214

4£.6%4

4.759




Tablae 18

Analyses of Covariance, for Smiles,

for Each Condition of Pairing

95.

Source !

Batween % 2

Within | 44 |

AA PA 24
i af | MS ¥ MS F | %é B F
120.071 3.5835 | 140.122  3.696% ° 44.583  1.225
33.509 37.912 | 36.386

#p < .05.
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Table 19
Analysis of Covavriaence for Smiles,
¥irst and Second Periods

Source

Expectancy (4)
Pairing (B)
AXDR

Error

First Period Second Period
df MS F ws ¥
2 | 18.611  1.34 3.507  0.13
2 | 7.664  0.55 1.883  0.07

4 18.421 1.32 71.753 2.66%
134 13.925 27.012

*p < .05,



Table 20
Adjusted Means for Observers' Expactancy
and Pairing Effects, for Smiles,
Pirst and Second Pericds

97.

Variable L N D Total
Fivst Period
AA 8.698 6.848 6.586 7.667
PA 8.788 8.723 6.880 8.125
PP 7.675 6,481 8.384 7.229
Total 8.391 7.341 7.287
Second Perxiod
AA 11.886 9.249 8.915 10,009
PA 9,414 12.700 8.789 10.299
PP 9.258 8.89%4 11,603 9.921

Total 10.181 10.275 9,774
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Table 21
Analysis of Variance of Observers' Expeetancy

and Pairing Effects for Smiles and Nods .

Source Smiles Hods
L af MS v us ¥
Expectaney (A) 2 68.958 0.9 | 295.1316 0.6l
Patring (8) 2 | 40.5833 0,57 | 1431.4646  2.96
AxB 4 | 203.0726  2.84% | 789.4189 163
Error 135 714275 TR

¥p < L05.




Table 22

Means for Obseyvers' Expectancy and Pairing Effects

for Smiles and Nods

99.

Variable L H D Total
Smiles
AA 21.31 15,69 16.50 17.83
PA 19.13 20.44 16.31 18.63
PP 16,00 13.25 21.13 16.79
Total 13.81 16.46 17.98
Hods
AA 31.06 27.56 22.31 26.98
PA 14.31 31.56 21.94 22.60
PP 12.81 13.94 21.63 16.13
Total 24,35 21.96

19.40
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Table 23 s
Correlation Coefficients for Paired and
Randomly Mstched Observers, for Smiles,

First and Second Target Subjects

Conditions e First Subject Second Subject

of Pairing Paired Random : Paived Random

AA 022 -.017

PA -.047 049 .263 -.014
PP .329 -\ 029 .763% - 135%

*p < ,0000005 for difference between coefficients.

32_ < ,01 for correlaction coefficient.
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Table 24
Correlation Coefficients for Palvred
and Randomly Matched Observers,

in Each Expectancy Condition, for Smiles

Expectaney Paired Randomized
Liked 4682 498%
Neutral .502% .533%
Disliked .661% .095%

#p < .0001, for difference between coefficients within row.

f5 < ,005, for correlation coefficient.
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Correlation Coefficients for Paived and

Randomly Matched Observers for Nods,

First and Second Target Subjects

Conditions First Subject Second Subject
of Pairing Paired Randon Paired Random
AL -.233 . =053
i
PA .359 -.156% | 442 | . 227
|
PP =140 .069 352 | .022

*p < .01 for difference batween coefficients.

#tp < 001 for difference between coefficients.

%5 < .05 for correlation coefficient.



Table 26

103.

Corraelation Coefficlents for Paired and

Randomly Matched Observers, in Each

Expectancy Condition, for Hods

Expactancy Paired Randomized
Liked .286 - 111%
Heutxal .231 ~ 175%
Disliked .587° L0764

*s < ,02, for difference between coefficients within row.

%kp < .001, for difference between coefficients within row,

%5 < .008, for correlation coeffictent.



Analysis of Varlance for Nods,

Table 27

Firet and Second Target Subjects

104.

Source First Subject Second Subject
df Ms F Ms r
Level (A) 1 | 1443.9961 | 20.34% | 2575.5623 | 20.18%
Pairing (B) 1 18.0625 : 0.25 5.0625 0.04
Ax3 1 68.0623 0.96 351.5625 2,75
Error 60 70.9936 127.6371
* < .001,




Table 23

Means for Nods, for First amd

Second Target Subjects

Variable § Subject 1 Subject 2
| % High  Low | Totals | High | Low Total
PA | 15.62 | 406 | 9.84 | 26,81 | 9.44 | 18.13
PP § 12.50 § 5,06 § 8.78 21.56 | 13.56 | 17.56
Total % 14.06 % 5.56 g 26,19 | 11.50
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Table 29

Mean Confederate Effects

Smiles ; Hods
Variable ; Confederate i Confederate
& 3 a3
HSC  17.44 g 16.94 | 43.88 | s2.62
e 10.9 1394 | 1375 % 18.38




