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ABSTRACT . A
“ . - ">A . M". Y
© “ ‘ N

Observatlonal data were collected in_a fleld

- ' ‘

study on publlC intlmacy by heterosexual couples ln
cocktall lounges. It was hypotheSLZed that couples
‘would be more 1ntimate ln thelr publlc lnteraction,
li.e., they would engage ‘in acts of touchlng, taLk-
llng, and dlspray close lnterpersonal dlstance due
to the lnfluence of.alcohol consumptlon, physxcal

attractlveness, age, and marltal status. It was

| found that, oontrary to popular belleﬁ! the more

-alcohol a'woman consumes, the less touchlng oc¢ur-,,f
_red._ Physlcally attractlve malesﬁ_ege assoclated L

,with dyads with low rates of co?verxgklon. Also,

13

dlfferences in physxcal attractlveness tended to sb
glncrease Lnterpersonal dlstance. Flnally, Lt was‘”

also found that marrled couples tended to 51t far-'
,ther apart than unmarrmed couples. Impllcatlons

of this research and suggestions for future research

.
¢

were dlscussed. [ N

ivo
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INTROLUCTION

<«

Cocktail Lounges and Alcohol Consumption.

A large body of research on cocktail lounges has
emphasized the role of the environment in faéilitating
social interaction (Moore, 1897; Gottlieb, 1957;
Clinard, 1962; Sommer, 1965; Cavan, 1966; Spradley and
‘Ménn, 1975; Cloyd, 1977; Byrne, 1978; Glenwick et al.,
1978). This research has found that drinking estab-
lishments function as a social center that meets and
supplie; é variety‘of needs for patrons; In partid-
ula:, ﬁhe very nature of the cocktail lounge's physiéal_
setting, with its oim lightsvahd sale of alcohol, en-
courages and prombtés sexual encounters.

~ Smith et al. (1975) foﬁnd in an experimental study
on the’éffects-of aicohol on emotional behaviér of |
heterosexual coﬁples.that_Subjééts wﬁo were administer—
éd'g 1.5 ﬁl;/kg.,dose Qf,alcohoi exhibited a quaﬁtita—
| tively and qualitatively higher increase in total émo—
'tional'expression than those receiving a léwer COSage‘
of‘l.Oumi./kg. anaﬁplacebo. Alcohol consumption pro—.
Vduced significant'tncreaées in elation,lgiddiness,.and
"happiness. ‘Thevpresent.resear;h extends the Smith et
al. study to.a field séttidg by considering the influ-
éng% of.§1c0hol éonsumpﬁion on behaviot, inipaqticgléf,

'intimacy in cocktail lounges. We expected that couples



p .
would be more intimate in their public interaction

dJue to the influgﬁce of alcohol consdmption,h
. AMooré’(l&&‘)?:‘)), an &drly"socinoqist, studied
the "gdcial value of. the saloon? and reports that,

No one who is familiar with this life will

deny the great educational value of the sa-

loons, and this social expression, this free-

ing of human activity, is rendered possible

by the stimulant which the saloon»offers.

Cavan (1966:235) conducted an ethnography of bar
'behévior’énd f&und that cocktéil lounges facilitate

a type of "time-out" period where the h...pogstraiﬁt

and Féspect ﬁhe social world ordinarily requires is no
~longer deméndéd and,»hence; they (Cécktail lounges)
permit eQen for the otdinarily prudent wﬁat QoﬁldVOther—
wise be considered social licéntiousnes;.”

In the pbésent studies we éxpettgd_ﬁo find that:
"coupies who consumed more alcohol would show more éUbﬁie,
intimacy. This'méyqbe attributed to tﬂe influence of )
fhe'alcbhol consump%}on as'wel}'as the envirqnme;t
présenteé.in the coécktail lounge setting. That is7 in
ouf culture the cocktail lounge appears as an approprif-
ate and:aééepéable location to‘disp%ay public iﬁtimaéy.
TheAenvironmental,and sociai factors Sﬁch as éim light-
ing and the géneral sociél afmosphere whigh‘is attrib- -
;ted‘té qocktail'}QUnges faéilitates public intimacy.

Cioyd (1977) found that both the physical setting of

the cocktail. lounge AS well as the "...more open and

e



4
ralaxed feeling producea by the ingestion of alcohol

facilitate a (barroom) member's ability to generate
an encounter (intimately)" (page 34).

¥

Physical Attractiveness

A number of stucies have found that married
(strobe ét al., 1971; Murstein and Christy, 1976)
and‘daﬁing couples (éilvermdn, 1972; Murstein, 1972)
are simiiar in their physical attractiveness. This
research supports Walster et al's. (1966) "matching
hypothesis" which precicts that an incivicual will
choose a partner of approximaﬁely the séme level of
thsical attractiveness. This physical attractive-
ness matching priﬂciplg was further supported by
Berscheid et al's (1971) experiments. They Eound
that when an indiviauél was required to actively
choose a partner,‘generally, they tendeq.té choose a
partner that mat;hed their level of attractiveness.
That is, men ‘and women who were of lesser physical
attractiveness tended to choose less attractive
partners thaﬁ those éhosen by highly attractive
indiv%cuéls.(cf. Berscheid and walster, 1974).

The valid;ty of the assertion that beauty is in
thé eye of the beholder is notAdiSputed. However, a

nﬁmber of stucaies have #@sed the consensus method to

determine interrater reliability of physical attractive-~

>



o Murstein and Christy, 1976 Glenwick et al., 1978,
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e o o
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iness measures (Berscheid et al., 1971 Murstein, 1972

'

'RfHarrell 1979).i This research indicates that there is

s

'}poften a great deal of agreement between JUdges concern-

’,ing the physical attractiveness of a subject.l It ap-

dv_pears that however ambiguous the definition and crite-

'H[Berscheid and walster (1974 182) point out that inter-

'Tria of attractiveness, Judges, both male and female,
s;normally show a high amount of overall agreement in

"_what they find attraqtive in a sybject's appearance. :h

| knrater reliabilities obtained in naturalistic setéingslﬂ'ﬂi=

'or 51tuations ";..in whlch aniVldualS are- rated 1n the"
??flesh rather that depicted in: photographs,‘are’lower.hft%..
'.than those obtained ig laboratory settlngs usxng photo—-x |

’”1graphic stlmuli.‘ However, these naturalistic reliabil- ';:vi

ﬁ”?ities are usually respectably high con51oering the com-"

V.,*plexlty of the stimuli and the time restrictions 1n fa[[__7

%i;judglng (e.g.,.walster et al., 1966)

| A number of studies have revealed that physical
'”;attractiveness serves as an important determinant of
‘interpersonal attraction (Walster et al., 1966 ﬁrlslin hp'
:55and Lewis, 1968; Berscheid et al,, 1971,tNathes, 1975;

LfGlenw1ck et al.,v1978 Harrell 1979); Thls literature

m'-vﬂflnds that attractive people are generally better liked,

o

"*Wmore popular,iand they receive a greater variety of fa—fi

‘f?vorably attributed characteristics as well as preferen-Fif o
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treatment than unattractive people.; Aronson_(1976:

states that.

‘We are more. affected by phySically attractive

people ‘than by physically unattractive people, -
arid, unless we are specifically abused by them, -

we tend to like them better. HMoreover, in sit- .
‘uations involving trouble and turmoil, beautiful

people. tend to be given the ‘benefit: of the doubt

. <they receive more favorable treatment than

iv homely people.;

®

57In thls thesis, we were interested in whether

: phySically attractive people behaved differently than

.unattractive people.i We expected that couples who

were

similar in attractiveness might like each other‘

more, and, Subsequently,bdisplay more public intimacy

ithan

couples Wlth disparities in their physical attrac-d

*tiveness.. To examine this, the absolute difference in p

/

'Vkiattractiveness between the members ‘of. a couple was tak-

This oifference ignores the,Sign of the numbers-*

being subtracted.: The theoretical purpose in using

HvthlS measure was to examine the couple, not each in~'

ElelOual, and determine whether the couple S Slmilar—:“.

VWity or - disparity in attractiveness affects their social¥

-

T interaction and public displays of intimacy.

Also, we expected to find indiVidual differencesv_'
: -

,in social behavior due to an indiVidual's attractive—‘

: ’yness

v:tiveness.; Thus, the impact of each person s level oﬁ L "_

alone, without conSidering his partner s attrac—,

v attractiveness on the quantity and quality of intimacy

o was examined..

R T
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Additionally, we expected to find differences in

public displays of intimacy when one person s attrac— o

2

l tiveness exceeded the attractiveness of the other mem-
7 .ber of the couple,\ To examine this, the arithmetic '
'difference in attractiveness was taken. The theoret—
'_vical purpose for using this measure was to examine the

_indivicual in the context of the couple.

o/ ,
In -our culture, generally, people tend to behave_‘97

j_cifferently once they marry and: as they grow older."'

s

This is due to societal constraints that dictate ap—‘ g ‘lidf e

_fpropriate behaviors for various marital and age cohorts.,.#i
vFor example, crfhinal law regards and treats Juveniles
tHTin a different light than adults.} That is,'aoults are
‘_"held more accountable for their behaVior. The law o
:‘assumes and affords adolescents less accountable fbr
fﬁhdeviance.g This is~ due to .an assumption that juveniles‘v
. are engaged in the socialization process and there-f

-fore, not yet mature enough to be fully responsible :

bl

J'for their behavior.‘ Normally,,in our. culture, as a,¢~fgfjf”fv‘,

[ : “, «

f‘person grows older and marries, soc1ety requires them NN

to behave in a more responsible manner than younger:'

. ‘_(,’n coa

lunmarried people. A person s age and marital statusff7
"ﬂare important variables affecting public behaVior._;We:f
’expect public behavior to vary as a function of asper- Ea

3son s age and m; rital status.



Morrls (1977 88) presents an aneCdotal account of
dlfferences 1n publlc behav10r as a functlon of age and
/. ' '
marltal status. He‘expla;nslthat‘

If we" look at'three couples Sitting'in the park,
the pair who are strangers and the pair who are
an old married couple outwardly have much in .
common. They sit sxlently ignoring each- other
~for much of the time. The third ‘couple are ob~
~viously young: lovers or new friends, because .
:they never  pause in.theifr mutual attentlveness.v
If they are: potentlal lovers who have not yet
‘made. love: together, they will not only be atten—
tive. to each other,. but will probably aiso keep
up a more. or less non-stop. conversation.. 'If
they have actually made.love,- then the tie will
v ’already be ‘tighter and they will now be likely’
to.enjoy periods of- 51lence.;'But if they do,
- their mutual. attentiveness will not wane with f
;thelr ‘words;  as it ‘does with the old married
couple. They will show it by means: of a vari< ‘
ety of body: actlons, espec1ally lntlmate body »

contact g R ST ; L S : .
e LR ,‘1.'v.v- = Lo re s

Rosenblatt (1974) conducted an observatlonal study
Qoof couples' behav1or 1n publlc places. He found that

‘_older adults or adults w1th a relatlonshlp of/longer

f.\

':h duratlon were less 1nt1mate than younger couples.- The /,Z
' e /frl'

h;older couples touched talked iandfsmlled less than the;
.younger couples. -‘tiw;lf i_)p;‘“y;f)'p“dga ﬁ.;,';/>
Harrell (1979) conducted an‘observatlonal study”
?:to examlne publlc dlsplays of 1nt1macy}2n‘marr1ed

el

5‘;couples.: He found that younger couples dlsplayed

!

f'more publlc Lntlmacy than older couples.7 That 1s, ;f'°

.'fthe younger couples were observed to engage in great—-

'Jer 1nc1dents of mutual talklng, touchlng, and smlllng

;i than older coup es. Also,»couples who were 51m11ar ln -

.....



age interacted,more than couples who were_differentvin'

age. e N \
‘l

'In this thesis, we predicted that younger couples

‘would show greater displays of public intimacy. We
calso expected that. couples ‘who were similar 1n agev
e would exhibit greater inc1dents of touching, talking,
? and close interpersonal distances., The reason for this‘lu
‘iis that couples who arg similar in age afé often attrac-'i

i~

ted to each other more than couples who differ in their

—

Z'age (Willis,_1966).
O We expected\t~at married couples woulo behave
kdifferently than unmarried couples. That is, we ex- 1,i:

_4 pected unmarried couples tO\engage in. greater acts of

’,dpublic intimac %

?;IJDependent Variables;.s,:
e ~The: dependent variables ﬁe examined were«touc*ing,wf}-f
i'ntalking,'and interpersonal distance.i'iﬁ~fff1\;,: v s
'f'Touching.. One measure of intimacy which we examined'
:was touching behavibr.n Jourard (1966- 1968) reports
v_;obserVing an- average‘of two touches per hour of obser-ﬂp'
vation by couples in coffee shops.f Also, baseo on her’
research and Jourarc s studies, Henley (1973) erorts

f a "touching-in-p\\lic" constant of about two touches'j"'

per hour of obServation._”f'”:

Touching is an important way of communicati tef i"

*‘yith others (Montagu, 1971). In a study qp the mean-ff‘~‘
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ings of touching, Nguyen et al. (1975)'found that
- their respondents inoicated that touching most often/*
conveys affection. | )

‘In a field experiment, Fisher et al. (1§76:4l7)

'tested whether "...a momentary touch between two?in-
teracting strangers would be experienced as a mildly' =
upleaSant stimulus, and, that it would arouse po itive
;affect."; They set up a Situation in which library

'_users were either touched or ‘not touched by the at- v

<

“-tendant while checking out books.‘ The subjects were

' -fthen asked if they would participate in an evaluation ]

: ;f“Interpersonal Distance.

gof the library and the checkout attendant. -They founo. RN

that subJects who were touched reported a more. positive.?
faffective state about their own feelings and evaluated ‘5
the library and attendant more pOSitively. In the

h‘touch condition, females were uniformly positive in
- IR VEREE

‘their responses. Males, howeVer, were more ambivalent

°

‘ hin their responses to touching.,

";¢ In this theSis we examined touching as a measure"

Lof intimacy.. we expected that touching would vary as

©

;“a function of alcohol consumption, physical attractive-"f
'_;ness,‘age, and marital status. | EhC

““.

P
v

.Another measure of intimacy°that we examined in

inthis thesis was the interpersonal distances of couples



. has also been employed in studie

flounges,

&.and marital status._‘ d‘ﬁxﬁ’

'\

)
o

’seated in cbcktail'lounges.-yIn erpersonal distance

of attraction (e g.,

: Harrell, 1979). This. reSearch indicates that members

of coup1es who are attracted to one another will stand

\

gloser and sit closer in public pl ces. IR

Baxter (1970) observed couples in natural set-”

vtings located in various public areas of a municipal

200. He found that the interpersonal distances be~

o e

. .7'itween members of a couple incredsed Wlth their age,
S R
N A -and that younger couples 1nteracted at closer cistances.f

‘VThese empirical results presented by Baxter lend sup- -

port to our oxscussion above concerning*Morris s

1

;(1977) cescription of three couples Slttlng in a

8 - , S Ll

,parko: '7. ;;: ' 5 . ." B

A

&911 (4966) asserts that low levels of 1llum1na-

tion will oroinarily bring people closer together.

VFrom this it might follow that cocktail lounges would o

tend to’ encourage close interpersonal distances be-

tween members,of ‘a couple. ThlS is due to the general-‘

‘ ¢ly dim lit atmosphere usually prevalent in cocktail

o o a °°

gin’this thesisuwe‘predicted that interpersOnal

'f,distances between couples would vary as a function o

"of alcohol consumptigg, phy51cal attractiveness, age,‘l

~

10




- Talking.,‘

We examined the amounts of talking<by couples in
a cocktail lounge as a measure of intimacy." |

| We quoted a few pages earlier, Morris s (1977.
88) comparison of three couples Sitting in a parke He
states that “...potential lovers...will not only be |
‘attentive to each other, but will probably keep up a
. more or less non-stop conversation."v‘
’Ne expected that talking would vary as a function

-~ of alcohol consumption, physical attractiVeness, age,

‘and marital status.' R e S

éummary of Major pOtheses.r

s,(1)--In\§his thesis,‘we predict that couples will be
| T‘more\intimate in their public interaction, i €e,
"they Wlll engage in acts of touching, talking,'
l'and display close interpersonal distahce‘due to
"a%gohol“consunption; o
g(Z) We expect that Measures of touching; taiking;"
 and interpersonal distance will be effected,bygl'
. the physical attractivehess of the members\%f.
gthe couple. We predict thatwapuples SL\llﬁf

‘in their physical attractiveness will ‘show *':l‘
tgreatervintimacy\@han couples who:differ‘in '

,attractiveness.- Also,'we hypothe51ze that

very att?active males and females will exhibitL

U

Y



e

(3).

C(a)

‘people.

_ companied by a ‘much younger male, could expect

[ -

greater displays of‘intimacy‘than unattractive

It is,hypothesized that younger couples will

be more intimate ‘than older couples. We also.‘

be more intimate than couples who differ in age.
. We:predict that olaerjcouples will,be less in-

timate than younger couples because younger

\expect that couples who ‘are . 51milar in age w111 o

couples would be more uninhibited in their dis-~

‘plays of public 1ﬁtimacy._ We expect that ds'a
couple s age disparity increases there will‘be

1essfrntimacy because the - greater the age ‘dis-

':parity the more conspicuous thelr intimacy will
“'fappear,«ano subsequently,-such a couple will

_ feel less inclined towards public intlmacy. A
kyoung couple, of similar ages, would not expect"

 to be the subject;of quizzical stares aska ree

sultaof their displays of ‘public intimacy; On. .

the other:hand,_an older male accompanieo by

~a much youngervfemale, or an older female ac-

|
to be the subject of qu1221cal stares dua to

public intimagy’ ‘ .f o | .“4 a)l

‘We predict that married couples will show’ lessv

4,public intimacy than unmarried couples.



- (5)

(6)

rpersonal distance and decrease touching will

13

|

\

We expect that measures of touching will be

effected by the interpersonal distance and

?

talking by the members of the couple. We'

precict that couples who sit close and .talk

will show greater intlmacy than couples who

‘maintain greater interpersonal distance with

"little, lf any, talk. ' Of course, thereuhaS-

to be some degree of phySical proximity be-

fore any touching can take place. That 1is, )

we expect that couples with a large distance

between them will not touch.-

we'eXpect that'mea§Ures of talking will be

2
4

"effected by the:inte:personal“distance'and
'touching by the members’ of tnevcouple. We

"predict that-barriers that increase inter—

°

‘ also reduce the amounts of- talking by ‘the

{

’members ‘of a couple.- Moreover, a couple

that has a large distance between them Wlll

not only find itvdifficultbto touch»one an-

- other but'also‘the'opportunitY”toncqnverse-

becomes more difficult as the cistance in-

creases.. -



~ other hand the cocktail 1ounge is,licensed to sell

FIELD OBSERVATIONS
Method. Since cocktail lounges are numerous and
scattered throughout every town, city,band suburb,
they secrve as an excellent laboratory for ‘the study
of human behavior (Spradley and Mann, 1975).‘ A num-b

\ . 3

ber of previous field studies have found cocktail ‘o
vlounges appropriate for'the study of sex role behav- .
ior (Cavan, 1966, Roebuck and Spray, 1967 Mann, 1976;
Cloyd, 1977; Byrne, 1978; Glenwick et al., 1978) and.
as a feaSible setting in- whicp to assess alcohol con-
sumption (Sommer, 1965; Kessler .and Gomberg, 1974
Cutler and Storm, 1975; Plant et al., 1977). 2 field
,study, although lacking the control offered in a lab-.
'oratory, captures a more naturalistic sample of the
'subjects' behavior. .

In this study, we frequented a variety of cock-,
tail lounges. Observations were carried out only in g_.
,.cocktail lounges.» That is, public houses, taverns,
and restaurants which did not have a speCific area
set aside as a cocktail lounge were excluded from ob—
servati:ns. Formally, the distinction between the cock-'

=“tail lounge and tavern is that the latter is licensed 8

"for the sale of beer and not mixed cocktails. On>the \

both beer'and mixed drinks. The range of cocktail ‘ \



. 1

lounges that we visited ran from large to small and,

of course, the physical and social structures of the

various lounges also varied from one another. That
- is, some lounges had live musical entertainment, or

, \
recorded music, while some other lounges did not have

any music at all; some lounges had dimmer lighting

than others; some lounges attracted, partially due v

to location, various occupational _groupings, i.e.,

'office personnel in the city s business section, and

students in the university area,‘and,-accordingly,'

- some’ 1ounges weré mome expensive than others.

In designing our research _we considered the po-

1

tential ‘effects of obvious variability from one lounge

" . to another, We~chose,.however,'not to measure or at-

.

tempt analyzing avnumber of these effects relating.to

lounge variability. This ‘was due to a number of rea-

;tsons.b Firstly, we intentionally conducted observations

in a variety)of lounges in order to aVOic saturating

any given loungeeWith observers. This wa's done be-

' . cause of_the possibility that during the course of

two weeKs of field observations the lounge S regular
E
vcustomers, employees, and management might recognize

the observers and, conseque tly, alter their behavior.
g

-As a result this was minimized by ViSiting a variety

~of lounges. Secondly, the range’ of lounges visited

and their respective features thaE we . failed to meas-—

15
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ure and include in the study were, for our purposes,
beyond the scope of this study. That is, we were in«
terested in social interactionvin cocktail lounge
settings with the latter regarded in the macro-level
and the former in the micro-level of analysis. Third-
ly, we did not perceive lounge variability and unmeas~i
ured characteristics as a defiéit\to the data. More-
over, observing in é variety Gf cocktail lounges may
have strengthened the ability of the data to generalize
about bar behavior tﬁén-if*we had only visited one or

a few lognggs. Finally, we were concefned with the_
social interaction of heterosexual couples, as.a result,
it seemed regsonable to conduct our Qbservations in é
yariety Jf céék;ai}'lounge settings in order to obseéerve.
theibehafiof of é'variéty ofvéouples ;ather thanvthose |

couples attracted to particular lounges.

Subjects. One hundred and sixty;onb heterosexual
_-couples were observed in forty different cocktail
”lqhnng in the City of Edmonton, Alberta.
- Observers. Eighty-two undergraduate students working
as co-observers from an introducﬁory course 1in social

'psychology.cohductéd the observaLiohs.

Lependent Variables. The dependent variables. that we

-



Canthuulizcd and measured in this study were:

(1), How often couples touch one another and talk
during a sixty second period ot observation.
Lach couple was observad for sixty seconds
every filve minutes, over a period of thirty
minutes where six observations were record-
ed. Wwhether or not each member of a couple
spoke during that five minute ;egment was
noted. If neither person spoke they were
given a zero score. LIf either person spoke
a "1" was awarded. 1f both spoke a "1" was
also recorded. A total score was arrived, at
by adding all six observation periods. The
same scoring procedufe was applied to touch-
ing.

Previous séudies (e,gii Sommer, 1965;
Kessler and Gomberg, 1974; Cutler and Storm,
1975; Plant et al., 1977) have found that
patrons in cocktail lounges seldom ;emain
for lengthy periods of time. Rather, the
majority of patrons usually leave the lounge

after a variable but normally moderate peri-
od of time. As a result we arrived at the
somewhgt arbitrary minimum period of obser-
Qation.of thirty minutes. We felt thét thirty

minutes of observation would capture a suffi-

17



':jc1ently representatlve sample of the iubject'

' socxal 1nteraction and alcohol consumption.

Q
a

'l“u.were recorded durlng the flrst mlnute of the'p

/jflve mlnute perlod Thls partlcular method of

1,

:observatlon was chosen 1n order to fac111tate a

ot
e

”standardlzed systematlc procedure for record— v

‘hf”lng samples of the observed couple s behav1or.

“"*od of tlme.: The tlmé 1nterval of flve mlnutes
dmln between each observatlon was - chosen in order

Hi>to obtaln al relatively frequent but not constant

i)

”‘sample of the subJects"behaVLOr.f To be sure,

.*we con51dered employlng a contlnuous measure of

use the tlme sampllng method concludlng that

fthls measure would best control and reduce the

§

a few problems; and limltatlons whlch stem from

'n.fthis type of tlme sampllng. Flrst 'we have no.
;y‘way of knowing the subject 's behavxor either
:h‘prlor to or after our observatlons. In the case
'-"of alcohol consumption, we do not know how much

\the subJects have consumed elther at home or. at

1-1'

‘These-51x flve"mlnute perlods of“observatlon’v .

ffThe tlme sampllng method was employed to 1nsure'n

5frthat each couple was observed for the same perl-’"

Q.

.L_tthe subJect s 1nteraction, however, we ChOSe to.:f’“'

amount of data’ collectedﬂ .There are,‘of course,,';f

dn;a_previouswlounge, prior to our- observatlons. A

18

e

»~§§i;.



e_further problem endemic to this type of time ‘

ampling procedure is that subJects who touch,

.»talk or move closer together prior to the 51xty_f

{second observation sample, but then move apart

@

tor dlsengage their touching and talking at the

'ptime of sampllng, Wlll not have their inc1dents

3

4of 1nt1macy recorded and as. a result, missing‘”

:dataﬂoccurs.' Previous studles (e.g., Sommer, E

o

.1965 Cutler and Storm 1974~ Plant et. al., 1977)
p01nt out difflculties w1th thlS type of sampling

' where 1t 1s essential that the observers attempt

°.*to record their observations as unobtru51vely as-

. ‘ s N
'_'In thlS study the observers were encouraged to"'

2y

3

fpossible. In: Sommer s (1965) stuoy the observers,f

fconcealed their observation sheets in newspapers.

‘:fold their observation schedules and keep them‘dr‘
voconcealeo or leaVe them lying on the table;with'

‘1other books and papers.p_

T

._av

s

:Interpersonal distance was'estimated during each

fi51xty second period of observation.p For purposesvl‘

’dof analysis, the distance between the subJects':w
Lshoulders were averaged (the scores for each '

’of the two observers were added together and

then divided by two) and categorized in terms

'of a seven point scgle. 'The seven levels of

© .
S

L19



‘response in this: scale form a, modifled versionj

‘of Hall's (1966) spatlal zones. Thus,'when a

person leans forward to the other they were

‘Judged as belng cloSer, when 1n fact they may

h

not have even moved thelr chalrs closer and
would otherw1se have been recorded at a far—'

ther dlstance apart, It seems reasonable to b

'.assume that using this dlstance between the =

| Couple s shoulders relates more to lntlmacy

than other poxnts of reference o; body axls..**'

A problem 1nherent 1n thlS type of meas-l'

) e K

-i,urement was,'of course: the dlfflcult task ofi"‘>

';.accurately estlmatlng subjects' 1nterpersonald

,dlstances whlle the observers ‘were 51tt1ng at7‘

‘y1~a dlstant table in a typlcally dark cocktall

tlounge.r We compensated for this,vto a certaln jtfhx‘i

]extent by checklng the interrater reliabllityi.

o

bithe couple s lnterpersonal dlstances were dlS— S

v

">vconcern1ng the amount of agreement An. record-'
-?ing 1nterpersonal distances.; Cases where the

'obSerVers showed 11tt1e agreement regardlng

1

dnvcarded and excluded from the data set.y As a

rresult, what inltially appeared as a- llmltlng

i _problem became a reliable strength to the meas-’

‘ure.' Indeed by u51ng only those cases where

observers were hlgh in agreement the measure Sy,7'

20
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) ‘ v . o
ﬂ’accuracy and reliabllity was’ controlled and v X
?jmalntalned at-a reasonable level-"j'T ,V. L
| The most 1nt1mate distance occurred when g:yf
"tthelseated couple s shoulders were less than.ff’
'tﬁonevlnch apart.; The second most 1nt1mate dlS-

'htance occurred when ihe couplezwas two to six |
‘7inches apart.t The fourth dlstance ranged from
1thirteen to eighteen 1nches._ The range of the.“

fflfth level was. when the couple s shoulders were.j_
::;1n between nlneteen to twenty~four inches..fTheedt
T51xth level occurred at dlstances 1n betweenu =

ftwenty flve‘to thlrty—51x inches. ‘Flnally, the

':last level occurred when the couple s shoulders'
”TWere more than thlrty 51x inches apart
In- this study, all six estlmates of 1nter—1ftf:
'{,personal dlstance were added together over the :

[thlrty mlnutes of. observation.. This gave us a ‘fjsﬂ'/;%\.,l"
'fvtotal score: for 1nterpersonal dlstance.‘;Theff~ |

;hlgher the total score on this varlable,.the","”'

'T,greater the 1nterpersonal dlstance.; 'j”h

.v“

“'}Organismic and Independent Variables. Organismlc var-

i

ofiables are those varlables which cannot be manlpulat-

d’ed or controlled by an experimenter in measurlng their’.’

‘v;;effects upon a dependent varlable. In short an.or—h-'

'\\\ .

-ganismic_varlablegls-a;distinct;ve.physiOIOgical:ug”

<.



L4

Ca " )

T

~,characterlst1cs of an organism i.esy >sex, age, and -

'xphy51ca1 attraeglveness.v )

g V‘In thls study, the organlsmlc and independent
’”,varlables were recordeo at the beglnnlng of the ob— h'
servatlon scheoule were the sex, estlmated age, phys-'
4'-;ical attractlveness of the subJects, and‘the}r_marltal:r
:status. ;f.‘ | | | » ’ | H |
Male and female phy51cal attractiveness was meas-
.Lrureo separately by both observers on a four p01nb scale,

—_—

hfranglng from very unattractlve to very attractlve.\

'""gThese sepanate 1nd1ces of phy51cal attractlveness

5

2”were examlned for thelr 51ngular effect on couple o

'.1nt1macy. S ,

The other measures of attractiveness that we used

43¢were the absolute and arlthmetlc dlfferenc\s 1n phy51cal

.x*y

:9Q~attract1veness between the members of a couple,f Both of

'~these 1n01ces were analyzed and for theoretlcal reasons,

“'ﬁthey differ from each other in 1mportant ways.' We usedf;‘

these measures when we examlned the;couple s social 1n-<
“teractlon and where 51m11ar1t1es and disparlties 1n at-f

:ftractlveness were related to lntlmaCy.f We used these

‘ffemeasures in addition to the separate male and femalebh

’hattractlveness measures, to fac111tate the plural ef—w
'fect from considering the couple s 51m11ar1t1es and e
dlsparltles ﬁn attractlveness upon publlc 1nt1macy.

' Mar1ta1 status was measured by observ1ng whether:"



or‘not_the woman was wearing a wedding ring. Although ,

it is'imposSible to‘determine accurately-subject‘

. marital status using purely observational data col—

n.".

‘lection proceoures,.or whether those categorized as

””married were in fact married to each other. It seems

hreasonable,_however, to assume that thls measure does
: i

accommooate a relative amount of face validity. ‘The ..

Hreason for this%is that while there can be no. guaran- o

¢

gftees that those subjects deemed as married were mafk‘

4fgried by restrlcting the marital status categOrY to

'only those women wearing wedding rings,‘we increase,r_'

fathe likelihood that they were»marrledlmore-so,than'

";sheer 1ntu1t10n. Also, 1n cases where the observers i

'"doubted or could not be Certain of the couple s marital

23 .

ﬁ*»status they were, accorcingly, categorized 1n that vein.g‘d

There are, of course, validity problems with the iden-.:h_'”

”iljtification of married couples when uSing purely obser—‘r*

vational measures.‘ However,.these measures, desplte

‘;their 1nsenSitiv1ty ano pOSSlble inaccurac1es, remain;‘”

‘o

' ,superior to no measures._: ,'~* .~; f‘é o

o d The nuﬁber of drinks consumed by the male and

‘:female were recorded separately during {he sixty sec—,fﬁi:“'

'v;ond period of observation, qnce every flve minutes.f

'-"vAgain, this is another measure which presents validity

,problems w1th regard to the types of drinks\that the

subJects consumed However, we' were more concerned



othth the rate and quantity of subjec 's alcohol con-

'sumption than the congener effects (c'f‘Teger et‘,al.,
: r1969 Taylor and Gammon, 1975) which result from con-
_”sumption of different types of alcohol 1.e., beer,

. wine, and assorted cocktalls.. Moreover, additional

B ,'measurement problems result when we consider the fact

ot}

v.that alcohol consumption generally effects people dif—i
jferently due to physxOlogical disparlties such as body
types and sizes (e g., normally, endomorphs can - consumelnf
dimore alcohol with- less of an impairlng effect than ' |
l‘ectomorphs). Also, alcohol consumptlon genera?ly af—‘,

-'fects people differently due to personality and psy—

"”tchologlcal differences._ Indeed people who &klnk reg-

-

p'ularly, generally have a higher tolerance to the ef— T
ffects of Various alcoholic_deverages than those people
,‘who seldom 1mbibe. As - -a result of conSLdering these

ffactors we remain cognizant of the problems W1th valid—v‘
Iity,’however,-we agree w1th Plant et ,al. (1977) thatf:;
dlrect observation serves as. a reliable method of
1‘fasse551ng alcohol consumption in cocktall lounges.,ﬁ' ‘
[‘Indeed simply counting the number of dﬁinks“coﬁsumed,afi”
n’by the subJects, for our purposes, exlsts as a crude\;

ufmeasure of 1mpa1rment but suffices as an ad%guate v

,guage of the relationship between alcohol consqmption f-'

",‘and soc1a1 1nteraction observed in public.



, L o . , - ‘ - ‘ ) T
\ - . Procedure. - A heterosexual couple was randomly selected.

for observationbprovided they metrthe.folloWingbcriteria:- ¢

(1)*jThevprospective couple must not aiready have been
'seated-in the lounge.- Couples who were alreadyg
seated in the lounge were ineligible for observa-

’ tion. Tne'observations began with an eligible

couple after they had entereg the lounge and were .

; seated |
'r(2)‘”If.the'coupie]Qas joined}by another‘person or ,l'
J’ebersons, tbe couple'was-diSQUalified and,a new.

"',Codple‘was'seiected - | “
‘Q3f_»If a couple belng observed left the iounde prlor :

¥

‘to the completlon of at least thlrty minutes,

:'they -were’ dlsquallfied and a new couple was sel— U

¢

: ected._

»"Each~member of the pair'of.observers Was\responsible.
‘lfor measurlng all of the prev1ously mentioned varlable.

;ﬂ'\ N
' -The observers recorded their observatlons 1ndependently

r, of one’ another ‘and w1thout any collaboratlon, other

than dlscu551ng whlch couple to- observe and when to -

'start tlmlng. SR
: . ,\,

o

v'Observer Training.v Prior to actually er : Cha

vvfield and concuctlng observatiéns,'t; TR T w-were,h
:.thoroughly brlefed concernlng the procr res to be

- followed-_ We spent;a,;lttle:over an'hourﬂand.oneéhalf



.i‘

-

in. classroom training. We discussed the observation

schedule s structure, as well as the conceptualization

'of the variables and their operationalization. In par-

ticular, we discussed and developed various strategies-

.to surmount any p0351ble problems that might occur in
f

-the field ‘For example, the obserVers were-cautionedg_

not to drsplay their observation sheets too prominent-

ly and to'remain.as unobtrusive as possible.

We expected that 1n most ‘cases the cocktal lounges
would be suff1c1ently occupied and dimly 1it so that-

the observers blended in’ With_the other-patrons_and,

tthus,vdid'not appear noticable'or overly obtrusive;

The observers of course, found 1t de51rable, if

‘ not necessary,‘to consume -alcohol Wlth their cohorts

in order to best blend in w1th the env1ronment's com—-

merc1a1 functlon.‘ As Sommer (1965) indicated 'it is

1mportant for the obSeiyers to’ appear like " ordinary

»gcustomers and remain unobtru51ve so as to avoid any““‘
Z‘undue attention from curious waitersﬁpr waitresses.;
”Also, the obserVers were'strongly encouraged toiex—

ferCise cautlon agalnst consuming too much alcohol so

as not- to place the rellablllty of their observations
1n Jeopardy and cause instrument decay.

| buring the trainlng sessions we discussed the

”purpose, scope, and objectives applicable in the op—

- erat10nalizmng particular measures in the observation

> o
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schedule. This was acconplished, of course, Without

" - any discussion with the observers<about the study's

‘ hypotheses. In %hort we felt it best to*train the

observers to operationallze the varlous measures with—-

o

out any prior expectatlons of our predictlons. ~More-

over, the chances that the observers might.inadvertent~L

- ly or subconsiOUSly selféfulfill the predicted hypoth-

eses is greatly reducediif the,observers_remained uné_
aware of the hypotheses.; o | .

o After,oompleting'the training sessions, the ob-
servers were well-versed in completing their data ”
collections. o ‘ | | | S

§

lMethodoloqical leitations and Strengths. For'any

| de51gned our sampling procedures. f, N

ives.’

e

given method to "work" 1t must, more than anything-

I

ﬁelse, be able to achieve the various obJectives of

the partlcular method. . We kept this in mind when we

b

‘

. Cutler .and Storm (1975) and Plant et ‘al. .(1977)

conducted observatlonal studies of alcohol consumptlon

o in natural settings. They report dlrect observation

. as a reliable sampling method that met thelr obJect-

In our observations, the°most fundamental objeCt?

ive of the sampling method was to accurately and. rell—‘

_ably'measure the soclal,interactionvof heteroseXUa1¢

i



.
coupies'in éocktail‘lounges, In. designing. and conduct-

lng our observatlons!uwe becamevaware-of a variety of
llmitatlons and strengths 1nherent to this type of
ksampllng.method.

i‘_For esample, as ‘we previously mentioned a major
llmltatlon of our observatlons is that ‘we knew nothlng
of the subject s behav1or prlor to the observatlonS‘Gr
afterwards. That 1s, a-couple may have been yery‘;n-."
tlmate prlor to our observatlons, however, during our
- observatlons they may not. have been 1ntimate at all.
'Conversely, a couple may have been recordeo as very
intimate during our observatlons but somethlng mlght
‘;‘have occurred later to cause the couple to become
hostile with one another.' As a-result, such behavxor
lgpuid‘not'be included in.our'sample..vClearly, our
observations are llmlted to only that behavmor whlch '
1took place durlng the actual obServation periods |
‘Pragmatically, the strength of the time sampling
“methodtappeared superior to contlnuous measurements.
‘Indeed, if the observers'remained unobtrusive and.dida
‘ notﬂstare'at the Subjects,‘then,’conversely,'thehsube
jects Qon;dﬂnot Stare>back'in return. That"is, there
isfnothingounnsnal/or extraordinary ifgsomeone in a
: cocktail ioUnge"looks_in your oirection, or forﬁthatf

v

matter, right at you, once every five minutes. ', On the

"~ other hand in the case of continuous sampling, subjects
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would be wary and would undoubtedly alter their behav-

ior if they noticed the observers constant. monitoringe.

RESULTS

Interrater Reliability. Rellabillty Cerelatlons of

" the observatlonal data were calculated for all of the

b

varlables.

’The observers agreed well‘onvthe'COding of the
measures of'intimacy;_ The‘orservers’ codlngs of. inter-
personal distance QOr the total 30 minute observatlon‘

perlod were hlghly correlated (r = O dS p < .001). N
.
-Observer reliabllltles for touching were also highly

: ~
correlated (r = 0.94, p.< .001). As was the'case‘for

7

observer agreement for talklng (r = 0. 82 p < .001).,

Rellabllity 5cores for the males' age and\females'

‘age were r = 0479 and r = 0O, 81 (p! s~< 001) respect—

r\‘

lvely.\ while the observers had moderate succefs in >\\\
‘ reliably recordlng female attractlveness (r 0, 60,

p <',001), there was greater dlsagreement when it came
to the jndglngkof male_attract1Veness\(r_= 0. 44 p <

.001) Observing the presenCe or absence of a wed-

dlng ring also had a relatively low correlatlon (r =

. 0.40, p < .001). Flnally, observers showed greater

agreementlln asse551ng the amount of alcohol consumed

by women (r = 0.81, p < .001) than men (r = 0,50,

S p <00l S /,

29
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Zero Order Correlations

(1) Touching.

Table 1 shows the zero order correlations be-
tween each of the predictor varlaglesqand the total
amount of touchlng that occurred over a 30 mlnute
observation period. Three of the predictors -total
Grinking,'female drinking,qand male drinking- were
'aignificantly related.».Contrary to our-original pree
olctlon, however, eacn of these measures of alcohol
consumption is negatlvely rather than p051t1vely re—
lated to touching. - Thus, :as bothvmen and women in-
crease the amount of alccholAconSUQed; physical in-
"timacy, as measured by touching,‘actually declines.

InterperSonai diatance“was also significantly
related to touching (r -‘0.h9,.p < ,001). \As inter-
personal_distance increased, touching also increased.
Touching and'talking Qere not significantly correlat-.

ed (r = 0,02, p = 0.38)
_ : ‘
, |

(2) Talking. -
/ Three varlables were 51gn1f1cantly correlated with
total talklng. vAs the arithmetic dlfferencegln ohy51cal
attractlveness 1ncreaseo, talking decreased (r = -0.27,
p < .01?. 'That'is,-as males exceed,females ln,judged
'tattractiveneés in.a'COuple,'talking decreased. On the.
other hand,”as'fenales‘exceeded'males’in attractiveness,

s



Table 1 4Zero Order Correlatlons Between Predictors

[

male + female
drinking

marjital status

absolute
(male - female
attractiveness)

female age

male ~ female
attractiveness

female drinking
male - female age
absolute (male -

female drinking)

male age
male attractiveness

‘female .-
attractiveness

male drinking

absolute

(male - female age)

" male - female
drinking

o .

and Measures of Intimacy.

distance
=, 171"

" 0.185
=,01

0.348
p=.001

0.089
p=.131

p=.203

-0.071
p=.186

0.067
p=.287

- 0,066
p=.202

0.132
p=.058

-0.007
p=.466

0.115
p=.073

-0.062
p=.218

0.096

p=.21

-0.001 -

p=.496

talking
0.041
p=.303

0.073
p=.177

-0.019
p=.434

P= « 276

-0.265
p=.011

-0.007
P=.466

. 0.139

p=.. 119

0.125

0.015

p=.426

—0.251
p‘. 001

-0.02
p=.401

0.073
p=c18
0.223

p=.03

0.086
p=.139

touching

-0.25

p=.001

0.02
p=.40

0.20
p“049

-0.002
p=.488

0.046

‘p=.356

p=.001

-0.024
p=.421

0.015
p20428’

‘0002 »
p=.402

~0.036
p=-328

p=.194

" -~0.173

p=.014
-0.021
p=.431

0.059
p=.228

LY
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: talking.was more frequent. Interestlngly, male attrac;
tlveness was negatlvely related to talklng (r =‘—0 25
p < 001).~ More attractlve males were associated K
with low rates of total talklng.‘ Accordlng to Table
1 female attractlveness, per se, was unrelated

Assthe dlfference 1ﬁ age 1ncreased for a couple,

| talklng also 1ncreased (r = 0 22, p = O 03) Thus,,

/;f couples that were SLmllar ln terms of age showed less»

talklng than couples who were: dlfferent. .

Nelther dlstance (r = -O 09, pn—‘O 14) nor touchlngt

(r = O 02 pd: O 38) were 51gnif1cantly related to

(3) Interpersonal Distance.v

Both marltal status (r = O 19 p = 0 01) and the',

‘;absolute dlfference 1n attr@ctlveness (r'—‘O 35 p —Llilb

1

O 001) were signiflcantly correlated W1th interpersonw

.' al distance., The greater the dlscrepancy 1n attractlve—‘

ness between a couple, the farther apart they sat._Slm—bgf

R

A;'llarly, marrled couples sat farther apart than unmar-v‘

rled‘couples.

.

;'Stt"j=f 'RegreSSionrAnalyses:
_i"Regre551on analyses were- carrled out to determlne
the relative strengths of the varlous predictors of

intimacy., For Ehe regressxons we establlshed a Crl—*‘

terion whereby a varlable must have a mlnlmal beta f

@
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30 mlnutes of observat;on.'

b_:as ‘in touchlng, we counted the "1 s" to get an 1ndex

:33 }
weighttof iofldlotygreate:é}o“be consi%ered as‘a'Sigﬁ,
nificantuotedictor; . 'dv.}"" :ivv o i‘“ |

. Ks mentioned earlief; touChing,was'ooerationafiZed
so” that durlng an: observatlon perlod a value of "1"h
'was a551gned lf anyone touched anyone else;' A zero
was a551gned 1f no touchlng occurred thus, by‘count;

Vang up the " s" we . get an’. 1ndex of thef,otal volune o

. of touchlng.
Interpersonal dlstance ‘was 1ndexeo as the total

,"_.

‘of the dlstances recorded between the couple ‘over the -

« "Talklng was 1ndexed so that durlng .an’, observatlon
‘perlod a value of ne was a551gned 1f anyone talked.,.

>,'A zero was a551gneo 1f no talklng occurred.e Agaln,:

-
% -

dgof the total volume of talklng.‘;f'

.”,7] The major predlctor varlables entered into thei"ﬁ
'snregteSSLOnS»were.e male and female alcohol consumpeif-
\{tlon, marltal status,tabsolute (male - female attrace,,

7;t1veness) female s age,’arlthmetlc (male = female

:attractlveness) female alcohol consumptlon, arithmetlcltg

:»(male - female age) absolute (male - female alcohol

1:{consumptlon) ~male s . age, male 'S attractlveness,ﬁ‘
/g_female S’ attractlveness,nmale s alcohol consumption,;?:‘
>absolute (male‘- female age) -and arlthmetlc (male —C
affemalefalcohol‘COnsumptlonJ; :7." 7T?Yn}f‘ . {.' |

%"f_’r :“ i~
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rated as a possxble preolctor of talklng and touchlng.

Talklng was also examlned as a p0551ble predlctor of
~touch1ng., Touchlng,lln turn, was examlned as a pos—"

'51ble predlctor of talklng. ' | . | | |

4

- Regression Analysis For Touching., A

. Table 2 indlcates that the strongest predlcto
“of touchlng wa's interpersonal dlstance. By 1tself,
‘fythls factor explalned 24.04% of the varlance. fThe ;"
’,lposltxve.slgn~of the'beta value lnolcates that as
i._tb;he"“'dj._staz.'jce"be_t»'alée‘n members of a. couple 1ncreased.
aetheirate of‘tdnching also 1ncreased (b"= 0. 18 P <
t‘.001).u S | i

Female drinklng was also 51gnif1cant1y related

‘to touchlng.' This factor accounted for S 53% of the'

‘varlance.‘ As the volumn of alcohol consumed by the
'-female 1ncreased total touchlng decreased (b"

'-o 36v < o1).dj'v’

S

}7Beta welghts for female attractlveness, talkmng,id

/J‘absolute flfference in drlnklng, and’ male drlnklng
:;equalled or exceeded the O 10: crlterion, though thelr

?hlgh standard error mace them statlstlcally non—:ﬁ

: 5_;51gnif1cant.

In additdon, intérpersOnal‘distanCe was‘incorpo-v

Female attractlveness was negatlvely'related tO"A

34_‘
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'vtouchlng (b‘ = -o 11), suggesting that the rate of .

- touchlng is . lower when the female is rated as attrac—, -

”r_tlve rather than unattractlve.'

ngh rates of talklng tended to be related to

Fyhlgh rates of touchlng (b‘ ¥ O 10)

The greater the dlfference in drlnklng between ,

‘,_members of a couple,vthe lower the rate of touchlng
~(b-§¥ -0.18). |
Flnally, hlgh rates of male drlnklng tended to

".1ncrease the rate of touchlng (b‘ - 8 16).

RegreSSion Anaiys"is Fori'Tal’king‘; A
Table 3 shows male attractlveness was the

v'strongest predlctor of talklng, accountlng for:p*:‘f

‘4 5% of the variance.; The negatlve smgn of the. “h'

36

T:beta welght (b‘ = —O 25 p < 01) 1nd1cates thatfﬂfftp-”""

the attractlve males were less likely to talk to‘
'Vethelr companlon.> | |
- Marital status was also 51gn1f1cantly related

to talking (b‘ = 0. 14, 3 < -01),‘ However, thls ;,T

'factor only accounted for 1% of the varlance.;'lt :‘

| appears that marrled couples were more llkely to

,[talk than unmarrled couples. o

The beta welghts for 1nterpersonal dlstance,

"ference ln drlnklng, and male s age reached the

“vl_absolute difference in drlnklng, arlthmetic dif—_fff'*“”

Ry
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'criterionlof“: 6-10;“bﬁ£ were not statisticallyﬁ'
'51gn1ficant.' !‘

“The greater the 1nterperSona1 dlstance be-
1tween a couple, the less talklng (b' ; -0 10).

-The grea@ér the absolute dlfference 1n drinklng,

v"“ (b‘ = O 14) the greater the talkmng., However,

the more male drlnklng exceeded female orlnklng,
the less conversatlon.- Flnally, the older the

: male, the less talklng (b* a',-o 21)

:‘Reqression\AnalySis for InterperSOnal Distance.”

H

Table 4 shows that marltal status (b"“ O 18)
,‘\‘A
. _and absolute dlfference in. male and female attrac—

'1nt1veness (b‘.= O 17) were 51gnif1cantly (p s < O 05)

.'related to. 1nterpersonal dlstance. " Each varlable'
"'accounted for more than 3% of the varlance.d
Interpersonal distance between couples was
ml;greater for married than unmarried couples.fﬁ5f
bf Interpersonal 015tance between couples alsobw

».lncreaSed as the absolute dlfference 1n male and

“:_female attractlveness 1ncreased.

/,.5,38

 Male orlnklng (b‘ =‘—O 12) female7attractive--f“ .

a-ness (b"- O 14) absolute dlfference 1n drlnklng o
'»:(b‘ - O 20) and arithmetlc difference in drlnklng
lf(b'v= -0 19) all met our beta welght crlterion.

'fHowever, ‘none. of these varlables were statlstically

?/
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significant.

Interpersonal distance decreased.the_more the

S,
N\

male drank. . _ _ ‘ o “
Interpersonal dlstance was greater the more

attractlve the female.

The absolute diffLrence in alcohol’consumption

\

1ncreased 1nterpersonal dlstance, whereas, lnterper—

3

*" sonal dlstance decreased when male.drlnk;ng exceed-

ed female drinking;.,'

L s N )

Summary of Results

o i ' /.
Touching. Originally, our analy51s of the zero order
correlatlons found that all measures of alcohol con- -
'-sumption were negatlvely related to- touchlng. A re-—

gression analysis shdyed that female drlnklng, in par—
'_tlcular, accounted f%r thls relationshlp. Contrary
to. popular bellef ﬁhe more a woman consumes, the less
ouchlng occurs. The effects’ of alcohol consumptlon
on’ acts of touchlng only by the male and touchlng by-
fthe female were examlned in addltion to total touch—
‘;ng,b‘In both of these cases, female drlnklng had a‘~
'Significanrly negative effect._ The regressions, . how-“
'ever,ishow that'male alcohol consumption'tends to‘ln;

crease touchlng.' While'the beta weights wereknotf

’v_gstatlstlcally sxgniflcant, they were consistently

. !
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positive. Thus, controlling}for the effectslof female
drinking, male drinking appears to facilitate touch-
\'i‘n .
\- 9 o . - , :
As one might expect, interpersbnal distance had

a powerful effect on touching. COUples who sat far

‘apart touthed mor'e.f This is due to the. fact that by
virtue of 1tt1ng apart they Were forced toltouch'

one another to ensure communlcatlon.

Talking. The regression analysis revealed_that male

LatﬁraCtiQéneSs Vas the'strongest_predictoryof'ﬁalk-
’fng}bi.e;, attrhctive males were associated with dyads
with low rates ﬁf conversation. 'Originally,’the»an;
'aly51s of zero. qrder correlatlons found that attrac;
‘tiveness differences was also 1;portant. 'Invthe‘re—
gressxon, this effect is: reduced and domlnated by‘

male attractlveness.'

Age. 51m11ar1ty no longer 1s 51gn1f1cantly relat—,'
.. ed to talklng 1n ‘the . regre551on analy51s.‘ However, -

‘marital status is a marglnally 51gn1f1cant predlctor,'

.

" with married subJects showing hlgher rates of con-d

- versation. - S oA

,;Intergersonal Listance. Ourrfindings for the regres+’

<

. sion analySLS were 1dent1cal to those for the zero

korder correlatlonal ana1y51s. Llfferences ln attrac-

41



tiveness tended to increase interpersonal distance.

Similarily, married c0uple$~tended to sit farther

apart. -

DISCUSSION

This study demonstrated that a'variety of'social

factors ‘are predlctlve of publlc 1nt1macy in cocktail'

"lounges. In partlcular, our results 1nd1cate that

married couples‘sat farthervaﬂart than unmarried
couples.' This result supports'our hypothesis pre~-
olctlng married couples to be less intlmate in publlc.'
Hare and Bales (1963) found that in a social ses-
sion, generally, people,talk,more to the person seate

ed beside them for a more "intimate conversation"

dthan those\seated,across*the’table.

‘In our study'we'found’that married couples’ gen-

erally tendeo to sit across from one another whlle

;unmarrled couples tended to 51t 51ce—by—sioe, and

closer together. That ls; inf thls‘study,.oatauwere
L 2 , T

i

'collected however, not analyzed' 'ndicate that 54%
_of the marrled couples sat across the table from one

another while 38% of the unmarrled couples sat across"

b

" from one another. Aodltlonally, we. found that 29% of'

the marrled couples and 42% of the unmarrled couples

L.

sat’s;de-b%ls;de; -Thusz we flnd that marrled couples,\

42
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‘talk more butvsit farther apart.

. There are a variety of possible‘explanations why
married'couples are less intimate in public. For ex-
ample, unmarried-couples'may still enjoy the novelty

of'each otner's presence. Married couples May, be-
‘cause of over-familiarity, be satiateo with one an;
ogper.‘fUnmarried.couoles.may.have‘no other time to-
‘gether in which to berintimate exceot in the cocktail
lounge setting.(cf.:Cloyd, 1977). Married couples,
‘on ‘the other'hand, have easier access to'private |
‘places in which to be intimate.i
Another pOSSlblllty is that married couples are .. s

normally older and less attractive. Previous researcn
‘<e.g., Harrell, 1979) inaicates that both these traits
may reouCe intimacy. A n0551b1e explanation for this
~mayvreside with the Speculation that'our culture prob-'
ably prOVioes norms which oictate that young unmarried
or the newly wed "honeymooners" are expected tq)engage"

in intimate behaVior. It may be that our culture

',transmits these norms which incicate the appropri—

ateness*of public 1nt1macy. Few people would finc
B , ,

it odc,'or \take a secono glance at young lovers en-

. A\

gaged in public intimacy.‘ Older married couples, on

. the other hand, could expect”to be the subJect of
quizzical stares. The literature on physical attrac;'

tiveness (e.g., Walster and Berscheid, 1974) suggests



that, as a culturally determined appropriate target
group ellglble to engage in 1nt1macy, it may be that’
public lntlmacy dppears as 1nappropr1ate public be-~
hav1or for oloervmarrled couples.

In the. present study, marital status remained
a statistlcall% sxgnlflcant predlctor even when other
variables llke/age and attractlveness were entered
into the'regre551od analysis andmthelr impact,'sub-
"seque;tly, controlled for. ‘Because of the suspect
nature in which marltal status was measured i.e.,
by simply observing. whet%er or not a weddlng rlng
'was worn, those couples categorlzed as "marrled"
mlght, ln-actual fact,_pe marrled couples mho are
'COnventionalrenough to wear a wedding ring. Thelr
conventlonallty may 1nc{ﬁhe very modest and non-
1nt1mate behav1or in public places.

The second 51gn1f1cant predlctor of interpersnal
distance. was the absolute dlfference in male and fe-
'male attractlyeness. As this dlfference lncreased
interpersonal‘distance also lncreased. ThlS may
, 51mply be another 1nstance of the frequently ob-

served tendency for 51m11ar 1nd1v10uals to affll—

iate more ‘and to feel more at ease w1th each other |

'(Walster et al., 1966; Berscheld et al., 1971). How-

ever, we must point out that in this study the age

difference variable did not predict intimacy, only

&
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similarity in attractiveness did. Thus, in this study,
individuals similar in attractiveness, not age, were
more intimate in public. This matching hypothesis
in physical attractiveness has been coﬁfirmed for
married (Murstein-and Christy, 1976) and unmarried
couples (Silverman, 1971).

we found two significént predictors of touching
in the regression analysis. The ﬁiﬁét was 1lnterper-
sonal- distance. Our results indicatle that the inter-

'per$§ﬁ%} distance between the members of a couple

< ih
&

%

incrs d the total amount of -touching. That is,

S

the ' ler the aistance between the couple, the -

‘rate of touching\increaéed. The corollary to ‘this

may be that:the impetus to touch is redﬁced/by close \ég
interpersonal distances. Again, as we mentioned in |
ﬁhe.results sgétion,‘ét may quite simply® be éhat due
to Ehé fact that close pféximity mitigates the need
-to touch the coupleS who are sitting apart{may be
forced to touép one another m@re in order fq énsure
and'maintain-commun;cation.,v‘ |

The secodﬁlsignificant predictor of touching
was female alcdhol'consﬁmption. Surprisingly,«we
-found that female driﬁking:was negétivelyvfelated
.to~the’total émouq;goé‘touching.‘ we began this're;
search firmly believing that éTcéhol'éonsumption

would increase jacts of ‘public intimacy. Moreover,

I

©
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o

"u' L
0 \

f weghad‘hyootfeSized_that:as'alcohol consumption in- e
creased the rate of total touchind would increase.’ |

’Our results, howevery clearly 1nd1cate that touch-

’ilng decreases as female alcohol consumpt;on increases.
‘thhls(flndlng 1s dlfflcult to explaln. Nevertheless,_

O

:ilt may be, in a tendbus wayy.that women - who crlnk

lalot are more on guard because of their vulnerabll—»
_1ty and, consequently, reJect touching.. N
we found two 51gn1f1cant preolctors‘of t lklng
‘vln the regresglon analy51s. The strongest pre01ctor
©'was male physxcal attractlvenes ' The results show
3 - ! ) O
“that attractlve males talk less to their companlon. N |
: Agaln, thls result lndlcates and conflrms our hy—
hpothesxs that 51m11ar1ty 1n attractlveness is req—:'
F'UISlte to a great oeal of soc1a1 1nteractlon.x Prev1- »f
’ous research (€eGey %erscheld and Walster, 1974) |
"“suggests ;hat very attractlve males may be dlssat—id
‘ 1sf1ed w1th thelr partners.; They may not feel 1t

’X .

"]1s worth thelr whlle to 1nvest much tlme in cultl—

U

vatlng a relatlonshlp they are not-lnterested 1n.:

'Moreover,‘Mursteln and Chrlsty (1976) have.poihted‘ :

j‘out;that not only are men more'concerned with phys— hy .

’ 71cal attractlveness than wonen but those husband'

l whose perceptlon of thelr wlﬁe s physical attractlve-

ﬂigh on a mar1tal adgustment

7iness as hlgh also score

,scale.‘ :



L /.
A-Thé\ot:er 51gn1f1cant pre01Ctor‘of talklng was
marital tagus,‘ We found that married couples talk
"more than'unmarrleo couples, Thls,result 1s complete—v""
b'ly contrary to what we hao expected. We predlcted |
uthat unmarrleﬁ couples woulo talk: much more than
‘ marrled couples (cf;,Rosenblatt 1974). However,
“a posslble explanatlon of this flndlng may be that
‘older, marrled couples are more. at ease w1th pne an—:‘
;other because of famlllarlty.»’Thls famlllarlty may"
enhance conversatlon.“ Young,.unmarrled couples,'on
the other hand may speak less because they are not-,- 5 t,
 as famlliar w1th each other ano, consequently, more

3

he51tant to engage in polemlc dlscourse.; In other-‘

ij words,klt may be that by speaklng less it 1s easi;L““
. to present yourself in the best llght poss;ble W1th- -
‘lout provoklng the’ other person., Moreover, it may be .
,wthat marrled couples, by virtue of belng marrled have‘

“} already passed through a sort of verbal courtshlp pro—

'cess and haVe matched selected{ and developed areas
;_and stances for conversatlon.'
lo

.//.‘
/

Future research to examlne soc1al factors and
Y @
';social interaction that occur in’ cocktall lounges,
/ - 's

in particular, publlc 1nt1macy, would flnd it use-vf‘fﬂ
- ./t_ , ¥ ;.."r. " .

ful to explore other areas of nonverbal comm&n1ca~‘ "'

tlons other than touchln and 1n '@A” Qb &
g ARG , ',J%

REN AR

”'/ For example, further stucles should a,f?h




length of eye contact pdstnres; laugning,vand‘otne;‘
mannerlsms that 1nd1cate nonverbal communlcatlons.
vFurther stucles along these llnes w111 help to gen—
,erillze and descrlbe an 1mportant aspect of human be-
"hav10r. heterosexual pubiic 1nt1macy.

Flnally, 1n addltlon to descrlblng an 1nterest-

1ng soc1a1 phenomenon ln and of 1tse1f, thls the51s

. may- also)prov1de a. methodologlcal dlrectlon for meas-"

‘furlng publlc soc1a1 lnteractlon.t Thls type of research

~_may prove valuable to future studles concerned w1th

funobtru51ve measures of publlc behav1or.‘
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APPENDIX.

Field Observations

-Observaﬁion Schedule -

‘Observer's i.d.. . | vd‘ _Obsexrvation No..

Partner's,i.d: : » k Date

Time, (24 hour)

Subject's Age: * (1) ‘Less than 20; (2) 20-24; (3) 25-29;
, (4) 30-34; (5) 35-39; (6) 40-44; \
(7) 45-49; (8) 50 or more.. . : p

‘Male's age - 'Female's age.

Attractiveness:’ (1) Véry unattractivé;,(Z)-unattractive;
L (3) attractive; (4) very attractive @

Male's attractiveness Female's attractiveness

g

vATéﬁching: (1) Male touches female only; (2) female,thches
o male only; (3) both touch; (4) neither touch.

S

1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 9 10 11 12
, Talking:'(i)'Male talks mére,than_female; (2) female
. talks more than male; (3). both talk equally;

© (4) neither talk. ‘ o B




Interpersonal distance:

1" or less; (2) 2-6";
7-12"; (4) +13-18";
©19-24"; (6) 25-36";%
more than 36".

P e e SN

N U W

A1

Male's number of drinks per observation period

s

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

e
-

Female's number of drinks .« observation period

who pays? - (1) Male pays ‘allj (2) female pays allj;

(3) both pay egually; (4) couldn't determine

Marital status:

who paid.

i
(1) Couple is marriéd; (2) éouple'is not

married; (3) uncertain about marital
- . . “status.
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