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Abstract

This study is intended to investigate the effegesider on individuals’ non-verbal behavior in
dyadic, i.e. two-sided, communicative situationss postulated that the methods and patterns of
individuals’ non-verbal behavior exhibited in dyazmsisting of female-female (F-F), and male-
male (M-M), as well as male-female (M-F) addressesild probably vary. An observational
probe comprising 30 participants including, 10 M-M) F-F, and 10 M-F was carried out. Two
interviewers, one male and the other one a fenmjf@amented the interviews with participants.
The male interviewer held the interviews with 2Qtipgants in M-F and M-M and the
remaining 10 participants in the F-F group wereentiewed by the female interviewer lasting
for 20 minutes during the conversations. The rastdtvealed that the interlocutors in dyads
between various groups encompassed different pgmegliand patterns of non-verbal behavior,
concerning self-touch, body orientation, body postand eye contact.
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Introduction

The investigation launched to explore non-verbahcwnicative behavior has been conducive to
a large body of research literature documenting dbmaplexity of the non-verbal ideas and
messages that co-occur with human interactiong@ations. Although individuals’ non-verbal
behavior does not accompany with prescriptive pgrasl and rules, as verbal behavior does,
researchers concur that non-verbal behaviors sheuggestive story (Hall, 1984) and contain
significant information. The common knowledge innwaunicative research indicates that
certain human traits have an important effect on-verbal behavior. Among those, the ethnic,
cultural, and social background of a person, as aglage and education can be enumerated.
Specially, gender is of key importance due to tHiemrntial virtually implicitly representative
rules that sound to be or are believed to come efftect for males and females ( Hall, 1984).
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Gender differencediowever, could be altered by other traits of anviddal, including social
power (Carney & Le Beau, 2005), as well as crosssal differences (Birdwhistell, 1970;
Kupperbusch, 1999).

In preceding studies, gender has beerrdedaas a possible source of diversity in non-
verbal communication and has been approached onpassing. But contrary to this reality, a
general prejudice perpetuates that males can lilg desriminated from females by their non-
verbal behavior ( Wastl, 2004). Among other invgsstiors, Hanna (1988), Moir (1990), as well
as Webbink (1981) portray notions of non-verbaldwdr of various sexual orientations and
identify particular traits which, as a rule, ar&etient from the common stereotyped gender roles
in the actual surrounding culture. This paper tended to approach the issue of if and how
gender gets involved in the non-verbal style ofregpion in an individual.

Literature Review
Nonverbal Behavior: Thelssue of Gender Differences and Sexual Orientation

A study conducted by Ambady, Hallahan, (1999) on p@0ticipants, whose behavior was
assessed by 3o observers each, revealed that xbhel swientation of the given observed
participants is truly speculated more often thdmance would surface. The authors had
guestioned the observers to make inference abautséxual orientation of the observed
individuals from their shares of their non-verbahhvior (like gesturing and seating positions
during an interview, sampled in muted video cligsl@ seconds and one or two seconds,
respectively). The general conclusion they arriaedrom this study was that information on
sexual orientation was passed on via behaviorab @re the sexual orientation could be
diagnosed with some skills of accuracy, in paracuvhen dynamic information was on tap.

The finding, however, according to which the sexorntation of individuals can be
correctly induced from their non-verbal behavioraswconfronted by other similar studies.
Carroll and Gilroy (2002) failed to establish agienbehavioral entity as a basic evidence of a
homosexual orientation. They had not only asked thaticipants to make inference about the
sexual orientation of other tested participantg, buaddition, also to account for their criteria
for this assessment in an inventory. Based on tiesuilts, Carroll and Gilroy moved along the
study that the co-occurring inferences and actemlial orientation were mostly due to the fact
that homosexuals had altered their behavior aftey tome out to others. As a repercussion,
many homosexual men and women adapted their behawmib oriented themselves to social
stereotypes, so that the total picture of the nembal communication of a homosexual male
looked rather female, while lesbian women wereimed to take on masculine patterns of
behavior ( Webbink, 1981).

Gender and body posture

Body posture as a compound and complex behavlmlisved to convey the general impression
and the gender of an individual (Heller, 1997) drmak been marked as one of the most

| www.ijee.org



ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:5, Issue:4, October 2016

outstanding examples for the communication and ection between gender-specific behaviors
and the descriptions of social powers (Cashdan8)19Bhus, for example, based on the
stereotype at least, male superiority or dominamag donated by a virtually wide-stretched and
relaxed body posture. A recent meta-analysis by @&84) affirmed the finding that power
pertained to positions and postures opennessokety however, that the surmise of power-
related body positions and posture was strongemnvitheomes to discerned social stereotypes
and role expectations than that of observed behagidditionally, the findings of the meta-
analysis implied that social status and gendetaél@ffects of nonverbal behavior were not
corresponding, as previously supposed.

In an earlier review, Hall (1984) presentedumber of investigations reporting significant
gender differences which were in favor of malesdibibroad behaviors, like holding legs open,
having arms not on the side, sprawling and wideekn&hese dissimilarities have been reported
right through the research literature. Henley aadFtance (1997) stated that females generally
occupy less space than males as the direct resilieoway they assume a position. Other
researchers back up this impression in their ovabgs (Eigler, 2002). For example, when one is
looking at pictures from advertising, it came tghli that men were usually portrayed with their
legs apart from each other, no matter if they wsting or standing. There existed very few
pictures of men reclining, but a great numbershadtps of females who were, reclining, sitting
or squatting down on the ground.

Tannen (1997) put forward that female toptace each other directly during a talk and to
opt for their seats accordingly, while males wem@stly observed to make their communication
at an angle. An earlier experimental research ccteduby Fisher and Byrne (1975) implied that
females felt more ease when it came to commungatith a newcomer or stranger in an across
position, while males opted for the nearby positionthe same situation. Although these
observations had been stated to be quite consisidnearlier reviews (Hall, 1984), they were
not unanimously affirmed by other researchers (8&hé984). Eigler (2002) concluded that
Tannen’s observations were usually true whenevexdslyof the same sexes were under
observation, but not when individuals of opposkges were communicating with each other.
Further empirical evidence implied that familiaritguld play a significant role with the effect
that females communicate with female friends inrimggoositions, while males conversed with
their friends in across positions. This pattermsguming positions, however, was not noticeable
in talks and interactions with less familiar indivals (Fisher & Byrne, 1975).

Sdf-Touch Phenomenon

Regarding self-touches, there exists some researdi differences with regard to self-touch
could be gender-bound, but we did not see any émpiwork on self-touch and sexual
orientation. As a result of a literature review,llHd4984) encapsulated observations which
indicated that females exhibited a vaster amourgetiftouch than men. However, Hall (1984)
argues, this may refer to display of self-consam@ss pertaining to unfamiliar or disconcerting
social situations. While males grow accustomedhis state of awkwardness by enhanced
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frequency of posture changes, at least, self-taocid be first viewed as an outlet for anxiety in
females directed by the fact that female outfit &adrstyles were more intricate and required
more attention and correction (Knapp, 2002). A gtagplained by Maier (1992) supports this
observation as it affirmed that females ran thieigérs through their hair more often than men
did. When males touched themselves, this mainljded the upper parts of their bodies or their
throats (Davis, 1981).

Gaze and Eye Contact

Eye behavior is likely to be the one facet of n@mbal communications that has been under
investigation most thoroughly. It consists of tilspects of ‘taking a glance at somebody’ or gaze
or establishing an ‘eye contact.” Glancing at peagnotes to look at their face and/or in the
eyes of another individual. Whenever this lookimsigtaneous an eye contact is established and,
hence, reciprocal (Scherer & Wallbott, 1984). lhsalidies containing gender differences as a
guasi-experimental variable one result remainedhamged—in conversational situations
females looked at their counterparts more than sndie. This finding was repeatedly affirmed
by a vast number of studies ( Suwelack, 1998; Eigi@02; Knapp, 2002; Maier, 1992; Scherer;
Tannen, 1997). Not only did females look at otheogle's face more often, but more intensely
(Eigler, 2002; Tannen, 1997) and for longer corgthyperiods of time (Suwelack & Wengler,
1995). This was true apart from if the partner e tonversation was a male or a female
(Scherer & Wallbott, 1984). Additionally, femalerpeaipants also were looked at more often
than male participants (Hall, 1984).

Concerning interpersonal conversation, KiH84) gleaned in her meta-analysis indicates
more gaze was observed in females as interlocatatdisteners, while males gazed more when
they were talking. Given these findings, it woulel plausible to anticipate that the differences
between the sexes should be highest whenever dyddde same sex are juxtaposed to compare
to each other, which signifies, in other wordst thaze between female—female dyads should be
more intensive when compared to male—-male dyadsigii2002; Hall, 1984). The problem
remains unsolved, however, how the amount and itieetobn of gaze can be construed, since,
according to Hall (1984), it would be difficult t;mtangle the two contrasting facets of affiliation
and dominance. The postulation that power by itsieffermined gaze, however, had been
convincingly disputed by Hall's (2005) meta-anadysi the matter as they fail to find any overall
relationship between gaze and power.

In discussing the gaze, the differenasvben gaze frequency and gaze duration needs to
be taken into consideration. Observed male paditgplooking at, looking away and interrupted
their eye contact more often than females did, Wwhias attributed to the greater amount of
activity in males. Thus, the count of gaze freqyerwmuld be greater for males than for females,
except for duration. It is not quite obvious, hoeewhow this could be accounted for, since Hall
(1984) truly proposed that a rise in the numbeglahces could signify a stronger inclination to
avert or break gaze which would indicate a tendéashun (continuous) eye contact. Regarding
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that holding a long lasting mutual look betweenesalas generally attributed to an aggressive
element. It is sensible to suppose that the sooiahs of displaying affiliation and hostile intents
among males presumes an inclination to turn ewesbody away from the other individual
rather than towards him (Tannen, 1997). This iration could rise in heterosexual male when
they begin to interact with homosexual males, amémwthey are conscious of the fact that a
longer eye contact is utilized as a ‘sign of redbgn’ among homosexual males (Hanna, 1988;
Webbink, 1981).

Resear ch Question

The following research question is aimed to gulie fresent investigation: Do the patterns of
individuals' non-verbal behavior in conversatiodghds differ, considering body orientation,
body posture, and eye contact, and self-touch wetard to the gender of the interaction
partners?

M ethodol ogy

An observational investigation was carried out wdthtotal of 30 participants, 10 female to
female (F-F), 10 male to male (M-M) and 10 malefdmale (M-F) interactions in a dyadic
manner. Subjects were interviewed by two interviswene female and the other male. These
subjects were lIranian university students rangimgnf 20 to 28 years old. The twenty
participants in M-F and M-M groups were first intiewed by the male interviewer and the ten
subjects in the F-F group were interviewed by teendle interviewer during 20-minute
conversations. The pre-arranged seating comprigeé thairs and a low table having arm rests
and upholstered seats. The low table allowed fogxatt observation of the expected nonverbal
behavior to take place. The table was square-shapgutevent the length of its sides from
influencing the subjects’ seating preference. Tihigexts could opt for their seat themselves at
an across position or an angle. In addition to g$bating arrangement, there existed a few
additional chairs on the side, as well as a blaakihoand bookshelves to make it resemble a
more ‘natural’ and to discourage excessive eyeamsitowning to the absence of anything else
to look at. There existed some drinks on the taplg, at the subjects’ free disposal. The
environment which surrounded the interview situatiad not to give rise to any indisposition.

The interviewers, having interacted witk fharticipants personally in dyads on topics they
were interest in, like fashion, fithess, or spoeach lasting for 20 minutes and brought their
nonverbal patterns of behavior under observationlewhaving talks, marked down these
observed nonverbal behaviors. In the continuatibthis study they will later be presented
descriptively.
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The results produced from this study will be elatédl separately for the facets of body
orientation, body posture, gaze, and self-toucll, eye contact. The results are explained for
dyads as the related unit thanks to the cleardaterection of the behavioral data gleaned in the
interviews interactive situations.

Table 1

lllustration of the Observed Body Posture

Part of the body

Male-Male (M-M)

Female-Female (F-F

Male-Female (M-F)

Torso

Upright posture bein
against the back of th
chair

gBackward : reclining
eback rested into the bac
of the chair

Forward slanting to nearly
Kupright position

Arms

Arms were rested o
the chair arms and nq
making contact with
the torso

nOpenness: One or bo
ptarms were extending ar
were put either behin
head or body

tlBoth arms were closed ar
dvere touching torso
d

nd

Upper Legs

No contact mac
between knees an
upper legs restin
approximately in &g
parallel way

jé&Jpper openness:
dSpreading out, knees
jpointing outward and
| closed

Legs rested on top of ea
other but closed

Lower Legs

Relaxed and rested
the floor forming an
angle of 90 with the
upper legs

onower openness
extending past the cha
> immediate space

an angle varying betwee
the obtuse angle of 9(
180

:Relaxed and nearly bein
ifolded under the chair, formin

)-

,an angle of less than 90 with
stretched out and formingthe upper legs

g

Legs

Legs were put on td
of each other and wel
in contact at knees ar
lower legs were apa
from each other

fdegs put on top of eac
eother,

ccontacting at either ankl
rtor knees

hLegs rested on top of ea
other and lower legs wel
evirtually in contact

th
e

Table 2
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Algorithm for the specification of the Gender-bd<gategory from the accumulated grading and
ratings of the four facets of position.

Gender-based Category | Amalgamation of individuatsasure for body posture
Any mixture including three M-ranking and ratings

M-M Any mixture having three N ratings and two Mir@s

F-F Any mixture having three N ratings and two Nirrgs

M-F Any mixtures having three F ratings

Table 3

Classification of eye contact and gaze, Body Oagon, and Touch Eye contact, Gaze, self-
touch, body orientation

Body orientation Eye contact/ Gaze Self-touch

Neutral (N): Shoulder Any eye contact made hyAny touch commenced with
position varied betweengaze total duration at thehe hand to any part of the
complete parallel angdpartner body or the clothes of the
pointing person

Full face (F): both shouldersDuration a participant wasSelf-touch to one's face
and torso were in self-touch| gazing at the other partner

At an angle (M): One overall duration of mutual
shoulder pointing toward theeye contact towards the
partner and torso with a rightpartner
or left or slanting at an angle
of 90 or wider.

Discussion

The present observational probe has investigagedubstion of if nonverbal behavior or posture

in a dyadic conversation is established by the gebdsed issues. While other differential

facets, including socio-metric status and powerehbgen viewed in communicative behavior

studies, gender as a personal feature has notrbaeh explored as a key factor in nonverbal

behaviors and expression. The research questiowatest the probe concentrating on how the

nonverbal expression and behavior in dyads wastafieby the gender of the partaking subjects
in four chosen realms of nonverbal behavior, likely orientation, body posture, gaze, self-

touch, and eye contact. An overall of 30 dyadicvessations were made and observed. Findings
revealed that M-M dyads showed more neutral bodstyres, fewer and shorter direct eye
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contact at the partner, more self-touches to the &nd to other parts and, shorter eye contact.
Dyads consisted of M-F, and F-F interlocutors whstfared most features which were looked
into here.

Unlike popular ideas and belief, it was foatnd that male imitate the behavioral patterns of
the opposite sex. M-M participants in this probesuased a neutral posture whereas M-F
participants behaved within the relevant genderestgpe. The partners' mutual orientation in
the conversation pivots around the constructiothefdyad. Participants in M-F and F-F dyads
tended to assume the position in a way that previdé face communication, while in M-M
dyads; the mutual orientation was off the full fatbe data implied that the female participants
were assisted to show various patterns of body&ien in the M-F dyad as contrasted to the
similar M-M dyad. Results regarding touching bebavevealed that in M-F dyads, more self-
touches came about to one’s own face and more padyg' touches took place. Regarding eye
contact and gaze it was evidenced that in dyadsdimg one or more F-F or M-M participants ,
partners did not look at each other as often antbrag as in dyads with M-F make-up. The
hypothesis stating gender noticeably impacted ndmavdehavior was corroborated by the data.

As it came out, distinct patterns of noatbehaviors and expression were outstanding in
the interactions, when a F-F or M-M dyad contrilbut® the interaction. It may not be
conclusively solved if this was solely due to tleavior of either the female or the male partner
in the dyad. Looking at the patterns of behaviawéver, in M-F dyads, there sounded to be
some indications that the female partner in a coetbidyad exhibited various patterns of
behavior compared to similar F-F dyads. This ipssing, because the speakers had not been
told about the role of gender in the investigatidie study suffered some limitations. As
nonverbal communication is regarded, it is obvithet gender is simply one of many factors
deciding nonverbal behavior. Additionally one mimgar in mind that the findings of this
investigation cannot be generalized, unless tlgetazample is comparable to the participants in
the sample in terms of level of education, ageucal, ethnic and social background.

It is of key importance in interpreting tfiedings that all male and female participants had
experienced such free face-to-face interactiorteersample without being bashful and reserved.
The sample size requires to be raised before nmmelgsions to arrive at. On account of the
design of the study, and the small sample sizedie®l was employed as the main unit of
exploration; larger samples may be the next neexdep to check out the dissimilarities in
nonverbal behavior between male and female paatitgomore closely. However, the fact that
significant dissimilarities in the nonverbal exmesns may be identified despite the small
sample size and the large differences are encowaghe selected facets of coding system and
nonverbal behavior came out to be both valid arddble and may be utilized in further
research.
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