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ABSTRACT 

Effects of paralanguage cues of expectancy, experimenter 

expectancy, subject set, subject sex, and task ambiguity on subjects' 

reaction time to a list of words were studied in a factorial 3x3x2x2x2 

repeated measurement analysis of variance design. 

Subjects were 144 undergraduate psychology students, half males 

and half females, receiving extra class credit for participation. 

Experimenters were four paid graduate teaching assistants, two males 

and two females. 

The study had several purposes. One purpose was to study the 

relative impact of the paralanguage cues of expectancy in the instruc

tion reading versus all other cues of expectancy on subjects' behavior. 

A second purpose was to determine the nature of the interaction between 

task ambiguity and expectancy cues. A third purpose was to study sex 

differences in susceptibility to expectancy cues. Studying the effect 

of subject set instructions which provide a hint as to the experimental 

hypothesis and a request to comply with it on subjects' responses was a 

fourth purpose. Finally, a fifth purpose was to study further subjects' 

awareness of the stimuli that affect their behavior. 

Paralanguage expectancy cues were manipulated by a drama profes

sor tape recording the task instructions so as to induce quick, neutral, 

or slow responses. Task ambiguity was manipulated by having simple 

(nonambiguous) and homonym (ambiguous) words in the list. Experimenter 

expectancy and subjects' set were manipulated by written instructions. 

ix 
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A significant main effect for paralanguage cues of expectancy 

(P < .001) and a significant interaction among paralanguage expectancy 

cues, experimenter expectancy, and subject set (p < .01) were found as 

well as an unhypothesized significant main effect for ambiguity 

(p < .05). Subjects were found to be unaware of the paralanguage cues 

that affected their behavior even with subject set instructions 

2 
(independence model, x = 4.85 4 df p < .3). The main effect for 

experimenter expectancy mediated by all other nonverbal cues except 

those in the instructions reading, and the interaction between word 

ambiguity and expectancy cues, and that between subject sex and expec

tancy cues were not significant. 

The present results support previous findings concerning the 

effect of manipulated paralanguage expectancy cues and the relative 

importance of these cues over all other nonverbal cues of expectancy, 

and extend these previous findings by including subjects of both sexes 

in a nonevaluation apprehension situation. The present findings also 

support previous studies which found that subjects comply with 

expectancy information given to them irrespective of its social desira

bility and that they are unaware of the expectancy cues affecting their 

behavior. The present findings do not support previous findings on the 

interaction between subject sex and experimenter expectancy. 

Due to subjects' general unawareness of the paralanguage cues 

of expectancy affecting their behavior, an adequate test of the 

dominant subject role in this study was not possible. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

It is currently acknowledged in the behavioral research liter

ature that the results of psychological experiments may suffer from 

numerous artifacts (Barber, 1976; Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1969). One 

artifact which has received considerable attention in the methodological 

literature is the experimenter expectancy effect which refers to the 

unintentional influence that experimenters exert on their subjects' 

performance which is in support of the experimental hypothesis 

(Rosenthal, 1976; Barber, 1973). 

Rosenthal and his colleagues developed the person perception 

task to study the effect of experimenter expectancy on subjects' per

formance (Rosenthal and Fode, 1963a). This task consists of viewinq 

ten pictures of faces cut from news magazines. In this task, the sub

ject is presented the set of photos and is asked to rate the faces on 

the amount of success or failure experienced. In a standardization 

sample these pictures have been found to rate zero on the amount of suc

cess or failure that the faces experienced. Using this task it was found 

in a series of studies that inducing experimenters to expect high or 

low ratings from their subjects resulted in subjects' ratings in the 

direction of the experimenters' expectations (Adler, 1973; Blake and 

Heslin, 1971; Rosenthal and Fode, 1963a; Rosenthal, Fode, Vikan-Kline, 

and Persinger, 1964; Rosenthal, Persinger, Mulry, Vikan-Kline and 

1 
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Grothe, 1964a, 1964b; Wessler, 1968). Effects of experimenter expec

tancy on subjects' performance were found also in human verbal condi

tioning related to subjects' awareness of being conditioned as well as 

to the amount of conditioning (Kennedy, Cook, and Brewer, 1970; 

Rosenthal, Kohn, and Greenfield, 1966; Rosenthal, Persinger, Vikan-

Kline, and Fode, 1963); in animal learning (Cordaro and Ison, 1963; 

Ingraham and Harrington, 1966; Rosenthal and Fode, 1963b; Rosenthal and 

Halas, 1962); in a marble dropping task related to rate of improvement 

(Johnson, 1970), and in a word association task, the expectancy being 

that subjects expecting a test will be slower to react to target words 

as opposed to neutral words, whereas subjects not expecting a test will 

react similarly to all the words in the list (Silverman, 1966). (For a 

more detailed review see Rosenthal, 1976). Other studies failed to 

replicate the results on the experimenter expectancy effect (Barber, 

Forgione, Chaves, Calverly, McPeake, and Bowen, 1969; Bootzin, 1971; 

Compton, 1970; Jacob, 1968, 1971; Kennedy, 1969; McFall and Saxman, 

1968; Wessler and Strauss, 1968; Zegers, 1968). This failure was 

explained by some of the authors as due to the similarity in status of 

both experimenters and subjects (i.e., both undergraduate) and to an 

unconvincing inducement of the expectancies. In some studies experi

menter expectancy was found only with female subjects and male 

experimenters (Bloom and Tesser, 1971; Dusek, 1971). 

Increasing task ambiguity was found to increase the impact of 

experimenter expectancy in some studies (Brightman and Raymond, 1975; 

Felton, 1971; Timaeus, 1973; Weiss, 1969) but not others (Compton, 

1970; Jacob, 1971; Wessler, 1969). One difference between the two sets 
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of contradictory results has to do with the manipulation of task ambi

guity. In the studies reporting positive results the same task was used 

with different amounts of ambiguity related to the correct response 

(i.e., more and less ambiguous pictures), whereas in the studies report

ing negative results different tasks, representing different degrees of 

ambiguity, were used. The significance of the difference between these 

two sets of data lies in the fact that different tasks differ in task 

specific cues in addition to ambiguity, thus making a comparison on 

one dimension only somewhat meaningless. 

There seems to be little doubt to date that experimenters may 

bias their subjects' performance. What appears to be of interest cur

rently is the mediation of the experimenter expectancy. In studying the 

mediation of the experimenter expectancy it was found that vocal and 

visual cues are both important. In one study, vocal cues in the 

instruction reading period were found to be more crucial in transmitting 

the experimenter expectancy than visual cues (Rosenthal and Fode, 

1963a), whereas in another study both sources were found equally crucial 

(Zoble and Lehman, 1969). Tape-recorded instructions of biased experi

menters were found to produce significant biased behavior with females 

as subjects (Adair and Epstein, 1968). Biased experimenters were found 

to use paralanguage cues such as intensity and pitch in their instruc

tion reading to emphasize that alternative which they expected of their 

subjects (Duncan and Rosenthal, 1968). Paralanguage cues of expectancy 

were manipulated in the role playing of biased instructions and the 

biased recorded instructions were found to bias significantly female 

subjects' performance only when they were concerned about being 
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psychologically evaluated (Duncan, Rosenberg, and Finkelstein, 1969). 

Increasing the loudness of the success alternative in tape recorded 

instructions for the person perception taks resulted in subjects rating 

the pictures as significantly more positive (Scherer, Rosenthal, and 

Koivumaki, 1972). Good subjects' decoding skills were found to mediate 

the amount of compliance with experimenters' intentions (Hall, 1980). 

No specific visual cues were consistently identified as producing biased 

subjects performance, except that biasing experimenters tended to behave 

in a task oriented and "professional" manner (Friedman, Kurland, and 

Rosenthal, 1965; Page, 1973; Rosenthal, Friedman, and Kurland, 1966). 

It appears, therefore, that the experimenter expectancy can be mediated 

by visual as well as by vocal cues, and that the vocal cues of expec

tancy can be manipulated to produce bias. 

Subjects are not merely recipients of experimenter expectancy. 

Subjects' set or role in the experiment and the availability of demand 

characteristics as to the experimental hypothesis were found to interact 

with the experimenter expectancy effect (Orne, 1962, 1969; Riecken, 1962; 

Rosenberg, 1969). Four subjects' roles were conceptualized: the "good" 

subject who is motivated to confirm the experimental hypothesis, the 

"apprehensive" subject who is motivated to make a good impression, the 

"faithful" subject who is motivated to conform only with the overt 

experimental instructions, and the "negativistic" subject who is moti

vated to refute the experimental hypothesis (Weber and Cook, 1972). 

It was found that informing subjects of the experimental hypothesis 

resulted in subjects' behavior in confirmation of that hypothesis 

(Adair and Schachter, 1972). However, Sigall, Aronson, and Van Hoose 
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(1970) found that subjects will conform only when conforming reflects 

positively on their attributes. Merely hinting to the existence of an 

experimental hypothesis beyond what the subjects were informed offici

ally was found not to affect subjects behavior (Fillenbaum and Frey, 

1970). An attempt to manipulate subjects' performance so that it will 

confirm the experimental hypothesis was found to result in responses 

which were opposite to the expected responses (Johnson, 1973) especially 

with subjects having poor nonverbal communication decoding skills (Hall, 

1980). Yet, subjects were generally found to be unaware of the stimuli 

that affect their behavior (Wilson and Nisbett, 1978), thus being defined 

as "naive" in relation with the experimental hypothesis (Spinner, Adair, 

and Barnes, 1977). The question as to whether, given information about 

the experimental hypothesis, subjects will refute it, ignore it, confirm 

it, confirm it only when it reflects well on themselves, or be naive as 

to the hypothesis and the circumstances under which any of these 

responses will occur seem to be not settled yet. 

The present study had several purposes. First, since it was 

found that the experimenter expectancy effect is mediated by intentional 

paralanguage cues in reading the instructions as well as by other 

unintentional nonspecific visual and verbal cues involved in adminis

tering the experiment, it was of interest to separate these two sources 

by manipulating them factorially. A second purpose was to study 

further the impact of task ambiguity on the experimenter expectancy 

using two ambiguity levels of the same task. A third purpose was to 

gain further knowledge on sex differences in response to the experi

menter expectancy. A fourth purpose was to study the effect of 
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providing subjects with a hint as to the existence of an underlying 

experimental hypothesis and requesting them to comply with it on sub

jects' performance. If subjects respond to the overt instructions, 

as Fillenbaum and Frey (1970) maintain, and are motivated to confirm the 

experimental hypothesis, as "Adair and Schachter (1972) suggest, then pro

viding them with a hint as to the experimental hypothesis and requesting 

them to comply with it will result in an overall increased impact of the 

experimenter expectancy when given that hint. However, if subjects are 

motivated solely to make a good impression, as offered by Rosenberg 

(1969) and Sigall et al. (1970) then providing them with a hint as to 

the experimental hypothesis will result in an increased impact of the 

experimenter expectancy only under the expectancy which has a higher 

social desirability value. Finally, a fifth purpose was to study 

further subjects' awareness of the cues affecting their behavior, with 

and without providing a hint concerning the experimental hypothesis. 

The experimental task was a word association task composed of 

two types of words: simple (nonambiguous) and homonyms (ambiguous). 

Task instructions were prerecorded by a drama professor to induce quick, 

slow, or neutral reaction time. This constituted the paralanguage 

expectancy cues manipulation. Experimenter expectancy and subject set 

were induced by written instructions. Subjects' awareness of the para

language expectancy cues was checked by a postexperimental question

naire (Appendices A and B). We hypothesized the following hypotheses: 

There will be a significant main effect for paralanguage cues 

of expectancy. 
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There will be a significant main effect for experimenter expec

tancy mediated by all other nonverbal cues of expectancy. 

There will be a significant interaction between paralanguage 

cues of expectancy and experimenter expectancy so that the reaction time 

under the congruent slow condition will be significantly slower than 

that under the congruent quick condition-with the incongruent conditions 

falling in between. 

There will be a significant interaction between paralanguage 

cues of expectancy and word ambiguity so that the impact of the para

language expectancy cues will be more pronounced with the ambiguous 

(homonym) words than with the nonambiguous (simple) words. 

There will be a significant interaction between experimenter 

expectancy and word ambiguity so that the impact of experimenter expec

tancy will be more pronounced with the ambiguous words. 

There will be a significant interaction between experimenter 

expectancy and subject sex so that the difference in reaction time 

between the quick and the slow expectancy will be significantly greater 

for females than for males. 

There will be a significant interaction between paralanguage 

cues and subject sex so that the difference in reaction time between 

the quick and the slow paralanguage cues will be significantly greater 

for females than for males. 

There will be a significant interaction between paralanguage 

cues and subjects' set so that the difference in reaction time between 

quick paralanguage cues vs. slow paralanguage cues with subjects' set 
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will be greater than the difference between quick and slow paralanguage 

cues without subjects' set. 

There will be a significant interaction between paralanguage 

cues, experimenter expectancy and subjects' set so that the difference 

in reaction time between the congruent quick cues and expectancy and 

the congruent slow cues and expectancy will be significantly greater 

with subject set as opposed to without subject set. 

Provided that a significant main effect for paralanguage 

expectancy cues will be found, there will be a significant interaction 

between subject set and awareness of the correct expectancy cues so 

that with subject set instructions subjects will be significantly more 

aware of the paralanguage cues than without it. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The most intensive work on experimenter expectancy effect (EEE) 

was done by Rosenthal and his associates (Rosenthal, 1976). They con

ceptualized the EEE as the undesigned unconscious experiment relevant 

influence of experimenters on their subjects. 

The Experimenter Expectancy Effect (EEE) 

The EEE and Sex Effect in Rosenthal's 
Person Perception Task 

One of the earliest studies on EEE was done in the early 1960s 

by Rosenthal and Fode (1963a). In this experiment, a set of ten neutral 

photos of faces, cut from a weekly news magazine (one set for males and 

an equivalent set for females) was used as the experimental task. Sub

jects were asked to rate each photo on amount of success or failure 

experienced by the face on a scale ranging from -10 ("failure") to +10 

("success"). Those sets of experimental pictures were found in a pre

test to yield an average rating of zero. Using written instructions, 

half of the experimenters were led to expect a mean of +5 rating from 

their subjects, whereas the other half were led to expect a mean of -5 

rating. In addition, the experimenters were promised a payment of $2 

instead of $1 per hour if they did a "good job'.'" The difference between 

the ratings obtained by the two groups of experimenters was found 

significant (p = < .007 one-tailed t test). This difference was 

9 
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significant in a replication experiment reported in the same study and 

in another slightly altered replication under outcome expectancy set of 

experimenters (Adler, 1973). When experimenters held different expecta

tions for different subjects, the difference between the +5 expectancy 

and the -5 expectancy for the same experimenters was found to be margin

ally significant (p = < .001). However, in a replication study, different 

from the first only in that all subjects were run in a single sitting, 

there was no significant main effect for expectancy. Considering sex, 

it was found that male experimenters bias their subjects significantly 

more than female experimenters, and that female subjects are signifi

cantly more biased than male subjects (Rosenthal et al., 1964b). 

Several studies, however, could not replicate the EEE. Wessler 

and Strauss (1968) used the same procedure and task as Rosenthal and 

Fode (1963a). Expectancies were induced by means of written instruc

tions informing the experimenters of the expected mean ratings from 

their subjects (+5; -5). The difference between the mean rating of the 

high and low induced expectancy groups was nonsignificant and similar to 

the mean rating obtained in Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) study for the 

low expectancy group—all of the means were close to zero. It seems, 

therefore, that the high inducement expectancy which was responsible for 

the significant results of Rosenthal and Fode (1963a) was not effective 

in Wessler and Strauss' study. Jacob (1968) added a no expectancy con

trol group to Rosenthal and Fode's paradigm. He used a photo rating 

task standardized according to Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) study. A 

one way analysis of variance for the three groups' mean yielded 



nonsignificant results, the means being in the opposite direction from 

that expected. Postexperimental interviews with the subjects concern

ing the perception of the experimenter expectancy revealed similar 

results. On both measures the no expectancy group had the highest 

mean ratings. Barber et al. (1969) attempted to replicate Rosenthal 

and Fode's (1963a) results using their procedure and experimental task 

with the addition of a no expectancy group in five different colleges. 

However, both experimenters and subjects were drawn from among 

introductory psychology students. No significant results were found 

on any replication, but the results were in the expected direction. The 

similar status of both experimenters and subjects was pointed out by 

Rosenthal and Rosnow (1969) as a possible reason for the nonsignifi

cant results. 

The EEE in Verbal Conditioning 

Rosenthal et al. (1963) studied the effect of experimenter 

expectancy concerning subjects' awareness of being conditioned to 

give positive photo ratings on subjects' reported awareness. A 

subjects' set of "seeing through" the experiment was also manipulated. 

Half of the experimenters were told to expect awareness of condition

ing from their subjects, whereas the other half were told that their 

subjects would not be aware. All of the experimenters were induced 

to expect high photo ratings from their subjects. Awareness was 

measured by a postexperimental questionnaire. Analysis of variance of 

the questionnaire's data yielded a marginally significant result for the 

EEE only (p = <.07), not for the subjects' set. On the other hand, 

analysis of variance of the mean photo rating revealed a marginally 



significant effect for subjects' set (p = < .06), so that subjects with 

a set to "see through" obtained lower photo ratings as compared to those 

without this set. Since subjects' set did not affect significantly 

subjects' reported awareness but did affect their photo ratings, it 

seems that the instructions to see through the experiment did not 

provide clear enough demand characteristics for awareness but, instead, 

pointed toward the photo rating behavior. 

The effect of experimenter expectancy, as well as the desirabil

ity of this expectancy to the experimenters, was studied by Rosenthal, 

Kohn, and Greenfield (1966). The experimental task involved four sets 

of 20 verbs written each on a separate card (a modified Taffel proce

dure; Taffel, 1955). Subjects were asked to form a sentence for each 

verb beginning with any of the following pronouns: I, we, you, he, 

she, they. The first block of 20 verbs served as a baseline, whereas on 

the following 60 the experimenter said "good" on any sentence beginning 

with "I" or "we." The dependent variable was the increase in use of 

those pronouns from baseline to conditioning phase. Experimenters were 

told that they were assigned subjects similar in personality to their 

own, based on personality tests that both subjects and experimenters 

passed. Half of the experimenters were induced to expect a high rate 

of conditioning from their subjects, whereas the other half was induced 

to expect low rates. Half of the experimenters were informed that con-

ditionability is correlated with general learning ability, thus render

ing it a desirable trait; the other half was told that it correlates 

with susceptibility to deliberate manipulation, thus rendering 



conditionability an undesirable trait. This constituted a 2 x 2 

factorial design. The analysis of variance for the conditioning scores 

yielded a significant interaction effect so that in both the expected 

and desirable and the unexpected and undesirable conditions, condition

ing was highest. The authors suggested as an explanation of the 

puzzling results that in those two conditions experimenters were 

actually complimented either for their verbal ability or for their 

independence, whereas in the other conditions they were evaluated 

unfavorably, which may have caused them to be in a bad mood and, conse

quently, to perform their conditioning task poorly. 

In a study trying to replicate the EEE in verbal conditioning 

(Kennedy, 1969), experimenters were told that they were replicating 

results of experiments which achieved high/low rates of conditioning 

using the sentence construction task described above, or in the neutral 

condition, no reference was made to expectancy. No significant EEE was 

found. The author offered as a possible explanation of the nonsignifi

cant results the fact that expectancies were heavily indoctrinated in 

this study, whereas in Rosenthal and Fode's study (1963a), the 

expectancies were induced more subtly. No expectancy effects were found 

in a similar study (Zegers, 1968), which is explained by the author as 

due to the fact that both experimenters and subjects were undergraduate 

students similar in status. In a further study of EEE with graduate 

students (Kennedy et al., 1970) or upper division students (Page, 

1971) as experimenters and introductory psychology students as subjects, 

EEE was found significant. 
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The EEE in a Word Association Task 

The EEE was studied also using a word association task. 

Silverman (1968) told his experimenters that the experiment involved 

validation of an anxiety test which included target words relating to 

examination, as well as neutral words; the target words were expected to 

induce longer latency of reaction under anxiety. Experimenters were 

informed that half of their subjects were expecting an examination the 

day of the experiment, whereas the other half, tested the following day, 

were not. A significant main effect of experimenter expectancy and an 

interaction between sex of experimenters and subjects was found: oppo

site sexes of experimenters and subjects showed the highest latency to 

the target words as compared to the neutral words. Unfortunately, there 

was no control for recorder bias so that no conclusion concerning 

experimenter expectancy effect on subjects' behavior can be drawn. 

Another study (Johnson and Adair, 1970) replicated the above procedure 

including a control for biased recording. A significant EEE based on 

experimenters' recordings was found. However, when analyzing an inde

pendent observer's recordings of reaction time from tape recordings, EEE 

was found only marginally significant (p < .1), indicating that biased 

experimenters, besides biasing their subjects' behavior, also biased the 

recordings of their subjects' behavior. This last finding is somewhat 

weakened by the fact that no check for observer reliability was made. 

The EEE in Simple Sensory and Motor Tasks 

Zoble and Lehman (1969) studied EEE in a tone length discrimina

tion task. Subjects were presented with a standard tone and nine 
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comparison tones ranging in time from two to six seconds. Experimenters 

were led to expect the standard tone either toward the shorter or the 

longer range of the comparison set. In reality the standard tone was 

always in the middle range. This study manipulated simultaneously also 

subjects' expectancy. Significant EE and subject expectancy effects 

were found with an indication of a stronger effect for subjects' expec

tancy when experimenters' and subjects' expectancy were in opposite 

directions. 

Using a simple motor response of marble dropping, Johnson (1970) 

studied effect of experimenter expectancy. Experimenters were told that 

this task correlated highly with intelligence, so that intelligent 

people increase their rate of marble dropping over time. They were 

informed of their subjects' supposed intelligence. The number of marbles 

dropped was recorded automatically by an electric counter in the adjacent 

room which provided a control for recorder bias. It was found that the 

increase in marble dropping for "intelligent" subjects was significantly 

higher than for the less "intelligent" subjects, indicating the effect 

of experimenters' expectancy. 

This finding was replicated in Dusek (1971) using the same task 

with first and second grade school children. However, the EEE was sig

nificant only for girls (the experimenters were all males). 

Variables Interacting with EEE 

The EEE as a Function of Task Ambiguity 

Several experiments manipulated ambiguity of task to find out its 

effect on the experimenter expectancy effect phenomenon. Weiss (1969) 
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had her subjects estimate the number of dots projected by tachistoscope, 

creating ambiguity by manipulating exposure time. Task ambiguity was 

found significant in increasing the impact of experimenters' expectancy 

on subjects' performance. In Felton's (1971) study ambiguity was mani

pulated by using two sets of photos of faces standardized according to 

Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) procedures; one with unambiguous cues of 

success and failure and another with ambiguous cues. A significant 

interaction between EEE and task ambiguity was found. Another study to 

research effect of task ambiguity was Jacob's (1971). Two types of 

tasks were used: an unambiguous task (estimation of the number of dots 

drawn on a card) and an ambiguous task (Rorschach test). However, no 

EEE was found on either task. The author suggested as one possible 

explanation for the nonsignificant results the fact that the experi

menters did not perceive accurately the induced expectancy as was found 

in the post-experimental questionnaire. 

Wessler (1969) manipulated task ambiguity by using three tasks 

differing in the obviousness of the correct response. He used the fol

lowing tasks: a person perception task standardized according to 

Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) procedure (high ambiguity), line length 

estimation (medium ambiguity), and taping dots into circles (no ambi

guity). All three tasks were administered to every subject in a single 

session starting with the more ambiguous one and ending with the non-

ambiguous. Expectations were induced by means of written instructions 

referring, generally, to previous research results which yielded high/ 

low ratings; over/under estimations of line length, and completion of 



50/100 circles respectively. In addition, both experimenters and 

subjects were told that the purpose of the study was to standardize 

these tests—an explanation which is contradictory to the induced expec

tancies. No significant EEE was found for either of the tasks, a fact 

that may have resulted from the contradictory induced expectancies. 

Compton (1970), too, manipulated task ambiguity by using two 

types of tasks. The Rosenthal person perception task (Rosenthal and 

Fode, 1963a) was the ambiguous task and a simple reaction time task, 

consisting of pressing a telegraph key when a red light was flashed, 

was the unambiguous task. Both tasks were administered in a single 

session balanced for sequence. Contrary to expectation EEE was found 

significant on the unambiguous task, which the author explained as due 

to one experimenter in the slow expectancy condition, so that the 

generality of this finding is somewhat doubtful. Lack of significant 

results for EEE may have, in this study too, resulted from inadequate 

inducement of expectancies. 

The EEE as a Function of Evaluation Apprehension 

Evaluation apprehension, conceptualized by Rosenberg (1965) as 

an anxious concern to make a good impression when evaluated psychologi

cally, was hypothesized to increase EEE, for an apprehensive subject may 

be especially motivated to look for cues as to the "good" behavior that 

the experimenter expects. Minor (1970) addressed himself to this ques

tion. In his study, he manipulated evaluation apprension by telling 

subjects that their performance on the Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) per

son perception test reflected the degree of their maturity, stability, 
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and mental health (high), or cannot reflect personality variables, in 

which the experimenter is not interested anyway (low). All experi

menters were led to feel responsible for achieving expected results if 

they followed the right procedure. Evaluation apprehension was found 

to interact significantly with EEE. 

Similar results for evaluation apprehension were found by 

Johnson (1973). The experimental task consisted of dropping marbles 

through six holes drilled in the table. The expectancy was related to 

the amount of improvement in rate of marble dropping over six minutes. 

Low evaluation apprehension was induced by informing subjects that they 

were taking part in standardizing a motor reaction test. In the medium 

evaluation apprehension condition, subjects were told that performance 

on this test was positively related to intelligence. In addition to 

being informed that performance on the experimental task was related to 

intelligence, subjects in the high evaluation apprehension condition 

were administered an Otis Self-Administering Test of Mental Ability. 

Intensity of expectancy inducement was also manipulated. Under the low 

intensity condition, the rationale for the expectancy was explained to 

the experimenters, whereas under the high intensity condition, the 

principal investigator role played, in addition, concern over the 

results of the experiment. In a third condition (intentional induce

ment) , the experimenters were told the true nature of the experiment 

and asked to try to manipulate subjects' responses intentionally. Data 

were automatically recorded by means of an electric counter in an 

adjacent room. A repeated measure analysis of variance was computed 

for each inducement level separately. Effect of evaluation 
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apprehension was significant only for the high inducement condition. 

The tendency for the intentionally induced group, although not 

significant, was for a reversed bias effect. 

Blake and Heslin (1971) manipulated evaluation apprehension 

similar to Minor (1970) using a person perception test. This test 

consisted of pairs of photographs of females engaged in a wide variety 

of activities. Both pictures in each set were equal in rated actual 

desirability but different in social desirability. Expectancies were 

induced concerning selection of the picture higher in social desir

ability in the pair when asked to choose one of the pictures as repre

senting a frequent wish. In this study, EEE was found significant 

under both evaluation apprehension conditions. 

Personality Variables Interacting with EEE 

Several researchers were interested in the underlying personal

ity type of subjects that tend to bias their performance in accordance 

with the experimenter's expectancies. The possibility that EEE is 

related to subjects' need for approval was studied by Smith and Flenning 

(1971). They chose as subjects high and low need-for-approval subjects 

based on their scores on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 

(Crowne and Marlowe, 1964). The experimental procedure was similar to 

that of Rosenthal and Fode (1963a). Need for approval was aroused by 

informing subjects that the study was to be submitted as a dissertation 

and, consequently, the experimenter would appreciate the subjects' making 

the very best ratings they could. A significant expectancy effect was 

found for the high need for approval group but not for the low need for 
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approval group; in fact, the low expectancy condition for the low need 

for approval subjects achieved results opposite to the experimenters' 

expectancy. Since the overt demand characteristics in the instructions 

call for high ratings ("make the very best ratings you can"), this last 

result is not surprising. 

Felton (1971) studied the relation between locus of control and 

EEE. Subjects and experimenters were divided into external and internal 

locus of control based on their score on Rotter's (1966) I-E Scale. It 

was found that internal locus of control experimenters biased their sub

jects significantly more than external locus of control experimenters, 

and that external locus of control subjects were significantly more 

influenced by EEE than internal locus of control subjects. 

The impact of locus of control, need for social approval, and 

dominance on the EEE were studied by Bootzin (1971), who used Rosenthal 

and Fode's (1963a) person perception test as the experimental task. 

Experimenters and subjects in this experiment were drawn from the same 

class (undergraduate experimental psychology). Experimenters were in

duced to expect low mean ratings from half of their subjects and high 

mean ratings from the other half, based upon personality tests. In 

addition, every experimenter recorded his personal expectancy concerning 

his subjects' mean ratings. No significant EEE was found. However, the 

personal expectancy was significant. Since experimenters and subjects 

knew each other, it is not clear whether experimenters, in fact, biased 

their subjects' ratings according to their personal expectancy, or were 

merely accurate in predicting that performance. There was no interaction 
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of EEE with any of the personality variables studies, however, internal 

locus of control and dominance tended to be related with high photo 

ratings disregarding experimenters' expectancy. 

Need for achievement (measured by the EPPS Ach Scale) and field 

dependence (measured by the rod and frame test; Witkin et al., 1954) 

were found to interact significantly with EEE using a tape-recorded 

experimenter under high and low expectancy. The experimental task was 

the Rosenthal and Fode (1963a) person perception test; yet, the main 

effect for EEE was not significant (McFall and Saxman, 1968; McFall and 

Schenkein, 1970). 

Reducing EEE: The Effect of Forewarning 

Bloom and Tesser (1971) used a procedure similar to Rosenthal 

and Fode's (1963a) to study the effect of forewarning on EEE. They 

found that forewarning was effective in reducing EEE for female subjects. 

EEE was not significant with or without warning for male subjects. 

Similar results were found by Langlois and Prestholdt (1977) for observer 

bias. In this study, observers were informed that one of the planarian 

they were observing through a supposedly closed circuit TV was being 

conditioned to move at the onset of a light, whereas the other planarian 

was not. In reality they were all observing the same prevideo-taped 

planarian. Half of the experimenters were warned about the possibility 

of biased observation, whereas the other half were not. A significant 

main effect for expectancy as well as a significant interaction of 

expectancy with warning was found; unwarned observers biased signifi

cantly their recordings, whereas warned observers did not. 
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Mediators of EEE: Nonverbal Cues 

When experimenter-subject verbal interaction is rigorously con

trolled, it seems that the only way to transmit experimenter expectancy 

is through some nonverbal channels. Verbal reinforcement was ruled out, 

at least as an important determinant of EEE, since it was found that the 

EE effect is manifested in the first response of the subject before he 

had any chance to be reinforced (Rosenthal et al., 1964), but it still 

may play some role in subsequent responses in the form of experimenters' 

repetition of the expected subjects' response (Timaeus, 1973). 

In a study manipulating mode of presentation of instructions to 

determine the channel of experimenter expectancy mediation, it was 

found that tape recordings of biased experimenters alone were sufficient 

to produce EEE (Adair and Epstein, 1968). This result is similar to 

Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a). However, in a study (McFall and Saxman, 

1968) in which subjects were administered the Rosenthal person percep

tion task (Rosenthal and Fode, 1963a) by invisible experimenters 

informed of their subjects' expected performance, no significant 

expectancy effect was found. These results are similar to Kennedy's 

(1969). The nonsignificant results may have occurred because of 

implausible inducement of expectancies. 

In another study (Friedman et al., 1965; see also Friedman, 

1967), experimental sessions were recorded and filmed without the 

participants' knowledge to determine experimenter behaviors which are 

associated with biased subjects' performance. It was found that in 

the positively biased group (expecting high photo ratings), 
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experimenters glanced more to their subjects, took longer to read the 

instructions, were slower to read the first and second paragraphs of 

the instructions, and showed more body activity. Those behaviors were 

interpreted by the authors as showing a more personal attitude toward 

the subjects. Similar results were found in Rosenthal, Fode, Friedman, 

and Vikan (1960). On the other hand, amount of experimenter bias effect 

was significantly positively related to less body activity in the pre-

instruction period, fewer exchanged glances with subjects in the 

instruction period, and reading the first paragraph quicker and with 

fewer errors. This cluster was interpreted by the authors as reflecting 

experimenters' task orientation. However, no specific behaviors were 

found to be associated with a specific direction of bias (high vs. low 

ratings). The most important period for transmitting experimenter 

expectancy was found to be the instruction reading period. This study 

was replicated (Rosenthal, Friedman, and Kurland, 1966) with similar 

results for male experimenters, except for accuracy of instruction 

reading that was found to be negatively related to biased subjects' 

performance. No significant correlation of female experimenters' 

behavior with biasing was found. Jones and Cooper (1971) manipulated 

exchanged glances with subjects and found it to be significantly 

related to photo ratings of the Rosenthal person perception task 

(Rosenthal and Fode, 1963a) and to self-reports of happiness. 

Vocal behavior of three biasing male experimenters was studied 

for possible paralanguage cues transmitting the EEE (Duncan and 

Rosenthal, 1968). A significant difference in paralanguage cues was 



found for positive vs. negative expectancies. In the positive expec

tancy, experimenters were found to emphasize vocally in the instructions 

the "success" alternative, whereas for the negative expectancy, they 

emphasized the "failure" response alternative. Within experimenters, 

those who emphasized vocally the response alternative which was in 

accordance with their expectation obtained more biased subjects' 

ratings. 

To study further the paralanguage cues of expectancy (Duncan 

et al., 1969), three male experimenters were asked to read instructions 

for the Rosenthal person perception test (Rosenthal and Fode, 1963a) 

first in an objective manner and then in a biased (high and low 

expectancy) manner. Their readings were tape recorded and analyzed 

for paralinguistic cues. Those taped instructions were administered 

to female undergraduate students under three evaluation apprehension 

conditions. It was found that the differential emphasis in experi

menters' instructions reading, according to the role played expectancy, 

was significant in producing biased subject performance except for 

the low evaluation apprehension condition. A linear trend in subjects' 

scores as related to expectancy and evaluation apprehension was found 

so that expectancy paired with evaluation apprension increased bias in 

the predicted direction. 

Timaeus (1973) used a similar procedure to investigate the non

verbal cues involved in mediation of experimenter expectancy effect. 

He asked ten experts in role playing to read instructions for the 

Rosenthal person perception test so as to induce negative/positive 
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ratings. Their expectancy was significantly identified by judges who 

listened to their videotaped performance. Analysis of their vocal 

behavior yielded results similar to Duncan and Rosenthal's (1968). 

Different manipulations of nonverbal cues which were found to be 

related to biased behavior did not show any significant effect on sub

jects' performance; however, when exposure time for a picture to be 

rated was shortened, thus creating an ambiguous task, the expectancy 

effect was found significant. 

Scherer et al. (1972) manipulated mechanically the volume of 

the words explaining the success and the failure alternatives in tape 

recorded instructions for the person perception task. They found 

that when the success alternative was played louder, subjects rated 

the pictures as significantly more positive than in the other conditions. 

None of the subjects was aware of the paralanguage cues that affected 

their behavior. The effect of experimenters' non-verbal communication 

sending skills and subjects' decoding skills on the magnitude of 

influenceability was studied by Hall (1980). Good and poor sending 

experimenters were asked to attempt to increase or decrease the number 

of hours that good and poor decoding subjects will volunteer as subjects 

for experiments using only nonverbal vocal cues. She found that 

subjects' decoding skills had a significant impact on their compliance: 

the good decoders complied significantly more in the 'increase' 

condition whereas the poor decoders behaved opposite to the experi

menters intention, volunteering significantly more hours in the 

'decrease' condition than in the 'increase' condition. From ratings 

of the experimenters' tape-recorded communications, it was found that the 
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good decoders tended to comply more when the tone of voice was pleasant 

and calm, which was the case in the 'increase1 condition, whereas the 

poor decoders tended to volunteer more when the tone of voice was harsh 

and businesslike, as was the case in the 'decrease' condition. Appar

ently, good and poor decoders react differently to the same nonverbal 

cues. One explanation for this difference may lie in the fact that 

experimenters were deliberately trying to influence their subjects. It 

may be that the poor decoders were responding to the attempt to manipu

late them by responding in the opposite direction without being able 

fully to detect the intention of the experimenters, whereas the good 

decoders, being able to detect the intention of the experimenters, felt 

less manipulated and therefore willing to comply with these intentions. 

It appears then, that vocal cues (pitch, stress, loudness, speed 

of speaking), as well as visual cues (body movement, eye contact, 

smiling, head movement), are mediators of the experimenter expectancy. 

Experimenters appear to use such subtle vocal visual behaviors to cue 

their subjects into the expected response. These cues are usually 

unintentional although they can be manipulated intentionally. Despite 

their being affected by these cues, subjects appear not to be aware of 

their existence. 

Subjects' Behavior in the Psychological Laboratory 

Several conceptual frameworks have been suggested to explain the 

differential effect of experimenter expectancy on subjects' behavior. 

Orne (1962) suggested that subjects in the psychological laboratory are 

motivated to contribute to scientific knowledge by confirming the 
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psychological hypothesis; they therefore search for every clue—or demand 

characteristic—available as to what this hypothesis is and then behave 

so as to validate it. Riecken (1962), on the other hand, suggested that 

subjects in a psychological experiment want to put their "best foot fore-

ward" to display virtue and conceal faults because they are concerned 

about their being evaluated by the experimenter. A similar view on sub

jects' behavior was offered by Rosenberg (1965) who referred to it as 

"evaluation apprehension." He suggested that subjects are eager to find 

out the experimental hypotheses and the criteria for positive behavior 

in order to behave so as to gain positive evaluation and display a 

favorable image. 

Fillenbaum and Frey (1970) suggested that subjects in the 

psychological experiments comply with the overt instructions and do not 

look for hidden meanings behind what they are officially told. They 

referred to this behavior as a "faithful" behavior. 

In contrast, some subjects behave counter to what they perceive 

the experimental hypothesis to be out of perversion (Silverman, 1977) 

or as a revenge against the experimenter because he exerts extreme con

trol over them (Argyris, 1968; Jourard, 1968) and because they are 

coerced to participate in the experiment (Cox and Sipprell, 1971). The 

apparently "faithful" behavior may sometimes result from apathy, lack 

of involvement in the experiment and as the easiest way out. In this 

case the subject is behaving in a "negative" way (Adair, 1973). 

Volunteer subjects were found more often to confirm the psychol

ogical experiment as opposed to nonvolunteer subjects, especially when 

demand characteristics are clear (Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1969, 1975; 



28 

Silverman, 1977). Nonvolunteer subjects, especially those who are not 

given choice as to whether to participate in an experiment, tend more to 

counteract the experimental hypothesis or behave so as to make a good 

impression. However, this generalization does not hold in every case 

(Rosnow, Suls, Goodstadt, and Gitter, 1973). 

Will subjects behave in an "apprehensive" or a "good" manner? 

This question was addressed by Sigall et al. (1970). They disclosed 

the experimental hypothesis to their subjects (no data are provided as 

to the volunteer or nonvolunteer status of their subjects). In one 

condition they let the subjects believe that they were expected to 

increase their performance (from baseline), in another that they were 

expected to decrease it, and in a third, that they were expected to 

decrease it combined with an unfavorable evaluation for those who 

increased (they are "obsessive compulsive"), and a fourth condition 

was a control condition where the expectation was not mentioned. They 

found that subjects decreased significantly their performance only in 

the third condition where to do otherwise was negatively evaluated 

according to the instructions; subjects in the first and second condi

tions increased their performance similarly. The authors interpreted 

the results as indicating that subjects are motivated to look their 

best—not to confirm the experimental hypothesis. Similar results were 

found by Rosnow et al. (1973). 

An alternative explanation for Sigall et al.'s results was 

offered by Adair and Schachter (1972). They suggested that the hypoth

esis in the second condition (decrease) was not conspicuous enough to 

influence subjects' behavior. They replicated Sigall et al.'s (1970) 
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experiment with the addition of a conspicuous condition. It was found 

that making the hypothesis conspicuous and logical did affect subjects' 

behavior, which implies that under no excessive evaluation apprehension 

subjects are motivated to confirm the experimental hypothesis provided 

that it is made clear to them. However, Sigall et al.'s (1970) results 

do not rule out the possibility that subjects cooperate in confirming 

the experimental hypothesis in order to look good. 

Fillenbaum and Frey (1970) found that alluding to the existence 

of an underlying hypothesis besides the official explanation given to 

subjects about the purpose of the experiment did not influence signifi

cantly subjects' behavior in the direction of compliance with that 

hypothesis. They concluded that subjects generally do not look for 

underlying hypotheses and are not influenced by those but, instead, 

conform to the overt instructions. However, the few subjects who did 

confess that they behaved in accordance to the alluded experimental 

hypothesis performed significantly better than the others. The failure 

of the manipulation (sensitizing subjects to the underlying hypothesis) 

may have caused by its nonobviousness. Cook, Bean, Calder, Frey, 

Krovetz, and Reisman (1970) found, too, that subjects who were sensitized 

to the existence of an underlying hypothesis did not behave differently 

than controls. There, too, the hypothesis may have not been salient. 

Mondy (1968) suggested that awareness of expectations as well 

as intention to comply ar§ both prerequisite to behavior in accordance 

with the expectations in verbal conditioning studies. These are checked 

in a postexperimental questionnaire or interview. However, Levy (1967) 

found that subjects tend to conceal their awareness of the experimental 
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hypothesis even though it affects their performance in support of that 

hypothesis. This last finding may have resulted from the fact that in 

Levy's (1967) study disclosure of the hypothesis to the subject by a 

confederate involved also requesting the subject not to disclose that 

he had been tipped off. On the other hand, Orne (1969) found the 

hypothesis confirming behavior only in those subjects who were able to 

verbalize it. Orne (1962) maintained, though, that subjects may be 

reluctant to confess awareness of the experimental hypothesis because 

they know that they are not supposed to find it out. 

A model to explain artifactual subjects' behavior in the 

psychological experiment was offered by Rosnow and Davis (1977). They 

suggested a four step model: (1) availability of demand characteris

tics, (2) receptivity of the demand characteristics by the subject, 

(3) motivation of the subject (acquiescent, counteracquiescent, non-

acquiescent), (4) subjects' capability of responding to demand charac

teristics. Lack in any one step will lead to subjects' behavior which is 

not in compliance to the experimental expectancy. However, Wilson and 

Nisbett's (1978) results cast doubt on the importance of the second 

stage as they have repeatedly found that subjects are unaware of the 

stimuli that affect their behavior (see also Rosnow and Aiken, 1973). 

The controversy as to what determines subjects' behavior in the 

experiment, in addition to the experimental manipulation, seems not to 

be settled; Weber and Cook's (1972) suggestion is relevant here. They 

suggest to study the antecedents of different subject behaviors and 

relate them to known theories of human behavior (theories of frustra

tion, of helping behavior, etc.) instead of engaging in ex post facto 



explanations. In this they assume that subjects may behave differently 

depending on situational contingencies and prior experience instead of 

assuming "types" of subjects (see also Carlston and Cohen, 1980). 

Summary of Literature Review 

The reviewed studies indicate that when inducement of expectan

cies is credible, when there is a status difference between subject and 

experimenter favoring the latter, and when they are of opposite sexes 

(especially female subjects with male experimenters), there is clear 

indication of the existence of the EEE. 

Several variables were found to interact with the EEE. They 

include ambiguity of task and evaluation apprehension—both increasing 

the effect of the experimenter's expectancy on the subjects' perfor

mance. Personality veriables, such as locus of control and need for 

social approval, were found, too, to interact with the EEE. 

It was found that the experimenter's expectancy is mediated 

primarily through vocal cues in the form of emphasis on the desired 

behavior in explaining the response alternatives to the subject. A 

friendly behavior toward subjects seemed to characterize the nonbiasing 

experimenters. Those cues are picked up by subjects, in particular 

when they are apprehensive about being psychologically evaluated and 

when they perceive their role as that of confirming experimenter's 

expectancies. However, subjects seem to be unaware of the expectancy 

cues that affect their behavior. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 
I 

Subjects 

Subjects were 144 undergraduate psychology students, half males 

and half females. Ten more subjects of the same population, six females 

and four males, served as judges of the tape-recorded instructions 

(paralanguage cues). They all received extra class credit for partici

pation. Subjects signed up for the experiment either in a sign-up sheet 

in class or in the department office, and were contacted by phone to 

schedule a time for the experiment. Subjects were assigned randomly to 

an experimental condition by the principal investigator. 

Experimenters 

Experimenters were four paid graduate language teaching assis

tants, two males and two females. They were chosen because the experi

menter expectancy was induced by relating it to grades and it was 

assumed that teaching assistants would be more sensitive than other 

graduate students to an expectancy related to grades. None had prior 

experience with psychological experiments, and none was aware of the 

purpose or the hypotheses of the study except what they were told on 

the "Instructions for the Experimenter" sheet (Appendix A). 

Coordinator 

The coordinator was a paid female senior psychology student 

unaware of the purpose or the hypotheses of the experiment. 

32 
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Setting 

The experiment took place in the University Social Psychology 

Laboratory. This laboratory consists of a relatively large room, a 

small room near the entrance, and six adjacent small booths opening into 

the large room. Each booth had a one-way. window and a one-way mirror. 

The small room served the subjects for filling out the consent form. In 

it were a table and two chairs. The experiment itself took place in the 

fourth booth. In it were one triangular desk standing with its long 

edge parallel to the wall and two chairs, the subject's chair facing 

away from the one-way mirror. The one-way window facing the subject was 

shielded. On the table were two tape recorders—a cassette recorder and 

a reel-to-reel recorder. The second booth served the subjects to fill 

out the postexperimental questionnaire. In it were one triangular desk 

fitted to a corner and a chair. The third booth served the principal 

investigator to monitor occasionally the experiment without the 

experimenter's awareness. The coordinator had a triangular desk and a 

chair by the entrance on which were the experimental materials. The 

experimenter sat in the large room waiting to be ushered into the 

experimental room by the coordinator. The principal investigator sat 

in this room also most of the time. 

Apparatus 

Two tape recorders, one a cassette recorder and one a reel-to-

reel recorder, were used, both Wollensak 3M (Cassette System Model 

2520 and 1520, respectively) portable recorders. The cassette recorder 
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was used for playing the tape-recorded instructions, whereas the reel-

to- reel recorder was used to record subjects' responses. 

The reaction time of subjects' responses was analyzed by means 

of a Grass Polygraph Model 5 using a DC Driver amplifier. This machine 

has an upper limit response to a frequency of 80 cycles per second. 

The graph paper was moving at a speed of 30 millimeters per second. 

Procedure 

Prior to the experiment a drama professor tape recorded the task 

instructions in three different ways so as to induce quick, slow, or 

neutral reaction time. The instructions were: 

I will present you a word task. It consists of eleven words. 
I will say them one at a time. Please listen carefully and 
respond to my word with any word that you like. You may choose 
an unusual word and respond slowly, or you may choose a common 
word and respond quickly. The session is tape recorded. I 
begin now. Please speak up. 

time, institution, barber, swamp, deception, censor, 
night, program, symbol, ant, piece 

The quick paralanguage cues were manipulated so that the actor 

read the instructions as if he, as experimenter, wanted the subject to 

respond very quickly. The actor read the instructions quickly, force

fully, and emphasized the words "... you may choose a common word 

and respond quickly" while saying casually and discounting the beginning 

of the sentence "you may choose an unusual word and respond slowly." 

The "neutral" paralanguage cues were manipulated so that the actor 

recorded the same instructions but said them neutrally, somewhat slower 

than the "quick" instructions, and with equal emphasis on both response 

alternatives. The "slow" paralanguage cues were manipulated by the 
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actor reading the same instructions, but slowly, as if he wanted the 

subject to relax, take his time, and respond slowly. Here he emphasized 

the alternative "you may choose an unusual word and respond slowly" 

while mentioning casually and discounting the second alternative "you 

may choose a common word and respond quickly." 

Each reading was tape recorded on a separate cassette and given 

a code digit. 

Two types of words were used in the word list: five simple 

(nonambiguous) words and five homonym (ambiguous) words. The simple 

words were sampled randomly from a dictionary (Davies, 1978) in the 

following way: using a table of random numbers for each of the five 

words, a page was randomly selected, and, within it, a word was randomly 

selected, provided that this word was a noun and commonly known. Other

wise the next word in the page meeting the criteria was selected. These 

words were: institution, barber, swamp, deception, and program. The 

homonym words were selected arbitrarily. They were censor-sensor, 

knight-night, symbol-cymbal, ant-aunt, and piece-peace. 

Experimenters were trained individually for the experiment. 

First, each experimenter read the "Instructions for the Experimenter" 

sheet (Appendix A). Then the experimenter was shown the tape recorders 

and told how to use them. Two of the experimenters role played the 

procedure with the principal investigator playing the subject, whereas 

the other two watched individually one of the trained experimenters 

through the one-way window as he performed the experiment with a sub

ject. Experimenters were asked not to discuss the experiment with each 

other or with anyone else. 



The coordinator was given an explanation of her task and role 

played it with the principal investigator. She, too, was asked not to 

discuss her task and the experiment with the other experimenters or with 

anyone else. 

Subjects were contacted by phone, either by the coordinator or 

by the principal investigator, to schedule a time for the experiment. 

Each name in the list of subjects was assigned randomly a three digit 

number by the principal investigator. This was the subject's random 

assignment. The digits indicated the subject's set, the experimenter 

expectancy, and the paralanguage cues, respectively. The subjects' 

set cards and the instructions tapes had code digits on them. The 

expectancy card was written by the coordinator for each subject, fill

ing in the expected reaction time according to his/her code number. 

The expectancy card contained the following information: the subject's 

name, the words "mean reaction time" and one of the following: 2-3 

(for the quick expectancy), no information (for the neutral expectancy), 

and 9-10 (for the slow expectancy). The rationale for the expected 

mean reaction time was explained to the experimenters on the instruc

tions for experimenter sheet (Appendix A). 

When the subject came in, the coordinator handed him/her the 

consent form with an example of a response (Appendix C), referred him 

to the small room and explained briefly the consent form procedure. 

While the subject was filling out the consent form, the coordinator 

wrote the expectancy card for his/her assigned experimental condition. 

When the subject completed the consent form, the coordinator took it 
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from him/her and referred the subject to the experimental room. There 

she gave the subject his subject set instructions card. 

Two subjects' sets were manipulated: one, no subject set or 

control, and one with subject set. In the no subject set condition, 

subjects received a card on which was written "in a few moments, the 

experimenter will enter and explain the word task to you." 

In the subject set condition, subjects received a card on which 

was written: 

In a few moments the experimenter will enter and explain the 
word task to you. In addition, we are interested in your sensi
tivity to the nonverbal cues of the experimenter's expectation 
concerning your overall time for response, in the way he reads 
you the instructions. Being aware of nonverbal cues of other 
people's expectation concerning your performance may be an 
important interpersonal skill. Please listen very carefully to 

the nonverbal cues of his expectation as he reads you the 
instructions and respond the way he expects you to. 

The coordinator inserted the appropriate tape in the cassette recorder 

and gave the expectancy card to the experimenter who sat in the large 

room. When the subject finished reading his set instructions, the 

coordinator took the set card from him, took the expectancy card from 

the experimenter, and ushered the experimenter into the experimental 

room. When the experimenter entered the room, he greeted the subject 

by his/her name and started the cassette recorder. When the instruc

tion tape said "I begin now," the experimenter stopped the cassette 

recorder and started the reel-to-reel recorder, then he/she continued 

to play the instruction cassette. When the instruction cassette said 

one word, the experimenter stopped it until the subject responded with 

a word or said that he did not understand or did not hear the word. 

Then the experimenter continued the cassette and so on until the whole 



list was presented. Experimenters were instructed not to interact with 

the subject during the experiment except for the brief greeting. When 

the experiment ended, the experimenter referred the subject to the 

coordinator who handed out the postexperimental questionnaire (Appendix 

B) which he/she filled out in the second booth. The experimental ses

sion lasted about ten minutes for each subject. The experimental proce

dure was occasionally monitored by the principal investigator through 

the one-way window in the third booth without the experimenter's knowl

edge. Experimenters were given their instruction sheet for further 

reference before any new session. 

When all subjects were run, the experimenters filled out a 

questionnaire (Appendix D) and then were debriefed and paid. 

Ten more subjects, six females and four males, served as judges 

of the paralanguage cues in the tape-recorded instructions. In the 

experimental room, each judge sat facing away from the cassette 

recorder. He/she was given a card for every tape on which to write the 

judgment and to hand it, facing down, to the coordinator who was stand

ing behind playing the tapes. The tapes were presented twice in a 

predetermined random order. Only the instructions were played without 

the stimulus words. The coordinator read to the judge the following 

instructions: 

I will present you two different readings of the same instruc
tions in different orders. Listen carefully and categorize 
each reading as either calling for a quick response (q), a 
slow response (s), or neither slow nor quick (n). Write your 

judgment on a separate card that you will receive for this 
procedure. 
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When the data were gathered, the coordinator filled out a ques

tionnaire (Appendix D), was debriefed, and paid. The data collection 

took place during a three-week period. 

The data on reaction time were then decoded by means of the 

polygraph which transferred the recorded stimulus and response words 

into a graph. The distance on the graph between the stimulus word and 

the response word was then measured up to an accuracy of 1 mm (fractions 

were rounded to the closest mm, thus causing an error rate of less than 

1/30 second or .034 second). The distance for the five homoynms and 

five simple words was recorded and averaged. This served as the reac

tion time measures. The first word in the list served as a buffer word 

and was not measured. 

The reliability of the decoding was computed by decoding twice 

14 randomly selected word lists. The Pearson product momemt correlation 

between the means of the two measurements (a combined mean for the whole 

list) was .998. 

About a month after the experiment was over, subjects were 

debriefed either in their class dicussion groups or were invited to the 

University Social Psychology Laboratory. Only a few of the subjects 

appeared for the debriefing which may be related to the fact that finals 

were approaching. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The reaction time data were analyzed in a five-way repeated 

measurement analysis of variance (word ambiguity, the repeated measure, 

subjects' sex, experimenter expectancy, paralanguage cues, subjects' 

set). The results are presented in Table 1. (The raw data and means 

for this table are presented in Appendix E.) 

The hypotheses of main effect of the paralanguage expectancy 

cues and the interaction among paralanguage expectancy cues, experi

menter expectancy and subject set were supported. An unhypothesized 

main effect for word ambiguity was found significant, and an interaction 

among word ambiguity, subject sex, and experimenter expectancy which 

was not hypothesized was found to approach significance. 

Tukey's post hoc HSD revealed that the mean reaction time with 

the slow paralanguage expectancy cues was significantly slower (p < .05) 

than either that with the quick or the neutral paralanguage cues. How

ever, the difference between the mean reaction time for the neutral vs. 

the quick paralanguage cues was slight. 

The comparisons between individual means in the interaction 

among experimenter expectancy, paralanguage cues, and subjects' set 

failed to reach significance. However, inspection of these means 

showed that the slowest reaction time was under the congruent slow 

paralanguage cues and expectancy with subject set, whereas the quickest 
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Table 1. Results of five-way repeated measurement analysis of 
variance* 

41 

Source MS DF 0) 

Between Subjects 

Subjects' Sex (SS) 0.006 1 0.000 

Experimenter Expectancy (EE) 16.033 2 1.219 

Paralanguage Cues (PC) 125.799 2 9.561 

Subjects' Set (ST) 1.787 1 0.136 

PC X EE 6.175 4 0.469 

SS x EE 3.565 2 0.271 

SS x PC 18.206 2 1.384 

ST x PC 5.462 2 0.415 

EE X PC x ST 47.378 4 3.6 

Error 13.157 108 

NS 

NS 

.001 0.062 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

0.01 0.045 

Within Subjects 

Word Ambiguity (W) 

W x EE 

W x PC 

W x SS x EE 

Error 

53.346 

10.969 

6.144 

26.834 

9.713 

1 

2 

2 

2 

108 

5.492 

1.13 

.632 

2.763 

.05 

NS 

NS 

.08 

0.012 

Based on the distance on the graph paper between the stimulus 
word and the response 
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reaction time was under the quick experimenter expectancy and neutral 

(not quick) paralanguage cues with subjects' set (Figures 1 and 2). 

Subjects' Postexperimental Questionnaire 

Of the four postexperimental questions analyzed (Appendix F), 

two questions produced little variability in the responses. These 

questions are: "2. Did the tape recorded experimenter emphasize any 

word or phrase concerning quickness or slowness of response?" (No, N = 

114; Slow, N = 12; Quick, N = 11), and "5. Did you respond the way you 

wanted or the way the experimenter expected you to?" (My way, N = 122; 

The experimenter's expectation, N = 11). 

Analysis of the responses to the question "1. What was your 

tape recorded experimenter's expectancy concerning your overall time 

for response?" using the hierarchical models analysis (Davis, 1978) 

revealed that the preferred model was the model of lack of effect of 

paralanguage expectancy cues, experimenter expectancy, and subject set 

2 
on responses to this question (x = 41.69, df = 34, p = .171; 

Appendix G). 

The results for the overall identification of the paralanguage 

expectancy cues by the subjects is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Subjects' identification of the para
language expectancy cues 

Paralanguage Cues 
Subjects' 

Responses Slow Neutral Quick Z 

Slow 11 7 4 22 
Neutral 29 29 31 89 
Quick _8 12 13 33 

E 48 48 48 
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The preferred model for these results is the independence model 

2 
(x = 4.58, 4 df, p = .303) which imply no agreement (beyond chance) 

between the paralanguage expectancy cues and the subjects' correct 

identification of these cues (Appendix H). 

The preferred model for the question "3. Did you respond over

all quickly/slowly?" was the model of main effect of experimenter expec-

2 
tancy and of subject set on subjects' responses (x = 16.85, 14 df, 

p = .267; Appendix I). When experimenter expectancy was neutral, four 

times as many subjects reported that they responded quickly than 

those who indicated that they responded slowly. With subject set twice 

as many subjects reported that they responded quickly than those who 

reported that they responded slowly. The same tendency was apparent 

without subject set. 

Table 3 presents the correct identification of the paralanguage 

expectancy cues and the congruency of the reported response with the 

identified cues by paralanguage cues and subject set. As can be seen, 

with subject set subjects increased the frequency of congruent reported 

responses. 

Experimenters' Postexperimental Questionnaire 

Two of the experimenters (a male and a female) cited correctly 

the explanation given on the instructions for the experimenter sheet in 

answer to the question "what was the purpose of the experiment?", 

whereas the other two responded that the purpose was to study sex 

differences in responses to the homonym words. 
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Table 3. Frequency of correct identification of paralanguage expectancy 
cues and congruency of reported response 

Paralanguage Cues 

Correctly 
Identified 
Expectancy 

Congruent 
Reported 
Response 

Noncongruent 
Reported 
Response 

Without Subject Set 

Slow (N = 24) 

Quick (N = 24) 

E 

6 

_5 

11 

1 

_3 

4 

5 

_2 

1 

With Subject Set 

Slow (N = 24) 

Quick (N = 24) 

Z 

5 

_8 

13 

3 

J5 

8 

2 

_2 

4 

24 12 11 
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Judges' Results 

The results of the judges' categorizations of the paralanguage 

expectancy cues are presented in Table 4. The probability of judges' 

agreement was found to be .32 using the quasi independent hierachical 

models (Bergan, 1980; Appendices J and K). The cells contributing most 

to the agreement are the slow-slow and the quick-quick. The neutral 

paralanguage cues were often misidentified as slow or quick. 

Table 4. Judges' categorization of the paralanguage 
cues (instruction tapes) 

Paralanguage Cues 
Judges' 
Categorization Slow Neutral Quick Z 

Slow 10 2 2 14 
Neutral 6 11 4 21 
Quick _4 _7 14^ 25 

Z 20 20 20 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The hypothesis of main effect of paralanguage cues of expectancy 

was found significant (p < .001) as well as the hypothesis of an inter

action among experimenter expectancy, paralanguage cues, and subject set 

(p < .05). An unhypothesized main effect for word ambiguity was also 

found significant (p < .05) and an unhypothesized interaction among 

experimenter expectancy, word ambiguity, and subject sex was found to 

approach significance (p < .08). 

Reaction time with the slow paralanguage expectancy cues was 

found to be significantly slower than with either the neutral or the 

quick paralanguage cues. The mean reaction time for the neutral and 

the quick paralanguage cues were similar but in the opposite direction, 

the mean reaction time for the neutral paralanguage cues being somewhat 

quicker than those for the quick paralanguage cues. Since the word 

association task is usually timed and associated with quick responding, 

it may very well be that the neutral paralanguage cues were perceived 

as calling for a quick response. This possibility is further supported 

by the judges' data, who had more difficulty differentiating between 

the quick and the neutral paralanguage cues than between either and the 

slow paralanguage cues. 

The present results support and extend the results found by 

Duncan et al. (1969) who tape recorded neutral and biased instructions 

48 
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for the Person Perception Test. Duncal et al. (1969) administered the 

instructions to female subjects under high and low evaluation appre

hension and found the expectancy effect only with high evaluation 

apprehension. In the present study, experimenter expectancy effect 

based on paralanguage cues of expectancy were found for male subjects 

as well and with no manipulation of evaluation apprehension. The effect 

of the slow paralanguage cues of expectancy cannot be explained by 

modeling since the slow instructions did not model a long reaction time. 

It seems, therefore, that the general attitude of slow and easy that the 

actor projected into the instructions, and his emphasis on the slow 

alternative, were subconsciously communicated to the subjects who let 

themselves take somewhat more time to respond. One can speculate, 

based on these results, that people's slowness of response can be 

induced by acting toward them in a way that conveys ease and no hurry 

while emphasizing adjectives conveying slowness. 

The nonsignificant main effect for experimenter expectancy in 

the present study supports Rosenthal's (1976) suggestion that experi

menter expectancy effect is mediated primarily through vocal cues in the 

instruction reading period. Apparently other channels of nonverbal cues 

are not as effective in mediating the experimenter expectancy effect. 

However, the main effect of the experimenter expectancy may have been 

reduced considerably by the fact that two of the experimenters supple

mented an hypothesis of their own about the purpose of the experiment 

instead of that given to them, thus rejecting the rationale given to 

them for the expectancy information. Interestingly, inspection of 

Figure 2 reveals that under the neutral paralanguage cues with no 
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subject set the mean reaction time under the three experimenter expec

tancies are in the expected direction with the reaction time under the 

quick experimenter expectancy being the quickest and that under the slow 

experimenter expectancy being the slowest. This raises the possibility 

that when there are no expectancy cues in the instructions, subjects 

look for expectancy cues in the experimenters' other nonverbal behavior. 

It may also be, as Johnson (1973) suggested, that when experi

menters and subjects are not particularly motivated or involved in the 

experiment, the experimenter expectancy effect may not appear. This may 

be the case in our study where experimenters and subjects' involvement 

was not manipulated. Requesting experiments to judge the accuracy of 

the expected reaction time of their subjects immediately following the 

experiment may increase their attention to the expectancy information 

and, consequently, increase the impact of the experimenter expectancy 

variable. 

Task ambiguity as defined by simple vs. homonym words was found 

to affect significantly subjects' latency of response, so that the 

homonym words took longer to respond to. This variable did not inter

act significantly with either experimenter expectancy or paralanguage 

cues of expectancy. Although some previous studies, which used the same 

task with different levels of ambiguity, found that in ambiguous tasks 

experimenter expectancy effect was more pronounced (Felton, 1971; Minor, 

1970; Weiss, 1969), our results do not support the hypothesized inter

action between task ambiguity and experimenter expectancy effect; the 

more ambiguous task (the homonym words) took longer to respond to for 

all subjects irrespective of their experimental condition. This result 
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may be due to the strong impact of the paralanguage expectancy cues 

affecting the nonambiguous as well as the ambiguous task. In the pres

ent study word ambiguity was partially confounded with position in the 

list of words since the homonym words were toward the end of the list in 

positions 6, 7, 9, 10, 11; however, if practice generally facilitates 

performance, it would be expected that words at the end of the list will 

be responded to quicker, so that if anything, the list position of the 

homonym words should have masked rather than strengthened the homonym 

words' effect. 

Our results do not support previous findings concerning sex 

differences in response to expectancy cues (Bloom and Tesser, 1971; 

Dusek, 1971). In our sample males and females were equally influenced 

by expectancy cues. In the marginally significant interaction among 

experimenter expectancy, word ambiguity, and subject sex, males tended 

to be slower in responding to the homonyms than to the simple words 

under "slow" experimenter expectancy. Since the word association task 

is related to verbal fluency, it may be that in this capacity females 

are not as susceptible to expectancy cues as they are in a projective 

type of task like Rosenthal and Fode's (1963a) or a motor task (Dusek, 

1971). 

The hypothesized interaction between paralanguage expectancy 

cues and subject set was not significant, however, the interaction 

among experimenter expectancy, paralanguage cues of expectancy, and 

subject set was significant. This last effect appears to be due mainly 

to the increased reaction time under the congruent slow condition and 

the decreased reaction time under the quick experimental expectancy with 
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neutral paralanguage expectancy cues both with subject set. Apparently, 

in looking for expectancy cues, subjects in our study responded to both 

the tape recorded and the live experimenters and slowed their responses 

upon instruction to look for paralanguage expectancy cues more when 

both were congruent. Yet the reported awareness of paralanguage cues of 

expectancy did not improve with subject set. Thus the hypothesized 

effect of the interaction between paralanguage expectancy cues and sub

ject set on subjects' awareness of the expectancy cues was not supported. 

The postexperimental questionnaire results indicate that sub

jects overall were not aware of the paralanguage expectancy cues affect

ing their behavior and were not aware of the differential emphasis on 

words describing the alternative modes of responding even with subject 

set instructions. The present results are similar to those of Wilson 

and Nisbett (1978) and to those of Scherer et al. (1972). Apparently, 

paralanguage cues of expectancy were too difficult to be detected 

consciously although they did affect subjects' behavior. It is 

hardly probable that subjects were merely reluctant to disclose their 

correct guess of the paralanguage expectancy cues as Levy (1967) would 

have suggested, since to do so was presented, at least to subjects in 

the subject set condition, as an asset. ("Being aware of nonverbal 

cues of other people's expectation concerning your performance may be 

an important interpersonal skill.") Presenting all three paralanguage 

expectancy cues to all subjects before they started the experiment may 

have improved their ability to identify the correct paralanguage expec

tancy cues, as evidenced by the judges' better ability to identify 

correctly the paralanguage expectancy cues when administered all three 
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paralanguage expectancy cues. Of those subjects who did identify cor

rectly the paralanguage expectancy cues, about half reported that they 

responded opposite to that expectancy (quick for the slow paralanguage 

expectancy cues and vice versa). More subjects reported a negativistic 

mode of response without subject set than with subject set, indicating 

that subject set may have reduced the reported rate of negativistic 

behavior. 

Almost all the subjects reported that they responded the way 

they wanted, not in accordance with the experimenter's expectation. 

This is consistent with their difficulty in identifying the paralanguage 

cues of expectancy; being unable to identify the external stimuli for 

their behavior they may have assumed that it was self-determined. 

The significant interaction between experimenter expectancy, 

paralanguage cues of expectancy, and subject set which seem to be due to 

the prolonged reaction time under the congruent slow condition and the 

quicker reaction under the quick experimenter expectancy with neutral 

paralanguage expectancy both with subject set suggest support for the 

"faithful" and "good" subject roles (Adair and Schachter, 1972; Fillen-

baum and Frey, 1970) as opposed to the "apprehensive" subject role 

(Rosenberg, 1969; Sigall et al., 1970). However, the fact that subjects 

reported overall more often that they responded quickly versus slowly, 

especially so with subject set, suggests that, at least in reporting 

their behavior, subjects prefer to appear more competent (responding 

quickly). Since subjects in our study generally were not aware of the 

paralanguage expectancy cues, they are considered naive as to the 

experimental hypothesis (Spinner et al., 1977), and, therefore, an 



adequate test of the dominant subject role in this study was not 

possible. 

Since the set instructions requested subjects to behave in 

accordance with the paralanguage expectancy cues but did not request 

them to report it, it is possible that adding this request to the 

instructions will result in an improved reported identification of the 

paralanguage expectancy cues thus serving a better test of the dominant 

subject role. 



APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE EXPERIMENTER 

You are participating in a study on verbal reaction time. 
Different versions of the test that you will be administering were 
found to correlate significantly with HSGPA (high school grade point 
average), the rationale behind the findings being that given a limited 

amount of time, students who are able to think quicker, given a certain 
level of intelligence, answer more questions, achieve more points, and 
consequently, end up with a higher grade. Based on the students' 
HSGPA, we can predict his performance on the present task. In this 
study we are interested in studying different ways of presenting 
instructions which are tape recorded. You will be given the predicted 
reaction time for each student that you will test which, as you might 
notice, are overall bimodal and homogeneous, since we selected the top 
and bottom ten percent HSGPA. We have also included some students for 
whom we do not have information concerning their HSGPA as a control 
group. Since this information is confidential, it is very important 
that you not discuss anything concerning the experiment with anyone. 

When you enter the room where the subject will be waiting for 
you, start the tape recorder presenting the instructions. When you hear 
on the tape the sentence "I begin now" start recording on the second 
tape recorder. Every time the tape says one word, stop it until the 
subject responds with a word, wait until he comes up with any word, 
then start the tape recorder again. Do not tamper with the bigger tape 
recorder until the session is over, then turn it off. Remember, you 
are not to interact at all with the subjects during the experiment. 

At the end of the session, you may tell the subject there is 
only a short questionnaire left. 

Don't forget to rewind the instructions cassette. 
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APPENDIX B 

SUBJECT POSTEXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS (underline). 

Name 

1. What was your tape recorded experimenter1s expectation concerning 
your overall time for response? Quick/slow/didn't have any 

2. Did the tape recorded experimenter emphasize any word or phrase 
concerning quickness or slowness of response? No/quick/slow 

3. Did you respond overall: quickly/slowly 

4. Why? 

5. Did you respond the way you wanted, or the way the experimenter 
expected you to? My way/the experimenter's expectation 

Thank you very much for your participation. Please remember not to 
discuss the experiment with any of your friends for about a month. 
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APPENDIX C 

CONSENT FORM AND SUBJECT'S CONSENT EXAMPLE 

Consent Form for Subjects 

The project that you choose to participate in involves a word task, 
which will be explained to you in detail when you start the experiment. 
It will last about ten minutes and will take place in room 506 in the 
Psychology building. You will receive class credit for your participa
tion. No risks whatsoever are involved in this task. Your anonymity 
will be guaranteed by the principal investigator and your data will be 
used only for research purposes. You may withdraw from the experiment 
whenever you wish to do so without causing ill will. About one month 
from today, you will be informed about the hypotheses and the results 
of the study. Until then it is very important that you do not discuss 
anything concerning the experiment with anybody, as this may affect the 

results. 

Signature 

An Example for Subject's Consent 

I have read the above "Consent Form for Subjects." The nature and 
demands have been explained to me generally. I understand that I may 
ask questions and that I am free to withdraw from the project at any 
time without incurring ill will. I also understand that this consent 
form will be filed with access restricted to the principal investigator 
or authorized representatives of the Educational Psychology Department. 
A copy of this consent form is available to me upon request. About a 
month from today, I will be told more about the experiment and its 
findings. I understand the necessity of not discussing the experiment 
with anyone for about a month and intend to comply with it. 
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APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONNAIRES FOR EXPERIMENTERS 

AND COORDINATOR 

Questionnaire for Experimenters 

Name 

1. What was the purpose of the study? 
(written on the other side of the page) 

2. Do you feel that the predicted mean reaction times were overall 
accurate/inaccurate? 

3. Any comments 

Questionnaire for Coordinator 

1. What was the purpose of the experiment? 
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APPENDIX E 

RAW DATA AND MEANS OF SUBJECTS' REACTION TIME ON 

SIMPLE AND HOMONYM WORDS (IN DISTANCE UNITS) 
% 
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Table El. Raw data of subjects' reaction time (in distance units) 

Without Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Quick Neutral Slow 

Paralanguage 
Cues Simple Homonym Simple Homonym Simple Homonyi 

Slow 
Female 10.06 7.38 7.25 9.36 

00 

4.5 
11.1 8.98 10.8 8.48 5.82 6 
8.24 6 9.6 12.32 7.6 10.54 
7.56 12.9 9.16 6.54 8.6 7.94 

Male 6.9 10.46 12.64 9.38 6.54 14.06 
6.16 10.84 4.3 5.18 9.5 10 
10.48 8.2 11.22 9.34 4.13 4.74 
6.44 6.3 30.58 6.34 10.52 8.14 

Neutral 
Female 4.84 4.76 3.94 5.46 9.62 10.32 

5.15 7.28 12.38 5.7 3.53 3.18 
6 4.94 3.9 4.78 7.5 4.72 
4.87 4.98 5.24 9.9 6.68 12.4 

Male 5.8 5.06 11.6 7.32 4.08 4.98 
4.56 5.56 6.65 5.8 6.7 18 
7.15 4.96 6.28 5.32 6.02 4.24 
7.58 15 5.68 7.32 4.85 3.94 

Quick 

Female 5.4 6.06 6.72 6.48 5.54 5.36 
7.22 5.18 3.74 3.82 7.82 3.7 

12.84 7.98 4.52 3.98 6.14 4.35 
5.73 6.42 5.34 8.62 9.5 11.72 

Male 3.52 4.68 5.56 5.62 4.9 6.2 
3.04 3.28 5.66 8.14 6.3 8.48 
5.32 12.38 3.96 8.93 6.45 21.43 
5.23 3.8 6.2 14.2 3.34 7.08 
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Table El.—Continued 

With Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Quick Neutral Slow 

Paralanguage 
Cues Simple Homonym Simple Homonym Simple Homonyir 

Slow 
Female 6.46 15.5 8.42 10.18 8.73 6.54 

4.66 6.84 5.62 8.1 11.06 10.64 

6.46 5.44 5 5.3 6.96 10 

4.7 4.92 4.2 9.16 5.82 16.2 

Male 5.88 5.96 8.04 6.4 6.2 5.9 

6.3 9.96 9.88 6.14 16.72 21.52 

9.24 8.5 3.76 4.32 4.34 22.88 

4.86 7.82 6.75 8.92 16.73 4.97 

Neutral 
Female 6.28 6.1 7.26 10.42 7.5 12.62 

12.48 5.46 11.38 9.7 7.2 5.06 

5.94 6.32 12.93 12.7 4.03 4.34 

4.47 6.87 6.58 6.88 2.7 3.4 

Male 5.04 9.28 5.62 6.28 4.73 6.16 

3.45 3.76 4.1 4.38 4.4 5.22 

3.34 3.7 3.08 3.74 6.05 4.06 

3.54 4.52 5.58 3.8 8.6 13.4 

Quick 
Female 8.82 11.72 3.88 8.58 5.82 4.48 

5.32 5.58 6.84 17.4 9.06 8.98 

4.52 4.16 7.5 6.66 6.33 9.38 

7.76 5.9 3.9 4.32 9.28 8.13 

Male 7.5 8.28 6.1 6.86 3.54 8.52 

6.22 12.6 5.26 10.08 4.43 5.66 

8.5 9.68 6.92 5.72 4.14 4.86 

6.14 4.32 9.78 7.62 4.28 3.78 
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Table E2. Means of subjects' reaction time (in distance units) 

Paralanguage 
Cues 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Quick Neutral Slow 

Simple Homonym Simple Homonym Simple Homonym 

No Subject Set 

Slow 

Female 
Male 

Neutral 
Female 
Male 

Quick 
Female 
Male 

9.24 

7.49 

5.21 
6.27 

7.8 
4.28 

8 .81  
8.95 

5.49 
7.64 

6.41 
6.03 

9.2 

14.68 

6.36 
7.55 

5.08 

5.34 

9.17 

7.56 

6.46 
6.44 

5.72 
9.22 

7.3 

7.67 

6.83 
5.41 

7.25 
5.25 

7.24 

9.23 

7.65 
7.79 

6 . 2 8  
10.8 

With Subject Set 

Slow 
Female 
Male 

Neutral 
Female 
Male 

Quick 
Female 
Male 

5.57 
6.57 

7.29 
3.84 

6 . 6  
7.09 

8.17 
8.06 

6.19 
5.31 

6.84 
8.72 

5.81 
7.11 

9.54 
4.59 

5.53 
7.01 

8.18 
6.44 

9.92 
4.55 

9.24 
7.57 

8.14 
11.0 

5.36 
5.94 

7.62 
4.1 

10.84 
13.82 

6.35 
7.21 

7.74 
5.7 



APPENDIX F 

SUBJECTS' POSTEXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
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Question 1 

What was your tape recorded experimenter's expectation concerning your 

overall time for response? Quick/slow/didn't have any 

Table F2. 

Paralanguage 

Without Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Quick Neutral Slow 

Cues S N Q S N Q S N Q 

S  2 6 0  3 4 1  1 5 2  

N  1 5 2  0 3 5  1 6 1  

Q  1 5 2  1 7 0  1 4 3  

E 4 16 4 4 14 6 3 15 6 

Table F2. 

With Subject Set 
Experimenter Expectancy 

Paralanguage Quick Neutral Slow EE 

Cues S N Q S N Q S N Q S N Q 

S  1 5 2  2 5  1  2 4 2  1 1  2 9  8  

N  3 5 0  1 5 2  1 5 2  7  2 9  1 0  

Q  0 8 0  1 2 5  1 4 3  5  3 0  1 3  

z 4 18 2 4 12 8 4 13 8 

EE 8 34 6 8 26 14 7 28 13 23 88 34 
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Question 2 

Did the tape recorded experimenter emphasize any word or phrase 

concerning quickness or slowness of response? No/quick/slow 

Without Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Paralanguage Quick Neutral Slow 

Cues N Q S N Q S N Q S 

S  7 0 1  5 0 2  6 0 1  

N  8 0 0  6 1 0  6 1 0  

Q  5 2 0  8 0 0  8 0 0  

E 20 2 1 19 1 2 20 1 1 

With Subject Set 

Paralanguage 

Experimenter Expectancy 
Quick Neutral Slow EE 

Cues NQS NQS NQS NQS 

S  6 1 2  7 1 0  6 1 1  3 7  3 7  

N  7 0 0  6 1 1  5 1 1  3 8  4 2  

Q  7 0 1  4 2 2  7 0 0  3 9  4 3  

E 20 1 3 17 4 3 18 2 2 

EE 40 3 4 36 5 5 38 3 3 114 11 12 
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Question 3 

Did you respond overall quickly/slowly? 

Without Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Paralanguage Quick Neutral Slow 

Cues SO SO S 

S 5 3 3 4 3 3 

N 4 3 0 8 3 4 

Q 3 5 3 4 3 5 

: 12 11 6 16 9 12 

With Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Paralanguage Quick Neutral Slow II 

Cues S Q S Q S Q S Q 

S 26 17 53 19 26 

N 35 17 53 16 30 

Q 43 16 17 15 30 

Z 9 14 3 20 11 13 

ZZ 21 25 9 36 20 25 50 86 
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Question 5 

Did you respond the way you wanted or the way the experimenter wanted 
you to? My way/the experimenter's way 

Table F7. 

Paralanguaqe 

Without Subject Set 

Experimenter Expectancy 

Quick Neutral Slow 

Cues My Ex My Ex Mv Ex 

S 8 0 7 1 7 1 

N 8 0 7 1 7 0 

Q 7 17 16 0 

23 1 21 3 20 1 

Table F8. 

I I  

With Subject Set 
Experimenter Expectancy 

Paralanguage Quick Neutral Slow L-

Cues My Ex My Ex My Ex My Ex 

S 80 71 70 44 3 

N 71 71 42 40 5 

Q 71 53 61 38 7 

Z 22 2 19 5 17 3 

45 3 40 8 37 4 122 15 



APPENDIX G 

HIERARCHICAL MODELS FOR QUESTION NO. 1 IN 
THE POSTEXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Marginals 

Model Fitted x df p 

Hq 123, 4 41.69 34 .171 

Hx 123, 14 37.94 30 .152 

H2 123, 24 36.62 30 .189 

H3 123, 34 41.57 32 .120 

H4 123, 14, 24 32.85 26 .167 

H5 123, 14, 34 37.82 28 .102 

H6 123, 24, 34 36.5 28 .131 

H? 123, 14, 24, 34 32.71 24 .111 

Hg 123, 124 26.17 18 .096 

Hg 123, 134 33.55 24 .093 

H1q 123, 234 35.02 24 .068 

HX1 123, 124, 134 21.37 12 .045 

H12 123, 134, 234 26.86 16 .043 

H13 123, 124, 234 24.54 12 .017 
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APPENDIX H 

THE PREFERRED MODEL FOR THE SUBJECTS' CATEGORIZATION 
OF THE PARALANGUAGE EXPECTANCY CUES 

Expected Frequencies for the Hierarchical Models of 

Subjects' Categorization of the 
Paralanguage Expectancy Cues 

Response Pattern 
Paralan- Subjects' Observed 
guage Categori- Frequen-
Cues zation cies 

Estimated Expected Frequencies 
for the Hierarchical Models 

1 1 11 7.33 7.20 
1 2 29 29.67 29.33 27.67 31.51 27.74 
1 3 8 11 7.67 9.33 9.29 9.26 
2 1 7 7.33 6.67 5.68 8.29 6.02 
2 2 29 29.67 31.65 
2 3 12 11 12.33 10.67 10.71 12.98 
3 1 4 7.33 4.33 5.32 6.51 4.99 
3 2 31 29.67 30.67 29.68 28.49 32.25 
3 3 13 11 

2 
x Values for the Hierarchical Models 

H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 

x2 4.85 0.07 1.37 3.82 1.16 
p 0.303 0.79 0.49 0.16 0.56 
df 4 1 2 2 2 

Comparisons of the Models to Determine 

the Preferred Model 

Comparison H,-H_ H,-H. H -H 
1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 

x2 4.78 3.5 1.03 3.69 
df 3 2 2 2 
p 0.20 0.18 0.61 0.17 
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APPENDIX I 

HIERARCHICAL MODELS FOR QUESTION NO. 3 IN 

THE POSTEXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Model Marginals x df p 

Hq 123, 4 26.44 17 -067 

H
x 123, 14 25.56 15 .045 

H 123, 24 17.83 15 -272 

H3 123, 34 25.49 16 -062 

h
4 123, 14, 24 16.85 13 .206 

H5 123, 14, 34 24.55 14 .039 

H 123, 24, 34 16.8 14 .267 
6 

H? 123, 14, 24, 34 15.75 12 .204 

HQ 123, 124 10.4 9 .318 

Hg 123, 134 23.01 12 .027 

H10 123, 234 15.56 12 .212 

H1;l 123, 124, 134 7.69 6 .261 

H 123, 134, 234 13.02 8 .111 

H13 123, 124, 234 7.99 6 .239 

70 



APPENDIX J 

PREFERRED MODEL FOR THE JUDGES' CATEGORIZATION 
OF THE PARALANGUAGE EXPECTANCY CUES 

Expected Frequencies for the Independent and the Quasi-
independent Hierarchical Model for the Judges' Categori-

zation of the Paralanyue Expectancy Cues 

Response Pattern Estimated Expected Frequencies 
Paralan- Judges' Observed for the Hierarchical Models 
guage Categori- Frequen- —- - - — 
Cues zation cies 12 3 4 5 

1 1 10 4.67 6.56 
1 2 6 7.0 5.47 5.96 3.62 6.92 
1 3 4 8.33 4.53 4.04 6.38 6.52 
2 1 2 4.67 2.53 2.74 1.59 4.52 
2 2 11 7.0 10.3 
2 3 7 8.33 6.47 6.96 7.41 4.48 
3 1 2 4.67 1.47 1.26 2.4 2.92 
3 2 4 7.0 4.53 4.74 6.38 3.08 
3 3 14 8.33 — — 11.22 — — — 

2 
X Values for the Hierarchical Models 

H1 
H 
2 H3 H4 H5 

2 
X 4.85 0.07 1.35 3.82 1.16 

P 0.303 0.79 0.49 0.16 0.56 
df 4.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Comparisons of the Models to Determine 
the Preferred Quasi -independent Model 

Comparison H1 -H2 hi-H3 VH4 H1~H5 H2"H2 VH2 VH2 

2 
x 17 .78 17.53 14.11 11.93 .25 3.67 5.85 

df 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 

P O.i 001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.99 0.10 0.02 
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APPENDIX K 

THE PROBABILITY OF THE JUDGES' AGREEMENT 

Computation of the probability of the judges' correct cate
gorization of the paralanguage expectancy cues (probability of agree
ment) for the preferred model (H3) (Bergan, 1980). 

The formula for computing the conditional probabilities is: 

A _A f . _ A . 
\o ~ i/i'O / (if1 i/i'O 

A A A 
where = is the exPected cell frequency) 

and nj/j'o = 

a i / l O  •  W ' f 1 2  -  5.96/5.96 = 1.0 

"2/10 * '23 / }13 " 6*96/4.04 -  1.723 

R3/10 " *32^12 " 4-7 4 /5-9 6  " "7 9 5  

ill "l/iO ' 3"518 

A A 

"VIO * £31 / £31 " 1-26/1-26 " I-" 

n®/l0  = f3 2 /fji  = 4.74/1.26 = 3.762 

"3/10 " WJ21 =  6.96/2.74 -  2.54 

J QB 

j=l j/ji = 7.302 
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Computation of the conditional probabilities: 

*to • °1/10 /j1
ai/io = V3-518 - -284 

*20 r"2/10 ^ ̂  1/iO 1 • 723/3.518 - .49 

*30 " fl3/10 ' -795/3.518 - .226 

*!o " ni/io * 1/7•302 " *132 

*20 " °2/10 7 i/W0 ' 3-™/7.302 - -515 

*30 * avi0 X " 2-54"-3°2 " -34S 

The formula for computing the probability of disagreement is: 

~AB "A ~B 
= it . . / IT. „ 

0 13 lO jO 

a AB A R 
f f0 =  *12 /  V20 =  5-9 6 /6 0 / '2 8 4  x  -515 = .68 

ttA = 1 - TTq = 1 - .68 = .32 

^ - *0*10*10 = 10/60 - .68 x .284 x .137 = .14 

a AB A A B 
tt3 = P33 - *0*30*30 = 14/60 - .68 x .226 x .348 = .18 
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