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An intuitive notion regarding the communication of liking is that it is consistently 

associated with positive relational outcomes. An alternative possibility is that when 

expressions of liking comprise a negative violation of expectancies, they produce 

outcomes that are actually more negative than those produced by the absence of such 

expressions. The current experiment tests this prediction with respect to evaluative and 

behavioral responses to nonverbal expressions of liking. Ninety-six adults were paired 

with same-sex strangers and induced to expect the strangers either to like or dislike them 

and to desire that the strangers either like or dislike them. The strangers, who were 

trained confederates, enacted nonverbal behaviors associated either with liking or disliking 

during a short experimental interaction with participants. Participants' evaluations of 

confederates were most favorable when confederates' behaviors matched participants' 

desires, whether the desire was to be liked or disliked. Behaviorally, participants matched 

desired behavior from confederates and reacted with complementarity to undesired 

behavior. These results suggest the counterintuitive notion that expressions of liking are 

not consistently associated with positive relational outcomes, but that factors such as 

receivers' desires and expectations largely determine what outcomes will be produced. 

The results also raise important issues for how expectations are conceptually and 

operationally defined. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The importance of expressing liking, affection, and intimacy in close relationships 

can hardly be disputed. Such expressions can serve as critical incidents by which relational 

development is gauged; for example, romantic partners often remember the first hug, the 

first kiss, or the first time the words'T love you" were spoken (see Owen, 1987). 

Expressing liking or affection is important for nonromantic relationships, as weU, because 

it can cause relational partners to feel valued (Floyd, 1997a, b, c) and can reduce 

uncertainty about the state of the relationship. 

To identify the relational outcomes of expressions of liking or affection, several 

studies have concentrated on the ways in which such expressions are made (see, e.g., 

Booth-Butterfield & Trotta, 1994; Floyd & Morman, 1997a; Morman & Floyd, in press; 

Owen, 1987). Of critical importance, however, is the way such expressions are responded 

to—specifically, the extent to which they are reciprocated. If an expression of liking goes 

unreciprocated, for example, it can leave the sender in a face-compromising position (see 

Shimanoff, 1985) and end up damaging the relationship rather than enhancing it. 

The current study examines cognitive and behavioral responses to expressions of 

liking. Of specific interest are the roles played by receivers' desires to be liked and their 

expectations about whether they will be liked, as well as senders' actual expressions of 

liking. This review begins with a brief discussion on how liking has been defined 

conceptually and operationally in previous studies and on the primary nonverbal indicators 

of liking that will be the focus of the proposed investigation. I then turn to the question of 
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how individuals respond to expressions of liking, reviewing empirical findings firom 

research on liking, affection, intimacy, and closeness, and drawing predictions fi'om two 

theories that speak to cognitive and behavioral adaptations to communicator behavior. 

Explicating the Construct of Liking 

Like many of its sister constructs, liking has not been consistently defined in 

empirical investigations. This section reviews conceptual and operational definitions of 

liking that have been employed in previous research. It is important first to distinguish 

between the experience of liking and the expression of liking. Most definitions of the 

experience of liking have focused on feelings of affection or positive regard for another. 

For instance, positive regard is central to Rubin's (1970) conceptual definition in his 

seminal work on the experience of liking. Later, Dillard, Palmer, and Kinney (1995) 

defined the experience of liking as "the degree of affection or positive feeling that one 

person has for another^' (p. 341). 

Of interest in the present study, however, is the expression of liking, or the 

encoding of messages reflecting one's feelings of liking for another and the correspondent 

decoding of such messages. Although the communication of liking can be distinguished 

fi-om the expression of related concepts such as closeness or affection, our understanding 

of it can be informed by research in these areas. 

Of course, liking can and often is communicated verbally. Expressions such as "I 

like you," "I love you," or "I care about you" are used to communicate liking and 

affection, as are using nicknames or pet names and talking explicitly about the importance 
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of one's relationship (see Floyd & Morman, 1997b). As Bell and Daly (1994) found, 

individuals also use verbal behaviors to elicit liking from others, by disclosing personal 

information and encouraging others to disclose as well. 

The focus of the present study, however, is on the nonverbal expression of liking. 

In some ways, the nonverbal behaviors used to express liking can be more provocative 

than the verbal. For one, they may be enacted with less conscious control than verbal 

behaviors and may therefore better reflect the emotional status of the communicator 

(Davitz, 1969). They may also entail less risk for the communicator than verbal 

expressions of liking because their intended meanings may be easier to deny if the 

sentiment is not reciprocated. For example, if a man communicates liking to a woman by 

increasing touch, gaze, and proximity but the behaviors are not reciprocated, it may be 

easier for both to attribute the behaviors to something else than if the man had 

communicated his liking verbally (see Booth-Butterfield & Trotta, 1994). As a result, 

nonverbal behaviors may be the preferred means for expressing liking, especially in less-

close relationships, because they expose the encoder to less risk of face threat. The 

subsequent section reviews the nonverbal behaviors that have been linked to the 

expression of liking and similar sentiments, such as affection or intimacy. Some 

illustrative studies are described and then six nonverbal cues that have consistently been 

linked to liking are identified. 
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Nonverbal Indicators of Liking 

Some studies have focused specifically on the nonverbal behaviors that people use 

to encode liking, affection, or intimacy, and the behaviors that are typically assigned such 

meanings by decoders. These studies have consistently identified a small niunber of 

nonverbal behaviors as cues for liking, affection, or intimacy. For example, smiling has 

been associated with affiliation (Mehrabian, 1971), intimacy (Burgoon, Buller, Hale, & 

deTurck 1984), liking (Palmer, Cappella, Patterson, & Churchill, 1990; Palmer & 

Simmons, 1995), and attempts to gain approval (Rosenfeld, 1966a, b). Coutts and 

Schneider (1976) reported that people smile more with fiiends than with strangers, while 

others have found that smiling is associated with perceptions of interpersonal warmth 

(Bayes, 1972; Outsell & Anderson, 1980). 

A number of studies have demonstrated that gaze is associated with liking and 

afBliation. Individuals exhibit more gaze with fiiends and liked others than they do with 

strangers and disliked others (Exline & Winters, 1965; Mehrabian, 1968, 1969; Russo, 

1975) and gaze likewise produces increases m perceived intimacy (Burgoon et al., 1984), 

closeness (Kleck & Nuessle, 1968), immediacy (Burgoon, 1991), and liking (Palmer & 

Simmons, 1995). 

Touch has similarly been associated with relational affiliation. People touch and 

expect to be touched more in close relationships than with strangers or casual 

acquaintances (Henley, 1977). Burgoon, Walther, and Baesler (1992) reported that casual 

touch communicates more intimacy and affection than does the absence of touch (see also 
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Burgoon et al., 1984). Others have reported that touch elicits more liking from receivers 

than does the lack of touch (Boderman, Freed, & Kinnucan, 1972), and that it is perceived 

as communicating messages of warmth and love (Fisher, Rytting, & Heslin, 1976; Major 

& HesUn, 1982). 

Two similar nonverbal cues that are also consistently associated with perceptions 

of liking and afBliation are proximity and forward lean. Individuals are more proximal 

with friends and liked others than with strangers and disliked others (Sundstrom & 

Altman, 1976), and use proximity as a means of communicating affection (Floyd & 

Morman, 1997b). Moreover, Burgoon et al. (1984) found that proximity was the single 

strongest predictor of perceived intimacy among the nonverbal cues they studied. 

Similarly, forward lean is associated with messages of rapport (Trout & Rosenfeld, 1980), 

intimacy (Burgoon, 1991), and liking (Palmer et al., 1990; Palmer & Simmons, 1995). 

Finally, behavioral congruence has been linked with perceptions of intimacy and 

rapport in a number of empirical investigations. For example, Bemieri (1988) had coders 

observe the degree of behavioral synchrony in 19 dyads of high school students engaging 

in a short teaching activity. He reported that the coders' reports of the degree of 

synchrony were positively related to participants' self-reported feelings of rapport with 

each other. Similar results were reported by LaFrance and Broadbent (1976), who 

examined the relationship between observed congruence and self-reported rapport in 12 

college seminar classes and found them to be positively correlated (see also Floyd, in 

press; LaFrance, 1979). 
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While many of these studies have focused on single behaviors as cues for liking, 

other studies have examined the effects of multiple-cue combinations on the encoding and 

decoding of touch. Perhaps the best study of how messages of liking are encoded was 

conducted by Palmer and Simmons (1995). In their experiment, they paired previously 

unacquainted undergraduates and induced one participant in half of the dyads to "tiy to 

communicate, as best you can without saying it explicitly or out loud or using exact 

words, that you like the other person...and would consider getting to know them [sic] 

better" (p. 140). Participants then engaged in a five-minute conversation that was 

videotaped and subsequently coded for participants' nonverbal behaviors. 

Palmer and Simmons hypothesized that those who were instructed to communicate 

liking would exhibit greater gaze, smiles, head nods, and forward lean, and fewer self-

adaptors, relative to those who were not given such instructions. Significant results 

emerged for gaze, smiling, and forward lean. Moreover, Palmer and Simmons found that 

increases in gaze and smiling on the part of the confederate were associated with an 

increase in the extent to which the confederate was actually liked by the naive participant. 

In her discussion of nonverbal indicators of intimacy, Burgoon (1994, p. 256) noted the 

importance of examining cue combinations, rather than just individual cues, as they relate 

to the encoding of intimacy messages. She pointed out that some behaviors, if viewed 

individually, might be ambiguous in meaning; for instance, a forward lean might signal 

intimacy, but it might also signal dominance, aggression, or that the person is hard of 

hearing. (Burgoon's discussion argues for the use of a multi-cue manipulation of intimacy 
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or liking behaviors in experimental research, a point that will be of importance in the 

present experiment.) 

Other studies have examined the behavior combinations that are typically decoded 

as messages of liking. For instance, Burgoon et al., (1984) studied the relational messages 

associated with various nonverbal behaviors and predicted that messages of intimacy 

would be communicated through gaze, proximity, forward body lean, smiling, and the 

presence of touch. Burgoon et al. found not only that each of these behaviors individually 

communicated messages of intimacy, but that those messages were intensified by certain 

cue combinations. For instance, a backward body lean and no smiling communicated the 

least intimacy. Proximity was the single largest determinant of interpretations of intimacy, 

foUowed by touch and smiling. A later experiment by Burgoon and Le Poire (in press) 

also looked at how cue combinations were decoded by both participants and observers. 

They found that participants in an interaction interpreted high gaze and smiling, vocal 

relaxation, and the use of few object adaptors as communicating messages of intimacy, 

while observers interpreted high gaze, vocal resonance, vocal relaxation, and the use of 

self adaptors as indicative of intimacy. 

When individuals are the recipients of expressions of liking, a number of variables 

may influence how they respond, both cognitively and behaviorally. The subsequent 

section reviews two theories that oflfer predictions as to how individuals respond to 

expressions of liking. This discussion is followed by the formal presentation of 

hypotheses. 
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Responding to Expressions of Liking 

One factor contributing to the risk of expressing liking or affection is uncertainty 

over whether the expression will be reciprocated. This uncertainty exists on at least two 

levels. First, senders expressing aflfection may be uncertain as to receivers' evaluative 

responses—^that is, whether or not receivers also like or feel positively about senders and 

their behaviors. Second, senders may be uncertain as to receivers' behavioral responses, 

not knowing whether, or to what extent, receivers will reciprocate the expression of 

aflfection. In examining individuals' responses to expressions of liking, therefore, it is 

informative to look at both evaluative and behavioral responses. Two theories that can be 

applied to the task of predicting responses to expressions of liking are expectancy 

violations theory (EVT) and interaction adaptation theory (lAT). The tenets of each are 

examined below. 

Expectancv Violations Theory 

The underlying premise of EVT (Burgoon, 1978, 1995; Burgoon & Hale, 1988) is 

that responses to communicative acts are largely a function of their conformity to, or 

deviance from, what was expected. Expectations often derive from one's individual 

experience with another, for instance, a man may expect his wife to be in a good mood 

when she arrives home from work because she almost always is. Among strangers 

interacting for the first time, expectations may draw more heavily on social norms; for 

example, two strangers waiting for a bus would probably expect each other to maintain an 

appropriate social distance from the other. The theory proposes that individuals hold 



expectations for their own and others' behaviors in interactions, and that expectancy 

violations influence evaluative and behavioral outcomes through the heightened arousal 

they produce. 

According to E VT, individuals in a given situation have a theoretic range, or 

bandwidth, of behavior they expect from others. Several factors can mfluence the width 

of this range, including communicators' personal characteristics (e.g., sex, ethnicity), 

aspects of their relationship with each other (e.g., length of acquaintance, level of 

intimacy), and demand characteristics of the situation (e.g., its privacy level or emotional 

intensity). When behavior is enacted that falls outside of the expected range, it constitutes 

an expectancy violation. 

EVT posits that a violative act initiates a series of appraisals on the part of the 

receiver. For one, the receiver judges—either consciously or subconsciously—the extent 

of the discrepancy between expected and observed behaviors. If the observed behavior 

deviates only slightiy from what was expected, it may simply be forgiven or overlooked, 

or it may be subsumed as part of the range of expected behaviors. Larger deviations invite 

further appraisals regarding the interpretation and evaluation of the violative act. Certain 

behaviors will result in fairly straightforward interpretations and evaluations, because their 

meanings either are socially shared (see Burgoon & Newton, 1991) or are prescribed by 

the context. For instance, an obscene gesture may be likely to result in a negative 

interpretation and evaluation, given its socially shared meaning. Conversely, touch 

associated with a doctor's physical examination will likely be interpreted as professional 
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and evaluated as relatively benign, the context having precluded interpretations and 

evaluations one might make of such touch in other situations. 

It is often the case, however, that communication behaviors are ambiguous in 

meaning. A pat on the head, for instance, may have affectionate connotations but may 

also be a gesture of dominance, control, or condescension. In such instances, it may not 

inmiediately be clear whether the behavior is to be evaluated positive or negatively. EVT 

predicts that in such situations, attention is turned to judging the reward valence of the 

person who committed the violation. When violators oflfer some type of reward value— 

when they are famous, wealthy, highly attractive, powerfiil, or expert, for instance—^then 

recipients of the unexpected behaviors may be more likely to evaluate the behaviors 

positively. When the violators are perceived to have little or no reward value, then their 

behaviors may be more likely to be evaluated negatively. 

These assessments result in the assigning of a valence to the expectancy violation. 

Some theorists posit that expectancy disconfirmation will inherently result in more 

negative affect and evaluations than will confirmation (Mandler, 1975). Explanations for 

this prediction are varied; some suggest that because people value predictability, they react 

negatively to occurrences that increase uncertainty (Jones, Bentler, & Petry, 1966). 

Alternatively, expectancy violations can produce dissonance between one's beliefs and the 

observed occurrence (Festinger, 1957). Others have suggested that surprises themselves 

may be inherently unpleasant (Berlyne, 1960). 
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By contrast, EVT proposes that receivers assign either positive or negative 

valences to violative acts, based on their interpretation and evaluation of the behavior itself 

and their assessments of the sender. For instance, for rewarding communicators, 

unexpected advances toward a receiver may be considered positive expectancy violations 

because they carry positive relational messages and bring the receiver closer to a 

rewarding other; conversely, unexpected withdrawals constitute a negative violation 

because they carry negative relational messages and distance the receiver from a rewarding 

other. Nonrewarding senders, however, negatively violate expectancies through 

unexpected advances rather than withdrawals; the violations are considered negative 

because they bring the recipient closer to a sender who provides no reward (and with 

whom it may actually entail a psychological cost to interact). Withdrawal by a 

nonrewarding sender may actually be considered a positive violation, because even though 

withdrawal can carry negative relational messages, it distances a receiver from a 

nonrewarding other. 

Thus, EVT can be used to predict both the magnitude and nature of receivers' 

responses to communicative acts. Specifically, reactions to expectancy-violating 

behaviors should be more pronounced than to expectancy-confirming behaviors. 

Moreover, the nature of the response (e.g., whether positive or negative) should be 

determined by the valence attached to the violation. Although most empirical applications 

of EVT have focused on cognitive (evaluative or attitudinal) responses to stimuli, the 
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theory has also been applied to the task of predicting behavioral responses. Relevant 

research on each type of response is reviewed subsequently. 

EVT on Cognitive Outcomes 

According to EVT, positive violations are associated with more positive cognitive 

assessments of the sender and his or her behavior than are expectancy confirmations. 

Negative violations, by contrast, generate more negative assessments of senders and their 

behaviors than do expectancy confirmations. 

The key constructs in this valence and assessment process—conmiunicator reward 

level and cognitive assessments of behaviors—have been operationalized in several ways 

and applied to a number of interpersonal behaviors. Communicator characteristics such as 

physical attractiveness, familiarity/closeness, attitude similarity, competence, and relative 

power have all been studied as forms of sender rewardingness (Burgoon, 1978; Burgoon 

& Hale, 1988; Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993; Burgoon, Stacks, & Burch, 1982; Burgoon & 

Walther, 1990). A variety of outcome measures have been used to examine cognitive 

responses to expectancy violations, including the credibility, attractiveness, and 

persuasiveness of the sender. Some studies have also examined the effects of violations on 

the nature of the relational messages senders are perceived to be sending, although this 

assessment can also be part of the behavioral appraisal process used to assign a valence to 

the violation (Burgoon, Coker, & Coker, 1986; Burgoon, Newton, Walther, & Baesler, 

1989; Burgoon et al., 1992). 
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Empirical support for EVT's cognitive predictions. Empirical tests have provided 

support for EVT's predictions with respect to a number of interpersonal behaviors, 

including proximity (Burgoon, 1978, 1991; Burgoon & Aho, 1982; Burgoon & Jones, 

1976; Burgoon & Walther, 1990), gaze (Burgoon et al., 1986; Burgoon, Manusov, 

Mineo, & Hale, 1985; Manusov, 1984), touch (Burgoon, 1991; Burgoon & Walther, 

1990; Burgoon et al., 1992), immediacy (Burgoon & Hale, 1988), conversational 

involvement (Burgoon et al., 1989; Burgoon, Olney, & Coker, 1987), pleasantness 

(Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993; Burgoon, Le Poire, & Rosenthal, 1995) and affection (Floyd, 

1997b, c; Floyd & Morman, 1997a; Floyd & Voloudakis, 1997). In one of the initial tests 

of the theory, Burgoon (1978) examined how students responded to different levels of 

proximity to a confederate interviewer. As hypothesized, the reward value of the 

interviewer (operationalized by having the interviewer provide either positive or negative 

feedback during the experimental interaction) significantly affected participants' 

perceptions of the interviewers' credibility and attractiveness. Moreover, personal space 

violations enacted by rewarding communicators were favored over violations enacted by 

nonrewarding communicators, as EVT would suggest. In a series of field experiments on 

proximity, Burgoon and Aho (1982) provided further evidence that rewarding 

communicators often engender the most favorable outcomes by violating, rather than 

confirming, personal space expectations, while nonrewarding communicators usually 

create the most favorable outcomes by confirming, rather than violating, personal space 

expectations (see also Burgeon, 1991; Burgoon & Walther, 1990). 



Two experiments have applied EVT's predictions to interpersonal touch. Burgoon 

and Walther (1990) had participants evaluate photographs of a communicator engaging in 

one of seven forms of touch with a partner. Reward valence was manipulated by 

maximizing or minimizing the communicators' physical attractiveness and also by 

describing communicators as being of higher, lower, or similar status than their partners. 

Burgoon and Walther reported that formal, nonintimate touches were more expected than 

informal, intimate touches, and that intunate touch was generally more expected from 

attractive than unattractive communicators. Moreover, both attractiveness and status 

influenced the evaluations made of particular touches. A later experiment by Burgoon et 

al- (1992) confirmed that touch and high communicator reward (operationalized as a 

communicator who is attractive, expert, and of high status) combined to produce the 

highest attraction and credibility ratings. 

In an experimental examination of gaze behavior, Burgoon et al. (1985) found 

that job interviewees' gaze level significantly influenced their attractiveness, credibility, 

and persuasiveness, with interviewees accruing the most positive interpretations of their 

behavior when they used normal to high levels of gaze as opposed to gaze aversion. A 

later experiment by Burgoon et al. (1986) found that gaze aversion communicated less 

immediacy and caused the receiver to judge the sender as less attractive, less likable, and 

less similar to him/herself than normative levels of gaze, and that this was particularly true 

for high-reward communicators. However, significant increases in gaze from rewarding 
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communicators were not associated with the increases in immediacy, attractiveness, 

similarity, or likability that EVT would suggest. 

A study on conversational involvement by Burgoon et al. (1989) found 

substantially the same pattern. Specifically, decreases in conversational involvement 

reduced receivers'judgments of senders' credibility, attraction, and persuasion, and caused 

receivers to attribute less positive relational messages to senders' behaviors, relative to 

normative levels of involvement. Unexpected increases in involvement, however, 

produced outcomes similar to the baseline/no violation condition, a finding similar to that 

identified by Burgoon and Hale (1988) in their study of immediacy, and by Floyd and 

Voloudakis (1997) in their study of affection. Burgoon et al. (1989) speculated that it 

may be harder to enact positive violations involving behaviors that are already considered 

generally positive (such as immediacy, affection, and conversational involvement) because 

there may be littie room for a large incremental change in the behaviors relative to their 

normative level. Other behaviors whose interpretations are more equivocal, such as 

proximity or touch, may provide greater opportunity for both positive and negative 

violations. 

Despite variations in these findings, however, EVT clearly predicts that positively 

valenced expectancy-violating behavior will elicit more positive assessments of the sender 

than will conformity to normative behavior, while negative violations will engender more 

negative evaluations. If, for instance, one receives an unexpected expression of liking, and 

considers it desirable, this positive violation should increase one's own liking for the 
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communicator. Moreover, it is likely that such an increase in liking would be manifested 

not only in one's cognitive appraisals of the communicator, but also in one's behavioral 

response to the communicator's expression. EVT's application to behavioral responses is 

considered next. 

EVT on Behavioral Outcomes 

The preceding discussion focused specifically on the evaluative or cognitive 

assessments made by receivers in response to expectancy-violating behaviors. However, 

noticeable changes in a sender's behavior over time often also elicit adaptation behaviors 

on the part of the receiver. Early theoretic perspectives on adaptation focused principally 

on compensatory patterns of behavior. Argyle and Dean's (1965) equilibrium theory, for 

example, posited that individuals attempt to maintain a consistent level of engagement 

with others. Thus, when one individual increases intimacy behaviors toward another, the 

other will respond by decreasing the same behaviors so as to maintain the equilibrium. 

Conversely, a decrease in intimacy behaviors on the part of one individual should invite an 

increase in those behaviors from the other. 

Empirical research has largely failed to support the primacy of compensatory 

adaptation that equilibrium theory predicts. On the contrary, a number of studies have 

demonstrated striking patterns of reciprocity. For example, Gottman, Markman, and 

Notarius (1977) examined nonverbal affect within romantic dyads in conflict situations and 

found that, particularly for negative affect, partners tended to reciprocate each others' 

affective displays (see Gottman, 1994, for additional discussion on the relationship 
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between marital satisfaction and the reciprocation of negative affect). Similarly, NoUer 

(1984) demonstrated that dyadic partners in both satisfying and dissatisfying relationships 

reciprocated gaze behavior, while Hale and Burgoon (1984) found a dominant pattern of 

reciprocity to increases in nonverbal immediacy. More recently, Manusov (1995) reported 

strong patterns of reciprocity for changes in nonverbal involvement, affect, and vocal 

activity. 

As Burgoon, Le Poire, et al. (1995) demonstrated, different theoretic approaches 

offer conflicting predictions about whether reciprocity or compensation to behavioral 

changes is to be expected. While equilibrium theory gives primacy to compensation, other 

approaches, such as expectancy signaling (Rosenthal, 1976), suggest that reciprocity is the 

rule. EVT, however, predicts reciprocity in some expectancy-violating situations and 

compensation in others. Specifically, when interacting with rewarding communicators, 

individuals should reciprocate positively valenced behavior and compensate for negatively 

valenced expectancy-violating behavior. If, for example, affectionate involvement is 

deemed positive or rewarding, then movements on the part of a rewarding communicator 

to increase affection should cause receivers to become more affectionate themselves, as a 

way of increasing their access to the rewarding behavior. Conversely, movements on the 

part of the communicator to decrease affectionate involvement should initiate 

compensatory behavior on the part of the recipient, who will attempt to maintain the 

previous level of engagement by compensating with increased involvement themselves. 

Individuals should likewise tend to compensate for negatively valenced behaviors 



27 

from nonrewarding communicators, as well. However, positive behavior from 

nonrewarding communicators can lead either to reciprocity or compensation, depending 

on whether the valence of the communicator or the valence of the behavior is more salient. 

Either adaptation pattern should be more pronounced under expectancy-violating than 

expectancy-confirming circumstances. 

Relatively few studies have tested EVT's predictions regarding behavioral 

responses to violative behavior. One example is provided by Burgoon, Le Poire, et al. 

(1995). Their investigation involved interaction in dyads in which a confederate was 

induced to behave either in a highly pleasant or a highly unpleasant manner and in which 

the naive participant was induced to expect either a pleasant or unpleasant conversational 

partner. Videotapes of these interactions were then coded so as to examine the behavioral 

patterns of the naive participants in each of the four cells (representing two preinteraction 

expectancies and two levels of actual behavior). 

Expectancy violations theory predicted that naive participants would reciprocate 

confederates' pleasantness and involvement in the following conditions: 1) when both 

expectancy and behavior are positive, so as to sustain the positivity; 2) when negative 

behavior is expected but positive behavior occurs, because this is a positive expectancy 

violation; and 3) when both expectancy and behavior are negative, because there is little 

incentive to sustain a pleasant interaction with the confederate. Conversely, EVT 

predicted compensatory behavior when positive behavior is expected but negative 

behavior occurs, because this is a negative expectancy violation and participants should 
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adapt their behavior to whichever is more positive, the expectancy or the actual behavior. 

(In this case, compensation would entail participants behaving increasingly pleasantly.) 

EVT's predictions were fairly well supported. As predicted, reciprocity occurred 

in both conditions involving pleasant confederate behavior. Results for those conditions 

involving unpleasant confederates were more equivocal. In both instances there was 

partial reciprocation on all measures. However, there was compensation on all-channel 

pleasantness and involvement over time, providing partial support for the relationships 

hypothesized in each cell. 

Svnthesis. In large part, EVT has been supported empirically as a predictive and 

explanatory model for behavioral responses to violations. One potential shortcoming of 

the model, however, is that it does not distinguish between different forms of 

expectedness. Staines and Libby (1986) noted that there are at least two ways to think 

about expectancies. Some behaviors are expected because of their general tendency to 

occur, for example, employees may expect an annual raise in salary because they receive 

one every year. Staines and Libby referred to these as predictive expectancies. Other 

behaviors are expected because they are appropriate or favorably judged; for instance, 

employees may expect a raise because it would be the right thing for management to do. 

Staines and Libby called these prescriptive expectancies. It is often the case that one's 

predictive and prescriptive expectancies for a given situation are the same; for instance, a 

student may feel it appropriate for a teacher to assign grades fairly and may predict, based 

on experience with that teacher, that he or she will. However, predictive and prescriptive 
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expectancies need not be identical. A woman may think it appropriate that her husband 

give her flowers on their anniversary, yet she realizes that he never has. As a 

consequence, either receiving or not receiving flowers would qualify as an expeaancy 

violation in one sense and an expectancy confirmation in the other. 

This incongruity between predictive and prescriptive expectancies can be 

problematic for EVT and its ability to predict the outcomes of violations, because the 

incongruity can cause ambiguity over what constitutes an expectancy violation. 

Moreover, it may often be the case that a given expectancy contains both predictive and 

prescriptive aspects. Because EVT does not speak to these different aspects of 

expectancies, it may not provide precise hypotheses about responses to expectancy 

violations in cases involving incongruent predictions and prescriptions. Greater theoretic 

precision can be gained by considering the tenets of a more recently proposed theory, 

interaction adaptation theory (lAT). lAT aims to make more precise predictions about 

behavioral outcomes by considering not only receivers' expectations (in the predictive 

sense), but also their desires for interactions and their requirements. Considering the 

contributions of EVT and lAT together, therefore, can provide greater predictive 

precision and explanatory power. A description of lAT and its empirical support is 

provided below. 

Interaction Adaptation Theory 

Among the assumptions of LAT (Burgoon, Stem, & Dilhnan, 1995) is that 

individuals can enact both reciprocal or compensatory behavioral responses to others' 
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behaviors. Biologically and socially, the pressures are largely toward synchrony and 

reciprocity; for example, politeness norms can cause people to reciprocate gestures of 

interest (e.g., saying "it's nice to meet you") even if the sentiment is not shared. Likewise, 

individuals may feel compelled to respond in kind to favors from others, a phenomenon 

Gouldner (1960) attributed to a "norm of reciprocity." 

Despite these pressures, however, lAT recognizes that individuals can also adopt 

compensatory patterns of behavior and may do so either strategically (e.g., to send a 

particular relational message to another) or without a high degree of intention or 

awareness (e.g., withdrawing from a hostile other to ensure safety). Like EVT, lAT can 

be applied to the task of predicting whether receivers are more likely to reciprocate or 

compensate for changes in senders' behaviors. 

lAT proposes that individuals enter interactions with requirements, expectations, 

and desires for the behaviors present in the interaction. Requirements (R) refer to what a 

person believes is necessary at a given point in the interaction. R is most often driven by 

biological needs; for example, one might require physical proximity if hearing impaired. 

Expectations (E) refer to what is anticipated in the interaction. These can be based on 

social norms or prescriptions, generic communication functions, on past experience with 

one's partner, and/or on individual knowledge or information about the partner and his or 

her behavior. Finally, desires (D) are one's personal goals and preferences for the 

interaction. These can be based on temperament (e.g., a passive person might desire to 

interact with a more dominant other) but may also be influenced by social and cultural 
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norms (e.g., Asians may desire more self-deprecating behavior from others than may 

Caucasians). R, E, and D are not orthogonal to each other, in that each can influence the 

others. Moreover, R, E, and D can be inferred, measured, or manipulated in a given 

research situation. 

According to the theory, R, E, and D combine to form an interaction position (IP). 

This represents a net assessment of the behavioral patterns that are needed, anticipated, 

and preferred in an interaction. The IP is then compared to A, the actual behavior 

performed by a conversation partner. lAT places both IP and A on a continuum and 

assesses the relative position of each. Adaptive responses to partners' behaviors are 

predicted based on (a) the magnitude of discrepancy between IP and A, and (b) the 

valence associated with each. 

When an individual's IP matches another's A, the theory predicts that the individual 

will match or reciprocate the other's behaviors. Small discrepancies between IP and A 

may be overlooked or may simply be tolerated. Large discrepancies between IP and A, 

however, should invite assessments of their relative valences. It may be the case that a 

partner's behavior is more positive than what was required, expected, or desired; 

conversely, A may be more negatively valenced than IP. According to I AT, receivers' 

response patterns should move in the direction of whichever is more positively valenced, 

at least initially. Therefore, when A is more positive than IP, receivers should match or 

reciprocate senders' behaviors. When IP is more positive than A, however, receivers 

should compensate for senders' behaviors (which usually takes the form of engaging in 
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behaviors opposite those of the sender but may take the form of resisting adaptation and 

maintaining one's earlier behaviors). The magnitude of receivers' behavioral changes 

should be linearly related to the magnitude of the discrepancy between IP and A. 

When R, E, and D are congruent with each other, the predicted adaptation pattern 

is the same regardless of whether requirements, expectations, or desires are examined. 

However, it is possible for R, E, and D to be incongruent. For example, one might desire 

close proximity to a celebrity but may expect to be kept at a distance for security reasons. 

Likewise, one may expect highly tactile behavior from another based on prior knowledge 

of the other's interaction patterns. However, if one is suffering from a severe sunburn, he 

or she may require not to be touched at all. In these and similar instances, lAT proposes 

that the R, E, and D elements are hierarchically ordered, such that R is the most important, 

followed by E and then by D. Thus, if R and E conflict, R should exert greater influence 

on the IP (and, eventually, on the adaptation pattern predicted). However, if R has been 

satisfied (as it often is in routine interaction), then it may not be salient, causing the other 

elements to exert greater influence. 

Empirical support for lAT. Several empirical investigations have provided support 

for lAT's predictions. In an analysis of interaction within same- and mixed-culture dyads, 

for instance, Burgoon, Ebesu, White, Koch, Alvaro, and Kikuchi (in press) induced one 

member in each dyad to enact either a responsive communication style, characterized by 

high involvement and receptivity, or an unresponsive communication style, characterized 

by disinterestedness and uninvolvement. They found that first encounters in both types of 



dyads were characterized by behavioral reciprocity and that reciprocity was evident over 

time, with participants who interacted with responsive others increasing their involvement 

and those who interacted with unresponsive others decreasing their involvement over 

time. Moreover, as hypothesized, those in same-culture dyads displayed more behavioral 

coordination than did those in mixed-culture pairs. Burgoon, Allspach, and Miczo (1997) 

offered further analysis of the Burgeon et al. (in press) study, examining the association 

between preinteraction requirements, expectations, and desires and actual conversational 

behavior. They reported that, across dyads, individuals who expected pleasantness in their 

interactions, and individuals who were concerned with cordiality, showed greater 

behavioral adaptation to their partners. In addition, those in same-culture dyads exhibited 

greater behavioral involvement to the extent that they expected to be more involved and 

more dominant. 

A second study reported in Burgeon et al. (1997) involved participants in same-

and opposite-sex dyads. Within each dyad, one participant was induced to behave either 

positively or negatively, while the other was induced to deceive the other at various points 

in their interaction. The addition of the deception manipulation created more 

heterogeneity in preinteraction goals and desires than was seen in the cross-cultural study. 

Tests of the relationships between preinteraction variables and actual behavior revealed 

that the more participants expected to be involved and pleasant, and/or expected the same 

from their partners, the more pleasantness and involvement they displayed at the outset of 
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the conversation. Other preinteraction factors again showed weak associations with 

observed behavior. 

A study by White and Burgoon (1997) involved similar manipulations of 

involvement and deception but with a larger sample than that used by Burgoon et al. 

(1997). Several findings fi-om this investigation are pertinent to lAT. First, initial 

involvement was positively related to preinteraction ratings of anticipated affect, but it was 

not related to preinteraction anxiety or self-presentation goals. Deceivers displayed 

significantly less involvement during the initial portions of the discussion than did 

truthtellers, as hypothesized, but also increased their involvement over time (an indicator 

of approach) more than did truthtellers. 

White and Burgoon also predicted reciprocity by truthtellers in response to 

increased involvement and compensation followed by reciprocity in response to decreased 

involvement. Results revealed a general pattern of reciprocity in response to both 

increased and decreased involvement. Finally, they hypothesized that deceivers would 

reciprocate increased involvement by receivers and compensate (by maintaining their level 

of involvement) for decreased involvement by receivers. In general, the results suggested 

that, contrary to the prediction, deceivers initially reciprocated decreased involvement but 

later compensated for it by increasing involvement. Deceiver involvement remained 

relatively stable across time in response to increased involvement by receivers, 

demonstrating a pattern of maintenance rather than the predicted reciprocity. 
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Finally, although not originally designed as a test of lAT, a study by Guerrero and 

Burgoon (1996) produced findings that support its tenets. Guerrero and Burgoon 

examined the association between attachment styles and interaction adaptation. They 

elicited subjects who fit one of four attachment styles: 1) Preoccupieds, who have an 

exceptional need for others' validation and seek high intimacy with others; 2) Dismissive 

Avoidants, who have little need for external validation and generally seek to avoid 

interaction with others; 3) Fearful Avoidants, who have a high need for external validation 

but avoid interaction with others due to their high anxiety; and, 4) Secures, who are 

emotionally secure and prefer high intimacy but do not have a high need for others' 

validation. The romantic partners of subjects, who had diflferent attachment styles, were 

induced either to greatly increase or greatly decrease their involvement during an 

interaction with subjects after an initial baseline period. Consistent with LAT, Guerrero 

and Burgoon found that reciprocity was the dominant pattern of adaptation. Moreover, 

they found that Preoccupieds, who by nature of their attachment style began interactions 

with an IP that is high on involvement, showed the greatest reciprocity of increased 

involvement but also demonstrated the greatest compensation of decreased involvement 

because decreased involvement is substantially more negatively valenced for Preoccupieds 

than is their own IP. 

In sum, these tests indicate strong preliminary support for the tenets of LAT. All of 

these investigations involved RED elements that were measured rather than manipulated, 

however, making it difficult to know whether REDs' influences on behavior are causal or 
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purely correlational. Preinteraction expectations and desires are manipulated in the 

present study to provide a more direct test of lAT's causal claims than has been achieved 

thus far. 

Synthesizing EVT and lAT. While EVT and lAT are by no means rival theories, 

they do differ in their emphases and in their specificity. EVT gives primary attention to 

the expectedness of observed behavior and the valence assigned to expectancy violations, 

with positive violations leading to positive outcomes and negative violations leading to 

negative outcomes. No differentiation is made between the predictive and prescriptive 

aspects of expectancies, making it difficult to hypothesize about outcomes of violations 

when only one aspect has been violated. lAT takes into account not only receivers' 

predictive expectancies about a communicator's behavior, but also their desires, which can 

include aspects of their prescriptive expectancies. Thus, [AT makes specific the 

distinction between predictions and prescriptions and proposes that they, along with 

requirements, are compared to communicators' actual behaviors to determine outcomes. 

The combination of these two theories can inform hypotheses about both cognitive 

and behavioral responses to expressions of liking. When desires and predictive 

expectations (the D and E elements in lAT) are the same, both theories make parallel 

hypotheses; more positive responses should be elicited by behavior that matches D and E 

than by behavior that does not match D and E. In the latter, expectancy-violating case, 

the observed behavior can be compared to the desired behavior to determine the valence 

of the violation. That is, when the unexpected behavior is undesired by receivers it should 
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qualify as a negative violation, and both EVT and lAT would predict a less positive 

outcome than would be generated by expectancy-confirming behavior. 

lAT's greater specificity also allows for the examination of those situations in 

which D and E are incongruent. If D and E are not the same and the observed behavior 

matches E, this would qualify as a confirmation of one's predictive expectancies but with 

behavior that is undesired. Theoretically, EVT could treat this situation as either an 

expectancy violation, in the prescriptive sense, or as an expectancy confirmation with 

undesired behavior. This ambiguity precludes an hypothesis about its outcome. However, 

lAT would suggest that since this situation satisfies E, then E may not be salient and D 

may exert greater influence on one's outcomes. This approach would argue for treating 

this as an expectancy confirmation but with negatively valenced behavior (i.e., a negative 

confirmation). Finally, if D and E are not the same and the observed behavior matches D, 

EVT could treat this as either a positive violation (due to the congruence between D and 

behavior), or as an expectancy confirmation in the prescriptive sense. Again, however, 

lAT would propose that because D is satisfied, E may be more salient, causing an 

outcome similar to that of a positive expectancy violation. 

Thus, it is evident that the combination of the theories provides greater predictive 

specificity and explanatory power than either might alone. Specific hypotheses derived 

fi^om this combination of theories are advanced below. 
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Hypotheses Regarding Responses to Expressions of Liking 

Evaluative Responses 

EVT suggests that evaluative responses to behaviors should be a function of the 

expectedness of the behaviors and the extent to wliich they are considered to be positive 

or negative. The net effect should be on the terminal evaluations—that is, receivers' 

assessments of senders at the end of the interaction. Table 1.1 illustrates the conditions 

used in the present study and the predicted hierarchical ordering of their evaluations. 

Table 1.1 

Evaluative Predictions 

Terminal 
Outcome Rank Desire Expect 

Actual 
Behavior 

Confirmation/ 
Violation 

Behavior 
Valence 

1 L D L Violation Positive 

D L D Violation Positive 

2 L L L Confirmation Positive 

D D D Confirmation Positive 

3 D L L Confirmation Negative 

L D D Confirmation Negative 

4 D D L Violation Negative 

L L D Violation Negative 

Note: L = liking, D = disliking. 
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By comparison to expectancy confirmations, EVT predicts that positive violations 

will produce more positive terminal assessments of senders and their behaviors. Positive 

violations are operationalized as those conditions in which actual behavior does not match 

what is expected but does match what is desired. EVT fiirther predicts that, relative to 

expectancy confirmations, negative violations should produce more negative terminal 

outcomes. Negative violations are operationalized as those conditions in which actual 

behavior matches neither what is expected nor what is desired. 

The conditions in which actual behavior matches what is expected would be 

considered in EVT as expectancy confirmations and their terminal evaluations would be 

predicted to be in between those of positive and negative violations. However, examining 

the desirability as well as the expectedness of the actual behavior, as lAT suggests, allows 

for a further discrimination between positive confirmations and negative confirmations. 

Positive confirmations are operationalized as those conditions in which desire, 

expectation, and actual behavior are all the same. Because they involve behavior that is 

desired, it is predicted that the terminal evaluations these conditions produce will be more 

positive than those produced by negative confirmations, which are operationalized as 

those conditions in which actual behavior matches expectation but does not match desire. 

According to EVT, however, the expectancy confirmations (whether positive or negative) 

should still produce terminal evaluations that are less positive than those produced by the 

positive violations and more positive than those produced by the negative violations, since 
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they should not produce the heightened cognitive arousal associated with expectancy 

violations. Stated as an hypothesis: 

HI; Positive expectancy violations produce the most positive terminal 

evaluations of senders, followed by expectancy confirmations that are 

congruent with desires, then by expectancy confirmations that are 

incongruent with desires, and finally by negative expectancy violations. 

Behavioral Responses 

EVT and lAT both speak to the behavioral responses that should be expected from 

receivers. In EVT, the causal mechanism is the expectancy violation and its valence and 

rewardingness; positive violations involving rewarding communicators or behavior 

instigate matched responses and negative violations involving rewarding communicators 

or behavior lead to complementary responses. In lAT, responses are dependent on the 

relative position and valence of senders' behavior (A) and receivers' interaction position 

(IP), which consists of their requirements, expectations, and desires. When A and EP are 

the same, reciprocity should occur. When A and IP are incongruent, however, receivers' 

behaviors should move in the direction of whichever is more positively valenced. 

These two theoretic positions can be used to predict behavioral responses in the 

conditions represented by a 2 (desire to be liked v. desire not to be liked) x 2 (expect to be 

liked V. expect not to be liked) x 2 (confederate likes v. confederate does not like) design. 

The predictions are displayed in Table 1.2. 
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Table 1.2 

Behavioral Predictions 

CeU IDesire Expect IP 
Actual 
Behavior 

Confirmation/ 
Violation 

Behavior 
Valence 

Match/ 
Complement 

1 L L L L Confirmation Positive Match 

2 D D D D Confirmation Positive Match 

3 L L L D Violation Negative Complement 

4 D D D L Violation Negative Complement 

5 L D n L 

6 D L ? D 

7 L D ? D 

8 D L •> L 

Burgoon, Stem et al. (1995) conceptually distinguished between the terms 

"reciprocity/compensation" and "matching/complementarity." According to their 

definitions, reciprocity occurs when an individual responds in a similar direction to 

another's behavior with behaviors of comparable functional value. Compensation occurs 

when an individual responds to another's behavior with behaviors that are of comparable 

functional value but in the opposite direction. These terms imply that a receiver's 

behaviors will change over time in response to a sender's behaviors. By contrast, 

matching and complementarity refer to the exhibition of behavior that is similar or 

dissimilar, respective, to that of another. Matched or complementary behavior can be 
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contingent on the behaviors of the sender, in that they would change over time in response 

to changes in the sender's behavior, but they need not be. They may simply consist of 

behaviors whose central tendencies are similar or dissimilar to those of a sender. 

lAT predicts that when desire, expectation, and actual behavior are all the same, 

receivers will match senders' behaviors. These conditions appear as cells 1 and 2 in Table 

1.2, in which D, E, and A are all to be liked or all not to be liked. Cells 3 and 4 represent 

conditions in which the IP is incongruent with A. In both instances, the IP should be more 

positively valenced than A because the IP represents the behavior that receivers desire 

from senders. According to lAT, these conditions should invoke complementary behavior 

on the part of receivers. Stated as an hypothesis; 

H2: Receivers match senders' behaviors when receivers (a) desire, expect, and 

receive liking behavior, and (b) desire, expect, and receive disliking behavior, 

and complement senders' behaviors when receivers (c) desire and expect 

liking but receive disliking behavior, and (d) desire and expect disliking but 

receive liking behavior. 

Cells 5 through 8 represent situations in which expectancies and desires conflict. 

This is problematic for predicting behavioral responses in these conditions for the 

following reasons. First, lAT's predictions are driven by the congruence and relative 

valence of IP and A. Both expectancies and desires must be factored in when determining 

the IP; however, the theory is not specific as to how E and D combine to form the EP. 

That is, the relative importance of E and D in determining the IP is unclear. 
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Depending on the relative weight of E and D, several outcomes are possible. If 

desires are the most potent, then we should expect matching in cells 5 and 6 and 

complementarity in cells 7 and 8. The opposite pattern should obtain if expectancies exert 

the greater influence. However, it may also be the case that E and D are of equal or nearly 

equal importance in determining the IP. In this case, their incongruence may prevent 

receivers from clearly defining an IP for senders. This uncertainty about senders' IP may 

produce alternating matching and complementarity within interactions or it may produce 

nonadaptation. 

Given that lAT does not unequivocally specify the relative potency of E and D, we 

are unable to make clear predictions about the behavioral responses expected in cells 5 

through 8. Therefore, we address this issue in the form of a research question: 

RQ: When expectancies and desires are incongruent, what patterns of adaptation, 

if any, do receivers exhibit in response to senders' behaviors? 
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METHOD 

Participants and Confederates 

Participants (N = 96) were adults recruited from undergraduate communication 

courses for "a study of how we form first impressions of people." There were 48 men and 

48 women who ranged in age fi^om 18 to 34 years (M = 21.07 years, SD = 2.81). Each 

was paired with a trained confederate of his or her same sex. Same-sex dyads were used 

because previous research has suggested that patterns of interaction in opposite-sex dyads 

can be influenced by sex role socialization that encourages accommodation to males by 

females (see Giles, Coupland, & Coupland, 1991), which can confound the results. 

Participants earned extra course credit in exchange for their involvement. The sample size 

of 96 provided twelve dyads in each of eight cells representing a fiilly crossed factorial 

design. Independent variables were participant desire (gain liking vs. gain disliking), 

participant expectation (expecting to be liked vs. not liked), and confederate behavior 

(communicating liking vs. disliking). An a priori power analysis indicated that this sample 

size should provide adequate power (.80) for detecting medium effect sizes in a repeated-

measures design (alpha = .05 for one-tailed tests; Kraemer & Thiemann, 1987). 

Confederates were two male and two female undergraduates who were selected 

for their ability to perform the behavior manipulation in a natural, believable maimer while 

conversing with strangers. Two were majoring in communication, one in theater, and one 

in education, and all had completed undergraduate coursework in nonverbal 

communication. The confederates were all between the ages of 20 and 23 during the 
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course of the study, ages similar to those of the modal participant. Confederates received 

extensive individual and group training on the conduct of their manipulations, practicing 

with the researcher and with each other in the laboratory setting and reviewing videotapes 

of other experiments employing similar procedures. Specifically, they were instructed on 

the behaviors to modify when enacting the high and low liking manipulations and were 

trained in keeping their verbal responses during the experimental conversations consistent 

across conversations and amongst themselves. 

Procedure 

Data collection took place at the communication research laboratory, a converted 

apartment complex that includes a living room with comfortable swivel chairs, lavalier 

microphones, and a cofiFee table and bookshelf. Participants (Ps) signed up for one-hour 

sessions at the laboratory. During each session, a participant and one of the confederates 

(Cs) arrived at the laboratory at approximately the same time, to give the impression that 

the confederate was simply another undergraduate who had also signed up for that time 

slot. Both were initially seated in the waiting area and were told that the purpose of the 

study was to "look at how we interact with others when we meet them for the first time, 

and how we form first impressions of people." The researcher inquired as to whether the 

participant and confederate already knew each other. (Confederates were shown the sign

up list of participants prior to each session to ensure that they did not know any of the 

participants beforehand.) 
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The researcher then informed P and C that, as a way of examining how they 

interacted and formed impressions of each other, they would be engaging in a short "get to 

know each other" exercise that would involve having a short conversation with each 

other. They were also informed that the conversation would be video- and audio-taped 

from behind a one-way window. Following these instructions, P and C completed consent 

forms and were told that for the researcher's ease in moving them from place to place 

during the session, he would be randomly assigning them to the roles of'Terson A" and 

"Person B." The researcher flipped a coin to assign the roles, but the coin toss was fixed 

so that the participant was always assigned to the role of'Terson B." P and C were then 

told that they needed to complete a couple of forms before their interaction and were 

separated to do so. Ps completed demographic and manipulation check measures and 

were then given the desire induction. Cs were taken to a separate room where they waited 

until P had completed the preinteraction measures. 

Following completion of these measures and inductions, P and C were reunited in 

the living room portion of the facility. They were seated in the swivel chairs, asked to 

attach the lavalier microphones to their shirts, and were told that the purpose of their 

interaction was for them to get to know each other. The researcher gave them a list of 

five questions taken from a game designed to promote dyadic interaction and asked P and 

C to discussion their opinions and responses to each topic. The specific topics were: (1) 

Tell about the most significant person in your life right now; (2) Describe an embarrassing 

situation or incident from your childhood; (3) What do you think makes a successfijl 
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romantic relationship? (4) What do you see your life being like ten years from now? and 

(5) Describe the most unpleasant job you have ever had to do. The topics were presented 

in a cyclical, counterbalanced order. 

The researcher signaled P and C to begin their interaction, at which point P and C 

were instructed to read and begin discussing the first topic. After they finished discussing 

the fifth topic, P and C were stopped and again separated. At this point, P completed 

postinteraction measures and was thoroughly debriefed and excused. 

Manipulations 

Behavior Manipulation 

During their interactions with Ps, Cs behaved either as though they liked Ps ("high 

liking condition') or as though they disliked Ps ('low liking condition"). To prevent 

experimenter effects, the researcher drew a card out of a box during each session to assign 

C to a condition. This occurred immediately before the interaction, so that during the 

preinteraction period neither the researcher nor C was aware of which behavior 

manipulation would be enacted.' Cs were instructed to begin the manipulation at the start 

of the interaction and to maintain it throughout. 

There were several options available for creating an appropriate behavioral 

manipulation. Some studies of nonverbal behavior have instructed confederates to 

1 There was a separate box for each confederate. Each box included 24 cards that were 
premarked to correspond to each experimental dyad assigned to that confederate. This 
allowed for random assignment of the behavior manipulation while ensuring equal 
distribution of the manipulations across cells. 



manipulate a specific behavior, such as a particular form of touch (e.g., Burgoon et al., 

1992). Others have instructed confederates to change the level at which they were 

communicating particular messages (e.g., affection, closeness, liking, aflBIiation) but have 

not instructed them to manipulate any specific behaviors to do so (e.g., Floyd & 

Voloudakis, 1997, in press; Palmer & Simmons, 1995). The present study used a multi-

cue manipulation, wherein confederates were instructed to increase or decrease multiple 

designated behaviors (see Guerrero & Burgoon, 1996). Specifically, Cs in the high liking 

condition were instructed to smile a great deal, to maintain moderate but consistent gaze 

with Ps, to touch Ps during the interaction, to sit close to Ps, to lean forward toward Ps 

during the conversation, and to match Ps' posture. Cs in the low liking condition were 

given the opposite instructions: to avoid smiling, eye contact, and touch, to sit fer away 

from Ps, to lean away from Ps, and to avoid matching Ps' posture. These nonverbal 

behaviors are those that commonly are used to communicate liking and disliking 

(Burgoon, 1991; Burgoon et al., 1984; Floyd & Morman, 1997b; Palmer & Simmons, 

1995). 

Desire Manipulation 

Because the need to be liked, valued, and appreciated by others is among the most 

fundamental human needs (Maslow, 1970), it was imperative to create a context in which 

participants assigned to the 'low desired liking" condition would be adequately motivated 

to desire that their partner not like them. To achieve such a motivation, the desire 
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manipulation was linked to the preservation of negative face needs, or the desire to be 

unencumbered. 

Ps, who were randomly assigned to conditions in the desire manipulation, were 

told that their interaction with Cs would be observed by a doctoral student who was 

seeking pairs of people to participate in a separate, unrelated study that was to begin 

shortly and would involve multiple trips to the laboratory. Specifically, they were given 

the following information: 

Before we begin, I need to let you know that a doctoral student will be 

observing your interaction with your partner from behind the one-way 

window. He is recruiting participants for a larger study, which is separate 

from the one we're doing now. Specifically, he's looking for pairs of 

people who seem to really like [not like] each other after they first meet, so 

if it seems that you and your partner like [do not like] each other as a result 

of this interaction you're about to have, then we will be approaching you 

both about participating in his study. I should probably let you know that 

this other study would involve you and your partner making several trips 

over here to the lab within the next few months. 

Although unlikely, it is possible that some Ps may have wanted to participate in the 

study described, which would have created a motivation opposite what was intended. To 

guard against this possibility, Ps were told immediately before they began their interaction 

that they could sign up for the other study right then if they wanted. If any participants 
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had indicated that they wanted to sign up for the study already, their participation would 

have been terminated at that point; however, all participants declined. During debriefing, 

Ps were informed that no additional study existed. The desire manipulation and the 

expectancy manipulation were pilot tested prior to the start of the experiment; results of 

this pilot investigation are reported below. 

Expectancv Manipulation 

To induce Ps to expect that Cs would or would not like them, Cs enacted either a 

likable or dislikable behavioral pattern during the initial phase of each experimental 

session. In the "high expected liking" condition, Cs were fiiendly to Ps when they were 

sitting in the waiting area before each session; they smiled, introduced themselves, 

initiated small talk, and sat so that they were directly facing Ps while the researcher was 

presenting information and initial instructions about the study. In the "low expected 

liking" condition, Cs did not initiate small talk, did not smile, did not look at Ps, and sat so 

that they were not facing Ps at all. Cs began their assigned manipulation as soon as both 

C and P were seated in the waiting area and maintained the manipulation until P and C 

were separated to completed preinteraction measures. 

Measures 

Preinteraction Measures 

To ensure that Ps and Cs were strangers prior to the interaction, Ps completed a 

measure of prefamiliarity consisting of two questions used by Palmer and Simmons 

(1995). The first question asked, "how well would you say that you and your partner 
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know each other?" with responses on a seven-point scale anchored at 1 with "not at ail" 

and at 7 with "very well." The second question, which asked, "how would you describe 

your relationship with this person?" had the following response options: stranger, 

acquaintance, frequent acquaintance, friend, close friend. 

To check the expectancy manipulation, Ps were given a multiple-item measure, 

created for this study, asking them to indicate "what you think the upcoming conversation 

will be like." They were told that they should draw on their first impressions of their 

partner to help them formulate their answers. The response format was a seven-point 

scale anchored at 1 with'T do not expect this at all" and at 7 with "I strongly expect this." 

Interspersed among these items were the four expectancy manipulation items: (1) Person 

A will be very friendly; (2) I will not get along well with Person A (reverse-scored); (3) 

Person A will like me; and (4) Person A will express interest in getting to know me (alpha 

= .59). 

Postinteraction Measures 

Several measures were taken of Ps' cognitive responses to Cs' behaviors. 

Confederates' attractiveness was measured with eight 7-point Likert-type items developed 

by McCroskey and McCain (1974). Four items each measured social attractiveness (alpha 

= .84) and task attractiveness (alpha = .70).^ Credibility was assessed using twelve seven-

2. Social attractiveness items were: 'Tt would be diflBcult to meet and talk with my 
partner" (reverse-scored), "We could never establish a very personal friendship with each 
other" (reverse-scored), "I would enjoy having a friendly conversation with him or her," 
and 'T think he or she could be a good friend of mine." Task attractiveness items were: "I 
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point bipolar adjective scales developed by McCroskey and Young (1981)/ Six items 

each measured two separate aspects of credibility; competence (alpha = .85) and 

character (alpha = .86). Relational messages were assessed using items from the 

Relational Communication Scale (Burgoon & Hale, 1987). This instrument normally 

produces as many as seven subscales assessing various aspects of relational 

communication. However, because the hypothesis do not predict different outcomes for 

the seven relational themes, for ease of analysis we used factor-analytic procedures to 

reduce the number of subscales to three, measuring intimacy/similarity (alpha = .92), 

composure (alpha = .77), and dominance/equality (alpha = .74). Evaluation of 

confederate's behavior was assessed with five seven-point Likert-type items developed by 

Burgoon and Walther (1990) that assessed how positively the behavior was judged to be 

(alpha = .89).'' Scores on all postinteraction measures had a theoretic range of 1 to 7. 

couldn't get anything accomplished with him or her" (reverse-scored), "If I wanted to get 
things done, I could probably depend on this person," "I have confidence in his or her 
ability to get a job done," and 'This person would be a poor problem solver" (reverse-
scored). 
3. Competence items were: Believable-Unbelievable, Competent-Incompetent, 
Informed-Uninformed, Logical-Illogical, Qualified-Unqualified, and Intelligent-
Unintelligent. Character items were; Honest-Dishonest, Cooperative-Uncooperative, 
iCind-Cruel, Responsible-Irresponsible, Nice-Awful, and Good-Bad. 
4. Items were "My partner acted in an appropriate manner during our conversation," 
"My partner acted like someone that most people would like to interact with," "My 
partner behaved in a way that was pleasing to me," "My partner behaved in an undesirable 
fashion" (reverse-scored), and "My partner made the interaction enjoyable for me." 
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Coding of Nonverbal Behavior 

Six trained coders, working in pairs, coded Ps' and Cs' nonverbal behaviors in 

each interaction from the videotapes. To address the experimental hypotheses, coders 

coded Ps' liking behavior, including smiling, gaze, forward lean, touch, postural matching, 

and proximity (alpha = .66). These behaviors were coded on seven-point scales, with 

higher scores indicating greater amounts or frequencies of the behaviors. They were each 

coded at eight points in the conversation, during the first and second thirty seconds of 

each of the first four questions. The fifth question was not coded; since participants were 

aware that this was the final topic of their conversation, they may have inadvertently 

altered their behaviors to "prepare" for the conclusion of the interaction (see White & 

Burgoon, 1997).^ 

Coders were advanced undergraduates who had completed coursework in 

nonverbal communication and who either were paid or received independent study credit 

in exchange for their work. They received approximately six hours of individual and 

collective training, which consisted of reviewing the definitions of each nonverbal behavior 

and conducting practice coding from videotapes. Coders were blind to the experimental 

hypotheses and manipulations. Intercoder reliability, based on Ebel's intraclass correlation 

(Guilford, 1954), was .94. 

5. The same nonverbal behaviors were coded for Cs as a means of checking the 
behavioral manipulation, but only for the first thirty seconds of questions two and three. 
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Manipulation Checks 

The expectancy manipulation was checked using the four-item measure described 

above. The behavior manipulation was checked using coders' assessments of Cs' liking 

behavior in each condition and by comparing Ps' reports of Cs' inmiediacy, receptivity, 

and other nonverbal relational messages between the two behavioral conditions. In 

addition, Ps in two offset control groups (n = 24) who received neither the desire nor the 

expectancy manipulation interacted with Cs in both the high and low liking conditions. 

Their evaluative and behavioral responses served as a baseline against which evaluations 

and behaviors from the experimental conditions were compared. 

During the experiment, the researcher did not give Ps a direct measure of their 

goals and motivations prior to the interaction as a check on the desire manipulation, out of 

concern that this might sensitize them to the manipulation and cause reactant behavior. 

Thus, a separate investigation was conducted to assess what goals and motivations Ps 

brought to the conversations. The pilot test also provided a preliminary test of the 

expectancy manipulation. The pilot investigation methods and results are discussed next. 

Pilot Study Method and Results 

Participants were 12 men and 12 women who were each paired with a same-sex 

confederate. They ranged in age from 19 to 25 years (M = 21.71 years, SD = 1.60). As 

during the larger experiment, participants were asked how well they knew the confederate 

before the experiment began. On a seven-point scale anchored at I with "not at all" and at 
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7 with "very well," participants had an average score of 1.04 (SD = .20), and every 

participant indicated that he or she viewed the confederate as a stranger. 

Procedures in the pilot study were identical to those in the larger experiment, with 

two exceptions. First, participants' involvement was terminated after the inductions and 

preinteraction measures, at the point at which they would have begun their interaction 

with the confederate. At that point, participants were informed that they were part of the 

pilot investigation and were debriefed and excused. 

Second, a direct measure of the success of the desire and expectancy 

manipulations was taken. The desire measure was presented after the expectancy measure 

was taken and after the desire induction was administered. The measure, created for this 

study, asked participants to indicate what they thought would be important to them in the 

upcoming conversation. Thee items, measured with seven-point bipolar adjective scales, 

were used to ascertain the success of the desire manipulation. The items asked 

participants how much they wanted Person A to; (1) like me—dislike me; (2) feel 

connected to me—not feel connected to me; and (3) wish to interact with me again—not 

wish to interact with me again. Higher scores on the total scale indicated a stronger desire 

to be liked. Coefficient alpha was .98. The expectancy manipulation was checked using 

the four-item measure described above, and its internal reliability for this pilot sample was 

.92. Higher scores on this scale indicated a stronger expectation to be liked. 

Independent-samples t-tests were used to check the success of the manipulations. 

As anticipated, those induced to desire liking reported that they did want the confederate 
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to like them (M = 6.00, SD = .92) more than those induced to desire disliking (M = 1.75, 

SD = .94), t (22) = 11.16, g < .001. Likewise, those induced to expect liking reported 

actually expecting to be liked (M = 5.71, SD = .58) more than did those who were 

induced to expect disliking (M = 3.45, SD = 1.34), t (22) = 5.52, £ < .001. Therefore, 

both manipulations operated as intended. 
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RESULTS 

Manipulation Checks 

Preinteraction Familiarity 

Ps' mean preinteraction famiHarity score was 1.05 (SD = 0.41), indicating that Ps 

did not know Cs at all before the experiment. Moreover, 98.3% of Ps indicated that they 

viewed C as a stranger, with the remaining indicating that C was an acquaintance. 

Behavior Manipulation 

Ps indicated the extent to which they felt Cs liked them after the interaction.® Ps in 

the high liking condition reported that Cs liked them more (M = 5.71, SD = 0.81) than did 

those in the low liking condition (M = 4.05, SD = 1.20), t (114) = 8.73, g < . i. Cs' 

nonverbal liking behaviors were also coded at two points in each interaction, at the first 

thirty seconds of the second question and the first thuty seconds of the third question. 

The liking score was the mean of the six nonverbal items that were also coded for Ps to 

address the behavioral hypotheses (smiling, gaze, forward lean, touch, postural matching, 

and proximity; coefficient alpha = .80, intercoder reliability = .74). These were examined 

in a mixed-model repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with behavior 

manipulation as the between-subjects factor and time as the within-subjects factor. The 

ANOVA produced a significant between-subjects main eflfect for behavior, F (1, 94) = 

6. The items used to assess the behavior manipulation, which were scored on a seven-
point scale," were: "My partner acted as if he or she liked me," "My partner made it clear 
that he or she was not interested in me" (reverse-scored), and "My partner seemed to get 
along with me well" (coefficient alpha = .74). 
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204.03, 2 < -001, = .69. Confederates in the high liking condition exhibited greater 

nonverbal liking behavior (M = 4.14, SD = .64) than did those in the low liking condition 

(M = 2.51,SD = .47). 

Expectancy Manipulation 

Immediately prior to the interaction, participants reported the extent to which they 

expected Cs to like them, using the same four-item measure that was used in the pilot 

study (coeflBcient alpha = .59). Ps in the liking-expectancy, disliking-expectancy, and 

control groups differed significantly fi^om each other, F (2, 114) = 22.62, g < .001, = 

.29. Single-tf contrasts revealed that those in the liking-expectancy condition expected Cs 

to like them (M = 5.27, SD = 0.58) more than did those in the control group (M = 4.68, 

SD = 0.35), t (112) = 3.34, p < .001. Likewise, those in the control group expected Cs to 

like them more than did those in the disliking-expectancy condition (M = 4.36, ^ = 

0.82), t (112)= 1.80, p = .038. 

Desire Manipulation 

The pilot study served as the direct test of the success of the desire manipulation. 

As noted, a direct check on the desire manipulation was not taken in the experiment itself, 

out of concern that such a measure would sensitize subjects and cause reactance during 

the interaction. (During the pilot study, the experimental session was terminated 

immediately after the desire manipulation check was administered, with no actual 

interaction occurring.) 
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However, consistent with the pilot study procedures, Ps in the experiment were 

given the opportunity to volunteer for the bogus study immediately before engaging in the 

interaction. This procedure was used to identify any subjects who actually wished to 

participate in the bogus study, since this would create a desire opposite what the 

manipulation was designed to create. As in the pilot study, however, no subjects indicated 

an interest in participating in the bogus study. 

Talk Time 

Cs' talk time was measured in seconds, to ascertain whether the four confederates 

differed from each other.' A one-way ANOVA revealed a nonsignificant difference in talk 

time across the four confederates, F (3, 115) = 1.77, p = .16. 

Hypothesis One 

The first hypothesis predicted that Ps' desires and expectations and Cs' behaviors 

would interact to affect Ps' cognitive assessments of Cs. The specific prediction was that 

positive expectancy violations would produce the most positive evaluations, followed by 

expectancy confirmations that are congruent with desires (i.e., positive confirmations), 

then by expectancy confirmations that are incongruent with desires (i.e., negative 

confirmations), and finally by negative expectancy violations. Each of these four groups 

comprised two of the experimental cells, one in which Cs enacted liking behavior and one 

7. The talk time score represents the number of seconds the person spoke during the 
conversation. This score includes talk time for question five (which was not included in 
the nonverbal coding). However, Person As' talk time score does not include the time 
spent reading each of the five questions aloud, since reading the questions was a fiinction 
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in which they enacted disliking behavior. Eight dependent measures were analyzed to 

address the hypothesis: social attractiveness, task attractiveness, intimacy/similarity, 

composure, dominance/equality, competence, character, and evaluation. These measures 

were initially analyzed in reduced-model multivariate analyses of variance with behavior 

manipulation, expectancy manipulation, desire manipulation, and sex as the independent 

variables. The hypothesis was then tested using a plarmed, single-df contrast in which 

positive-violation cells were coded as +3, positive-confirmation cells as +1, negative-

confirmation cells as -1, and negative-violation cells as -3. 

Given that the experiment employed two male and two female confederates, a 

variable representing confederates was initially included as a random factor nested within 

sex. However, as Burgoon et al. (1992) noted, inclusion of confederates as a nested 

factor can substantially reduce statistical power. To ascertain the necessity of including 

confederates as a random factor, we conducted a series of one-way analyses of variance 

that revealed nonsignificant diflferences among the confederates in all eight of the 

dependent measures. This argued for removing confederate as a random factor in the 

subsequent multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs). 

To determine whether variance accounted for by confederates' talk time should be 

CO varied out of the MANOVAs, two-tailed Pearson correlations were conducted between 

confederates' talk time and the eight dependent measures. These correlations ranged in 

magnitude fi^om .12 to .21 and averaged .16, indicating that confederates' talk time 

of Person As' role in the interaction. 



accounted for an average of less than three percent of the variance in the dependent 

measures and for no more than four percent of the variance in any one measure. Due to 

the weakness of these associations, talk time was not included as a covariate in the 

MANOVA models. 

Omnibus Analyses 

Omnibus tests were conducted to obtain effect sizes and error terms necessary to 

conduct the planned contrasts. Dependent measures were analyzed in groups when they 

were conceptually related and demonstrated significant correlations and Bartlett tests for 

sphericity. Social and task attractiveness (r = .53, < .001; Bartlett = 36.43, 1, £ 

< .001) were analyzed together in a four-way MANOVA with behavior, desire, 

expectation, and sex as independent variables. The analysis produced the following 

significant multivariate effects: behavior, A = .76, F (2, 93) = 14.89, g < .001, = .24; 

behavior-by-desire, A = .92, F (2, 93) = 3.85, g = .025, = .08; behavior-by-desire-by-

expectation-by-sex, A = .72, F (16, 186) = 2.08, p = .011, R^ = .15. Competence and 

character (r = .74, g < .001; Bartlett = 87.72, I, p < .001) were analyzed together 

in a second MANOVA, which produced the following significant multivariate effects: 

behavior, A = .73, F (2, 77) = 14.01, e < .001, R^ = .27; expectation, A = .92, F (2, 77) = 

3.24, £ = .045, R^ = .08; behavior-by-desire, A = .92, F (2, 77) = 3.22, g = .045, R^ = .08; 

behavior-by-desire-by-expectation, A = .92, F (2, 77) = 3.22, g = .045, R^ = .08; behavior-

by-desire-by-sex, A = .88, F (2, 77) = 5.15, g = .008, R^ = .12. The three relational 
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themes of intimacy/similarity, composure, and dominance/equality (average 

intercorrelation = .61, p < .001; Bartlett = 149.57, = 3, e .001) were analyzed in a 

third MANOVA, which produced the following significant multivariate eflfects: behavior, 

A = .42, F (3, 94) = 43.60, < .001, = .58; sex, A = .86, F (3, 94) = 5.11, p = .003, 

= .14; behavior-by-desire, A = .84, F (3, 94) = 5.81, £ = .001, R^ = .16; desire-by-

expectation, A = .87, F (3, 94) = 4.72, p = .004, R^ = .58; expectation-by-sex, A = .90, F 

(3, 94) = 3.34, p = .023, R^ = .10; behavior-by-desire-by-expectation, A = .92, F (3, 94) = 

2.92, g = .038, R^ = .09; behavior-by-expectation-by-sex, A = .92, F (3, 94) = 2.93, g = 

.038, R,^ = .09. Evaluation was analyzed in a one-way ANOVA, the univariate effects of 

which are reported below. 

Univariate effects. Significant univariate eflfects are reported in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1 

Significant Univariate Efifects 

Measure Effect F df P 

Social Attraction B 25.83 I, 113 .000 .22 

BDES 2.67 10, 113 .007 .22 

Task Attraction B 13.16 1, 113 .000 .12 

BD 7.24 1, 113 .008 .07 

Character B 22.32 1,93 .000 .22 

D 4.99 1,93 .028 .06 

E 5.27 1,93 .024 .06 

BDE 6.51 1, 93 .013 .08 

Competence E 5.84 1,93 .018 .07 

BD 6.52 1,93 .013 .08 

BDE 2.94 1,93 .091® .04 

Composure B 48.19 1, 115 .000 .33 

S 8.57 I, 115 .004 .08 

8. Because ttie behavior-by-desire-by-expectation interaction was hypothesized, 
effects with probability values up to . 10 are included. 
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Table 3.1, continued 

Measure Effect F df P 

Composure, Cont. BD 16.44 I, 115 .000 .15 

ES 5.23 I, 115 .024 .05 

BDE 8.54 1, 115 .004 .08 

Dominance B 18.74 1, 115 .000 .16 

Intimacy B 124.81 1, 115 .000 .57 

D 4.31 1, 115 .040 .04 

BD 10.99 1, 115 .001 .10 

BE 6.13 1, 115 .015 .06 

DE 8.26 1, 115 .005 .08 

ES 6.55 1, 115 .012 .06 

Evaluation B 44.44 1,95 .000 .27 

D 7.19 1,95 .009 .07 

BD 11.60 1,95 .001 .11 

DE 4.24 1,95 .042 .04 

BDE 5.21 1,95 .025 .06 

Notes; B = Behavior, D = Desire; E = Expectation; S = Sex. Combinations of these 

letters indicate interaction effects (e.g., BDE = behavior-by-desire-by-expectation). 
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To test the hypothesized pattern of means, four mean scores were computed on 

the dependent measures, representing the experimental cells comprising positive 

violations, positive confirmations, negative confirmations, and negative violations. These 

means and standard deviations are reported in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2 

Means and Standard Deviations for Perceptual Measures by Violation/Confirmation Tvpe 

Positive Positive Negative Negative 
Violation Confirmation Confirmation Violation 

Social 

Task 

Competence 

Character 

Intimacy 

Composure 

Dominance 

Evaluation 

4.96 (1.02) 

5.47 (0.53) 

6.01 (0.58) 

6.09 (0.63) 

4.58 (1.20) 

5.18 (1.09) 

5.22 (0.73) 

5.53 (1.20) 

5.04(1.46) 

5.68 (0.67) 

6.05 (0.50) 

6.04 (0.67) 

4.64(1.07) 

5.04 (1.09) 

5.16(0.74) 

5.58 (1.03) 

4.28(1.61) 

5.22(1.15) 

5.54(1.07) 

5.64(1.25) 

3.62(1.45) 

4.23 (1.54) 

4.80(1.19) 

4.34(1.27) 

4.84(1.10) 

5.02 (0.89) 

5.78 (0.99) 

5.91 (0.85) 

4.50 (1.38) 

4.49(1.10) 

5.05 (0.90) 

5.21 (1.01) 

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

Support for the hypothesis would be indicated by mean scores that are highest in 

the positive violation group, second highest in the positive confirmation group, third 
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highest in the negative confirmation group, and smallest in the negative violation group. 

With respect to Table 3.2, therefore, the hypothesis predicted that mean scores in the 

positive violation colunm would be highest and that they would descend fi"om left to right 

across the remaining colunms. None of the dependent measures followed this pattern. In 

nearly every instance, the negative confirmation produced the lowest mean score, while 

the positive confirmation most often produced the highest score. 

It should be recalled, however, that each of these four groups—positive violation, 

positive confirmation, negative confirmation, negative violation—includes one cell In 

which the confederate enacted liking behavior and one in which he or she enacted disliking 

behavior. It is possible that the valence of confederates' behavior affected the perceptual 

outcomes more directly than did the combination of behavior, desire, and expectedness. 

This possibility follows logically fi-om the importance humans place on being liked 

(Maslow, 1970) and fi-om the extent to which positive, rather than negative, behavior is 

normative in initial interactions (Burgoon et al., 1997). Moreover, it is bolstered by the 

strength of the significant main effects for behavior on nearly every dependent measure. 

To address the potential influence of the behavior valence, we first examined the 

means on the dependent measures for all eight experimental cells. These scores are 

provided in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3 

Means for Eight Experimental Cells 

Cell Composition I n in IV V VI vn vm 

D = L,E = L,B = L 6.21 6.13 5.47 5.42 5.93 5.28 5.63 6.00 

D = D, E = D,B = D 5.88 5.97 4.62 4.90 5.23 4.00 4.46 5.35 

D = L,E = L, B = D 5.76 5.88 4.08 4.77 4.55 3.56 4.31 4.92 

D  =  D , E = D , B = L  6.08 5.61 4.90 5.33 5.87 5.44 5.41 5.14 

D = L, E = D,B = L 6.28 5.97 5.97 5.60 6.10 5.44 5.31 5.77 

D = D, E = L,B = D 5.88 6.05 4.38 4.83 4.97 3.71 4.57 5.14 

D = L, E = D,B = D 4.72 5.06 3.12 4.28 2.85 2.36 3.13 4.81 

D = D,E = L,B = L 6.56 6.03 5.35 5.32 5.83 4.88 5.44 5.63 

Notes: D, E, and B preceding the equal sign refer to Desire, Expectedness, and Behavior; 

L and D following the equal sign refer to Liking and Disliking. Dependent variables were; 

I = character, II = competence; in = composure; IV = equality; V = evaluation; VI = 

intimacy; Vn = social attractiveness; Vni = task attractiveness. 

An examination of these mean scores reveals that in nearly every case, the four 

highest means appeared in those cells in which the confederate enacted liking behavior, 

while those cells in which the confederate enacted disliking behavior produced the four 

lowest scores. This pattern attests to the potency of the valence—whether positive or 



negative—of confederates' behavior. To ascertain what effects, if any, the manipulations 

would continue to exert if valence were controlled for, we performed a mean polish on the 

eight dependent measures. The mean polish procedure removed the grand mean from 

each mean score and then equalized the mean scores on valence, by either adding to or 

subtracting from each score the difference between the grand mean and the means for the 

liking and disliking behavior conditions. The residualized scores are provided in Table 

3.4. 

Table 3.4 

Residuals from Mean Polish Removing Behavior Valence Efiects 

Cell Composition I II EH FV V VI VTI VUI 

D = L,E = L,B = L -.07 .22 .10 -.05 .08 .08 .23 .36 

D = D,E = D, B = D .32 .22 .53 .14 .76 .60 .25 .30 

D = L, E = L,B = D .21 .13 .00 .01 .08 .16 .10 -.14 

D = D,E = D, B=L -.21 -.29 -.47 -.14 .02 .24 .01 -.51 

D = L, E = D,B = L -.06 .07 .60 .13 .26 .24 -.08 .13 

D = D,E = L,B=D .33 .30 .30 .07 .50 .31 .36 .08 

D = L,E = D,B = D -.83 -.69 -.97 -.47 -1.62 

o
 1 -1.09 -.24 

D = D,E = L,B = L .27 .13 -.01 -.15 -.01 -.33 .04 -.01 

Notes: D, E, and B preceding the equal sign refer to Desire, Expectedness, and Behavior; 
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L and D following the equal sign refer to Liking and Disliking. Dependent variables were; 

I = character; II = competence; HI = composure; IV = equality; V = evaluation; VI = 

intimacy; Vn = social attractiveness; VEX = task attractiveness. 

To test the hypothesis after having removed the effect of the behavior valence, we 

fit single-tf contrast codes to the residuals in the eight experimental cells. This contrast 

coded the positive-violation cells as +3, the positive-confirmation cells as +1, the negative-

confirmation cells as -1, and the negative-violation cells as -3. Significant contrasts 

emerged for competence, t (104) = 1.83, p < .05, r\^= .04; composure, t (106) = 3.23, p < 

.005, r\^= .09; evaluation, t (106) = 2.25, p < .025, ti^= .04; intimacy, t (106) = 1.66, p < 

.05, T\^= .02; and task attractiveness, t (106) = 2.33, p < .025, r|^= .06.' The means 

associated with each group in the contrast (positive violation, positive confirmation, 

negative confirmation, negative violation) are provided in Table 3.5. 

9. The nonsignificant contrasts were: character (t = 1.06, df = 104); equality (t = 
1.11, = 106); and social attractiveness (t = 1.00, = 104). 



70 

Table 3.5 

Residualized Scores for Hypothesized Contrast 

Competence Composure Evaluation Intimacy Task 

Pos. Violation .18 .45 .38 .28 .11 

Pos. Confirmation .22 .32 .43 .34 .33 

Neg. Confirmation -.28 -.49 -.82 -.68 -.13 

Neg. Violation -.07 -.23 .05 .20 -.31 

The exact hypothesized pattern would be represented by mean scores that were 

highest in the positive violation column and that decrease across the three remaining 

columns. None of the variables demonstrated this precise pattern (although competence, 

composure, and task attractiveness deviated from it only slightly). To determine the 

proportion of the variance for each variable that was accounted for by the contrast, we 

compared the eta-squared values associated with each variable's contrast to the total eta-

squared for that variable. This indicates how much of the variance associated with 

manipulations' effects on the variable can be accounted for by the contrast. Results 

indicated that the contrast accounted for between 11% and 67% of the variance in each 

variable that can be attributed to the manipulations (the average was 43%). 

These results suggest that while the hypothesis is partially supported, there may be 

alternative hypotheses that are worthwhile investigating. Given this, we explored two 
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rival hypotheses. The first was that the violative or confirmatory nature of the 

experimental conditions would affect the perceptual outcomes, independent of the 

influence of desire. Following Burgoon and Le Poire (1993), we assigned a contrast 

coeflBcient of+1 to those conditions in which confederates' behavior matched 

participants' expectations (i.e., the violation conditions), and a coeflBcient of-1 to those 

conditions in which behavior was incongruent with expectations (i.e., the confirmation 

conditions). The second rival hypothesis was that the perceptual outcomes would be 

influenced by the congruence between confederates' behavior and participants' desire, 

such that participants' judgments would be most positive when the confederates behaved 

as they desired and least positive when confederates' behavior was undesired, irrespective 

of what was expected. In this contrast, those conditions in which behavior and desire 

were congruent were assigned a coeflBcient of+l and those conditions in which behavior 

and desire were incongruent were assigned a coeflBcient of-1. Because these contrasts 

tested rival hypotheses rather than an a priori prediction, two-tailed probability levels were 

used to ascertain statistical significance. 

The contrast between violative and confirmatory conditions produced significant 

effects only for intimacy, t (106) = 2.44, p < .02, .04.'° However, the contrast 

comparing desired-behavior conditions to undesired-behavior conditions produced 

10. The nonsignificant contrasts were: character (t = 0.84, 104); competence (t = 
0.77, ^ = 104); composure (t = 0.97, = 106); equality (t = 0.84, 106); evaluation (t 
= 1.87, 106); social attractiveness (t = 1.05, 104); and task attractiveness (t = 
1.27,^= 104). 
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multiple significant effects: competence, t (104) = 2.42, p < .02, ti^= .07; composure, t 

(106) = 3.76, p < .01, .13; evaluation, t (106) = 3.54, p < .01, T\^= .10; intimacy, t 

(106) = 3.27, p < .01, r\^= .08; and task attractiveness, t (104) = 2.65, p < .01, .08." 

The means associated with the desired-behavior and undesired-behavior conditions are 

provided in Table 3.6. 

Table 3.6 

Residualized Scores for Contrast Comparing Congruent Behavior/Desire Conditions to 

Incongruent Behavior/Desire Conditions 

Competence Composure Evaluation Intimacy Task 

Congruent desire 

and behavior .20 .38 .40 .31 .22 

Incongruent desire 

and behavior -.18 -.36 -.38 -.24 -.22 

As the table illustrates, mean scores for every variable were greater for conditions 

in which confederates' behavior matched participants' desire. These results suggest the 

alternative hypothesis that, irrespective of expectation and expectancy violations, the 

congruence between behavior and desire can largely account for participants' judgments. 

11. The nonsignificant contrasts were; character (t = 1.58, = 104); equality (t = 
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Hypothesis Two and Research Question 

The second hypothesis and the research question addressed participants' 

behavioral patterns in response to confederates' behaviors. The specific predictions 

advanced in the hypothesis were that matching occurs when expectation and desire are 

congruent with actual behavior and that complementarity occurs when expectation and 

desire are incongruent with behavior. These predictions address only those conditions in 

which participants' expectation and desire are the same (cells one through four on Table 

1.2). Participants' patterns of adaptation in the remaining four conditions, in which 

expectation and desire are incongruent with each other, are addressed in the research 

question. 

As one way of testing this hypothesis, we compared participants' coded liking 

scores at the beginning of the conversation. This allowed for an examination of 

participants' behavior before it is likely to have become entrained with confederates'. To 

test the predictions, we compared the cells involving congruent desires and expectations, 

expecting a higher score in those conditions in which desire and expectation were both 

toward liking (cells one and three on Table 1.2), and a lower score in those conditions in 

which desire and expectation were both toward disliking (cells two and four on Table 1.2). 

The difference was significant, t (87) = 6.44, p < .001. Consistent with the prediction, 

scores were higher when liking was desired and expected (M = 4.01, SD = .78) than 

when disliking was desired and expected (M = 2.76, ^ = .65). These results indicate that 

1.52, ^ = 106); and social attractiveness (t = 1.87, = 104). 
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the predicted differences in participants' levels of nonverbal liking behavior were evident 

at the outset of the conversations. 

To address the predictions and the research question while taking time into 

account, a new variable was created representing the congruence between expectation and 

desire. This new variable had four levels: (a) desire and expect liking; (b) desire and 

expect disliking; (c) desire liking and expect disliking; (d) desire disliking and expect 

liking. This variable was entered as a between-subject factor in a mixed-model repeated-

measures ANOVA with the eight time periods as the within-subject factor. The dependent 

variable was participants' coded nonverbal behaviors. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that when participants' desires and expectations are 

congruent with confederates' behavior, participants match confederates' behaviors, and 

when participants' desires and expectations are incongruent with confederates' behavior, 

participants complement confederates' behaviors. According to the predictions, among 

those conditions in which expectations and desires are congruent with each other, the 

greatest liking behavior should be exhibited by those who expect, desire, and receive liking 

(due to their reciprocation of confederates' behaviors) and by those who expect and desire 

liking but receive disliking (due to their compensation for confederates' behaviors). By 

contrast, the lowest scores should be seen in those conditions in which participants expect, 

desire, and receive disliking (due to reciprocity) and in which participants expect and 

desire disliking but receive liking (due to compensation). 
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The ANOVA produced several significant effects including the hypothesized 

behavior-by-congruence interaction, F (3, 81) = 2.82, g = .044, t]^ = . 10. The other 

significant effects are discussed later. Table 3.7 provides means and standard deviations 

for the behavior-by-congruence interaction. The hypothesis addresses the scores 

represented in the first two columns. 

Table 3.7 

Coded Liking Scores bv Behavior and Desire/Expectation Congruence 

Desire & Desire & Desire L, Desire D, 
Expea L Expect D Expect D Expect L 

Confederate Enacted 

Liking 4.78 (.81) 2.89 (.69) 4.74 (.62) 3.05(1.05) 

Confederate Enacted 

Disliking 3.61 (.44) 2.51 (.61) 3.69 (.59) 2.66 (.38) 

Notes: L = liking, D = disliking. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 

Consistent with the predictions, the highest scores (among those with congruent 

desires and expectations) are seen in the first column, representing those conditions in 

which participants desire and expect to be liked. Likewise, the scores in the second 

colunrn, representing those conditions in which participants desire and expect to be 

disliked, were lowest. The higher scores for those who desired and expected liking 
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suggest that, as predicted, those who received liking matched it and those who received 

disliking complemented it. Conversely, the lower scores for those who desired and 

expected disliking suggest that those who received liking responded with complementary 

behavior and those who received disliking matched it. 

The research question addressed the behaviors of participants who had 

incongruent desires and expectations. These conditions are represented by the third and 

fourth columns in Table 3.7. The means indicate that participants behaved largely in 

accordance with their desires. Participants whose desires and expectations were 

incongruent enacted the most liking behavior when they desired to be liked and the least 

liking behavior when they desired to be disliked, irrespective of confederates' actual 

behavior. 

The mean scores for all eight experimental cells are displayed across time in 

Figures 3.1 and 3.2. 
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Participants' Behavioral Responses to Likin|g Behavior 
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Participants' Behavioral Responses to Disliking Behavior 
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To examine further the matched or complementary nature of participants' 

behaviors, we compared participants' mean behavioral scores to those of confederates in 

each condition. These comparisons are provided in Table 3.8. It should be recalled here 

that confederates' behaviors were coded only twice within each conversation, and so 

confederates' scores in this table represent the average of those two time periods, while 

participants' scores represent the average of eight time periods. 

Participants' and Confederates' Coded Liking Scores bv Behavior and Desire/Expectation 
Congruence 

Table 3.8 

Desire & Desire & Desire L. Desire D, 
Expect L Expect D Expect D Expect L 

Liking Condition 

Participants' score 4.78 (.8I)» 2.89 (.69)» 4.74 (.62)* 3.05(1.05)* 

Confederates'score 3.94 (.66) 4.33 (.71) 4.10 (.69) 4.18 (.50) 

Disliking Condition 

Participants' score 3.61 (.44)* 2.51 (.61) 3.69 (.59)* 2.66 (.38) 

Confederates'score 2.59 (.49) 2.45 (.36) 2.53 (.51) 2.46 (.53) 

Notes; L = liking, D = disliking. Standard deviations are in parentheses. Means in pairs 

marked with an asterisk differ from each other at p < .05 or less, based on two-tailed 

pairwise t-tests. 
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Several of these comparisons provide useful information. Among participants who 

desired and expected to be liked, those who received liking behavior responded with a 

higher level of liking behavior than was exhibited by the confederates themselves. In the 

two conditions in which complementarity was hypothesized (participants desiring and 

expecting liking but receiving disliking, and participants desiring and expecting disliking 

but receiving liking), participants' mean scores were at least one fiill point above or below 

confederates', suggesting strong complementary responses. 

With one exception, participants with incongruent desires and expectations 

responded to confederates with behaviors that were in the direction of participants' 

desires. This was true for both cells in the third column (participants who desired liking 

but expected disliking) and for those who desired disliking but expected and received 

liking. The only cell to deviate from this pattern was that representing participants who 

desired disliking, expected liking, and received disliking, who exhibited slightly greater 

nonverbal liking behavior than did confederates. 

Another way to examine matching and complementarity in these data is through 

the correlation between participants' and confederates' scores, with positive correlations 

being suggestive of matching patterns and negative correlations suggesting 

complementarity. To address the hypothesized relationships, one-tailed Pearson 

correlations between participants' and confederates' scores were conducted for those 

conditions with congruent desires and expectations. Because of the loss in power that 

would result from calculating the correlations separately within each experimental cell 
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(where n = 12), the two cells in which reciprocity was predicted were combined and the 

two cells in which compensation was predicted were combined, and the correlations were 

run separately within each of those groups (where n = 24). As predicted, confederates' 

and participants' behaviors were positively related in those conditions wherein desires and 

expectations matched behavior, r= .78, g < .001. Likewise, confederates' and 

participants' behaviors were negatively associated in those conditions wherein desires and 

expectations did not match behavior, r = -.34, g = .05. These results provide additional 

support for the hypotheses. 

Two-tailed correlations between participants' and confederates' behaviors were 

conducted within each of the cells representing incongruent desires and expectations, to 

address the research question. As a likely result of the small sample sizes within each cell 

(where n = 12), none of the correlations achieved statistical significance; therefore, 

although their directions and magnitudes may suggest additional information about 

participants' behavioral patterns in these conditions, these results must be interpreted with 

great caution.'^ Among participants who desired liking and expected disliking, the scores 

of those who received liking were weakly correlated with confederates' scores (r = .15, g 

= .63); however, the scores of those who received disliking were negatively related to 

confederates' scores (r = -.28, g = .36). Among participants who desired disliking and 

expected liking, the scores of those who received liking showed a moderate association 

12. Although one-tailed correlations may have been used to adjust the Type II error 
rate, all of the correlations would have remained nonsignificant. 
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with confederates' scores (r = .38, g = .26); the scores of participants who received 

disliking showed a weaker, but similarly positive, association with confederates' scores (r 

= .23, £ = .48). These results, though not statistically significant, are suggestive of 

moderate matching on the part of participants who desired disliking and expected 

disliking, irrespective of the direction of confederates' behavior. Further, the results 

suggest moderate complementarity on the part of participants who desired liking but 

expected and received disliking, and of a weak pattern of matching on the part of those 

who desired liking, expected disliking, and received liking. These correlational results 

suggest a somewhat different answer to the research question than was suggested by the 

mean comparisons. However, due to the nonsignificance of the correlations, they must be 

viewed tentatively and replicated before any conclusions are warranted. 

The repeated-measures ANOVA produced other significant effects in addition to 

the hypothesized behavior-by-congruence interaction. Behavior produced a main effect in 

which participants exposed to a high-liking confederate exhibited greater liking behavior 

(M = 3.88, SD =1.19) than did those exposed to a low-liking confederate (M = 3.12, SD 

-74), F (1, 81) = 25.17, ^ < 001, r|^= .24. Congruence condition also produced a main 

effect on participants' behavior, F (3, 81) = 30.96, g < .001, ri^= .53. Participants 

exhibited the greatest nonverbal liking behavior when they desired and expected liking (M 

= 4.20, SD = .88) and when they desired liking but expected disliking (M = 4.22, SD = 

.80). Participants exhibited the least liking behavior when they desired and expected 

disliking (M= 2.70, SD = .66) and when they desired disliking but expected liking (M = 
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2.85, ^ = .79). Post-hoc analysis with the Student-Newman-Keuls test (Winer, 1971) 

indicated that these two pairs of conditions differed significantly fi'om each other. 

The ANOVA produced the foUowing significant within-subjects effects, which are 

based on Huynh-Feldt-corrected degrees of fi^eedom due to violation of compound 

symmetry assumptions: time, F (5.420, 439.00) = 5.62, p < .001, .07; time-by-

congruence, F (16.259,439.00) = 2.31, p = .003, r^= .08. Means and standard deviations 

for the main and interaction effects are provided in Table 3.9. 

Table 3.9 

Participants^ Coded Behaviors for Time and Time-bv-Coneruence Effects 

Desire & Desire & Desire L, Desire D^ 
E.\pect L Expect D Expect D Expect L Total 

Time 1 4.00 (.97) 2.76 (.67) 4.00 (.74) 2.71 (.61) 3.38 (.98) 

Time 2 4.40 (.96) 2.83 (.80) 4.31 (.95) 2.83 (.91) 3.60(1.17) 

Time 3 4.27 (.92) 2.69 (.81) 4.27 (.93) 2.97 (.86) 3.55(1.13) 

Time 4 4.26 (.87) 2.85 (.76) 4.35 (.94) 2.99 (.89) 3.54(1.18) 

Time 5 4.15 (1.09) 2.85 (.83) 4.08 (.85) 2.90 (.83) 3.50(1.08) 

Time 6 4.35 (.87) 2.63 (.73) 4.35 (.92) 3.13 (1.05) 3.62(1.16) 

Time 7 4.02 (.84) 2.69 (.83) 4.13 (.74) 2.65 (.88) 3.38 (1.08) 

Time 8 4.13 (.95) 2.64 (.88) 4.25 (.87) 2.69 (.90) 3.45(1.17) 

Notes: L = liking, D = disliking. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
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The time main effect produced the following significant polynomial contrasts: 

quadratic, F (1, 81) = 17.67, g < .001, tj" = .18; fifth-order, F (1, 81) = 16.95, p < .001, 

= .17; sixth-order, F (1, 81) = 6.12, p = .015, = .07. The time-by-congruence 

interaction produced the following significant polynomial contrasts: quadratic, F (3, 81) = 

3.68, £ = .015, ri^ = .12; sixth-order, F(3,81) = 5.21,g = .002, = .16; seventh-order, F 

(3, 81) = 7.04, p < .001, ri^ = .21. These results suggest a high amount of volatility over 

time in participants' behaviors. 
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DISCUSSION 

Although vital for the development of personal relationships, the expression of 

liking can be fraught with risk, due largely to uncertainty about how such expressions will 

be evaluated and whether or not they will be reciprocated. The present investigation was 

designed to shed light on the critical factors that influence evaluative and behavioral 

responses to expressions of liking. Two theories, expectancy violations theory and 

interaction adaptation theory, were used in conjunction to predict the effects that 

individuals' desires and expectations have on how they respond to liking behavior. 

Although expectations exerted some influence, the results implicate individuals' desires to 

be liked or disliked as a primary antecedent of their evaluative and behavioral responses to 

expressions of liking. There was also a substantial main effect of the valence of the 

stimulus behavior itself, consistent with the reasoning behind lAT. These findings have 

important implications for EVT, in that they highlight the influence of behavior itself 

(whether expected or unexpected), and also suggest a different way of conceptualizing 

expectations than has been seen in most research testing EVT. 

With respect to participants' evaluative responses, a perusal of the multivariate and 

univariate effects made evident the substantial influence of the valence of confederates' 

behavior. Enacted liking/disliking produced multivariate main effects with accompanying 

values ranging from .24 to .58, and was implicated in nearly every significant 

multivariate and univariate interaction effect. As Le Poire and Yoshimura (in press) 

noted, this finding is not inconsistent with lAT, which purports that the influence of 
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preinteraction expectations and desires is often fleeting in relation to that of actual 

behavior. Thus, despite their initial expectancies and desires, communicators often quickly 

succumb to the influences of their partners' behaviors (see Burgoon, Le Poire et al., 

1995). This may explain why confederates' behavior exerted such a strong effect in the 

present study, relative to participants' desires and expectations. This finding is somewhat 

at odds with EVT, which asserts that the influence of behavior should be through its 

expectedness (that is, there should be a main effect for expectation, rather than for 

behavior; see Le Poire & Yoshimura, in press). It must also be recalled that the desire and 

expectation inductions were both fairly short, compared to the behavior manipulation 

which lasted the duration of the experimental interaction; this may also help account for 

the relative potency of behavior. 

However, the substantial influence of behavior can make it difficult to examine the 

effects that expectations and desires do have. To disentangle these effects from the 

influence of confederates' behavior valence, we followed the procedures employed in 

Burgoon and Le Poire (1993) and performed a mean polish to equalize the scores with 

respect to valence. This allowed us to test the hypothesized pattern of means independent 

of the influence of confederates' behavior valence. 

We predicted that participants' cognitive evaluations of confederates would be 

most positive in the positive-violation conditions and decreasingly positive in the positive-

confirmation, negative-confirmation, and negative-violations conditions, respectively. The 

focused contrasts produced significant effects for five of the eight dependent measures. 
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accounting for an average of 43% of the variance accounted for overall by the 

manipulations. However, none of the measures produced scores in the precise pattern 

hypothesized. Instead, it was most often the case that evaluations were more positive in 

the positive-confirmation than the positive-violation conditions, and more positive in the 

negative-violation than the negative-confirmation condition. That is, contrary to the 

hypothesis, desired behavior (i.e., confederate behavior that matched participants' desire) 

was evaluated more positively when it was expected than when it was unexpected, 

whereas undesired behavior was evaluated more positively when it was unexpected than 

when it was expected. While the residualized mean differences between the positive-

violation conditions and positive-confirmation conditions were relatively small (averaging 

.10), the differences between the negative-violation and negative-confirmation conditions 

were fairly substantial (averaging .45). Both patterns, on their face, contradict the 

prediction of expectancy violations theory that positive violations produce more positive 

outcomes and negative violations produce more negative outcomes than do expectancy 

confirmations. 

Despite these deviations from the hypothesis, one pattern that was evident in the 

residualized means was that the positive conditions (violations and confirmations) 

consistently produced more positive evaluations than did the negative conditions. That is, 

it appeared that participants gave the most positive evaluations to confederate behavior 

that was congruent with their desires, and the least positive evaluations to behavior that 

was incongruent with desires, irrespective of whether their expectations were confirmed or 
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violated. To test this rival hypothesis, we fit a new set of contrasts to the data, comparing 

the conditions in which behavior and desire were congruent to those in which behavior 

and desire were incongruent. The contrast was significant for five of the eight dependent 

measures, and the mean differences were all in the direction of more positive evaluations 

in the congruent desire/expectation condition. 

These results suggest that, whether participants expected confederates' behaviors 

or not, they evaluated the behaviors most positively when those behaviors matched 

participants' desires. It should be noted here that this effect includes those conditions in 

which participants were induced to desire disliking. That is, participants who wanted to 

be disliked, as well as those who wanted to be liked, made more positive evaluations of 

confederates' behavior when it matched their desires. Thus, it appears it is the congruence 

between desire and behavior itself that accounts for this difference in evaluations, 

independent of the nature of that desire and behavior. 

When viewed fi^om the perspective of expectancy violations theory, this finding 

may help expljiin why the hypothesized pattern of means failed to obtain. As Staines and 

Libby (1986) pointed out, expectations can be either predictive (focusing on the tendency 

of a behavior to occur) or prescriptive (focusing on the appropriateness or desirability of a 

behavior to occur). The expectation induction in the current study was a manipulation of 

participants' predictive expectancies; that is, it induced an expectation for how 

confederates would behave in their conversations based on how they behaved at the start 

of the study. This is consistent with many studies on EVT; whether they measured 
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expectancies (e.g., Burgoon & Hale, 1988; Burgoon et al., 1989) or directly manipulated 

them (e.g., Burgoon & Le Poire, 1993), the focus has almost always been on predictive 

rather than prescriptive expectations. 

However, one way to conceptualize prescriptive expectancies is as individual 

desires. Burgoon, Stem, et al. (1995) defined desires, within the context of lAT, as 

"one's personal goals, likes, and dislikes, which often originate from one's basic 

temperament but may also be shaped by social and cultural influences" (p. 266). This 

conceptual definition highlights what is preferred, considered positive, and judged 

favorably, which is the foundation of prescriptive expectations as Staines and Libby 

defined them. That is, one might see desires and prescriptive expectancies as isomorphic. 

Cast in this way, the findings fi-om hypothesis one have important implications for 

expectancy violations theory. Specifically, the failure of expectancies to produce effects 

consistent with EVT (in the hypothesized contrast) may partially be attributable to having 

examined predictive rather than prescriptive expectancies. Although the first contrast was 

significant for several of the dependent measures, the pattern of means was largely 

contrary to EVT's prediction (when predictive expectancies were examined). However, 

prescriptive expectancies, in the form of the desire induction, exerted a substantial and 

systematic influence depending on whether or not they were congment with behaviors. 

When behaviors were congruent with prescriptive expectancies (i.e., an expectancy 

confirmation), they were judged more favorably than when they were incongment with 

prescriptive expectancies (i.e., an expectancy violation). This pattem follows what EVT 



predicts for negative expectancy violations (that is, they are judged less favorably than are 

expectancy confirmations). 

Importantly, it may well be the case that when dealing with prescriptive 

expectancies, positive violations are difficult to conceptually define and operationalize. 

With respect to predictive expectancies, a positive violation occurs when the behavior is 

incongruent with what was predicted but is considered to be more desirable than the 

predicted behavior. With prescriptive expectancies, however, any expectancy-violating 

behavior should be, by definition, undesired. Jackson (1966) provided an extended 

discussion on the nature of prescriptive expectancies that informs issues surrounding their 

violation. He asserted that one's behaviors in a given situation could be arrayed along a 

two-dimensional graph, the ordinate of which is their degree of desirability, rated along a 

positive-negative continuum with the value of zero representing the point of indifference. 

The abscissa of the graph is the range of potential behaviors for a given situation. Such a 

graph is depicted in Figure 4.1. The portion of the curve that lies above the midpoint of 

the ordinate represents the range of potential behaviors that would be evaluated positively 

(that is, the behaviors that are expected in the prescriptive sense). Jackson refers to this 

portion of the curve as the range of tolerable behavior, it specifies the range of behaviors 

that would elicit approval fi"om others (see also Dunkerley, 1970). 
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expectation dimension 

behavior dimension return potential curve 

range of tolerable behavior 

Figure 4.1 

Return Potential Model (adapted from Jackson, 1966) 

If the range of tolerable behavior is considered to be analogous to what would be 

prescriptively expected, then all potential behaviors that would be considered expectancy 

violations would fall below the line of indifference; that is, they would be negatively 

evaluated. When prescriptive expectancies are cast in these terms, it is difficult to 

conceptually define what would constitute a positive expectancy violation. Thus, in EVT 

terms, one could make the argument that violations of prescriptive expectancies would 

always be negative violations and would be expected to produce less favorable outcomes 

than expectancy confirmations, which is precisely the pattern that emerged in the present 

study. 

With respect to participants' behavioral responses to confederates, we predicted 

matching when participants' interaction position (IP) was congruent with confederate 

behavior. This prediction encompassed those conditions in which participants' desire and 
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expectation matched the behavior enacted by confederates. A complementary pattern was 

predicted in those cases in which participants' desire and expectation were different from 

confederates' behavior, however. This prediction followed from lAT's assertion that 

when IP is incongruent with actual behavior, behavioral responses are in the direction of 

whichever is more positively valenced. Because confederates' behaviors in this case were 

incongruent with participants' desires, we expected that IP would be more positively 

valenced. 

Several results lent support to these hypotheses. As an initial test of these 

predictions, we compared participants' scores across conditions for the first coded time 

period (i.e., the first thirty seconds of the conversation). The comparison of participants' 

Time I scores was an informative preliminary test of the prediction because, as other 

investigations have demonstrated, communicators can easily become entrained to others' 

behaviors, largely reciprocating those behaviors despite preinteraction goals or 

expectations. For instance, Burgoon, Le Poire et al. (1995) concluded, "if people are 

actually permitted to interact, the role of expectancies may pale in comparison to the 

actual here-and-now behavior of a co-interactant" (p. 312). As a result, adaptation 

patterns observed during the initial phases of an interaction may have a tendency to wane 

as individuals become entrained to the stimulus behavior. Our comparisons indicated the 

highest initial nonverbal liking scores in those conditions predicted to match liking and 

complement disliking, with the lowest initial scores emerging in those conditions predicted 

to match disliking and complement liking. 
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Of course, participants' behaviors at the start of the conversations may not tell the 

whole story. We also examined participants' behaviors over time and found that 

confederate behavior and the congruence between participants' desire and expectation 

interacted to affect participants' behaviors but that this effect did not interact with time. 

When we compared participants' aggregated scores by condition, we found that 

participants who desired and expected liking enacted the most nonverbal liking behavior 

(matching confederates who enacted liking and complementing confederates who enacted 

disliking), and that participants who desired and expected disliking enacted the least 

nonverbal liking behavior (complementing confederates who enacted liking and matching 

confederates who enacted disliking). These results provided additional support for the 

hypothesis but also suggested that participants' responses to confederates' behaviors were 

more global than processual. That is, participants in the different conditions differed in 

their aggregate behavior but did not systematically become more or less reciprocal or 

compensatory over time. This is likely due, at least partially, to the way in which 

confederates' behavior was manipulated. In other studies (e.g., Manusov, 1995; White & 

Burgoon, 1997), confederate behavior was manipulated within interactions; that is, 

confederates began experimental interactions with participants in a baseline, 

nonmanipulated maimer and then began increasing or decreasing their involvement at a 

given point during the interaction. In the present investigation, confederate behavior was 

manipulated between interactions; that is, some conversations involved a high liking 

confederate and others involved a low liking confederate, but confederates were not 
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instructed to change their assigned behavior at any points in the conversation. Thus, the 

most appropriate index of participants' adaptation patterns in the present study may be 

simply the mean differences observed between cells, aggregated across time. Time did 

exert a main effect and interacted with desire/expectancy congruence to affect 

participants' behaviors irrespective of confederates' behaviors. These effects are 

suggestive of behavioral volatility over time that may indicate an over-arching ebb and 

flow of the conversations that is independent of particular behaviors, expectations, or 

desires. 

As Burgoon, Stem et al. (1995) noted, between-dyad comparisons and within-

dyad comparisons can yield different conclusions regarding reciprocity and compensation. 

We thus followed theu" suggestion that both be analyzed and reported. In addition to 

comparing aggregated mean behavior scores across conditions, we compared participants' 

scores to confederates' scores within conditions. In those conditions in which matching 

was hypothesized, a positive correlation was observed between confederates' and 

participants' behaviors. Likewise, in those conditions in which complementarity was 

hypothesized, a negative correlation emerged. Like the between-dyad comparisons, these 

within-dyad results provide additional support for the predictions. 

Mean scores for those cells addressed in the research question indicated that 

participants behaved largely in accordance with their desires. Participants in these cells 

enacted the most liking behavior when they desired to be liked and the least liking 

behavior when they desired to be disliked, regardless of how confederates actually 
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behaved. Although this finding is similar to that identified in the first hypothesis, it 

appears that desire exerted its influence directly on behavioral responses, rather than 

through its interaction with confederate behavior as it did with evaluative responses. This 

pattern is in line with what would be predicted by strategic communication models (see 

Ickes, Patterson, Rajecki, & Tanford, 1982; Burgoon, Le Poire et al., 1995). Treating 

communication as a goal-oriented process, strategic communication models predict that 

when individuals anticipate undesirable behavior fi^om their partners (i.e., when their 

desires and expectations are incongruent), they enact the desired behavior as a way of 

eliciting that behavior fi^om their partners via the norm of reciprocity. The means from 

those cells in which desires and expectations were incongruent appear to reflect this 

pattern. 

Considered collectively, these findings have implications both for theory and for 

methodology. These implications are discussed next. 

Implications for Theory 

Perhaps the most important theoretic implication of the present study is that 

EVT's concept of a positive expectancy violation may be somewhat bound to a predictive 

conceptualization of expectancies. EVT defines a positive violation as the occurrence of 

"actual (violation) behavior [that] is more positively valenced than the expected 

behavior(s)" (Burgoon & Hale, 1988, p. 65). Implicit in this definition is the distinction 

between a behavior's expectedness and its valence (which may derive from the behavior 

itself, from characteristics of the communicator, or both). Thus, a positive violation 
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involves behavior that is less anticipated yet more positively evaluated than the expected 

behavior. Such a definition, however, draws on the predictive concept of expectancies, in 

that it deals with a behavior's expectedness and its positive or negative nature 

independently. 

If one applies the same definition to prescriptive expectancies, which are based on 

the behavior that is desired or preferred, it is clear that a positive violation is difficult to 

conceptualize. In this instance, a positive violation would be a behavior that is 

simuhaneously less desirable and more positive than the expected behavior. This is a 

sticky theoretic issue because one may intuit that a positive violation of a prescriptive 

expectancy is what occurs when the observed behavior is exceedingly more desirable than 

the behavior that was originally desired (e.g., wanting a stereo for Christmas but getting a 

car instead). 

However, a careful analysis of this situation would reveal that it may not be a 

positive violation of a prescriptive expectancy, in the way that EVT defines these terms. If 

a prescriptive expectancy consists of the behavior or range of behaviors that is desired, 

preferred, or considered appropriate, then a violation of such an expectancy (setting aside 

the valence issue for the moment), by definition, would imply a behavior that is undesired, 

nonpreferred, or considered inappropriate. As a result, such a behavior could not also be 

more positively valenced than what was prescriptively expected. Although the example of 

wanting a stereo but receiving a car may seem like a positive violation of a prescriptive 

expectancy, the violative nature of receiving a car comes fi'om it being unanticipated, not 
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undesired. This is what is referred to in common parlance as a pleasant surprise, but it is a 

surprise in the first place because it was not anticipated. 

This discussion is not to suggest that EVT is incorrect in its predictions about the 

effects of positive and negative violations. There is no reason to assume, for instance, that 

EVT's predictions about the effects of negative violations would not be equally applicable 

to predictive and prescriptive expectancies. Nor is there reason to think that positive 

violations of prescriptive expectancies would not also produce more positive outcomes, if 

such violations could be conceptually defined and operationalized. Rather, it suggests that 

because prescriptive expectancies represent those behaviors that are preferred or desired, 

rather than simply anticipated, it represents behaviors that are already positively valenced. 

This makes it diflBcuit to conceive of a genuine positive violation and thus perhaps limits 

EVT's explanatory power, insofar as prescriptive expectancies are concerned, to negative 

violations. 

Implications for Method 

An important methodological issue raised by the current investigation centers on 

the operationalization of expectation and desire. As noted, the expectation manipulation 

in this study was a manipulation of predictive expectancies; that is, it induced participants 

to expect a confederate to behave in a likeable or dislikable way based on how 

confederates behaved during the beginning of each session. While the manipulation check 

confirmed that confederates' preinteraction behavior created sufficiently different 

expectancies on the part of participants, the degree to which those expectations genuinely 
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influenced participants' approaches to the conversations is open to question. It is possible 

that the positive and negative valences of the confederates' preinteraction behaviors 

elicited different attributions for those behaviors from participants, and that participants' 

attributions influenced the relative salience of the liking and disliking expectancies. For 

instance, Manusov (1990; Manusov, Floyd, & Kerssen-Griep, 1997) has demonstrated 

that negative nonverbal behaviors are more likely to generate conscientious attributions 

from receivers than are positive nonverbal behaviors. As a result, while accepting 

confederates' positive preinteraction behavior as normative, participants may have given 

conscious thought to explaining uunfederates' negative preinteraction behavior and, 

depending on the attribution made, may have diluted the effect of that behavior on their 

own approach to the conversation. 

For example, a participant receiving negative preinteraction behavior may attribute 

that behavior to situational factors (e.g., the confederate is having a bad day, just received 

a bad grade, is uninterested in this study) rather than to the confederate's disposition 

toward the participant. Although the fundamental attribution error suggests that 

dispositional attributions for behavior (i.e., implicating internal causes) are more probable 

than situational attributions (i.e., implicating external causes), especially among strangers 

(Jones, 1979; Ross, 1977), Floyd and Voloudakis (in press) argued for a relational 

implications model of attribution-making, suggesting that when dispositional attributions 

are accompanied by unfavorable relational implications for receivers, receivers will opt for 

situational attributions in an effort to "explain away" the behavior and relieve themselves 



99 

from the obligation of attending to those relational implications. If such a model is 

correct, then participants who received negative preinteraction behavior may have been 

motivated to formulate situational attributions for the behavior, so that they did not have 

to deal with the face-threatening position of thinking the confederate would actually 

dislike them. Such an attribution may have diluted the potency of the expectancy 

manipulation, however. This possibility could be investigated by comparing these results 

to those of future studies manipulating expectations with weaker relational implications 

than expectations to be liked. 

A second methodological issue that concerns both the expectancy and the desire 

manipulation is their fortitude relative to the behavior manipulation. As acknowledged, 

the expectancy and desire manipulations were both very short compared to the behavior 

manipulation. This is not uncommon for research on expectancy violations (e.g., Burgoon 

& Le Poire, 1993; Le Poire & Yoshimura, in press). However, it may at least partially 

account for the finding reported here and elsewhere (e.g., Burgoon, Le Poire et al., 1995) 

that confederate behavior itself exerted a substantial main effect on participants' responses 

to confederates. 

Limitations and Conclusions 

Some limitations of the study have ah^eady been addressed, such as the possibility 

that participants in the negative-expectancy condition made external attributions for 

confederates' preinteraction behavior, potentially deflating its potency. This may have 

contributed to the relatively greater salience that participants' desires appeared to have. 
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The expectancy manipulation may also have been problematic since the check of the 

manipulation was administered prior the interaction. This raises the possibility of 

heightening participants' sensitivity to their preinteraction expectations and causing 

reactant behavior. The alternative of checking the manipulation after the interaction was 

deemed less desirable, however, given that participants' expectations would likely have 

been modified during the interactions in the direction of confederates' actual behavior. 

It was to avoid reactance that a direct measure of participants' preinteraction 

desires was not taken during the experiment itself, but only during the pilot study. The 

reason the desire manipulation was not directly checked prior to interactions, even though 

the expectancy manipulation was, is that the researcher directly administered the desire 

induction himself, while expectancies were induced by confederates without the 

researcher's apparent involvement. Thus, there was greater concern for reactance to a 

desire manipulation check than to an expectancy manipulation check. That is, if the 

researcher had administered the desire induction and then administered a check of it, this 

would likely have raised awareness, and suspicion, of the manipulation more than the 

expectancy manipulation check would, since the researcher had no overt involvement in 

creating the expectancy induction. 

The relational context in which the experimental interactions occurred was fairly 

restricted—college students meeting for the first time and interacting in a laboratory— 

which may limit the generalizeability of the findings. The evaluative and behavioral 

responses observed in the current investigation may not be evident in interactions between 
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friends, family members, or romantic partners, or between strangers interacting in different 

contexts. For one, affectionate nonverbal behavior should be more expected (in both the 

predictive and prescriptive senses) and more positively valenced in established, intimate 

relationships than it is among strangers. Thus, it may be harder for friends or lovers to 

enact positive violations of such behaviors. Moreover, in nonromantic relationships (e.g., 

friends or strangers) such behavior is generally more expected and more favorably 

evaluated in contexts that readily dictate nonromantic attributions for the behavior— 

athletes patting each other on the behind, for instance (see Floyd & Morman, 1997a). 

An additional limitation of the current investigation is that the sample was 

homogenous with respect to age and education level. The potential effects of these 

variables on responses to expressions of liking have been virtually ignored in research, 

although in their study of fathers and adult sons, Morman and Floyd (1998) reported that 

fathers were more affectionate (verbally and nonverbally), and considered affectionate 

behavior more desirable, than sons. The influences that these and other demographic 

variables, as well as context and relationship type, have on individuals' patterns of 

expressing liking or affection and on their responses to such expressions are important 

issues for future research. 

In summary, the present experiment indicates that in initial interactions between 

strangers, communicators' nonverbal expressions of liking or disliking are evaluated most 

favorably when they are desired. Those wanting to be liked provide the most positive 

evaluations of communicators who express liking, and those wanting to be disliked 
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provide the most positive evaluations of communicators who express disliking. Evaluative 

responses appear to be largely independent of whether the observed behavior was 

expected or not. Behavioral responses tend to follow a similar pattern: individuals match 

liking behavior when they desire it, whether or not they receive such behavior and whether 

or not they expect it. Conversely, individuals react with complementarity to liking 

behavior when they do not desire it; this, again, is true whether or not the behavior was 

expected or received. 

Perhaps the most potent implication of these findings is that expressions of liking 

are not always considered positive. The intuitive notion about the communication of 

liking, aflFection, or fondness is that it is consistently associated with positive relational 

outcomes; indeed, it is often considered one of the key elements of relational escalation 

(see, e.g., Owen, 1987). However, the present findings challenge this notion, suggesting 

the counterintuitive idea that expressions of liking can produce negative, rather than 

positive, outcomes when they violate receivers' desires or prescriptive expectancies. That 

is, they can lead to negative evaluations of the communicator and to complementary 

behavioral responses on the part of the receiver. As a result, the presence of affectionate 

behavior within an interaction may not consistently indicate the presence of a positive 

relationship between the interactants. Moreover, not all relationships may be improved by 

an increase in the overt expression of liking or affection, as is often suggested in 

therapeutic circles (e.g., Rabinowitz, 1991). Rather, these communicative behaviors must 

be considered within the context of the relationship itself, and of individuals' desires for 
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that relationship, to ascertain whether liking behaviors are indicative of positive or 

negative relational states. 
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AR12DNA, 
HEAUH SCZNCES CENRX. 

Hontan Sabjccu Chntmiitcc £ lii>2 IL KUx-l si 
MV Ki« 2-451 ?7 
TUCMHU iVnsniia Hi 124-51 ^7 
t520» ci2tv-«*r2l 

6 May 1997 

Kory Floyd, B.A., M.A. 
Department of Comnunlcation 
Comniunlcation Buildincr, Room 105 
PO BOX 210025 

RB: IMTERPBBTATIQHS AHD ADAPTZVB BBSPQHSSS TO CHMIGES IN LIKZNG 
BBHA.VXOa 

Dear Mr. Floyd: 

We have received documents concerning your above cited project. 
Regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services [45 CFR Part 46.101(b) (2)] exempt this type of research 
from review by our Committee. 

Themk you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  a b o v e ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  t h i s  o f f i c e .  

Sincerely yours. 

"ZD 
William F Denny, M.D. 
Chairmcin 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:js 
cc: Depaitimental/College Review Committee 
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5 November 1997 

Kory cloyd, B.A., M.A.. 
Department of Communication 
Communication Bitilding, Room 105 
PO Box 210025 

RE: IHTBSPItBTAXZOliS AMD ADAPTIVB KKSKMSBS TO GHAMOBS XK LIXIMG 
BSH&VXQR 

Deax Mr. Floyd: 

We received yoxir 4 November 1997 letter regarding changes to the 
above referenced project. Protocol change involves addition of 
priming sxibjects with two different inductions (expectation that 
confederate will or will not like them OR desire for confederate to 
like or dislike subject) . Approval for this change to your exenpt 
p r o j e c t  i s  g r a n t e d  e f f e c t i v e  5  N o v e m b e r  1 9 9 7 .  

Thank you for keeping us informed of your work. If you have any 
q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  t h i s  o f f i c e .  

Sincerely, 

William F Denny, M.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD/js 
c c :  D e p a r t m e n t a l / C o l l e g e  R e v i e w  C o m m i t t e e  
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Interpersonal Communication Project Consent Form 

Principal Investigator Kory Floyd 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine the ways in which people interaa and assign 
interpretations to their communication behavior. We are including in this project 
University of Arizona students. 

Procedure 

You will be paired with another student whom you do not know. You will engage in a 
brief videotaped conversation in which you will discuss topics provided on a series of 
cards. Your conversation will last about 6-10 minutes. After the conversation we will 
stop you and as you to answer some questions about your interaction. The total time 
commitment should be about 45 minutes. You are free to withdraw from participating at 
anytime. 

Confidentialitv 

The videotape and your answers to the pencil-and-paper questions will be completely 
anonymous and confidential. The only way for anyone to know your responses is for you 
to tell them. When your results and those of other participants are combined and entered 
into a computer, they will not contain any identifying information that could connect the 
data to you. The videotapes will only be seen or heard by members of our research team, 
who will code the conversational behaviors of the participants. These data will also be 
completely confidential. The results of the study may be published but only the combined 
data from all participants will be made public. 

Consent 

I understand the nature and requirements of this study and agree to participate. I 
understand that I may ask questions at any time. I also understand that this consent form 
will be filed in an area designated by the Department of Communication, with access 
restricted to the principal investigator or authorized representatives of the department. 

Participant's signature Date 
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DEBRIEFING 

The discussion in which you have just participated was designed to help us understand 
how strangers react to different levels of nonverbal involvement and interaction style 
associated with liking. Person A was instructed to communicate either liking or disliking 
toward Person B through nonverbal behaviors. Because of this. Person As' behaviors 
should not necessarily be regarded as accurate reflections of their true feeling or opinions, 
and their behaviors should not necessarily be regarded as accurate reflections of their 
typical communication style. The instructions given to Person A were designed to help us 
learn more about how people evaluate and interpret nonverbal displays of liking. 

We understand that even in close relationships, affectionate behaviors are not always 
welcome or considered appropriate. Moreover, what may be appropriate for one kind of 
relationship may not be for another. The information you have provided us in this study 
will help us to determine what things affect the way people respond to affectionate 
behaviors. We hope that you appreciate the value of investigating such behavior and that 
you did not suffer any ill effects from participating in this discussion. 

Because this study is in progress, we ask that you not discuss it with anyone else who 
might participate. It is very important that all participants behave as naturally as possible; 
prior knowledge might change their behavior. 

Consent: I have participated voluntarily in this research project. I have read and 
understand the purpose of this project and agree to have my videotape and questionnaire 
responses used for research purposes. I understand that my responses are confidential and 
anonymous and that my videotape will only be viewed by authorized research team 
members and coders. 

Participant's signature Date 
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