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ABSTRACT 

Unexpected behavior has been shown to influence the outcome of interactions 

across a wide variety of contexts. However, current research on expectation violations 

is limited by two flaws in axiomatic structure: First, scholars have assumed that 

violations are inherently uncertainty producing behaviors. Second, some researchers 

have accepted the traditionally held assumption that violations are intrinsically 

threatening (Le, negatively valenced). This investigation aimed to extent past research 

on expectation violations by arguing that violations vary in both their valence and their 

influence on uncertainty, and that the combination of valence and uncertainty states 

conjointly produce interaction outcomes. In explaining the predicted variance in 

uncertainty following violations, a distinction was proposed between congruent 

violations (Le., behaviors that are more intense instantiations of a previously displayed 

message) and incongruent violations (Le., behaviors that are opposite in meaning from 

previously displayed messages). Furthermore, attributions for the violator's behavior 

were compared in congruent and incongruent violation conditions, and the violations' 

impact on general and interaction uncertainty was tested. 

Results (a) confirmed that violations differed in their impact on uncertainty, (b) 

supported the validity of the proposed distinction for explaining the differential impact 

of violations on uncertainty, (c) showed that violations were uniformly attributed to 

internal characteristics of the violator and (d) confirmed the utility of distinguishing 
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between uncertainty types. On the other hand, the findings offered limited evidence for 

the influence of uncertainty states on violation outcomes and, instead, generally 

supported the predictions of Expectancy Violations Theory. 
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CHAPTER 1 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

Behavior which deviates from expectations (Le., expectation violations) has 

consistently been shown to disrupt interactions and influence its outcomes. For 

example, studies have found that violations of expectations affect the result of daily 

exchanges (e.g., Langer, 1978), intercultural encounters (e.g., Gudykunst, 1985; 

Gudykunst & Kim, 1984), physician-patient interactions (e.g., Birk & M. Burgoon, 

1989), small group negotiation (e.g., J. Burgoon, Stacks & Burch, 1982), sales 

encounters (e.g., J. Burgoon & Aho, 1982), employment interviews (e.g., Imada & 

Hackel, 1977), helping situations (e.g., Konecni, Libuser, Morton, & Ebbesen, 1973), 

persuasive appeals (e.g., M. Burgoon & Miller, 1982), and relationship development 

(e.g., D. Kelley & Read, 1990). The result of such deviations varies considerably but 

includes changes in the level of attraction (J. Burgoon, Stacks, & Woodall, 1979), the 

expression of nonverbal involvement (1. Burgoon & Dillman, 1991), the rate of 

compliance with medical regimen (M. Burgoon & J. Burgoon, 1990), and the level of 

relational satisfaction (Baxter & Bullis, 1986). The logic underlying much of this 

literature is that violations influence the rewardingness of the interaction, generally, 

and the individual, more specifically, thus significantly impacting behavioral and 

psychological outcomes of interactions (for review see, J. Burgoon, 1983). 
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M. Burgoon and colleagues' (M. Burgoon, 1970; M. Burgoon & Stewart, 1975) 

early research on expectancy violations (later developed into Language Expectancy 

Theory) and J. Burgoon and Jones' introduction of Nonverbal Expectancy Violations 

Theory (later called Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT» in 1976 paved the way for a 

recognition of the communicative function of expectation violations and increased 

interest, among communication scholars, in the impact of expectation violations on 

interaction outcomes. Most importantly, these scholars advanced knowledge about 

violations by noting that such acts may be positively or negatively valenced, 

challenging the popular belief that deviations were necessarily aversive (for review, see 

J. Burgoon & Hale, 1988; M. Burgoon, 1995). 

In work with originally little to do with violation effects, but which later 

became clearly related to such effects, Berger and Calabrese (1975) forward a 

theoretical communication framework revolving around the concept of uncertainty, or 

predictive ability-Uncertainty Reduction Theory (URT). Although the authors 

originally hypothesized that all behavior serves to decrease uncertainty (i.e., increases 

predictability), they, and other scholars, quickly noted cases in which behaviors 

increased uncertainty (i.e., decreased predictability) (e.g., Planalp & Honeycutt, 1986). 

In fact, the available empirical evidence regarding the impact of violations on 

uncertainty, limited as it is, has generally concluded that violations increase uncertainty 

(e.g., Kellermann & Reynolds, 1990). On the other hand, some authors have argued 



that violations decrease uncertainty (e.g., Jones & Davis, 1965) and there is clear 

theoretical support for such a claim. 
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Scholars studying the impact of expectation violations seemed to have mostly 

ignored the above theorizing and evidence in favor of a framework of violations that 

conceptualizes them as either (a) solely negative (e.g., Kellermann & Reynolds, 1990; 

Metts, 1994) or (b) solely uncertainty-increasing (e.g., J. Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993). 

The consequence is explanatory imprecision and a loss in predictive accuracy. 

Unavoidably, as will be argued in this paper, the experience of unexpected behavior 

influences the certainty with which predictions of the violator's future behavior are 

made. This effect on uncertainty has important, and chronicled, implications for 

interaction outcomes. 

The value of merging the key principles of violation valence and uncertainty 

states from the two theories outlined above (EVT and URT) will be demonstrated. An 

integration of these theories not only argues for a re-conceptualization of violations but 

also leads to modifications of predictions derived from either theory separately. Most 

importantly, the simultaneous consideration of violation valence and uncertainty states 

clarifies their conjoint impact on interactions, a task that, to date, has not been 

successfully accomplished. 

The claim that the interaction of violation valence and uncertainty states should 

be at the forefront of predictions about violation effects rests on the notion that (a) 
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violations activate psychological processes related to behavior valencing and to efforts 

at predicting future behavior, and (b) that these psychological processes have strong 

implications for interaction behavior and evaluations of the violator. The contention 

here is that violations differ in their influence on uncertainty and that both violation 

valence and changes in uncertainty states are closely tied to the ultimate outcome of the 

interaction. This argument will be developed by considering evidence and theoretizing 

regarding (a) the valencing of violations and (b) the ways in which uncertainty levels 

are influenced by violations. Finally, predictions will be made about interaction 

outcomes based on the valence of the violation and the change in uncertainty which 

follows. First, however, some definitional issues surrounding the concept of violations 

must be clarified. 

The Concept of Violations 

Understanding the implications of defining violations as "unexpected behavior" 

requires addressing what is meant by "expectations" and, consequently, what 

constitutes violations of these expectations. J. Burgoon and Walther (1990), after 

reviewing expectations literature, defined communication expectations as "cognitions 

about the anticipated communication behavior of specific others" (p. 236). These 

cognitions have also been likened to predictions (Newtson, 1973; Honeycutt, 1993) and 

schemata (J. Burgoon, 1993; Taylor & Crocker, 1981), and are derived from three 

primary sources (e.g., J. Burgoon & Hale, 1988; J. Burgoon, 1993): communicator, 
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relationship, and context characteristics. Communicator characteristics include any 

salient qualities of the interactant, including age, sex, physical appearance, personality, 

and communication style, among many others. Relationship characteristics are those 

factors of the particular relationship between the interactants that influence expectations 

about behavior. A brief list of these factors includes the degree of familiarity, liking, 

trust, formality, and intimacy between the interactants. Finally, context characteristics 

involve properties of the physical environment in which the interaction occurs (e.g., the 

extent to which it is a public, formal setting) that prescribe certain behavioral norms. 

Together, these three factors work together in forming behavioral expectations. 

For example, the affective behavior that a wife expects from her husband when alone at 

home will most likely differ markedly from the affective behavior she expects from a 

co-worker in a staff meeting. Here, communicator, relationship, and context 

characteristics clearly conjointly influence the type of expectations held. Although 

cultural norms certainly shape expectations in important ways, empirical data clearly 

illustrate that expectations are sensitive to behavior patterns that are "unique to, but 

consistent within, an individual" (J. Burgoon, 1978, p. 131). These idiosyncratic 

behaviors contribute to expectations regarding normative behavior for a particular 

individual which may differ from cultural norms (J. Burgoon, 1978). It is important to 

note that expectations, in the sense used here, are predictive, rather than prescriptive, 

cognitions (as distinguished by Staines & Libby, 1986). 
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With this understanding of expectations in mind, the definition for violations 

(Le., unexpected behavior) might seem quite simple. Such simplicity, however, would 

not adequately capture the complexity with which individuals judge whether a violation 

has occurred. In fact, considerable evidence suggests that individuals are often 

generous in their determination of what falls within the realm of expected behavior. 

On one extreme of the conceptual spectrum, some scholars have argued that individuals 

selectively ignore behavior incongruent with their expectations (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 

1980; Rothbart, Evans, & Fulero, 1979; Zadny & Gerard, 1974), thus almost always 

experiencing interactions as they would expect them to unfold. Several scholars (for 

review, see Fletcher & Fincham, 1991), for example, note that individuals in 

unsatisfying relationships may fall into a self-fulfilling prophecy in which they 

continuously overlook positive behavior from their partner and emphasize the negative 

behavioral patterns. As such, their expectations for negative interactions are confirmed 

and the "spiral of negativity" is furthered. Similarly, Swann and Giuliano (1987) note 

that individuals actively search for expectation-confirming evidence in interactions. 

Such an argument would suggest that expectations formed before the interaction should 

predict the type of evaluations following the interaction. In this cognitive model, actual 

behavior during the interaction has little role in such evaluations. 

On the other hand, several scholars argue that interactional cues playa very 

important role in actor evaluations. Darley, Fleming, Hilton, and Swann (1988) note 
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that interactants are motivated to seek inforl!lation that disconfirms negative 

expectations. Since negative expectations for interaction behavior are inconsistent with 

goals for pleasant interactions, these authors propose that individuals seek goal

achieving, rather than expectancy-confirming, information. In a related vein, Newtson 

(1973) and Scheidel (1977) argue that, rather than overlooking unexpected behavior, 

individuals are especially attentive to such behavior. Newtson (1973) suggests that 

individuals' desire for predictability leads to more "fine-grained" attention to 

information following unpredictable behavior. Berger (1995) furthers these scholars' 

arguments by claiming that individuals' desire for goal-attainment, and related choice 

of communicative plans, heightens their awareness of potentially plan-altering behavior 

(such as violations). 

The empirical evidence to support the claim that actual interaction behavior 

influences post-interaction evaluations is also plentiful. Cappella and Palmer (1990), 

for example, found that both verbal and nonverbal interaction behavior affected the 

similarity between pre- and post-interaction evaluations. J. Burgoon and her colleagues 

(e.g., for review, see J. Burgoon, 1983) have also consistently found that interaction 

behavior influences post-interaction evaluations. In fact, such an effect is generally 

treated as axiomatic in interaction research (Cappella, 1987). 

Recently, however, J. Burgoon and Le Poire (1993) more thoroughly 

confronted the issues related to this debate by studying the influence of both pre-
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interaction expectancies and interaction behavior on post-interaction evaluations. Their 

results provide some evidence in support of both positions outlined above: pre

interaction expectancies predicted the overall perceived valence of the post-interaction 

evaluations, but unexpected behavior during the interaction was related to fluctuations 

in those evaluations. The authors concluded that pre-interaction expectations act as 

filters of information but do not lead to disregard of the communication cues occurring 

during the interaction. Both pre-interaction expectations and interaction behavior 

worked together in affecting post-interaction evaluations. This evidence fits with 

Kruglanski and Ajzen's (1983) conceptualization of behavioral interpretations as being 

shaped by a struggle between individuals' need for structure (Le., interest in 

confirming their pre-interaction expectancies) and their fear of invalidity (Le., interest 

in questioning the validity of their expectations). 

This conclusion about the influence of interaction behavior also fits with the 

notion of a "bandwidth" of expected behavior (e.g., J. Burgoon, 1978). According to 

such a conceptual model, only behavior which falls outside of a certain bandwidth, or 

range, of expected behaviors causes the receiver to adopt a state of heightened attention 

to information which follows (as described by Newtson, 1973). Otherwise, pre

interaction expectancies are maintained throughout the interaction and shape post

interaction evaluations. In cases where partner behavior falls outside of this 

bandwidth, however, an interpretation-evaluation process is triggered which, in turn, 
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influences these evaluations (for reviews, see 1. Burgoon, 1992; 1. Burgoon & Hale, 

1988; 1. Burgoon, Walther, & Baesler, 1992). To the extent that unexpected behavior 

is not noticed by the receiver, its impact on the interaction is relatively minor. To the 

extent that such behavior is noticed, however, its effect on the interaction and related 

evaluations is demonstrably significant (for review, see 1. Burgoon & Walther, 1990). 

As such, "expectation violations" are more specifically defined as behaviors which are 

not expected and are noticed as such by a receiver. With this definition of violations in 

mind, it becomes possible to more closely examine the valence and uncertainty issues 

noted earlier. 

Violation Valence 

The traditional view regarding violation valence held that they were invariably 

associated with negative outcomes (for review, see 1. Burgoon, Stern, & Dillman, in 

press). Tedeschi and Norman (1985), for example, wrote that violations identify the 

violator as an "immoral or bad person" (p. 300). Cappella and Greene (1984) argued 

that violations which cause large increases in arousal are necessarily aversive due to 

their threatening nature. Argyle and Dean (1965) maintained that violations from an 

expected "equilibrium level" are anxiety-producing and, therefore, negatively valenced. 

The relational literature still generally accepts this conceptualization of 

violations as negatively valenced behavior. Metts (1994), in reviewing the limited 

research on relational transgressions, implicitly assumed that all violations are negative. 
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Roloff and Cloven (1994) conceptual ized transgress ions as expectation violations and 

asserted that such violations "call into question the viability and desirability of staying 

in a given relationship" (p. 26). No mention was made of the possibility that 

unexpected behavior may be positively valenced. In fact, a thorough review of 

literature on violations in relationships reveals very limited recognition of the 

potentially positive nature of these behaviors, a fact reflected by the appearance of the 

most recent manuscript on relational violations in an edited book on The Dark Side of 

Interpersonal Communication (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1994). 

Yet the available evidence clearly illustrates that violations may be positively 

valenced and that the valencing strongly influences interaction outcomes (for review, 

see J. Burgoon & Walther, 1992). In fact, the prevalence of positively-valenced 

violations in the daily experience of relationships is so common that it is almost 

inconceivable to understand these authors' failure to recognize their existence. For 

example, research on affinity-seeking has shown that unexpectedly positive behaviors 

often lead to attraction (for review, see Daly & Kreiser, 1994). Research on relational 

maintenance indicates that periodic displays of unexpected positivity are strongly 

related to relational progress (e.g., Guerrero, Eloy, & Wabnick, 1992). D. Kelley and 

Read (1990) reported the highest number of positive intimacy violations during the 

early stages of marriages. Similarly, Livingstone (1980) argued that unexpected 
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behavior in relationships may be a source of attraction and excitement in relationships 

and, as such, be positively valenced. 

Baxter and Bullis' (Baxter & Bullis, 1986; Bullis, Clark, & Sline, 1992) 

research on turning points has revealed a mix of positive and negative behaviors 

responsible for changes in commitment level. For example, Baxter and Bullis (1986) 

found that behaviors such as the first kiss, the first time that love was proclaimed, and 

discussion of marital plans were all positively valenced and led to significant increases 

in commitment. On the other hand, such "events" as discovering a new rival to the 

relationship or unexplained avoidance by the partner were negatively valenced and led 

to decreases in commitment. Interestingly, Metts and Afifi (1995) found that these 

behavior and/or events were often experienced as expectation violations. 

Other evidence suggests that the same behavior may be positively valenced in 

some cases and negatively valenced in others (e.g., J. Burgoon, 1978). For example, 

the disclosure of an intention for increased intimacy may be negatively valenced if 

disclosed by a disliked other, but may be positively valenced if disclosed by a liked 

other. Research on violations of expectations regarding nonverbal behaviors has shown 

that high degrees of gaze, close conversational distance, highly pleasant vocal tones, 

and high conversational involvement are almost always positively valenced expectancy 

violations (e.g., Buller & J. Burgoon, 1986; J. Burgoon, Coker, & Coker, 1986; J. 

Burgoon et aI., 1979), but that the violator's reward valence and other contextual 
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ambiguous meanings (1. Burgoon & Hale, 1988). 
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A recent study attempted to remedy the methodological and conceptual 

limitations of previous work on violations in relationships by asking participants to 

report on the last time that their partner behaved in a way that was unexpected, whether 

more positively than they expected or more negatively (Metts & Afifi, 1995). 

Participants were then asked to rate the valence of the event. The results confirmed the 

potentially positive valence of violations in relationships. In fact, the data showed that 

violations in relationships are generally more positively valenced than negatively so. 

Unfortunately, many relational scholars who claim to recognize the possibility 

that violations vary on a valence continuum ultimately assume that violations are 

negatively valenced. A typical case of such scholarship is the often-cited work by 

Kellermann and Reynolds (1990) on the link between violations and attraction. Both 

their review of literature and their methodology, however, suggested a framework that 

viewed violations as purely negative behaviors. They summarized the literature on 

violations by concluding that deviations are "generally judged negatively" (p. 14) and 

that engaging in unexpected behaviors is akin to being "obnoxious" (p. 14), hardly an 

adequate characterization of the range of possible violations. Furthermore, the 

scenarios that they used as stimuli included only violations that are inherently 

negatively valenced: an individual goes to an amusement park wearing a three-piece 
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suit, wing tips, and a tie (scenario 1); an individual discloses being a satanic worshiper 

(scenario 2); an individual snores and stretches out in a church pew to sleep (scenario 

3); and an individual asks a waitress strange and inappropriate questions (e.g., if she is 

a professional mud-wrestler, if a bedpan is available) (scenario 4). Based on findings 

from these scenario, the authors conclude that "the more atypically someone 

behaves ... the less we want to talk to them" (Kellermann & Reynolds, 1990, p. 66). 

Clearly, such a general conclusion is unwarranted based on the scenario limitations. 

Similarly incomplete reviews of violations literature and methodologically 

limited studies have produced analogous conclusions from other authors. Berger, 

Gardner, Parks, Schulman, and Miller (1976) produced a violation by increasing the 

intensity of self-disclosure by a hypothetical stranger in a scenario. Since intimate self

disclosure from strangers is usually disliked (for review of self-disclosure literature, 

see Derlega, Metts, Petronio, & Margulis, 1993), the violation condition was 

confounded with negative behavior. Unfortunately, these authors failed to recognize 

this confound and, instead, reported that "violation of communication norms decreases 

the subjects' perception of the norm violator's attractiveness" (p. 169) and that "norm 

violators are judged as less mentally healthy" (p. 169). Here again, the authors draw a 

conclusion that is premature, at best, considering the methodological limitations. 

Unfortunately, as discussed earlier, even in cases where scholars recognize the 

variance in violation valence, the impact of these behaviors on uncertainty has been 
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ignored. The result has been a string of inconsistent findings and partially supportive 

data. 

Violations and Uncertainty 

Before addressing the effect of violations on uncertainty, a definition of 

uncertainty must be forwarded. Berger (1987) defines uncertainty about an individual 

as the "(in)ability to predict and explain (his/her) actions" (p. 41). The less that 

individuals perceive that they can predict and explain others' behavior, the greater their 

uncertainty about those particular others. Recently, scholars have increasingly noted 

that individuals may be uncertain about some aspects of others' behavior but may be 

relatively certain in predicting other aspects (e.g., Honeycutt, 1993). As such, 

discussing the effect of "general" uncertainty is less useful than addressing the effect of 

more specific uncertainties (e.g., uncertainty regarding interaction behavior, 

uncertainty regarding commitment to the relationship). In the case of the violation of 

interaction behavior during initial interaction, an individual's uncertainty about the 

violator's future behavior for that specific set of behaviors should be most affected. 

Uncertainty about the violator's overall behavioral patterns may remain relatively 

stable. 

Since empirical evidence about the particular impact of violations on general 

versus specific uncertainties is lacking and no theoretic bases exist for predicting that 

one will be influenced more than the other, a research question is posed to address the 



issue. More precisely, uncertainty about the interactant's general attitudes and future 

behaviors will be compared with uncertainty about the interactant's future levels of 

involvement. 

RQ1: Are general uncertainty states and uncertainty about involvement levels 

differentially influenced by a violation of expected violation levels? 
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The Relationship Between Communication Information, and Uncertainty 

At the heart of Uncertainty Reduction Theory, as originally conceived (Berger 

& Calabrese, 1975), was the assumption taken from Information Theory (Shannon & 

Weaver, 1949) that communication, information, and uncertainty were inextricably 

tied. Communication provided information about the other and information, by 

definition, led to decreases in uncertainty. The literature used to support the related 

theoretical axioms, however, was somewhat limited. The authors cited as evidence 

Lalljee and Cooke's (1973) work which showed that pause rates in conversations 

decreased as the interaction progressed. Relatedly, Berger and Larimer (as cited in 

Berger & Calabrese, 1975) showed that restricting feedback in an interaction (thus, 

supposedly, keeping uncertainty relatively high) caused a significant decrease in 

communication. 

More recent studies challenge the notion that all communication decreases 

uncertainty about the other (e.g., Planalp & Honeycutt, 1985; Planalp, Rutherford, & 

Honeycutt, 1988). Ayres' (1979) data, for example, suggested that quality of 



, " 

28 

information, rather than quantity, should serve as the gauge for predicting uncertainty 

levels. He found that the type of information disclosed related to uncertainty levels 

much more than did the length or frequency of disclosures. Considerable research has 

also shown that some communication behavior increases uncertainty rather than, as the 

axiom posits, decreasing it. Turner (1990) found that 80% of her marital sample 

reported experiencing an uncertainty provoking event. Relatedly, Planalp and 

Honeycutt (1985) reported that communication behaviors such as repeated avoidance, 

unexpected sexual advances, deception, and betraying confidences led to significant 

increases in their participant's uncertainty regarding their relational partner. They 

explicitly noted that almost all uncertainty-increasing events were similar in that they 

"violated [participant] expectations strongly" (p. 596). 

These data and others (e.g., Berger et aI., 1976) led Berger (1987) to 

acknowledge that the axiom claiming a reciprocal relationship between uncertainty and 

communication was limited and that "the relationship between uncertainty and 

communication is not simple" (p. 44). He further clarified the axiom by writing that 

"lack of opportunity to communicate most certainly has the effect of raising uncertainty 

levels" (p. 44) but that "opportunity to interact mayor may not produce reductions in 

uncertainty" (p. 44). Other writings further distanced Uncertainty Reduction Theory 

from its Information Theory roots, at least in terms of the definition of "information" 

and its relationship to uncertainty states. Although never explicitly stated, 
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"information," as it is being currently used in the uncertainty literature, and will be 

used here, is synonymous with knowledge-acquisition (Berger & Kellermann, 1994). 

This knowledge about a person may lead to either increases or decreases in uncertainty 

regarding their future behavior, as illustrated above. 

The Effect of Vjolations on Uncertajnty 

Acknowledging that communication does not necessarily decrease uncertainty is 

an important first step to studying the effects of violations. Interestingly, Berger's 

initial effort at tackling violations came soon after the development of URT and before 

establishing communication's varying impact on uncertainty (Berger et aI., 1976). 

Since the authors only recognized communication's uncertainty-decreasing role at the 

time, it is not surprising that they studied violations for the effect that they might have 

on reducing uncertainty for the participants. Berger et al. (1976) illustrated situations 

in which individuals intentionally violated a rule of conduct to "give others information 

about them as individuals" (p. 162). The authors presented three studies in which the 

level of violation was manipulated. Each level was characterized by increasingly 

severe violations. The results revealed no differences in post-interaction uncertainty 

across levels of violations.! Despite this result, the authors concluded that violations 

"impede the pursuit of interpersonal knowledge" (p. 168) and introduced uncertainty 

into the interaction. Interestingly, despite the questionable foundation on which it is 

based, this position has remained popular in the uncertainty literature. 
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Very recently, in fact, Berger (1993) suggested that violations always lead to 

increases in uncertainty. In a chautauqua intended to update the role of URT in 

relational research, he noted that "if expectancies are viewed as predictions and these 

predictions are not met, such violations would be expected to raise the uncertainty 

levels of those whose predictions are not met" (p. 500). Honeycutt (1993), in the same 

chautauqua, made a similar claim, writing that expected behavior serves to maintain a 

comfortable level of uncertainty while violations increase uncertainty beyond the level 

of comfort. In addition, 1. Burgoon and Le Poire (1993) recently associated violations 

with "uncertainty-provoking situations" (p. 71). The logic underlying this claim is that 

behavior which disconfirms expectations should increase the number of alternative 

predictions available for future behavior, thus increasing uncertainty (e.g., Berger, 

1979; 1993; Berger & Bradac, 1982; Honeycutt, 1993). 

However, very limited research has been forwarded to test this claim. The 

exception, again, is Kellermann and Reynolds' (1990) work on the effect of violations 

on uncertainty states. Their research led them to propose that Berger add another 

axiom to URT which reads" As the target's behavior becomes more deviant, level of 

uncertainty increases" (Kellermann & Reynolds, 1990, p. 67). Unfortunately, their 

recommendation is questionable, at best, and is vulnerable to the same criticisms 

brought against their conclusions about the relationship between violations and valence. 

Most importantly, their findings may reflect the type of scenarios used in their 
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operationalization (Jackson, 1992). It may be that "odd" behavior such as that depicted 

in their scenarios will increase uncertainty. Furthermore, reliance on individuals' 

ratings of hypothetical others in scenarios provides limited support for conclusions 

regarding the actual impact of violations on uncertainty in live interactions across all 

types of behavior. Finally, one could argue that the data provide weak evidence for the 

strong claim made by the authors about the relationship between violations and 

uncertainty. Specifically, the correlation between these two variables ranged from .00 

to .31, not the size of effects that support a claim about the axiomatic nature of the 

violation-uncertainty relationship. 

In fact, concluding that violations necessarily lead to increases in uncertainty, as 

Berger (1993) and Kellermann and Reynolds (1990) recently have done, suggests an 

incomplete review of the available literature. The evidence that violations may 

decrease uncertainty is almost as impressive as that which suggests otherwise. Jones 

and Davis (1965), for example, argued that expected behavior provides relatively little 

information about the particular characteristics of the interactant due to its socially 

prescripted nature. On the other hand, unexpected behavior, these authors continued, 

is particularly valuable as an information source about the individual because of its 

distinctive nature. As such, one may conclude that uncertainty should be significantly 

reduced by violations but remain relatively steady with observation of expected 

behavior. Findings of research on knowledge-acquisition strategies bolsters the above 
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claim (e.g., Berger & Douglas, 1981; Berger & Perkins, 1978). These studies have 

found that behavior in formal situations is limited in informative value since it often 

reflects fulfillment of social expectations, thus failing to contribute unique information 

about the individual. The logic clearly extends to a conclusion that a violation, as 

compared to expected behavior, is more likely to provide unique information about the 

individual and reduce uncertainty. Finally, White and Stewart (1990), in their study of 

violations and uncertainty, found that violations varied in the extent to which they 

changed uncertainty levels. 

Anecdotal evidence also questions the validity of claiming that all violations 

increase uncertainty. Depending on the circumstance, either approach and avoidance 

behaviors may be unexpected but decrease uncertainty. In other circumstances, a 

speaker's use of intense language may be unexpected but decrease audience uncertainty 

about the speaker's involvement in the subject. A father's harsh tone when speaking to 

his son about drinking may be very much unexpected but also very definitely serve to 

decrease his son's uncertainty about his father's attitudes on that topic. The listing of 

these few examples should serve to bolster the limited empirical evidence suggesting 

that violations may decrease uncertainty. 

The Role of Behayjor Consistency on Uncertajnty States 

Having reviewed the available literature and discussed how violations differ in 

both their valence and their influence on uncertainty, a more formal explication of how 
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violations influence uncertainty can now be advanced. First, one must acknowledge 

that expectations about an individual's behavior are a form of prediction about that 

individual's behavior (J. Burgoon, 1992). As such, a behavior which violates 

expectations has, by definition, violated the partner's prediction for that individual's 

behavior. Relatedly, the target has acquired knowledge about the violator. As such, 

the violation is informative, as defined earlier, and will influence the extent to which 

the partner can predict the violator's future behavior (Jones & Davis, 1965). Since the 

level of uncertainty is determined by the amount and type of information received, any 

violation of expectation should influence uncertainty. 

If one acknowledges that unexpected behavior introduces new information about 

the sender (Le., violator) to the receiver, the next issue becomes whether information 

necessarily influences uncertainty in a given direction. As discussed earlier, the 

information attained from violations may be perceived to reflect the "true" nature of the 

individual (Jones & Davis, 1965) or may increase the array of possible future actions of 

that individual (Berger, 1993). In either case, knowledge about the violator's 

repertoire of behaviors has been acquired, thus affecting uncertainty. 

Attribution literature seems to provide a good explanation for why certain 

information increases uncertainty while other decreases it. Attribution research has 

noted that perceptions of an individual's behavior consistency over time is a critical 

feature of confident predictions about that person's future behavior (for review, see 
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Fiske & Taylor, 1984). H. Kelley (1967) argues that the extent to which behavior is 

deemed "consistent over time" is contingent on the extent to which the individual 

reacted similarly in the past. A perception of consistency does not require that the 

behavior be exactly the same as past behavior, only that it is "nearly so" (p. 197). This 

relative correspondence between an individual's past and present behavior has been 

shown to be primary to predictions about his/her future behavior. 

Kruglanski and colleagues (Kruglanski, 1977; Kruglanski, Hamel, Maides, & 

Schwartz, 1978) found that evidence of behavior consistency is preferred over evidence 

of behavior distinctiveness or consensus in making behavioral attributions. Whereas 

behavioral consistency is an assessment of whether the individual has behaved similarly 

in the past, behavioral distinctiveness is an assessment of the likelihood that others 

behave in a similar way, and behavioral consensus is an estimation of the similarity of 

the individual's behavior with other people (H. Kelley, 1967). 

Relatedly, McArthur (1972) found that information about behavior consistency 

accounted for the greatest amount of variance in individuals' confidence in predictions 

about future behavior (as compared to the other judgments in the covariation model, H. 

Kelley, 1967). Several other studies support this pattern of reliance on consistency 

cues (for reviews, see Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982; Nisbett, Borgida, 

Crandall, & Read, 1982). In effect, individuals give significant weight to past behavior 

when predicting future behavior. Expectations, as discussed earlier, are also largely a 
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function of past behavior. Violations, therefore, are behaviors that are inconsistent 

with past behavior, thus affecting predictions of future behavior. However, a 

distinction must be made between two forms of inconsistent behavior: (1) Behavior that 

is inconsistent with past behavior in that it is a significantly more ardent and/or intense 

behavioral display of an emotion, relational message, or persuasive stance, as 

compared with previous displays of a similar emotion, relational message or persuasive 

stance (congruent violations), or (2) behavior that is inconsistent with past behavior in 

that it is a display of an emotion, relational message or persuasive stance that is 

opposite in meaning of that previously displayed (incongruent violations). Whether a 

violation increases or decreases uncertainty about future behavior may depend on the 

type of behavioral inconsistency (Le., violation), as distinguished above. Congruent 

violations (Le., behaviors that are more intense instantiation of a previously displayed 

message) should increase confidence in predictions. It is relatively congruent with the 

past messages but is significantly more emphatic, thus decreasing the "degrees of 

freedom" for future behavior. For example, receiving sharp criticism for a behavior 

for which an individual has received criticism in the past should increase the 

individual's predictive ability regarding the critic's attitudes regarding the behavior 

(Le., decrease uncertainty). On the other hand, incongruent violations (Le., behaviors 

that violate expectations and are opposite in meaning from previously displayed 

behavior) should decrease confidence in predictions about future behavior. It is 
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incongruent with past behavior and offers an alternative prediction for future behavior 

that is at odds with previous predictions. As such, it would increase the "degrees of 

freedom" possible for future behavior and increase uncertainty. Using an example 

similar to that outlined above, receiving sharp criticism for a behavior for which an 

individual has received praise in the past (from that same source) should decrease the 

individual's predictive ability regarding the critic's attitudes (Le., increase uncertainty). 

With the above logic in mind, the first hypothesis is forwarded: 

HI: Violations that are inconsistent with past behavior by being more ardent and/or 

intense instantiations of past behavior (Le., congruent violations) will decrease 

the receiver's uncertainty about violation-relevant behavior whereas violations 

that are inconsistent with past behavior by being opposite in meaning to such 

behavior (i. e., incongruent violations) will increase the receiver's violation

relevant uncertainty, as compared to pre-violation uncertainty levels. 

Another attributional component that may playa significant role in violation 

outcomes is the extent to which individuals make situational versus dispositional 

attributions for the violator's behavior. Clearly, the "weight" given to behavior in 

making predictions of future behavior will be influenced by the assessment of 

behavioral responsibility (e.g., for review see Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). Behavior 

that is assumed to be caused by situational factors (Le., not characteristic of the 

person's typical behavior) will be given less weight in predicting future behavior than 



behavior attributed to more dispositional factors (Le., behavior perceived to be 

reflective of the person's typical behavior). 
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Some evidence suggests that the type of attribution (Le., dispositional versus 

situational) is tied to the consistency of the behavior. Jones, Worchel, Goethals, and 

Grumet (1971) argued that individuals perceive inconsistent behaviors as caused by 

situational factors, while viewing consistent behavior as reflecting the actor's 

dispositional qualities. Relatedly, Jones et al. (1971) found that prior expectancies 

about an essay writer's attitudes were significantly more predictive of post-essay 

perceptions of the writer's attitude than were the attitudes reflected in the essay. Other 

studies also confirm that participants generally attributed situational causes to the 

attitudes reflected in an "essay" when those attitudes were incongruent with prior 

expectancies (e.g., Trope, 1986). 

Based on the above-cited research, one may argue that violations, which are by 

definition inconsistent behaviors, will be given little weight when making assessments 

of an individual. On the other, there is considerable evidence that suggests that 

individuals almost always make dispositional attributions about others' behavior. In 

fact, several studies (for review, see Miller, Jones, & Hinkle, 1981) have found that 

dispositional attributions are made even in cases where obvious situational constraints 

are present. Other data suggest that inconsistent behaviors are especially likely to be 

attributed dispositionally. J. Burgoon and colleagues' work on violations, for example, 
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clearly illustrates cases where individuals did not make situational attributions about the 

violator's behavior (inconsistent as it was). There is also evidence in relational 

literature to support the claim that such inconsistent behavior is often attributed 

internally (e.g., Manusov, 1991, 1992; Metts, 1994; Vangelisti, 1994). As such, a 

conclusion that inconsistent behavior is typically attributed situationally (thus given less 

weight in making actor assessments) is clearly unwarranted. The suggestion that 

inconsistent behavior is differentially weighted does, however, require that the two 

types of inconsistencies earlier differentiated be examined more closely for possible 

attributional confounds that may affect the extent to which each influences uncertainty 

levels. 

A more careful examination confirms that both types of violations should 

produce dispositional attributions. Although there may be cases where the frequency 

and "strength" of past behaviors makes a dispositional attribution of an incongruent 

violation unlikely, the evidence noted earlier suggests that individuals more often find 

violations very salient features of character. Relatedly, congruent violations should 

increase the confidence in the dispositional attribution made for the original behavior 

rather than pose a challenge to such an attribution. Incongruent violations should be as 

salient, if not more salient, as a character trait than congruent ones. 

An especially germane type of violation to the study of interaction outcomes is 

the violation of interaction involvement norms. Considerable research has 
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demonstrated that participants assign significant relational meaning to an interactant's 

level of involvement (for review, see J. Burgoon, Buller, Hale, & deTurck, 1984). 

Furthermore, most initial interactions are characterized by a moderate level of 

involvement, which successfully functions as both interaction and impression 

management. Considering the relational meaning associated with involvement levels 

and the stable cultural expectations for moderate involvement in initial interactions, 

violations of expected levels of involvement during such interactions are particularly 

likely to be noticed. Relatedly, these violations are very likely to influence interaction 

behavior and post-interaction relational evaluations. The nature of involvement 

violations makes them well suited to test the prediction that congruent violations will 

decrease uncertainty whereas incongruent ones will increase uncertainty (as 

hypothesized earlier). In addition, the relationship between the type of inconsistency 

and attributional patterns can be tested. 

RQ2: Do congruent and incongruent violations differ on the extent to which they are 

perceived as reflecting dispositional qualities of the actor? 

The Influence of Violation Valence and Uncertainty Changes on Outcomes 

Theorizing about uncertainty states is important to communication scholars to 

the extent that it influences partner evaluations and subsequent communicative action. 

A review of the available literature points to important ways in which uncertainty states 

moderate the outcome of violations. Two assessments--social attractiveness and 
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relational message evaluations--are particularly germane to studying the outcome that 

violations have on interactions and will be used as the primary dependent variables of 

interest here. 

Eyjdence from the Uncertajnty Literature 

The available evidence for the relationship between uncertainty states and social 

attraction is mixed. Berger and Calabrese (1975) claimed as axiomatic that attraction 

increased linearly with decreases in uncertainty. Kellermann and Reynolds (1990) 

supported that claim but found small to moderate correlations between the two 

variables. Studies that have used data from actual interactions, however, have 

generally failed to find any support for such an axiom (Douglas, 1994; Sunnafrank & 

Miller, 1981; VanLear & Trujillo, 1986). Instead, the authors of these studies have 

suggested that the valence of the information plays a more important role in the effect 

of uncertainty on attraction. Although very few scholars have addressed this issue 

from the perspective of uncertainty states, the implication that the valence of the 

information influences the degree of attraction, regardless of uncertainty state, is 

certainly not novel (for reviews of attraction literature, see Berscheid & Walster, 1978; 

Brehm, 1992). 

However, suggesting that information valence is solely responsible for 

attraction, separate from any effects of this information on uncertainty, is also 

unjustified. Instead, information valence and uncertainty states interact in influencing 
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attraction states. Gaining "knowledge" about individuals that reflects positively on 

them and decreases uncertainty about their future behavior should lead to greater 

attraction than would gaining similar knowledge which increases uncertainty about 

future behavior. Relatedly, gaining negatively valenced information about someone 

that decreases uncertainty about future behavior should result in lower attraction than 

similarly negative behavior that increases uncertainty. Decreases in uncertainty, by 

definition, result in increased confidence in predicting future behaviors, which should 

translate to more certain assessments of the individual's appeal. On the other hand, 

violations which increase uncertainty will result in decreased confidence in predictions 

of future behavior and, thus, should be accompanied by less assured, more moderate, 

assessments of an individual's attractiveness. 

Evidence from the Expectancy Violations Literature 

J. Burgoon (1992) summarizes the literature on the effect of violations on 

interaction outcomes by noting that "both high and low reward communicators benefit 

from the use of increased conversational involvement, immediacy, and some forms of 

touch, while both high and low reward communicators lose ground by using gaze 

aversion, reduced involvement and low immediacy" (pg. 63). Changes in involvement 

represent relatively unambiguous messages and, as such, seem to produce rather 

consistent evaluative consequences, regardless of communicator reward value. J. 

Burgoon and Hale (1988) reported significant main effects for confederate immediacy 
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on measures on credibility and relational evaluations. Relatedly, J. Burgoon, Newton, 

Walther, and Baesler (1989) and Hale and J. Burgoon (1984) found that violation 

valence influenced attraction ratings. In sum, positive violations produce high 

attraction ratings, credibility ratings, and generally positive relational evaluations, 

whereas negative violations negatively influenced these ratings. Others have shown 

that positive violations increase persuasibility, willingness to help, and other behaviors 

related to attraction (for review, see J. Burgoon & Hale, 1988). It is noteworthy, 

however, that many of these studies have also found relatively large variance 

components associated with these ratings. 

Recognizing Both Violation Valence and Uncertainty Change 

The conceptual framework presented here argues for the recognition of both 

violation valence and the violation's influence on uncertainty states as effects on the 

outcome of violations. Violations that increase uncertainty should produce 

characteristically different outcomes than those which decrease uncertainty. The logic 

underlying this claim is based on cognitive mechanisms related to (a) the increased 

salience to violation and post-violation information, (b) the effect of violation valence 

on outcomes, (c) the role of uncertainty in individuals' assessments of an interaction 

partner, and (d) the tendency for individuals to manage information through averaging. 

Available research has consistently established that violations are very salient 

behaviors (for review, see Burgoon, 1983; Burgoon & Hale, 1988) that heighten the 
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receiver's attention to subsequent violator behavior (e.g., for review, see Burgoon & 

Walther, 1990). Relatedly, the valence of a violation and of subsequent behavior has 

an especially potent effect on evaluations of the violator (e.g., for review, see Burgoon, 

1993). Several studies have shown that the valence of a violation strongly predicts the 

positivity of violator assessments. On the other hand, the salience of the violation 

valence does not seem to be so strong as to entirely override the influence of pre

violation information (e.g., Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993). Instead, there is clear 

evidence that individuals use a certain degree of information averaging, with the 

violation's valence given more weight than the valence of pre-violation behavior (for 

review, see Anderson, 1965; 1981). As noted earlier, Burgoon and Le Poire (1993) 

found that both the violation's valence and that of pre-violation behavior affected post

interaction violator evaluations. Therefore, predictions regarding post-violation 

assessments should take into consideration the congruency of the violation (e.g., the 

degree to which the violation is valenced in the same direction as the pre-violation 

behavior). Relatedly, predictions regarding violation effects should consider the 

violation's effect on uncertainty. Violations that increase the receivers' uncertainty 

should also temper their assessments of the violators' future rewardingness, for 

example (e.g., Berger, 1987). Violations that decrease uncertainty, however, should 

cause more extreme ratings of future rewardingness. The conjoint effects of 

information averaging, the greater weight given to violations and the role of uncertainty 
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theorizing on this matter. 
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Specifically, positive violations that increase uncertainty should produce less 

favorable assessments than positive violations that decrease uncertainty. According to 

the logic developed earlier, positive violations that decrease uncertainty must be 

characterized by two elements: The behavior (a) must be perceived as desirable by the 

receiver (see earlier discussion of violation valence) and (b) must be a congruent 

violation (see earlier discussion of violations' influence on uncertainty). Considering 

the effect of both information averaging and the greater weight given to the violation 

valence, such a violation should produce highly positive assessments of the violator. 

On the other hand, a positive violation that increases uncertainty is (a) perceived as 

desirable by the receiver but (b) is a violation that is incongruent with past behavior. 

The outcome of such a violation should be a generally positive assessment of the 

violator but one that is affected by the previously negative behavior of the violator and, 

thus, considerably less positive than that given after a positive violation that decreases 

uncertainty. In the case of negative violations, negative congruent violations should 

produce the most negative assessments of the violator, with negative incongruent 

violations resulting in tempered evaluations of negativity. Again, the combination of 

pre- and post-violation information valence, the greater salience of the violation 

valence, and the tempering effect of increased uncertainty lead to that prediction. 
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Accordingly, positive violations should produce more positive outcomes than 

negative ones (as EVT would predict) but the level of uncertainty within each valence 

type should also produce significant separation of outcomes between violations that 

increase uncertainty and those that decrease uncertainty. The above logic produces the 

following hypotheses: 

H2: The valence and uncertainty associated with violations interact in their effects 

on social attraction such that (a) positive violations produce greater attraction 

than negative violations and, (b) within each violation valence type, violations 

that increase uncertainty produce more temperate attraction than those which 

decrease uncertainty. 

H3: The valence and uncertainty associated with violations interact in their effects 

on the relational messages of intimacy/affection, receptivity/trust, 

similarity/depth, and equality such that (a) positive violations produce more 

positive interpretations of relational messages than negative violations and, (b) 

within each violation valence type, violations which increase uncertainty 

produce more temperate interpretations of relational messages than those which 

decrease uncertainty. 

These hypotheses differ in important ways from those made by past studies of 

expectation violations. Advocates of Expectancy Violations Theory have generally 

argued that positive violations should "produce more favorable outcomes" (J. Burgoon 
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& Hale, 1988, p. 65) and negative violations should produce less favorable outcomes, 

as compared to expectancy confirmations. The variance found in outcome measures 

related to this prediction, however, may be reflective of the differential uncertainty 

states following the enacted violations. Violations that increase uncertainty should 

temper the pre-violation evaluations. On the other hand, violations that decrease 

uncertainty should further accentuate any pre-violation evaluations. 

Supporters of Uncertainty Reduction Theory who have addressed violations 

have argued that such behavior necessarily decreases attraction (e.g., Berger et aI., 

1976). They have generally ignored both the effect of valence and the possibility that 

violations may decrease uncertainty. Here again, the recognition of the interaction 

between violation valence and uncertainty changes offers a prediction that more 

accurately captures the impact of violations on the attraction process. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 
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The study's design allowed for manipulation of both direction of uncertainty 

change (operationalized as violation congruence) and violation valence. Participants 

viewed an image of the confederate followed by three segments of a videotaped 

interaction involving confederates. The function of these segments was to allow 

manipulation of uncertainty and violation valence. The initial videotaped image of the 

confederate (in the pre-interaction video segment) allowed assessment of pre-interaction 

confederate attraction ratings and participant uncertainty levels. The first interaction 

functioned to establish pre-violation expectations for interaction behavior. The primary 

function of the second interaction segment was the induction of the violation. The 

third, and final, interaction segment was included to assess the stability of uncertainty 

levels following violations. Participants completed a set of measures after viewing 

each segment. In order to control for possible sex effects, one male and one female 

confederate was used in this study. Confederate training insured that the confederates 

nearly matched in the induction of the manipulation and in the delivery of the scripted 

interaction. 
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Experimental Design 

A 2 (violation valence) x 2 (type of violation) x 2 (confederate sex) 

experimental design was used to test the hypotheses and answer the research questions 

related to this study. In addition, four offset control groups--one of consistent 

moderate involvement and one of consistent moderate uninvolvement for each 

confederate--were used to test the extent to which interaction alone, separate from any 

violation effects, influenced the dependent variables of interest. Since considerable 

evidence suggests that the sex of the violator may influence both interaction 

expectations and, relatedly, the outcome of violations (e.g., M. Burgoon & J. Burgoon, 

1990; Meeker, 1992), confederate sex was included as a fixed factor in the design. 

Participants 

Participants (N = 107) were recruited from several senior-level communication 

classes at a large southwestern university and were offered extra course credit for their 

participation. The sample included a relatively even ratio of males (54 %) to females 

(46%), was somewhat heterogeneous-66% Caucasian, 14% Hispanic, and 11 % Asian

- and averaged 24 years in age--with a range of 18 to 50 years in age. As noted 

earlier, the participants served the role of interaction observers rather than that of 

interactants. Previous research has established the effect of violations on interactants 

and suggests that the behaviors should produce salient effects for observer evaluations 

as well (e.g., J. Burgoon, 1992). The taping of confederate interactions also allowed 



for significantly greater experimental control, as compared to using participants as 

interactants . 
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The minimum required sample size was determined by referring to power tables 

(Jaccard & Becker, 1990, p. 488). Previous literature on violation valence has 

generally found large effect sizes with hypotheses related to the dependent variables of 

interest in this study (e.g., R2 = .24 on attraction in J. Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & 

Baesler, 1989; R2 = .32 on relational evaluation in J. Burgoon & Hale, 1988). 

Therefore, an R2 of .25 was utilized in the estimation of required sample size. At 70% 

power and alpha set at .05, 10 subjects per cell are required to detect large effects sizes 

in one degree of freedom tests (Jaccard & Becker, 1990). The actual sample size 

included 19 participants per violation condition (collapsed across confederate sex), 

giving the study far greater power than is required to detect large effect sizes. 

Confederates 

Confederates were used to manipulate involvement levels across three segments 

of an interaction. The camera was positioned to focus over the shoulder of one of the 

confederates and directly onto the other confederate, who manipulated involvements 

levels. The confederates rotated in their roles as "sender" and "receiver." 

One male and one female confederate were recruited for the study. Both 

confederates were paid for their assistance. The criteria used in their selection included 

their age, physical attractiveness and relative social skill. The individuals selected 
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were in their mid-20's (Le., similar in age to the participants), moderately attractive 

and very socially skilled. Confederate sex was varied to test the generalizability of 

findings across violator sex. Although violator sex has been shown to influence 

assessments of unequal status violators (e.g., M. Burgoon & J. Burgoon, 1990), it was 

not expected that violator sex would be an influencing factor in this study (Le., with 

equal status interactants) and was included as a fixed factor in this investigation only to 

allow for verification of the results' generalizability across violator sex. 

Procedure and Measures 

Inyolyement Manipulation 

Confederates were trained extensively prior to recording. The purpose of the 

training was to maximize similarity across the confederates in their induction of the 

manipulations and in the content of their interaction across violation conditions. To 

this end, confederates were trained together, for a total of five hours, on their ability to 

both encode and decode four levels of nonverbal involvement: High involvement, 

moderate involvement, moderate uninvolvement, and high uninvolvement. The 

involvement cues that they varied included eye gaze, body orientation, body lean, and 

facial and vocal expressiveness (Coker & J. Burgoon, 1987). The highly involved 

condition sustained high amounts of gaze, very direct body orientation, forward body 

lean, and high expressiveness. Enactment of high un involvement was comprised of an 

almost complete lack of gaze, a body oriented away from the interactant, backward 
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lean, and complete lack of expressivity. Moderate levels of involvement were enacted 

by encoding less extreme instantiations of the high and low levels. 

Training on involvement was completed once the confederates were able to 

encode involvement levels in almost identical fashion. In all cases, the confederate 

facing the camera manipulated involvement and occupied the role of listener/receiver in 

the interaction. To achieve the required combinations of involvement levels across the 

three interaction segments, confederates enacted the same interaction segment several 

times, each time varying their level of involvement as necessary. Each interaction 

segment was 2.5 minutes in length and the second interaction segment contained the 

violation. Forty-five seconds into the second segment, confederates were signaled to 

significantly increase or decrease their level of involvement, depending on violation 

condition. However, in order to increase behavioral realism, confederates were 

instructed to manipulate the involvement level across a period of 15 seconds. It was 

estimated that such a gradual change would still qualify as a violation but also increase 

the realism of such a change. The interaction was also scripted in such a way that the 

change in behavior occurred shortly after the confederate posed a question, again in 

hopes of increasing the realism associated with the violation. 

The content of the interaction remained relatively constant despite the many 

instantiations of each segment. The maintenance of similar interaction content was 

achieved in several ways. First, the three interaction segments were divided by topic: 
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The first segment involved the sender's discussion of his/her educational past, the 

second segment involved discussion of his/her educational present, and the last segment 

addressed his/her educational future. Second, rather than scripting the interaction for 

both confederates, the female confederate, in her role as sender, was asked to follow 

the male confederate's content lead. Relatedly, the male, in his role as receiver, was 

asked to follow the female's lead for receiver cues. As such, the initial enactment of 

each segment served as the blueprint for enactment of all related segments. To achieve 

greatest content similarity, the confederates viewed the initial enactment tape 

extensively before producing subsequent version, taking note of the point where 

questions were asked and where content transitions were made. 

Furthermore, care was taken to ensure that the post-violation involvement level 

was consistent within violation valence types. Keeping post-violation involvement 

levels relatively equal within violation valence minimizes the likelihood that evaluation 

differences across violation congruence conditions were due to variance in the post

violation involvement levels, an alternative hypothesis that previous data would support 

(e.g., J. Burgoon, Buller, Hale, & DeTurck, 1984). Unfortunately, as a necessary 

consequence of maintaining the post-violation involvement level constant, the "degree" 

of involvement change from pre-violation to post-violation levels varied by violation 

congruence. For example, the involvement change from moderate un involvement to 

high involvement was greater, perhaps more arousing (Cappella & Greene, 1982), than 
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that which occurred from moderate involvement to high involvement. It is important to 

note, however, that Le Poire and 1. Burgoon (1994) recently found that (a) amount of 

involvement change was not linearly related to arousal levels and that (b) arousal 

change was a poor predictor of post-violation violator assessments. These data support 

the decision to maintain consistency in post-violation involvement levels rather than in 

degree of change. 

In all, 26 interaction segments (see Appendix A) were variously combined to 

produce the 12 conditions (see Appendix B). The attention to training and content 

similarity ensured that changes in nonverbal involvement were not confounded with 

other interaction content changes and were not differentially related to confederate sex. 

Procedures 

Participants were randomly assigned to condition. Upon the participants' 

arrival to the communication laboratory, they were seated at one of six headset

equipped video stations and given a packet of four surveys. Each station was pre

loaded with a different videotape (Le., different condition). The videotapes were each 

approximately eight minutes in length and consisted of a 10 second still camera shot of 

the appropriate confederate for that condition (Le., the pre-interaction segment) 

followed by the three interaction segments. The screen became blank after each 

segment (including the 10 second initial segment), signaling to the participants to stop 

the tape and complete the accompanying survey. After their seating, the participants 
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were informed of the tape format and notified that the surveys were ordered in the 

correct sequence for completion. To induce a perception of future interaction with the 

confederate, thereby heightening concern for uncertainty levels (Sunnafrank, 1990) and 

creating greater attention to the confederate's behavior (Sunnafrank, 1986), participants 

were told that part of the experiment involved them interacting at a later date with the 

person they were about to view in the videotape. To complete the cover story, they 

were told that, after completion of the videotape, they would be signing up for a 

convenient time to interact with that individual. Participants were then asked if they 

had any questions and reminded to begin with the first segment. 

Following the viewing of the 10-second pre-interaction segment, participants 

completed measures of social, task and physical attraction (McCroskey & McCain, 

1974) and measures of general uncertainty (adapted from Kellermann & Reynolds, 

1990) and interaction-specific uncertainty (see Appendix C for items). In addition, a 

measure of perceived similarity was included as a filler and used as part of another 

study. Completion of the first survey was followed by viewing of the first interaction 

segment, which involved a direct shot of the confederate interacting in a moderately 

involved or uninvolved manner (depending on condition) with another confederate 

whose back was to the camera. After viewing this segment participants completed the 

second survey, which included measures of general and interaction uncertainty and an 

item to assess participants' perception of the occurrence of a violation during the 
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interaction segment. The item asked participants whether "there was a point in [the 

last] segment of the interaction where [the confederate] significantly changed his/her 

level of involvement in the interaction." Participants who answered in the affirmative 

were directed to measures of behavioral attributions (adapted from Manusov, 1992) and 

violation valence (see Appendix C for items). Participants who answered in the 

negative were asked to begin the next segment of videotape. 

The second interaction segment began with the confederate behaving in a level 

of involvement similar to that established in the first interaction segment then, 

depending on the condition, shifting to a significantly greater or lesser level of 

involvement. Direction of involvement change was crossed with pre-interaction 

expectation valence. Four violation conditions were enacted: Confederates moved (a) 

from moderately positive levels of involvement to significantly greater positivity (PP -

Congruent positive violations); (b) from moderately positive levels of involvement to 

significantly more negative, less involved, levels (PN - Incongruent negative 

violations); (c) from moderately negative levels of involvement (Le., moderate 

un involvement) to significantly more negative levels (NN - Congruent negative 

violations); and (d) from moderately negative levels of involvement to significantly 

more involved levels (NP - Incongruent positive violations). Control group participants 

viewed a consistent pattern of moderate involvement throughout the three interaction 

segments. The associated third survey (completed after viewing the second interaction 
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segment) mirrored the second but also included items from J. Burgoon and Hale's 

(1987) Relational Communication Scale assessing the confederate's intimacy/affection, 

receptivity/trust, similarity/depth, and equality (Le., assessments related to perceived 

intimacy) (see Appendix C for items). The final segment showed the confederate 

maintaining the level of involvement established following the violation. The related 

survey matched the first survey (including measures of attraction and similarity) but 

also assessed participants' experience of a violation in the preceding interaction 

segment (as did the two prior surveys). The entire procedure took participants 

approximately 30 minutes to complete. Following the viewing of the four segments 

and completion of the surveys participants were debriefed, asked to not discuss the 

study with others, and thanked for their participation. 

Several methods may be used to assess the success of violation manipulations, 

each with underlying assumptions about the nature of violations. The most 

conventional method for assessing the success of an expectation violation induction 

involves reliance on observer or coder (Le., non-participant) perceptions of confederate 

behavior (e.g., J. Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 1989; Le Poire & J. 

Burgoon, 1994). Such a manipulation check involves the coding of the confederate's 

level of involvement prior to, then following, the violation. Inherent to the choice of 

such a method is the assumption that observers are better able to detect changes in 

involvement during the interaction than are participants and that participants' conscious 
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awareness of the violation is not necessary for manipulation "success." Another 

method that may be used to assess the success of a violation manipulation relies more 

heavily on participants' experience of the violation. Such a manipulation check would 

involve asking participants, following the interaction, whether they noticed a change in 

their interaction partner's behavior. Inherent to the choice of this method is the 

assumption that interactants must be consciously aware of the violation and aware at 

the level of memory retrieval for a violation to have occurred. In contrast, EVT argues 

that violations may be "noticed" and increase the receiver's psychological arousal 

without being at such a high level of awareness as would be required for memory 

retrieval (e.g., J. Burgoon, 1993). As such, sole use of participant perceptions for 

assessing the occurrence of a violation may result in an incorrect conclusion about a 

manipulation's failure. 

The design of this study, however, increases the likelihood that the two methods 

outlined above should produce similar results. Due to the short interaction segments 

and the role of participants in this study as interaction observers (rather than 

interactants), one may argue that participants should be able to report the occurrence of 

a violation as accurately as would more trained coders. Considering the lack of 

research comparing the validity of these two methods and since this study involves 

participants as observers of an interaction, rather than as interactants, both participant 

and coder reports were examined to determine manipulation success. 



Two coders were trained for five hours in the decoding of nonverbal 

involvement, including reviewing definitions, viewing past instantiations of high, 

moderate, and low levels of involvement, and practicing coding on previously-taped 

interactants. Coders then viewed the videotaped interaction segments from this study 

and coded the confederates for their level of involvement twice within each segment: 
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First 30 seconds into the interaction and, again, 90 seconds into the interaction 

segment. By so doing, both the consistency of the confederate's involvement induction 

within the first and third segments and their success in manipulating involvement levels 

in the second segment could be verified. The involvement scale that was utilized 

measured involvement at a relatively macro level (see Appendix C). Both the 

involvement measure and coder agreement produced reliability coefficients above 

acceptable levels (items: .95, coders: .87). Coders were blind to the purpose of the 

study and interaction segments were coded in random order to minimize expectancy 

effects. 

Rei jability of Measures 

All measures except the attribution scale produced Cronbach coefficient alpha 

reliabilities above acceptable levels.2 General and interaction uncertainty achieved 

reliabilities of .91 and .95 respectively. Social, physical, and task attraction produced 

reliabilities of .75, .92, and .82 respectively. The intimacy/affection measure, 

similarity/depth measure, reception/trust measure and equality measure (sub-



dimensions of the Relational Communication Scale) achieved reliabilities of .90, .87, 

.87, and .71 respectively. The violation valence measure also produced a high 

reliability coefficient (.96). Due to the attribution measure's low reliability (alpha = 

.25), a one-item measure was used to assess the extent to which participants made 

internal attributions regarding the violation ("The change in behavior was ... Very 

reflective of his/her personality .... Not at all reflective of his/her personality"). The 

one item was chosen due to its clear face validity as a measure of dispositional 

attribution-making. 

59 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Manipulation Checks 
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Several analyses were conducted to test the success of the operationalizations 

and similarity across confederates in their induction of the manipulation. The first of 

these manipulation checks involved a comparison of the two confederates on initial 

ratings of attractiveness. Results revealed that the confederates did not differ initially 

in either physical attractiveness, F(1,106) = 2.04, P > .05, or social attractiveness, 

F(I, 106) < 1, ns, but did differ significantly on task attractiveness, F( 1,106) = 6.45, 

P < .05, 112 = .06, with the female confederate perceived as less task attractive (M = 

5.04) than the male confederate (M = 5.43). Since the interaction was not one focused 

on task, this difference was deemed unimportant to the outcome of the study's 

predictions. 

Another manipulation check involved testing for pre-interaction differences in 

participant levels of uncertainty about the confederate. Results of a 2 (confederate sex) 

x 6 (conditions) multivariate analysis of variance (which included general and 

interaction uncertainty as dependent variables) revealed that uncertainty levels did not 

differ significantly by confederate, F(2,95) = 1.14, P > .05, condition, F(10,190) < 

1, ns, or the interaction of confederate and condition, F(10,190) = 1.38,p > .05.3 



As such, participants were not initially different across conditions on the primary 

variables of interest for this study. 
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Next, Dunnett's comparisons between the control groups and the violation 

conditions were performed (Winer, 1971). Data from perceptions that followed the 

second interaction segment (Le., the violation condition) were used in the analyses.4 

The analyses verified that violation conditions yielded different results relative to the 

control conditions, thus confirming that the manipulations influenced participants 

beyond the effects of interaction alone. In all cases, positive violation conditions and 

negative violation conditions were compared against a combined control condition that 

included the "moderate positive" and the "moderate negative" conditions. Conceptual 

and statistical motivations led to the decision to combine control groups. Conceptually, 

the combination of moderately positive and moderately negative behavior probably 

most closely resembles "true," non-manipulated, interaction behavior. Statistically, 

collapsing the two conditions significantly increased power to detect true differences 

between the control and experimental conditions. 

Only two comparisons failed to achieve significance: Positive violations did not 

affect uncertainty levels, 1(88) = 1.71, P > .05, or attraction levels, 1(86) = 0.97, P 

> .05, differently than did the no violation condition.s All other comparisons were 

significant (see Table 1.1 for means), thus establishing that violations did affect 

participant evaluations of the interactant: Uncertainty -- Negative violations, 1(88) = 



Table 1.1 

Means and Significant Differences Between Violation 
Conditions and Control Group Based on Dunnett's Test 

Control Positive Negative 

Interaction uncertainty following 
the second interaction segment (H 1) 

Social attraction following the second 
interaction segment (H2) 

Relational message evaluation following 
the third interaction segment (H3) 

Intimacy/affection 

Similarity/depth 

Receptivity/trust 

Equality 

Groups Violations Violations 

4.00 4.58 4.82 * 

5.60 5.89 4.69 * 

3.55 4.81 ** 2.41* 

3.35 4.96 ** 2.01 ** 

5.11 6.04 * 3.11 ** 

4.65 5.53 * 2.87 ** 

Notes: The means for uncertainty are adjusted for differences across conditions in 
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uncertainty following the first interaction segment (Le., a no-violation segment). The 

means for attraction are adjusted for initial, pre-interaction differences across 

conditions. The omnibus F effect for the covariates confirmed the utility of making 

these mean adjustments: uncertainty--F(1,88) = 77.56, P < .001; attraction--F(1,86) 

= 13.59, P < .001; "*,, = P < .05, "**,, = P < .01 



2.41, P < .05; Social attraction -- Negative violations, t(86) = - 2.60, P < .05; 

Intimacy/affection -- Positive violations, t(84) = 2.93, p < .01; Negative violations, 

t(84) = - 2.44, P < .01; Similarity/depth -- Positive violations, t(84) = 3.93, P < 

.01; Negative violations, t(84) = - 3.29, p < .01; Receptivity/trust -- Positive 

violations, t(84) = 2.11, P < .05; Negative violations, t(84) = - 4.52, P < .01; 

Equality -- Positive violations, t(84) = 2.15, P < .05; Negative violations, t(84) = -

4.34, P < .01. 
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The next set of manipulation checks involved further testing of the 

manipulation's success and confederate differences therein. Both trained coder 

perceptions and participant perceptions were used as indices of manipulation success. 

The results of the coded data confirmed the success of the manipulation. To test the 

success of the violation manipulations during the second interaction segment, a 2 

(violation valence) x 2 (time) analysis of variance was conducted with time (30 seconds 

into the second segment; 90 seconds into the second segment) as a within-subjects 

factor, violation valence as a between-subjects factor and involvement levels as the 

dependent variable. Examination of the means revealed that the significant violation 

valence effect, F(l,6) = 9.39, p < .05, was overridden by a significant violation 

valence x time interaction, F(l,6) = 29.22, p < .01, and confirmed the direction of 

the involvement change across time (see Figure 1.1). More specific inspection of the 

means associated with each condition confirmed the success of the manipulation in both 
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Figure 1.1 

Coder Rating of Confederate Involvement 
During Second Interaction Segment -- By Violation Condition 

• PP 

• NP 

- ". NN 
~ 011 PN 

o+---------------~--------------~ 
Time 1 Time 2 

Notes: "PP" represents the congruent positive violation condition; "NP" represents 

the incongruent positive violation condition; "NN" represents the negative congruent 
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violation condition; "PN" represents the negative incongruent violation condition. The 

means represent coder ratings of confederate involvement during the second interaction 

segment (Le., where the violation was enacted). "Time 1" is 30 seconds into the 

interaction whereas "Time 2" is 90 seconds into the interaction. The confederates were 

told to conduct the manipulation 45 seconds into the segment. 



congruent and incongruent violation conditions. To test the consistency of the 

confederates' behavior in non-violation conditions (Le., first and third interaction 

segments), a 2 (behavior valence) x 2 (time) analysis of variance was conducted with 

time as a within-subjects factor, behavior valence as a between-subjects factor, and 

involvement as the dependent variable. Again, results confirm the success of the 

manipulation; behavior valence, F(1,14) = 40.55, P < .001; time, F(1,14) < 1, ns; 

time x behavior valence, F(1,14) < 1, ns (see Figure 2.1). 
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Using participant perceptions as indicators of the manipulation's success 

suggested less encouraging results. The "correct" perceptual model for violation 

conditions would have been to notice a violation in the second segment but not in the 

first or third. Only 19 of the 74 participants (26%) fit that perceptual model perfectly. 

Twenty of the 33 participants (61 %) in control conditions "correctly" perceived no 

violations across all three segments. A more specific breakdown of participant 

perceptions across the three segments and across conditions illuminates where 

participants had the most difficulty noticing the violation. 

Forty-seven of the 74 participants (64 %) in violation conditions correctly noted 

no violations in the first segment. A chi-square test further revealed an equal 

distribution of first segment "errors" across conditions (collapsed across confederates), 

X2(3) = 1.19, p > .05. Seventy-five percent of participants correctly noted the 

presence of a violation in the second segment. However, the chi-square analysis 
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Figure 2.1 

Coder Rating of Confederate Involvement in Non-Violation Segments 

4.5 ... 
4 .... 

3.5 
5 l1li .. Negative 
~ 3 -a • Positive 

~.5 

2 • l1li .. -... • 
1.5 

Time 1 Time 2 

Notes: These ratings represent confederate involvement collapsed across the first and 

third segments of interaction (Le., non-violation segments). "Time 1" is 30 seconds 

into the interaction whereas "Time 2" is 90 seconds into the interaction. 
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revealed an unequal distribution of "correct" perceptions across conditions in this 

segment (again, collapsed across confederates),x2(3) = 16.51, P < .001. Inspection of 

the cells reveals a pattern in which incongruent violations were recalled more 

frequently (95 %) than congruent ones (55 %). Finally, 42 of 75 participants (56 %) 

correctly perceived a lack of violation in the third segment. Like the first segment, 

perceptions of violations in the third segment were equally distributed across conditions 

(collapsed across confederates), X2(3) = 2.95, P > .05. 

It is important to note that chi-squares conducted to test for differences in 

participant perceptions of violations across confederates failed to reveal differences due 

to confederate in any of the three segments of interaction. These data, together with 

the data summarized earlier showing initial similarity between the confederates, argue 

for exclusion of the confederate effect as a factor in the statistical analyses. 

These data offer mixed results regarding the success of the manipulation. The 

coder data clearly indicate that confederates successfully manipulated their level of 

involvement according to condition. As such, a violation did occur: The confederates 

went from expected levels of involvement to unexpected levels of uninvolvement when 

asked and maintained the same level of involvement when asked. Previous evidence 

has demonstrated that a change in actual involvement, such as that noted by the coders, 

violates expectations and influences interaction outcomes (e.g., J. Burgoon et aI., 1991; 

J. Burgoon & Le Po ire , 1993). 



On the other hand, the apparent association between type of violation and the 

relative failure of participants to recall violations is worrisome. Le Poire and J. 

Burgoon's (1994) recent violations research may help explain the association. 
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Although their data show no relationship between the size of the confederate's 

involvement change and receiver physiological arousal levels (as noted earlier), they 

did find a strong correlation between size of involvement change and emotional 

experience. Large involvement changes produced a greater emotional response than 

did smaller changes. Since emotionally arousing experiences are especially likely to be 

recalled (Forgas, 1991), it may not be surprising that participants were less able to 

recall a behavior change in congruent violation conditions. It is important to note, 

however, that such an inability to recall the behavior change is insufficient evidence to 

conclude that a violation did not occur. 

Furthermore, analyses conducted to test the effect of violation recall on the 

outcome variables of interest showed that recall was not related to the violation's effect 

on uncertainty, F(1,64) < 1, ns, attraction, F(1,61) = 2.34, p > .05, or perceived 

message intimacy, F(4,58) = 2.12, P > .05. However, since the participants' 

awareness of violations is integral to the predictions made here, two sets of samples 

were used in subsequent analyses: The first sample (i.e., the liberal approach) included 

all participants in violation conditions, regardless of their ability to recall a violation, 

while the second sample (Le., the conservative approach) only included participants in 
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violation conditions that noted the occurrence of a behavior change. Although it was 

not expected that the two samples would produce different results (since participants' 

recall ability should not affect assessments of the violator), comparing the results from 

the two samples ensured proper interpretations of the results in light of implications for 

the conceptualization of "violation. » 

The last manipulation check, examining the success of the violation valence 

manipulation, was assessed by using participant perception of the behavior's valence. 

The results of a one-way analysis of variance unequivocally supported the success of 

the valence manipulation, F(l,62) = 87.34, p < .001: Positive violations were rated 

as significantly more positive behaviors (M = 7.29) than were negative violations (M 

= 3.26).6 

Since the success of the manipulations, and their distinction from the control 

groups, has been established, the control groups are not included in the following 

analyses. In addition, for the sake of brevity and clarity, only effects relevant to the 

research question or hypothesis under analysis are reported in text. In all cases, the 

analysis using the liberal sample (i.e., all participants in violation conditions) is 

followed by an identical analysis using the more conservative sample (Le., only 

participants who recalled a violation). 



Hypotheses and Research Questions 

Research Question 1; General and Specific Uncertainty 
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The question of whether general uncertainty states and uncertainty about 

involvement levels are differentially influenced by violations was tested in a doubly 

multivariate repeated measures design with a 2 (uncertainty type) x 2 (time) x 4 

(violation conditions) analysis of variance, with both uncertainty type and time as 

within-subjects factors and violation conditions as the between-subjects factor. The 

time factors involved a comparison of uncertainty levels following the first interaction 

segment and following the second interaction segment (i.e., the violation segment). 

The analysis produced a significant type effect, F(1,71) = 7.87,p < .01, TJ2 = .10, 

and a significant condition x type x time effect, F(3,71) = 3.16, p < .05, TJ2 = .12. 

The type x time interaction effect, which most directly tests the research question, was 

not significant, F(1,71) < 1, ns. Examination of the means revealed that the three-way 

interaction overrode the type main effect and suggested that involvement violations 

generally affect interaction-specific uncertainty levels more strongly than general 

uncertainty (see Table 2.1). However, this pattern was particularly evident in the PN 

condition, where general uncertainty remained stable across time but interaction 

uncertainty increased dramatically. On the other hand, both types of uncertainty 

decreased noticeably following the violation in the NN condition (see Figures 3.1 and 

3.2 for comparison of uncertainty types). 



Table 2.1 

General and Interaction Uncertainty Means 

by Violation Type and Violation Valence (Liberal Sample) 

Positive violations Negative violations 

Congruent 

Il I2 

General uncertainty 5.21 5.11 

(1.65) (1.77) 

Interaction uncertainty 4.68 4.37 

(1.45) (1.84) 

Incongruent Congruent Incongruent 

Il I2 Il I2 Il I2 

5.13 5.14 4.93 4.43 5.01 5.03 

(1.51) (1.60) (1.61) (1.77) (1.79) (1.71) 

4.63 4.54 5.01 4.12 4.68 5.53 

(1.42) (1.60) (1.66) (2.09) (1.89) (1.78) 

71 

Notes: Standard deviations are noted in parentheses beneath the means. Tl represents 

means prior to the induction of the violation, T2 represents means following the 

violations. The sample size for PP, NP, and PN conditions is 19. The NN condition 

includes 18 participants. 
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Figure 3.1 

General Uncertainty Changes Following Violations 
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Notes: "PP" represents the congruent positive violation condition; "NP" represents the 

incongruent positive violation condition; "NN" represents the negative congruent 

violation condition; "PN" represents the negative incongruent violation condition. 
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Figure 3.2 

Interaction Uncertainty Changes Following Violations 
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Notes: "PP" represents the congruent positive violation condition; "NP" represents the 

incongruent positive violation condition; "NN" represents the negative congruent 

violation condition; "PN" represents the negative incongruent violation condition. 
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The results from the analysis using the conservative sample were somewhat 

similar. Unfortunately, the analysis was weakened by a significant drop in sample 

sizes per condition and, thus, low power to detect true differences. The result was a 

nonsignificant type x time effect, F(1,31) < 1, ns, power = .11, and condition x type 

x time effect, F(3,31) = 1.49, P > .05, power = .35, but a pattern of means that 

suggested differential changes in uncertainty types across time which approximate those 

found in the liberal sample (see Table 2.2). Again, it was the PN condition that 

separated the two types of uncertainty most noticeably and the NN condition that 

produced the greatest similarity in change over time. 

Hypothesis 1; The Effect of violation Type on Interaction Uncertainty 

The prediction that congruent violations (Le., PP and NN conditions) result in 

decreased interaction uncertainty while incongruent violations (Le., PN and NP 

conditions) result in increased uncertainty was tested with a 2 (time) x 2 (violation 

type) x 2 (violation valence) analysis of variance. Time was a within-subjects factor, 

with time periods identical to those used to test RQ 1, and violation type and violation 

valence were between-subjects factors. Interaction uncertainty was the sole dependent 

variable of interest for this hypothesis. The analysis produced a significant violation 

type x time interaction, F(1, 71) = 8.37, P < .01, 1}2 = .11, and a significant three

way interaction of violation type, time, and violation valence, F(1,71) = 6.27, P < 

.05,1}2 = .09. Inspection of the means revealed that the two-way interaction was 



Table 2.2 

General and Interaction Uncertainty Means 

by Violation Type and Violation Valence (Conservative Sample) 

Positjve violations Neiatjve vjolations 

Il I2 

General uncertainty 5.00 4.72 

(1.41) (1.77) 

Interaction uncertainty 3.77 3.77 

(1.41) (1.98) 

Il I2 Il I2 Il I2 

5.40 5.73 4.81 3.67 4.95 4.71 

(1.96) (1.78) (1.76) (1.57) (1.75) (1.56) 

4.96 4.94 4.83 3.63 4.69 5.25 

(1.68) (1.96) (1.35) (1.62) (1.80) (1.68) 
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Notes: Standard deviations are noted in parentheses beneath the means. T 1 represents 

means prior to the induction of the violation, T2 represents means following the 

violations. The sample size per condition varies: PP, n=6; NP, n= 10; NN, n=6; PN, 

n=13. 
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overridden by the three-way interaction but that the hypothesis was partially supported 

(see Table 2.1 and Figure 3.2). Specifically, both positively and negatively valenced 

congruent violations (Le., PP and NN conditions) show a marked drop in uncertainty 

following the violation. However, only the negatively valenced incongruent violations 

(Le., PN) produced the predicted increase in uncertainty for such violations types. 

Counter to the prediction, positively valenced incongruent violations (Le., NP) 

produced no material change in uncertainty following the violation. 

The analysis involving the more conservative sample produced almost identical 

results as those noted above. Again, the violation type x time, F(1,31) = 2.80, P = 

.05 one-tailed, '12 = .08, and the inconsistency x time x violation valence, F(1,31) = 

3.08, P < .05 one-tailed, '12 = .09, interaction effects were significant. The means 

also reflected a pattern similar to that found using the more liberal sample but 

suggested that negative violations--in both inconsistency conditions--influence 

uncertainty levels to a much greater degree than do positive violations (see Table 2.2). 

Additional uncertainty analyses. To further test the stability of uncertainty levels 

in interactions, an analysis identical to that used to test Hypothesis 1 but which 

included four levels of the time factor (pre-interaction, following the first segment, 

following the second segment, and following the third segment of interaction) was 

conducted. The analysis produced a significant time effect, F(3,213) = 25.91, p < 

.001, '12 = .27, and a significant violation type x time interaction effect, F(3,213) = 
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7.42, P < .01,112 = .08. Examination of the means showed a downward trend in 

uncertainty across time. Participants in the incongruent violation conditions, however, 

experienced the predicted increase in uncertainty following the violation segment 

whereas participants in the congruent violation condition maintained their downward 

decrease in uncertainty. Follow-up trend analyses, conducted to better understand the 

pattern of means associated with significant time effects, produced a significant linear, t 

= - 6.46, p < .001, and quadratic trend, t = 3.22, P < .01. Examination of the 

associated means showed that participants experienced a large drop in uncertainty from 

the pre-interaction segment (M = 5.82) to the first interaction segment (M = 4.75) but 

a stabilizing of the downward trend after the second (M = 4.65) (influenced by the 

time x congruency ordinal interaction) and third interaction segments (M = 4.31). 

The violation congruency x time interaction produced a significant linear trend only, t 

= -3.11, P < .01.' This linear trend reflected the fact that congruent violations 

produced decreases in uncertainty following the violation whereas incongruent 

violations produced increases in uncertainty over that same time (see Figure 4.1). 



Figure 4.1 

Changes in Interaction Uncertainty Across Time 
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Notes: "Time 1" represents participant uncertainty levels following the pre-interaction 

segment; "Time 2" represents their uncertainty levels following the first interaction 

segment (no violation); "Time 3" represents their uncertainty levels following the 

second interaction segment (the violation segment); "Time 4" represents their 

uncertainty levels following the third interaction segment (no violation). 
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The analysis using the conservative sample produced only one significant effect, 

time, F(3,93) = 7.88, P < .01, ,,2 = .20. The violation type x time interaction 

approached significance, F(3,92) = 2.31,p = .08, but was weakened by lowered 

power (.56). The follow-up trend analysis produced significant linear, t = -2.11, P < 

.05, and quadratic, t = 2.17, P < .05, trends to explain the time effect. Examination 

of the means revealed a pattern very similar to that found in the previous analysis. 

Research Question 2: The Effect of Violation Type on Attributions 

The question of whether individuals are more likely to make dispositional 

attributions regarding incongruent, as compared to congruent, violations was tested in a 

2 (violation type) x 2 (violation valence) analysis of variance with both violation type 

and violation valence as between-subjects independent variables and the one-item 

attribution measure as the dependent variable. Since only participants who reported 

recalling a violation completed the attribution items, the sample size used in this 

analysis mirrors that used in the "conservative" samples in previous analyses. The 

results revealed that the likelihood of making dispositional attributions was not 

significantly related to the violation's congruency, F(l,52) < 1, ns, the violation's 

valence, F(I,52) = 1.62, P > .05, or the interaction of congruency and valence, 

F(1,52) < 1, ns. Inspection of the means, however, showed that participants had a 

tendency to make more dispositional attributions regarding positive violations (M = 

6.33) as compared to negative violations (M = 5.76). The relatively low power to 



detect differences due to violation valence (power = .24) may have accounted for the 

nonsignificance of that effect. The means for violation congruency, however, were 

very similar to one another (McoDglUent = 5.95, MincoDglUent = 6.09). The size of the 

means also suggests that participants made dispositional attributions for all violations. 

Hypothesis 2: The Effect of violation Type on Attraction 
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The second hypothesis predicted that positive violations result in greater 

attraction than negative violations and that, within violation valence, congruent 

violations (Le., PP and NN conditions) produce more extreme attraction ratings than 

incongruent ones (Le., PN and NP conditions). An analysis of covariance was 

conducted to test this prediction, with violation condition as the sole independent 

variable, social attraction following the three interaction segments as the sole dependent 

variable of interest, and social attraction following the pre-interaction segment as the 

covariate. The covariance analysis allowed for a comparison of the violation effects on 

attraction beyond any pre-existing, pre-interaction differences. The omnibus F verified 

the significance of the covariate as an effect on the outcome variable, F(l,68) = 9.90, 

p < .01, thus confirming the utility of its inclusion in the analytic model. 

The fact that the hypothesis predicted differences between specific means 

required the use of a set of orthogonal single df contrasts within the omnibus F analysis 

noted above. The first contrast compared positive violations with negative violations, 

with both positive violation conditions being assigned + 1 and both negative violation 
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conditions being assigned -1 coefficients. The second contrast compared the two types 

of positive violations to test the prediction that violations that decrease uncertainty 

(operationalized as the PP condition) produce greater attraction than violations that 

increase uncertainty (operationalized as the NP condition): The PP condition was 

assigned a + 1, the NP a -1, and the two negative violation conditions zeros as 

coefficients. The third, and final, contrast was identical to the second but contrasted 

the two types of negative violations. 

Results of the contrasts showed support for the prediction that positive 

violations result in greater attraction than negative violations (contrast 1), t(70) = 3.85, 

P < .001, but failed to support the role of uncertainty within positive violations 

(contrast 2), t(36) = .81, p > .05, and negative violations, t(33) = -.71, P > .05. 

Table 3.1 presents the patterning of means. 

The analysis using the conservative sample produced identical results: The first 

contrast was significant, t(29) = 2.47, P < .05, but the second, t(14) = .76, P > .05, 

and the third, t(15) = .08, p > .05, were not significant (see Table 3.2 for means). 



Table 3.1 

Means for Social Attraction by Violation Valence 

and Violation Type (Liberal Sample) 

Congruent violations 

Incongruent violations 

Positive violations Negative violations 

6.11 

(1.04) 

5.76 

(1.39) 

4.84 

(1.69) 

4.52 

(1.73) 
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Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses below the means. The means are 

adjusted from initial, pre-interaction differences in attraction. The sample size for PP 

and NP conditions is 19. The NN condition includes 18, and the PN condition 17, 

participants . 



Table 3.2 

Means for Social Attraction by Violation Valence 

and Violation Type (Conservative Sample) 

Congruent violations 

Incongruent violations 

Positive violations Negative violations 

6.22 

(1.58) 

5.74 

(1.53) 

4.39 

(1.96) 

4.44 

(1.79) 

Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses below the means. The means are 

adjusted from initial, pre-interaction differences in attraction. The sample size per 

condition varies: PP, n=6; NP, n= 10; NN, n=6; PN, n= 11. 

83 
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Hypothesis 3: The Effect of Violation Type on Assessment of Relational Intimacy 

Hypothesis three predicted that the type of violation influences assessments of 

relational intimacy in a pattern identical to that proposed in the second hypothesis. The 

hypothesis was tested in a MANOV A with condition as the sole independent variable 

and intimacy/affection, receptivity/trust, similarity/depth, and equality as related 

dependent variables. An average inter-correlation among the dependent variables of 

.67 and a significant Bartlett's sphericity test (167.06, p < .001) confirmed the 

appropriateness of analyzing the variables together in a MANOV A. 

The dependent measures were collected immediately following the second (Le., 

violation) segment. A set of orthogonal contrasts identical to those performed for the 

second hypothesis were conducted to test this prediction. Significant contrasts at the 

multivariate level were further probed by examining the accompanying univariate 

contrast effects. 

Results differed somewhat from those found for the second hypothesis. The 

first multivariate contrast was significant, F(4,64) = 22.61, P < .001, Wilks l = .41, 

as were each of the univariate contrasts: intimacy/affection, t(67) = 6.19, p < .001; 

similarity/depth, t(67) = 8.27,p < .001; receptivity/trust, t(67) = 7.25,p < .001; 

and equality, t(67) = 7.39, P < .001. The second multivariate contrast, however, was 

not significant, F(4,64) < 1, ns. Interestingly, the third multivariate contrast was 

significant, F(4,64) = 2.90, P < .05, Wilks l = .85, but none of the accompanying 
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univariate contrasts were significant: intimacy/affection, 1(67) = 1.16, P > .05; 

similarity/depth,/(67) = 0.92, P > .05; receptivity/trust, 1(67) = 0.61, P > .05; and 

equality, 1(67) = -1.46, P > .05. The absence of significant univariates in the 

presence of a significant multivariate effect reflects the large amount of variance shared 

by the dependent variables. As such, the independent variable contributed little unique 

variance to each dependent variable separately but contributed to significant variance in 

their composite scores (e.g., Harris, 1975; Pedhazur, 1982). Examination of the 

means further depicts the differentiation between positive and negative violations (see 

Table 4.1). 

The analysis using the "conservative sample" produced results similar to those 

found in the preceding analysis. The first multivariate contrast, F(4,28) = 13.84, p < 

.001, Wilks' A = .36, and third multivariate contrast, F(4,28) = 3.34, p < .001, 

Wilks' A = .68, were significant, while the second, F(4,28) < 1, ns, was not. All the 

accompanying univariates for the first multivariate contrast were significant.8 

However, only the equality univariate effect was significant for the third contrast, 

suggesting that differences on equality were responsible for the significant multivariate 

effect. 9 Furthermore, examination of the means showed that the direction of means for 

the third contrast were opposite of the predicted direction, with incongruent negative 

violations resulting in lower relational intimacy ratings than congruent ones (see Table 

4.2 for means). 



Table 4.1 

Means for Relational Message Intimacy 

by Violation Valence and Violation Type (Liberal Sample) 

Positive violations 

Congruent Incongruent 

Composite intimacy 
rating 5.32 5.35 

Intimacy/affection 4.80 (1.56) 4.82 (1.67) 

Receptivity/trust 5.90 (1.51) 6.17 (1.37) 

Similarity/depth 4.98 (1.39) 4.94 (1.51) 

Equality 5.61 (1.50) 5.46 (1.59) 

Negative violations 

Congruent Incongruent 

2.53 2.70 

2.16 (1.07) 2.78 (1.86) 

2.92 (1.87) 3.28 (2.00) 

1.75 (1.00) 2.22 (1.93) 

3.27 (1.47) 3.27 (1.45) 
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Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses to the right of the means. The means are 

adjusted from initial, pre-interaction differences in attraction. The sample size for PP 

and NP conditions is 19. The NN condition includes 18, and the PN condition 17, 

participants . 



Table 4.2 

Means for Relational Message Intimacy 

by Violation Valence and Violation Type (Conservative Sample) 

Positive violations 

Composite intimacy 
rating 4.96 5.13 

Intimacy/affection 4.07 (1.50) 4.44 (1.28) 

Receptivity/trust 5.71 (1.46) 6.18 (1.47) 

Similarity/depth 4.40 (1.33) 4.58 (1.47) 

Equality 5.67 (1.99) 5.33 (1.22) 

Negative violations 

2.84 2.27 

2.22 (1.13) 2.30 (1.16) 

3.33 (1.66) 2.98 (1.61) 

1.80 (1.16) 1.66 (1.02) 

4.00 (1.52) 2.15 (1.16) 
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Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses to the right of the means. The means are 

adjusted from initial, pre-interaction differences in attraction. The sample size per 

condition varies: PP, n=6; NP, n= 10; NN, n=6; PN, n= 11. 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of Research Findings 
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The primary purposes of this investigation were (a) to test the impact of 

expectation violations on uncertainty and (b) to clarify the role of uncertainty in 

predicting and explaining the outcome of violations. In addition, distinctions were 

proposed between (a) types of uncertainty and (b) the congruence of the violation with 

past behavior. The results significantly extend past uncertainty research and violations 

research but provide very limited evidence for the predicted separation in outcome 

variables by violation congruency. 

Overall, the data provide support for the differentiation between congruent and 

incongruent violations in their effect on uncertainty. Counter to past research on the 

relationship between violations and uncertainty, this investigation clearly showed that 

certain violations increase uncertainty and others decrease it. Relatedly, participants' 

interaction-specific uncertainty was generally more sensitive to involvement violations 

than was more general uncertainty. On the other hand, the difference in uncertainty 

across congruent and incongruent violations had little effect on the outcome of the 

violations. The violation's valence was a much stronger influence on interaction 

outcomes than was post-violation uncertainty. As such, the data strongly support the 

general framework, and related predictions, of Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT): 
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Positive violations produced greater attraction and greater perceptions of intimacy than 

expectancy confirmations and negative violations produced far less. The predicted 

separation by uncertainty levels within violation valence only occurred for negatively 

valenced violations, and only for the message intimacy measure. Overall, however, 

the results have significant implications for future research into violation effects. 

Violation Congruency 

The data suggest that the proposed distinction between congruent and 

incongruent violations merits further attention. As defined earlier, congruent violations 

are conceptualized as behaviors that are inconsistent with past behavior in that they are 

significantly more ardent and/or intense behavioral displays of a previously displayed 

emotion, relational message, or persuasive stance. Incongruent violations, on the other 

hand, are behaviors that are inconsistent with past behavior in that they display an 

emotion, relational message or persuasive stance that is opposite in meaning of that 

previously displayed. Results confirmed the validity of this distinction in terms of 

violations' influence on uncertainty. It is also noteworthy that incongruent violations 

were significantly more likely to be recalled than were congruent ones. 

On the other hand, recall ability was unrelated to the violations' effect. 

Individuals who correctly reported the occurrence of a violation and those who did not 

were similarly affected by the violation. These data support Burgoon and colleagues' 

(e.g., Burgoon & Hale, 1988; Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993) contention that a violation's 



influence is separate from the individuals' ability to report its occurrence. In fact, 

these results suggest that reliance on participant data as sole evidence for the 

occurrence of a violation would be unwise. 
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Still, the difference in recall is worth noting. Individuals reported the existence 

of behavioral change in 95 % of the incongruent violation cases but only 55 % of the 

congruent violation cases. One factor that may be responsible for the noted difference 

in recall is the greater degree of behavior change exhibited in the incongruent violation 

conditions. The greater involvement change associated with the incongruent violations 

(e.g., moderate involvement to complete un involvement) may result in greater arousal. 

Cappella and Greene (1984) and Cappella (1983), for example, argue that arousal is 

linearly related to the size of the violation. Le Poire and Burgoon (1994), however, 

recently found no relationships between the size of the involvement change and arousal 

levels. 

Another factor that may help explain the differential recall across congruency 

types is the greater negative affect associated with larger discrepancies. Some scholars 

have argued that the negativity of the experienced emotion is positively related to the 

size of the discrepancy (e.g., Capella & Greene, 1984). These scholars may argue that 

the difference in recall may be due to the greater memory that individuals have for 

emotionally arousing events (Forgas, 1991). On the other hand, in this investigation, 

certain large discrepancies produced positive emotions. Incongruent positive 
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violations, for example, resulted in relatively high attraction and message intimacy 

ratings. Therefore, the difference in recall does not seem to be caused solely by 

greater negativity. The most plausible explanation for the differential recall rates may 

be the greater vividness of incongruent violations (for review, see Nisbett & Ross, 

1980). Moving from positive to negative behavior or, conversely, from negative to 

positive behavior may present more vivid stimuli than is characteristic of congruent 

violations. As such, incongruent violations may be inherently more potent violations, 

with greater likelihood of recall, than congruent ones. 

Since there is clear evidence, both in the literature (e.g., Burgoon & Le Poire, 

1993) and in this investigation, that violations influence interaction outcomes regardless 

of participant recall, the differential recall rates are relatively unimportant to the 

violations' effects. Coder data confirm that violations did occur, both in the congruent 

and incongruent conditions. Furthermore, the data in this investigation clearly 

indicated that violations' influence is unrelated to the participants' recall ability. 

Separate analyses involving (a) a sample of participants who noted a behavioral change 

and (b) a sample of all participants (regardless of recall) produced very similar results 

and, recall ability was not predictive of violation outcomes. As such, reliance on data 

regarding differential recall across conditions may be descriptively interesting but 

theoretically limited. 
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The Impact of Violations on Uncertainty 

As noted earlier, this investigation provided clear support for the claim that 

violations differ in their impact on uncertainty. The mechanism used to explain this 

differential impact was the congruency of a violation with past behavior. It was argued 

that congruent violations, because they are more extreme instantiations of a previously 

displayed message, should increase the certainty about the violator's violation-specific 

attitudes and behaviors. On the other hand, incongruent violations, because they are 

messages that are opposite in meaning to previously displayed messages, present the 

receiver with new information which increases the possible repertoire of the violator's 

future behavior. By so doing, incongruent violations should decrease the certainty 

about the violator's violation-specific attitudes and behaviors. 

The results of this investigation mostly support the logic surrounding the 

predicted congruency-uncertainty relationship. Overall, participants interaction 

uncertainty levels following congruent violations were significantly less than 

uncertainty levels following incongruent ones. Furthermore, incongruent negative 

violations produced a large increase in uncertainty whereas congruent negative and 

positive violations produced significant drops in uncertainty. Incongruent positive 

violations, however, did not cause the predicted increase in uncertainty. Instead, the 

change from moderate uninvolvement to high levels of involvement produced a slight 

decrease in uncertainty. 
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The failure of incongruent positive violations to produce the predicted increase 

in uncertainty may reflect the strongly held expectation for moderate pleasantness 

during initial interactions (e.g., J. Burgoon & Walther, 1993). Considerable evidence 

shows that individuals expect co-interactants to be moderately involved in the 

interaction (e.g., J. Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 1989). Moreover, initial 

interactions are highly scripted events (Kellermann, 1995). This strong scripting of 

pleasantness during initial interaction may result in individuals "locking in" on the 

pleasantness cues in incongruent positive violations. 

On the other hand, the decrease in involvement following the expected level of 

involvement displayed initially (i.e., incongruent negative violations) strongly increased 

participants' uncertainty about the violator's future interaction behavior, as predicted. 

The increased salience of negative behavior (Kellermann, 1984), together with the 

highly unexpected nature of negativity during initial interactions, led participants to 

lose confidence in their predictions regarding future interaction behavior. 

The decrease in uncertainty following congruent violations fully supports the 

logic developed earlier. A congruent violation, in essence, decreases the "degrees of 

freedom" for predictions regarding future behavior. Individuals' predictions following 

the initial level of involvement are strengthened after observing their interaction partner 

engaging in more extreme instantiations of that same behavior. The prediction 

following the first segment of interaction involves an assessment of the degree to which 



the person will be interactionally involved. Congruent violations in the subsequent 

segment are not at that same exact predicted level of involvement but certainly do not 

question the general prediction, thus reducing uncertainty. 
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These findings contradict past research and the general state of "knowledge" 

regarding the impact of violations on uncertainty. As noted earlier, Kellermann and 

Reynolds (1990), in a highly cited piece, strongly argue for the addition of an eighth 

axiom to Uncertainty Reduction Theory that reads "as the target's behavior becomes 

more deviant, level of uncertainty increases" (p. 67). Similarly, J. Burgoon and Le 

Poire (1993) recently labeled violations as "uncertainty provoking situations" (p. 71) 

and Berger (1993) suggested that violations always lead to uncertainty. The evidence 

presented here clearly rejects such an argument. In fact, three of the four violation 

conditions led to decreases in uncertainty and the one that may be considered "most 

deviant" from expected levels of involvement (Le., congruent negatively valenced 

violations) produced the greatest decrease in uncertainty. Most importantly, the 

explanation for the differential impact of violations on uncertainty generally withstood 

empirical testing: congruent violations influenced uncertainty levels differently than did 

incongruent ones. The results strongly suggest that scholars re-examine their 

assumptions regarding the role that violations play on uncertainty. Ignoring violations' 

influence on uncertainty, or assuming that they increase uncertainty, as previous 



95 

research has done, neglects the established influence that uncertainty changes have been 

shown to have on individuals and their evaluations (for review, see Berger, 1988). 

The StabjJjty of Uncertainty States 

Supplemental analyses also revealed the relatively unstable nature of uncertainty 

levels. Each 2.5 minutes of information contributed to the final level of uncertainty. 

Individuals whose uncertainty level was raised following the violation segment reduced 

their uncertainty after the third segment, in which post-violation involvement levels 

were maintained. Individuals whose uncertainty decreased following the violation 

continued that linear decrease in uncertainty following the third segment (see Figure 

4.1). The fluctuations in uncertainty levels suggest that individuals continually adjust 

their levels of certainty based on interaction information. This view is in opposition to 

others who argue that individuals' confidence in their predictions is relatively stable 

and that individuals ignore disconfirming information (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Jones & 

Davis, 1965). Both confirming and disconfirming behaviors in these interactions were 

noticed and produced oscillations in the confidence with which individuals felt they 

could predict the confederate's future interaction behavior. The fact that very limited 

interaction time and, relatedly, amount of information (Le., information attained in less 

than 3 minutes of interaction) produced noticeable shifts in uncertainty is especially 

noteworthy. In fact, a single act (i.e., the violation) produced large changes in 



uncertainty levels. Clearly, quality of information is as much an influence on 

uncertainty levels as quantity (Ayres, 1979). 
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The evidence that uncertainty fluctuated regularly also emphasizes the 

importance of measuring uncertainty levels soon after the event or behavior of interest. 

Studies addressing the impact of events on uncertainty generally measure uncertainty 

states days after the events and assume that these reports are accurate reflections of 

uncertainty states following the event. For example, Planalp et al. (1988), in their 

often-cited investigation into uncertainty-increasing events, utilized participant levels of 

uncertainty six days (on average) after the event as an indication of the extent to which 

these events changed uncertainty levels. While major relational events, in which 

Planalp et al. (1988) were interested, may produce fewer fluctuations in uncertainty 

levels, the findings in this investigation plainly suggest that caution be taken when 

interpreting uncertainty states measured days after the event or behavior of interest. 

On the other hand, the stability of uncertainty states may depend heavily on the 

relational history of the interactants. For example, confidence in a behavioral 

prediction developed from years of observation may not fluctuate with the rapidity seen 

in these data. The observed rate of fluctuation in this investigation is, at least partially, 

due to the relatively small amount of information on which the initial levels of 

uncertainty were based. However, it is also evident from this investigation that 

individuals are continually monitoring behavior in interactions and that behavioral data 



have an important role in predictions about future behavior. As such, scholars who 

argue that pre-interaction assessments are maintained throughout the interaction, 

regardless of interaction behavior (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980) may be mistaken. 

Attributional Tendencies for Violations 
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It is also quite noteworthy that the four violation conditions did not differ on the 

extent to which they produced dispositional attributions (RQ2). Across both violation 

valence and congruence, individuals were more likely to make dispositional attributions 

regarding the violations than they were situational ones. This finding questions two 

claims that scholars have made regarding the influence of violations on interaction 

outcomes. First, the argument that individuals ignore violations as reflections of 

personality (e.g., Trope, 1986) is, obviously, not supported in these results. Rather, 

these data show that individuals are especially likely to view violations as indicators of 

the violator's character, as J. Burgoon and colleagues have argued (e.g., J. Burgoon & 

Walther, 1990). Such internal attributions for violations may be partly a function of 

the specific expectancy violation (Le., interaction involvement violations) and partly a 

function of the specific context and relational history (Le., initial interactions), but the 

results still emphasize the nature of violations as perceived reflections of personality 

traits. 

Second, the notion that the behavioral consistency of the violation dictates the 

extent to which a dispositional attribution is made (e.g., Jones et aI., 1971) is not 
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supported by these data. Both congruent and incongruent violations were equally likely 

to be attributed internally. The attribution of responsibility to the violator in this 

investigation was also independent of violation valence, countering evidence that 

negative behaviors are more often attributed dispositionally (Simpson & Ostram, 1976; 

Wyer, 1973). 

In sum, these findings support scholars who argue that the salience of violations 

makes them particularly indicative of an individual's disposition (Fiske, Kenny & 

Taylor, 1982; McArthur & Solomon, 1978). Such attributional tendencies are 

especially noteworthy in certain contexts. For example, physicians who negatively 

violate their patients' involvement expectations may be perceived as lacking personal 

concern for the patient, rather than being influenced by situational factors. Available 

evidence indicates that such a perception by patients dramatically increases the 

likelihood that they file malpractice claims against their physicians (Hickson, Clayton, 

Githens, & Sloan, 1992). On the other hand, physicians who positively violate 

expectations may benefit from these dispositional attributions. 

Type of Uncertainty 

Also of note is the finding that general and interaction uncertainty changed 

differently across both time and violation congruency. Not surprisingly, individuals 

found involvement violations to be much more relevant to interaction predictions than 

general ones. In fact, information was segregated in its applicability to interaction-



relevant predictions, general predictions, or both. Individuals perceived negatively 

valenced incongruent violations, in particular, to be relevant to interaction behavior 

predictions but not to more general predictions. Those violations caused interaction 

uncertainty to increase considerably but produced no change in general uncertainty. 

Negatively valenced congruent violations, however, influenced both types of 

uncertainty almost identically. 
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This segregation of information relevance introduces an issue that has not been 

adequately addressed in the uncertainty literature but seems crucial to the understanding 

of interaction outcomes. It is evident that scholars need to specify much more carefully 

the kind of uncertainty they are studying. Such precision allows for a much better 

understanding of the specific effects of behaviors on particular types of "knowledge" 

about an individual. Since involvement behaviors were manipulated in this 

investigation, the decision was made to focus on interaction-specific uncertainty, rather 

than general uncertainty, as a predictor of interaction outcomes. Previous research has 

used a measure of general uncertainty as a predictor of several variables, including 

relational development (e.g., Parks & Adelman, 1983), disclosure (for review, see 

Douglas, 1994), attraction (Berger, 1979) and adaptability to intercultural encounters 

(e.g., for review, see Gudykunst & Kim, 1984). These studies may have even been 

more revealing about the effect of uncertainty on these outcomes had they shaped their 

assessments of uncertainty to more closely fit their assessments of interest. Not only 
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do individuals segregate information in terms of its relevance for different predictions, 

but certainty regarding general behavioral or attitudinal behavior may not translate to 

certainty about specific attitudes or behaviors. 

Eyaluatiye Consequences of Violations 

The analyses for the second hypothesis (with social attraction as the dependent 

variable) and the third hypothesis (with message intimacy as the dependent variable) 

produced somewhat similar conclusions regarding the evaluative consequences of 

violation valence and uncertainty changes. Overall, the results offer strong support for 

the predictions of Expectancy Violations Theory and little evidence for the proposed 

influence of uncertainty changes. Positive violations led to significantly greater 

attraction to the violator and more positive evaluations of violator communication than 

did negative violations. However, only for negative violations, and only for 

assessments of message intimacy, did congruent violations lead to the more extreme 

evaluations, as predicted. 

Several explanations may be given for the attraction results. Conceptually, 

these data suggest that, following violations, individuals generally apply behavioral 

recency principles to a much greater degree than information averaging principles. 

Individuals' assessments of attraction did not rely on an averaging of information 

across the interaction but, instead, were based on the valence of the most salient 

behavior (Le., the violation). Considerable evidence supports the notion that 
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individuals rely on the most recent information they have attained when making a wide 

variety of decisions, including evaluations of character (e.g., Miell, 1987). EVT 

theorists argue that the increased alertness caused by violations make the effect of 

recency especially strong in interactions with violations (e.g., J. Burgoon & Hale, 

1988). Several studies have shown that expectation violations, because of their unique 

and unexpected quality, are especially salient behaviors and are given inordinate weight 

in subsequent evaluations of character (Fiske, 1980; Jones & McGillis, 1976; 

McArthur, 1981). This investigation supports that contention. These data suggest 

that, even in cases where individuals portrayed negativity during a portion of the 

interaction, they have a good chance of gaining the other's affinity by simply positively 

violating their expectations at some time during the interaction. As such, individuals 

seem to be "forgiven" for a "poor" interaction performance (e.g., showing disinterest) 

if they are able to significantly improve upon it at some point in the interaction. 

Similarly, an initially "strong" interaction performance (e.g., showing interest) seems 

to be forgotten once the individual significantly lowers their level of involvement. 

Although, the congruency of the pre-violation information within violation 

valence conditions does not significantly predict attraction, the ordering of the means in 

both the positively and negatively valenced violations suggests that behavior 

congruency may playa role not adequately captured in this study. Specifically, 

incongruent violations consistently produced lower attraction ratings than did congruent 
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ones. In the case of negative violations, where incongruence was strongly associated 

with an increase in uncertainty. it may be that the greater uncertainty produced by the 

mixed relational messages, together with the salient negative violation made the 

violator especiaJJy unappealing. In the case of positive violation, it may be that the 

initial negativity, although not strongly influential in the assessments of attraction, was 

unusual and disturbing enough to moderate the level of attraction, especiaJJy when 

compared to congruent positive violations. 

Another conceptual explanation for the overwhelming effect of violation valence 

over violation congruency is the unique character of initial interactions. As noted 

earlier, the highly scripted nature of initial interaction, in both content (KeJJermann, 

1995; 1991) and involvement level (e.g., J. Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 

1989), may make any deviations from expected behavior especia))y salient indicators of 

character. Although violations are salient in other interactions as we)) (e.g., D. KeJJey 

& J. Burgoon, 1991), less scripted contexts may be characterized by a greater 

averaging of information valence than is evident in initial interactions. 

The results for Hypothesis 3 suggest that individuals may rely more heavily on 

the congruency of a violation when assessing message intimacy than for assessments of 

attraction. Although no difference across violation congruency was found within 

positive violations, congruent negative violations produced significantly more negative 

message intimacy ratings than incongruent negative violations. Whereas assessments of 



attraction must rely on forecasts of relationally-relevant behavior (including, but not 

limited to involvement during interactions), assessments of message intimacy are 

entirely reliant on the just-observed communication style. This distinction in 

assessments may be responsible for the greater support for H3, as compared to H2. 

Still, though, positive violations saw no separation by violation congruency. 
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The failure of congruency to have an effect in positive violations may, again, be 

due to the high desire for, and expectation of, positivity during initial interactions. As 

such, the initial negativity in incongruent positive violation conditions may have been 

attributed to situational factors. The violator's willingness to become significantly 

more involved midway through the interaction (together with the increased salience of 

violations) may have colored the participants' perceptions, making it unimportant that 

the violator was initially uninvolved. What seems to have stood out for participants is 

that violators in the positive violation conditions showed a high degree of interest in the 

other--eventually, in the case of incongruent violations, consistently, in the case of 

congruent violations. The consistency with which that message of interest was 

conveyed was less important than the fact that it was. 

The significance of violation congruency as an effect in the negative violation 

conditions also fits with that model. Again, the expectation that interactants be 

moderately pleasant in initial interactions is reflected in the negative violation data, as 

is the increased salience of violations. Congruent negative violation conditions were 
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characterized by none of the positivity expected of interactants in initial interactions. 

Instead, initial negative behavior became significantly ~ negative. The result was 

very negative perceptions of the violator's intimacy and involvement. Incongruent 

negative violation conditions, however, included some of the pleasantness typically 

expected in that situation. The data suggest that participants gave violators in this 

conditions "credit" for that portion of pleasant interaction, again suggesting that 

participants were searching for the interactant to display the appropriately positive 

levels of pleasantness. Although this initial pleasantness was overridden in their 

assessments of message intimacy by the much more salient drop in pleasantness that 

occurred midway through the interaction, participants still recognized that the violator 

interacted pleasantly for a portion of the interaction. The result was the sort of 

information integration expected but not found in the positive violation conditions, with 

the violation valence carrying a large amount of the weight in message intimacy ratings 

but behavioral congruency not going unnoticed. 

Methodological Limitations 

A methodological explanation may be also help place tuese findings in their 

proper perspective. As noted earlier, these findings emphasize the importance of 

conceptual precision regarding the type of uncertainty being studied. This study 

departed from previous investigations of uncertainty by specifying a particular type of 

uncertainty (interaction uncertainty) as the type of interest for the predictions 
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forwarded. The logic underlying the decision was that involvement violations should 

directly influence predictions regarding future levels of involvement but may not affect 

more general predictions regarding the violator. The data support that logic and 

confirm that individuals often find information relevant to certain predictions and not 

others. Unfortunately, the outcome measures of interest--especiaIIy attraction--may be 

less affected by changes in interaction uncertainty than by more relationaIIy-oriented 

types of uncertainty, social supportiveness, for example. Relatedly, a violation of 

involvement may be less useful to assessments of attraction than other types of 

violations (e.g., disclosure violations). In other words, the "fit" between the type of 

violation, the type of uncertainty assessed, and the outcome measure of interest may be 

less than perfect. This investigation leaves the possibility that the wrong type of 

uncertainty was assessed as a plausible explanation for the attained results. In fact, this 

explanation is given greater weight when one considers the message evaluations data, 

an outcome measure more directly relevant to interaction uncertainty. Those results 

showed the predicted separation by congruency for negatively valenced violations, at 

least. Involvement violations, interaction uncertainty, and message evaluations are a 

much better conceptual "fit" than involvement violations, interaction uncertainty, and 

attraction assessments. This better fit may, in part, explain the lack of support for the 

prediction in the case of attraction and the attainment of at least partial support in the 

case of message intimacy. 
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Another methodological explanation surrounds the strength and salience of the 

inductions. As noted earlier, congruent violations were "noticed," or at least recalled, 

less frequently than incongruent ones. Although some may argue that such a finding 

addresses a conceptual issue, an equally plausible explanation is that the congruent 

inductions were not induced strongly enough. This decreased recall of congruent 

violations may have been further accentuated by the fact that participants viewed the 

interaction rather than engaging a confederate in interaction. The perspective of 

observers is different than that of interactants (Surra & Ridley, 1991), making the 

conclusions reached from this study somewhat limited in applied scope. The 

immediacy of experiencing a violation as an interactant is more arousing (Nisbett & 

Ross, 1980) and may result in greater awareness of the behavioral congruence, as 

compared to the perspective of the observer perspective. This decreased salience may 

have decreased the likelihood that the predicted shifts in uncertainty would be 

observed. 

On the other hand, some scholars argue that interactants are more likely to be 

selective perceivers of behaviors than observers and may be more likely to ignore 

disconfirming information (Sillars & Scott, 1983; Weiss, 1984). Other authors note 

that observers and interactants are using a shared meaning code and find little 

difference between participant and observer reports of fixed behavior, as were the 

enacted violations (e.g., Weiss, 1989). In addition, placing subjects in the role of 
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interactants would sacrifice some experimental control by having less content 

consistency across interactions and greater likelihood of variance in the manipulation 

induction. 

Another limitation of this design is that the influence of violation congruence 

cannot be separated from the degree of involvement change. Since post-violation 

involvement levels were consistent within all similarly valenced conditions, incongruent 

violations, by necessity, were characterized by a greater pre- to post-violation change 

in involvement than were congruent violations. As such, no definitive conclusions can 

be made about the relative roles of congruence versus arousal change as predictors of 

uncertainty changes, attraction, or message assessments. 

Finally, a more heterogeneous sample and more diverse confederates would 

have been preferable. Although the average age (M = 24) and racial composition 

(66% Caucasian) was a little older and diverse than what is considered a "typical" 

college sample, the sample is clearly not representative of the population outside 

academic settings. Relatedly, their awareness to behavior in interactions, their 

cognitive processing of information, and the information on which they rely to assess 

attraction may be skewed. In addition, the fact that they were rating an individual of 

similar age and social status as them may make these findings limited to interactions 

with individuals of equal age and status. 
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Finally, the conclusions are clearly most relevant to the outcome of initial 

interactions. Although the same violation-relevant cognitive processes should operate 

across contexts and relational histories, interactions between individuals with a longer 

relational history may be influenced by factors not present in zero history dyads. 

Specifically, relational schemata may be increase in complexity as relationships develop 

(e.g., Surra & Bohman, 1991), thus making "minor" violations less relevant for 

relationship-specific uncertainty. Furthermore, uncertainty states may reach a level at 

which further decreases in uncertainty are difficult to achieve. Relatedly, under such 

conditions, further decreases in uncertainty may produce relational boredom (brought 

about by the ability to predict all behavior) and be, almost inherently, negatively 

valenced. 

Conclusion 

In sum, despite limitations in the study's design, these findings point to 

important theoretical and conceptual changes that uncertainty and violation researchers 

must consider in future studies of interaction effects. Several ideas for future research 

have been proposed here: First, more studies must be conducted to confirm the 

validity of the violation congruency distinction. Second, the noted segregation of 

information as relevant for certain uncertainty states but not others suggests that 

scholars must more carefully consider the type of uncertainty and conduct 

investigations that more carefully measure the specificity with which various 
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information influences differentially impacts uncertainty. Finally, more evidence must 

be gathered regarding the impact of violation congruency on interaction outcomes. 

These directions, together with conducting studies that improve on the methodological 

limitations noted above, will help further clarify the role of violations in daily 

interactions. 



APPENDIX A 

VIDEO SEGMENTS 

01 Confederate A - Pre-interaction segment: Sitting alone (no interaction) 
02 Confederate B - Pre-interaction segment: Sitting alone (no interaction) 
03 Confederate A - Interaction segment 1: Moderately involved. 
04 Confederate A - Interaction segment 1: Moderately uninvolved. 
05 Confederate B - Interaction segment 1: Moderately involved. 
06 Confederate B - Interaction segment 1: Moderately uninvolved. 
07 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Moderately involved (control condition). 
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08 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Moderately uninvolved (control condition). 
09 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Positive violation from initial involvement. 
10 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Negative violation from initial involvement. 
11 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Pos. violation from initial uninvolvement. 
12 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Neg. violation from initial uninvolvement. 
13 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Moderately involved (control condition). 
14 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Moderately uninvolved (control condition). 
15 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Positive violation from initial involvement. 
16 Confederate B - Interaction segment 2: Neg. violation from initial involvement. 
17 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Pos. violation from initial uninvolvement. 
18 Confederate A - Interaction segment 2: Neg. violation from initial uninvolvement. 
19 Confederate A - Interaction segment 3: Moderately involved (control condition). 
20 Confederate A - Interaction segment 3: Moderately uninvolved (control condition) 
21 Confederate A - Interaction segment 3: Highly involved. 
22 Confederate A - Interaction segment 3: Highly uninvolved. 
23 Confederate B - Interaction segment 3: Moderately involved (control condition). 
24 Confederate B - Interaction segment 3: Moderately uninvolved (control condition) 
25 Confederate B - Interaction segment 3: Highly involved. 
26 Confederate B - Interaction segment 3: Highly uninvolved. 
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APPENDIX B 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL CONDITIONS 

Video segment numbers 

Male confederate Female confederate 

(1) Positively valenced 
congruent violations. 1,3,9,21 2, 5, 15, 25 

(2) Positively valenced 
incongruent violations. 1,4, 11, 21 2, 6, 17, 25 

(3) Positive control group. 1, 3, 7, 19 2, 5, 13, 23 

(4) Negatively valenced 
congruent violations. 1, 4, 12, 22 2, 6, 18, 26 

(5) Negatively valenced 
incongruent violations. 1, 3, 10,22 2,5, 16,26 

(6) Negative control group. 1, 4, 8, 20 2, 6, 14, 24 



APPENDIX C 

MEASURES 

General Uncertainty Scale (Kellermann & Reynolds, 1990) 

1. How confident are you of your general ability to predict how the person will 
behave? 

2. How accurate do you think you are at predicting the values the person holds? 
3. How accurate do you think you are at predicting the person's attitudes? 
4. How well do you think you can predict the person's feelings and emotions? 
5. How well do you think you know the person? 
6. How well do you think you understand the person? 

Specific Uncertainty Scale (Scale created for this study) 

1. How confident are you of your general ability to predict this person's future 
interaction style? 

2. How certain are you about how involved this person typically behaves in 
interactions? 

3. How certain about how well the person likes you? 
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4. How well do you think you can predict this person's behavior in interactions? 
5. How confident are you in your general ability to predict this person's future 

interaction behavior? 

Social Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974) 

1. I think he/she could be a friend of mine. 
2. It would be difficult to meet and talk with him/her. 
3. He/she just wouldn't fit into my circle of friends. 
4. We could never establish a personal friendship with each other. 
5. I would like to have a friendly chat with him/her. 

Task Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974) 

1. I would enjoy working on a task with him/her. 
2. He/she would be a poor problem solver. 
3. He/she would be a reliable work partner. 
4. This person would be an asset in any task situation. 
5. This person would take his/her work seriously. 
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Appendix C -- Continued 

Physical Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974) 

1. I think he/she is quite handsome (pretty). 
2. He/she is physically attractive. 
3. I don't like the way he/she looks. 
4. He/she is good looking. 

Relational Communication Scale (Burgoon & Hale, 1987) 

Immediacy/Affection Sub-Dimension 
1. He/she was intensely involved in the conversation. 
2. He/she did not want a deeper relationship between them. 
3. He/she was attracted to the other person. 
4. He/she found the conversation stimulating. 
5. He/she created a sense of distance. 
6. He/she acted bored by the conversation. 
7. He/she was interested in talking to the other person. 
8. He/she showed enthusiasm. 

Similarity/Depth Sub-Dimension 
9. He/she made the other person feel like they were similar. 
10. He/she tried to move the conversation to a deeper level. 
11. He/she acted like they were good friends. 
12. He/she seemed to desire further communication. 
13. He/she seemed to care if the other person liked him/her. 

Receptivity/Trust Sub-Dimension 
14. He/she was sincere. 
15. He/she was interested in talking to the other person. 
16. He/she wanted the other person to trust him/her. 
17. He/she was willing to listen. 
18. He/she was open to the other person's ideas. 

Equality Sub-Dimension 
19. He/she considered himlberself equals with the other person. 
20. He/she did not treat me the other person as an equal. 
21. He/she wanted to cooperate with the other person. 
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Appendix C -- Continued 

Attribution (adapted from Manusov, 1992) 

The person's behavior was: 

1. Intentional/Unintentional. 
2. Very reflective of his personality/Not at all reflective of his personality. 
3. Controlled/not controlled. 
4. Deliberate/spontaneous. 

Behavior Yalence 

This person's change in behavior was: 

1. Positive/negative. 
2. Something I would rate very favorable/unfavorably. 
3. A behavior that I liked very much/disliked very much. 

Coded involvement 

1. Very involved - Not at all involved. 
2. Very interested in the conversation - Not at all interested. 
3. Very expressive - Not at all expressive. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. Careful inspection of the methodology underlying these studies suggests that 
methodological flaws may have contributed to the results found. For example, 
the deviation manipulation (low, moderate, high) in the first study consisted of 
increasing the level of self-disclosure by one of the interactants in a hypothetical 
transcript of interaction between two strangers. After reading the transcript, the 
participants were asked to estimate their uncertainty regarding the deviating 
interactant's future behavior. Although not recognized by the authors as such, 
an unintended consequence of this deviation manipulation may have been an 
uncontrolled change in attractiveness associated with the information disclosed 
that is separate from any "deviation" effect per se (Le., marital problems and 
sexual matters in the high deviation condition and demographic information in 
the low deviation condition). Similar content confounds are evident in the other 
two studies. In addition, the design of the three studies ignores the effect of 
feedback. 

2. For measures that were repeated during the procedures, the item reliabilities 
were calculated on the scales collapsed across time. 

3. Although only the multivariate F-tests are reported in text, examination of the 
accompanying univariate tests revealed identical results at the univariate level. 

4. Since attraction ratings were only made following the first and last segments, 
the ratings that followed the final segment (rather than immediately following 
the violation segment) were the ones used for the Dunnett's comparisons on 
attraction. 

5. To alleviate the influence of pre-violation differences across conditions, adjusted 
means were used for both the uncertainty comparisons and the attraction 
comparisons. The respective ratings prior to the violation were used as 
covariates in each case. 

6. Participants had the opportunity to make valence ratings for perceived violations 
in each of the three interaction segments. However, since the second segment is 
the only one in which behavior was actually manipulated, only data from that 
segment were used in this manipulation check analysis. 

7. Neither the quadratic trend, t = 0.61, P > .05, nor the cubic trend, t = 1.84, 
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p > .05, reflected the pattern of difference in inconsistency conditions across 
time. 

8. Intimacy/affection, 1(31) = 4.47, P < .001; Similarity/depth, 1(31) = 6.24, 
P < .001; Receptivity/trust, 1(31) = 5.01, P < .001; Equality, 1(31) = 4.84, 

P < .001. 

9. Intimacy/affection, 1(31) = 0.12, P > .05; Similarity/depth, 1(31) = -0.23, 
P > .05; Receptivity/trust, 1(31) = -0.46, P > .05; Equality, 1(31) = - 2.67, 

P < .05. 
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