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AD
A ABSTRACT
N/ THE EFFECTS OF SEX AND ANXIETY
O IN THE INVASION OF
A\ PERSONAL SPACE

N By

Alida Diane Quick

The present study was part of a series of studies
which sought to investigate sex differences in personal
space invasion by correcting certain methodological flaws
noted in previous research. The initial studies in this
series replicated an unexpected finding--female invaders
evoked more invadee threat than did male invaders (Quick
and Crano, 1973).

The present investigation primarily was designed to
test the proposition that the replicated finding was caused
by higher anxiety levels in female invaders than in males.
The study also attempted to determine the relationships among
several measures of invadee threat, and to explore the effeéts
of personality differences in invaders and invadees.

Generally, the manipulations failed to produce the
expected effects. Although, as predicted, female invaders
were more anxious than males--contrary to prediction--more

anxious invaders did not evoke more invadee threat than less
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anxious invaders. Moreover, the original finding was not
replicated since female invaders did not evoke more invadee
threat in the absence of systematic variations in invader
anxiety. In addition, the results failed to show a strong
relationship among the dependent measures of invadee threat.
The personality measures also were generally unrelated to
invadee threat or invader anxiety.

In light of the fact that the initial studies were
conducted in the field while the present investigation was
conducted in a lab, it was suspected that various situational
factors may have obscured the expected effects. It was
recommended that the hypotheses be retested via field experi-
ments. Further, since the dependent measures were not highly
related it was suggested that a multivariate approach is
mandatory, and that future research should include more

stringent investigations of the various measurement procedures.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In recent years academicians from diverse fields
have become intensely interested in the role of space in
interpersonal interaction. A crucial problem has involved
the determination of factors which mediate the degree of
discomfort aroused by extreme interpersonal proximity.

Much of the resulting research has developed around
the concept of personal space (PS). While PS has been
variously defined, it is most often used to describe a move-
able territory immediately surrounding a person's body in
which interaction is usually prohibited (Sommer, 1969).

When intrusion into this zone occurs the victim experiences
considerable distress which is directly observable in the
display of defensive and avoidance behaviors (Felipe &
Sommer, 1966; McBride, King, & James, 1965; Sommer, 1969).

As one would expect, the boundaries of PS are not
stationary. Rather PS is influenced by a number of factors.
More specifically, an increasing body of research (cf., Evans
& Howard, 1973; Lett, Clark, & Altman, 1969; Patterson, 1968)

suggests that PS expands and contracts in compliance with



culture, personality, situational factors, and certain demo-
graphic variables.

PS research has generally followed one of two basic
approaches. One approach seeks to quantify interpersonal
distance as a function of selected stimulus characteristics;
the other measures behavioral, physiological, or cognitive
reactions as a function of interpersonal distance. More
simply stated, one approach examines PS as an independent
variable, while the other examines PS as a dependent variable.

The former approach employs both nonexperimental
observational techniques and experimental procedures. Expe-
riments usually entail presenting subjects with various human
stimulus configurations, and measuring the distance a subject
assumes in relation to the stimulus or the distance a subject
allows the stimulus to assume. A criterion of discomfort may
be included., The Subject Movement Index, for example, re-
quires that a subject approach a stimulus person to some
critical distance. The critical distance is most often a
desired distance or a distance beyond which the subject would
experience discomfort.

Nonlive experimental techniques have also been used.
The Pederson (1972) measure, for example, presents a figure,
representing the subject, with radiating lines emanating from
it. The subject is required to indicate the point on each

line which corresponds to the distance beyond which he or she



would feel uncomfortable if approached by another stimulus
figure. Proponents for nonlive measures (e.g., Duke &
Nowicki, 1972) have argued that this type of method allows
greater psychometric accuracy than live measures. The sacri-
fice in terms of external validity creates considerable
suspicion however.

The independent variable approach requires experi-
mental control of interaction distance. Typically, a stimulus
person approaches a subject at various distances. The sub-
ject's behavioral or physiological reaction to the stimulus
is measured. Usually at least one of the distances is in
extreme proximity to the subject, and is an assumed invasion
of his or her PS.

The invasionl approach has been underexploited.

There are, for example, few invasion studies which involve a
distance manipulation in combination with the manipulation of
other relevant variables. This is unfortunate because the
invasion technique is particularly adaptable to unobtrusive
field experimentation. Invasion research has been avoided
for several reasons. The most important reason is probably
the difficulty involved in measuring responses. Further,

the choice of a particular response is more or less arbitrary.

lThe term invasion is widely used in proxemic research
to describe those interactions in which close physical distance
is normatively inappropriate. It must be acknowledged that
close proximity is often appropriate and in fact occurs in
everyday interactions without arousing discomfort.



There is consequently a great deal of variability across

studies.

Personal Space and Sex

One of the most widely recognized mediators of PS
is sex. The most consistent findings are that females have
a smaller PS than males, and female pairs have a smaller PS
than male pairs (Horowitz, Duff, & Stratton, 1964; Leibman,
1970; Mehrabian & Diamond, 1971; Pelligrini & Empey, 1970;
Willis, 1966). That is, females are more tolerant of extreme
proximity with other females than males with other males.

At a more general level, inconsistent results have been
obtained. Several studies (McBride, King, & James, 1965;
Campbell, Kruskal, & Wallace, 1966) have found that same sex
pairs have a smaller PS than opposite sex pairs. Other studies
have found that heterogeneous pairs have a smaller PS (Hartnett,
Bailey, & Gibson, 1970; Kuethe & Weingartner, 1964). A few
studies have found no sex differences at all (McDowell, 1972;
Patterson, Mullens, & Romano, 1971).

Much of the research on this issue has suffered from
at least one methodological problem whose explication may
render existing interpretations less contradictory. A general
problem is that most studies purporting to investigate PS
are not measuring the same phenomenon. The most popular type

of study has involved the investigation of preferred or



comfortable interaction distance. This is exactly what PS
(as here defined) is not! Further, live measures are in-
creasingly being replaced by nonlive simulations and pro-
jective techniques, which have demonstrated questionable
validity.

Another problem is that most of the experimental
data have been obtained in nondisguised laboratory experi-
ments. In such cases much of the threat normally associated
with extreme proximity probably is attenuated. Aside from
potential reactivity of the laboratory itself, several other
related factors may contribute substantially to the attenua-
tion of threat. One consideration concerns the presence of
counterthreat resources. In some cases experimental procedures
reduce threat. The Subject Movement Index, for example, re-
quires a subject to approach and/or be approached by another
person. In either case the distance attained is completely
controlled by the subject. A more subtle counterthreat re-
source is the experimenter who is usually visible and acces-
sible to subjects in the laboratory situation.

There is also a much neglected methodological problem
which seems especially prevalent in invasion studies. That
is, the tendency to use several same sex invaders oOr one in-
vader of each sex. 1In the former case only partial sex data
can be obtained. 1In the latter case it is impossible to

determine whether subjects are reacting to the sex of the



invader or some other potentially reactive characteristic
of the particular stimulus person which 1s unrelated to her

or his sex.

Recent Findings

With these considerations 1n mind a series of field
experiments were conducted (Quick & Crano, 1973). These
studies, while sharing the advantages of ready generaliza-
bility, were designed to approximate the control of the
typical laboratory investigation.

The first experiment was viewed initially as little
more than a training exercise. Later developments, however,
have altered this conception. The procedure called for an
experimental confederate to invade the PS of an individual
seated alone at a four-person table in the university libréry.
It was hypothesized that more rapid defensive reactions to
the invasion would be more likely to occur when the invader
and the invadee were of the opposite sex. The distance be-
tween invader and the subject was also expected to affect
reaction time. An invader in very close proximity to a sub-
ject was expected to induce more rapid response than an in-
vader in more distant positions.

In this experimental invasion there were 25 confed-
erate invaders (9 females and 16 males) and 150 subjects (75

of each sex). Each confederate was instructed to 1nvade



three male and three female subjects from each of three
designated seating distances: at the near position the
confederate sat directly adjacent to the subject (a maximum
of one foot separated interactants); at the intermediate
position the confederate sat immediately across from the
subject (three foot separation); at the far position the
confederate sat diagonally across from the subject (five
foot separation).

The time--noted by an uninformed observer--at which
the first defensive reaction (barrier building, turning away
from the invader, flight, etc.) occurred constituted the de-
pendent measure. The effects of the factorial combination of
sex of subject, sex of confederate, and distance were examined
in a three-way factorial analysis of variance. Since the
nested effect of confederates within sex was not significant,
specific confederate by treatment effects were pooled as error.

The analysis disclosed that both distance (E =6.71,
df = 2/138, p < .01) and sex of confederate (E = 4.40, df =
1/138, p < .05) had a significant impact on subjects' re-
sponses. As expected, confederates in the most proximal
position elicited the most rapid responses. The main effect
for sex of confederate disclosed the rether unexpected finding
that female confederates elicited more rapid defensive reactions

than males.



This unexpected result in combination with a number
of irrelevant, but potentially reactive features of the experi-
ment (e.g., the study was run during the week preceding mid-
term examinations and the subjects might have been extremely
resistant to flight from the library, etc.) stimulated another
investigation. In this second study, a field experiment was
conducted during the summer at the university's outdoor swim-
ming pool where forty-eight unaware subjects (24 of each sex)
were invaded for a maximum of five minutes. The subjects
were individuals sitting alone in the pool area with at least
six feet of unobstructed space surrounding them.

The variables of sex of subject, sex of confederate,
and the presence or absence of an introductory remark on the
part of the confederate were investigated. The conversation
variable was included to determine the effect of minimal verbal
inputs on invasion reactions. It was expected that conversing
invaders would be responded to more positively than non-
conversing invaders. Two 1nvasion approaches were utilized in
order to manipulate the conversation variable. Upon establish-
ing a distance of less than one foot between himself and a
subject, the invader would either initiate conversation with
the subject by saying "Hello" (verbal condition) or remain
silent (nonverbal condition).

There were six confederate invaders (three of each

sex). Each invaded four male and four female Subjects (two



of each in the verbal and nonverbal conditions). The sub-
ject's response to the invader constituted the dependent
measure, and was assessed by an unobtrusive observer. If

the subject leaned toward the invader, attempted to initiate
conversation or otherwise indicated some positive gesture
(e.g., smiling, moving closer, etc.), the reaction was scored
as positive. If the subject turned away from the invader,
left the area, or provided some other form of negative verbal
or physical response, it was scored as negative. When the
subject did not emit any response to the invader a neutral
score was recorded.

Since the nested effect of confederates within sex
was not significant, the analysis of subjects' reaction scores
was reduced to a three-way factorial analysis of variance.

The analysis disclosed that the sex of invader (F = 4.35, df =
1/40, p < .05) and the conversation manipulation (F = 15.80,
df = 1/40, p < .01) significantly influenced subjects' re-
actions to spatial invasion.

As predicted the threat of the invasion was
appreciably attenuated when the invader initiated conversation.
This finding was interesting in that the confederate's initial
conversational gambit was limited to the word "Hello." This
result might be viewed as an example of simple "priming."

That is, once the invader initiated conversation, his actions

were seen as inviting response.
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The direction of response differences indicated by
the significant sex of invader effect replicated that of the
first experiment: Women invaders in this field situation
evoked a greater degree of negative response than male in-
vaders.

In attempting to come to grips with these replicated
results a normative explanation was suggested. It was pro-
posed that in this society, as presently constituted, it is
counternormative for women to invade the space of others.

This proposition is based on the premise that the invasion
task requires a high degree of aggressiveness which is in
direct opposition to the more passive role culturally ascribed
to females. It was suggested that "task counternormativeness"
may have induced the obtained results in one of two ways. One
possibility is that the subjects acknowledged the counter-
normative nature of the invasion for female invaders. If such
was the case female invaders might have been viewed as in-
herently more threatening than male invaders.

Another possibility concerns the confederates' own
acknowledgement of the counternormative nature of the task.

If female confederates acknowledged the rather strong prohi-
bitions against their invasive actions, they might have been
appreciably more anxious about their role than male invaders,
for whom the task was perhaps not so reactive. The heightened

anxiety on the part of the female confederates might have been
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"contagious," and hence resulted in the findings which were
obtained.

To test the plausibility of these hypotheses a third
experiment was conducted in which two male and two female
confederates, feigning either high or low anxiety, invaded
the PS of ninety-six naive subjects (48 of each sex). The
procedure called for each confederate to invade twelve same
sex and twelve opposite sex subjects. As in the initial
study the subjects were individuals sitting alone at four-
person tables in the university library.

The independent variables were sex of confederate,
sex of subject, and confederate anxiety. In all conditions
the invader took a position in the chair adjacent to the sub-
ject and assumed a distance of twelve inches or less. 1In
half of the invasions the confederate pretended to be highly
nervous (e.g., fidgeting in the chair, playing with body and
available objects, etc.); the remaining invasions were to be
undertaken such that there was no detectable display of
anxiety.

It was expected that if females are inherently more
threatening, female invaders would induce more rapid reactions
than male invaders in both anxiety conditions. If, on the
other hand, invasion threat was mediated by differential dis-
plays of anxiety, anxious invaders were expected to be more

threatening than nonanxious invaders.



12

The dependent measure was the time at which subjects
initiated defensive reactions. Reaction scores were recorded
by an unobtrusive observer seated in the immediate area.
Subjects' reaction scores were analyzed in a three-way factorial
analysis of variance. The analysis revealed no significant
main effects or interactions. Female invaders did not induce
more rapid responses than male invaders nor did anxious invaders
elicit more rapid responses than nonanxious invaders.

This nonconfirmation is subject to suspicion on several
grounds. One problem is that the design of the study may have
prevented an adequate analysis of hypothesized relationships.
It would appear that the proposition that females are inher-
ently more threatening than males while invading was adequately
investigated. Across anxiety conditions invaders performed
the same intrusion task. If counternormativeness is strictly
a function of invader gender, accompanying behaviors should
not have affected reactions to female invaders. The noncon-
firmation enhances the probability that this hypothesis is
erroneous.

It is more difficult to accept the nonconfirmation
of the alternate proposition that invader anxiety induces
more rapid threat responses. A major consideration concerns
the operational definition of anxiety. Essentially the
anxious and nonanxious definitions were distinguishable along

only one dimension--movement, That is, in the anxious
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condition invaders were instructed to display continuous,
pronounced movements while nonanxious invaders displayed as
little movement as possible. Anxiety, while sometimes con-
taining a movement component, is probably not identified by
movement alone. There is, for example, a large emotional
factor usually displayed facially which was entirely neglected
in the study. Even if invaders did inadvertently exhibit
appropriate emotional cues subjects were not likely to have
seen them because in this study (unlike studies 1 and 2) eye
contact--and consequently face contact--was prohibited.

Another consideration is that the study was designed
so that each invader was aware of and indeed performed in both
anxiety conditions. It was clearly obvious that contrasting
behaviors were sought, and it is conceivable that invaders
exaggerated this obvious contrast in an attempt to obtain de-
sirable results. Invaders may have exhibited what amounts to
a hyperactive state in the high anxiety condition and a para-
lyzed state in the low anxiety condition. Both extremes may
have been equally distressing to subjects.

Several other potential problems also have been con-
sidered. Overall, it would appear that the most crucial
problems focus on the anxiety simulation. Until a more real-
istic anxiety assessment is made the effects of counternorma-

tive anxiety remain unexplored.
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Rationale and Hypotheses

An evaluation of the research up to this point
suggests that yet another study i1s warranted., Indeed the
significance of the replicated finding of the first two
studies cannot be realized until an adequate explanation has
been obtained. At this point abandonment of an anxiety ex-
planation would be premature. The primary purpose of the
present study was therefore to investigate further the effects
of invader anxiety on subjects' reactions.

The disappointing nonconfirmation of the third study
suggests that "synthetic anxiety" is subject to considerable
distortion from several sources. It would seem that one way
to eliminate or reduce many related problems would be to re-
place the "synthetic anxiety performance" with an assessment
of actual invader anxiety. Such an approach would also per-
mit an investigation of the fundamental question of real
anxiety differences between male and female invaders. The
present study used this approach.

The following hypotheses were proposed:

Hl: Female invaders will be more anxious than

male 1invaders.,
H2: More anxious invaders will evoke more

invadee threat than less anxious 1invaders.
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The present investigation also attempted to explore
two other aspects of PS invasion. One consideration was the
limited measurement of the dependent variable (invadee dis-
comfort or threat) in the initial studies, and in PS studies
in general. Usually one measure is selected out of a wide
range of possibilities. There is, however, little information
to validate the selection of a particular measure or to assess
the equivalence of one measure with another. The present in-
vestigation attempted to address this problem by exploring the
relationships between multiple measures of invadee threat.

Another consideration was the possibility that there
are personality correlates of invader anxiety and invadee re-
actions that might provide useful information. The present
study included a limited exploration of potential invader and
invadee personality correlates. The chosen traits were aggres-
sion, affiliation, autonomy, and internal-external control.

Although no formal hypotheses were proposed, it was
anticipated that the data would yield support for the existence
of several such relationships. It was suspected, for example,
that invaders with a disposition to respond aggressively would
be less anxious about invading than invaders who were not so
disposed. Since males are credited with being more aggressive
than females confirmation of this suspicion would provide
support for the proposed counternormative explanation of

previous findings.
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Affiliation was also examined as a potential per-
sonality correlate of invasion reactions. Previous research
(Exline, 1963) suggests that individuals with high affiliative
needs should be more tolerant of close proximity than indi-
viduals with low affiliative needs. Individuals who are
highly autonomous, on the other hand, might be anxious about
the prospect of invading or being invaded. Autonomous indi-
viduals might be inclined to perceive an invasion as a re-
striction of their freedom.

Internal control is very similar to the concept of
autonomy, and it was similarly suspected that individuals
high on internal control would be more anxious about invasions

than externally controlled individuals.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects

Eighty-one subjects (44 females and 37 males) par-
ticipated in the experiment. The data from seventeen sub-

2 The re-

jects, however, were excluded prior to analysis.
maining sample of sixty-four subjects consisted of thirty-
two females and thirty-two males. (Subject selection was
based on a quota system to insure equal sex groups). Sub-
jects were recruited by newspaper advertisements and by
announcements posted in various university buildings which
offered $2.50 for participation in a psychology experiment.
(Subjects enrolled in introductory psychology classes were

permitted to participate for credits in partial fulfillment

of course requirements.)

Design and Operations

Two designs were used in the present study- A 2 (sex

of invader) X 2 (sex of invadee) design was used to evaluate

2Four subjects indicated suspicion of the experimental
procedure; eleven subjects were members of incomplete dyads in
which scheduled interactants were absent; two subjects failed
to follow instructions. :

17
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sex differences in invader anxiety. A 2 (sex of invader

X 2 (sex of invadee) X 2 (invader anxiety) design was used
to determine differences in invadee threat as a function of
invader sex, invadee sex, and invader anxiety.

Invader anxiety level in both designs was measured
by self and observer ratings on five items of the State
Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) A-State Scale (Appendix A).

In the 2 X 2 design invader anxiety was the dependent variable.
The ratings were analyzed in a multivariate analysis of vari-
ance.

In the three-way design invader anxiety (high or low)
was an independent variable. Self and observer ratings were
analyzed in two separate multivariate ANOVAS. For self-rated
anxiety, invaders scoring in the upper half of the distribution
were designated high anxious; invaders scoring in the lower
half of the distribution were designated low anxious. Observer
ratings of invader anxiety were combined into an average score
for each invader. The observer's ratings correlated with each
other .65, and with the averaged scores .80 and .76. Placement

into high or low anxious groups was determined by a median

4
3

split of the averaged scores.

Dependent Measures

Invadee threat was operationalized in terms of three

observer-scored behavioral measures, and two measures (self
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and observer) of invadee anxiety. The ACL and I-E scale

were included solely for exploratory purposes,

Recording Behavioral Data

Each observer filled out an Observer Rating Form
(Appendix B) during each invasion. Scoring began when the
invader was seated, and was terminated after five minutes
had elapsed. The observers used stop watches to time the
invasions.

The scored avoidance behaviors were leaning away,
moving away, and turning away. (A description of scoring
techniques also appears in Appendix B.) Three response
categories were used: reaction time, frequency, and intensity;
Interobserver correlations across response categories were .85,
.81, and .71 respectively. When the five minute invasion was
terminated the observers rated the invadee and invader on the

STAI A-State Scale (Appendix A: Forms C and D).

Measuring Anxiety

The STAI A-State Scale (Speilberger, Gorush, & Lushene,
1970) was used for all anxlety assessments made in the study.
The scale contains twenty items which ask people to describe
their feelings of tension, worry, or apprehension at a par-
ticular moment in time. Ratings are made along a four point

scale ranging from "not at all" to "very much." The scale
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may be used in its entirety or any number of items may be
selected (Speilberger, 1972). In the present study five
items of the scale were scored:

was tense.
felt upset.
felt nervous.
felt content.
felt pleasant.

HHHKHH

The internal consistency of the five-item scale was .80.

Exploratory Measures
-5

The Adjective Checklist (Gough & Hielbrun, 1965) is
a list of 300 adjectives (Appendix C). The respondent is
instructed to endorse those adjectives which apply to himself
or herself. Twenty-four need scales and personality indices
can be derived from the checklist. Three scales were socred
for the present study; affiliation, autonomy, and aggression.
Gough & Hielbrun (1965) have defined the three scales as
follows:

Affiliation--to seek and sustain numerous personal
friendships

Autonomy--to act independently of others or of
social expectations

Aggression--to engage in behaviors which attack or
hurt others

The Internal-External Scale (Rotter, 1966) is a
forced choice instrument which measures individual differences

toward a generalized belief in external control (Appendix D).
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According to Rotter (1971) the i1nstrument seeks to determine
"whether or not an individual believes that his own behavior,
skills, or internal dispositions determine the reinforcements

he receives.,"

Experimental Setting

The experiment was conducted in a 15' x 30' room with
small one-way mirrors located on one wall. Four rectangular
tables (2.5' x 5') were placed in two rows (six feet apart)
in the center of the room. Two chairs were placed at each
table (eighteen inches apart). The chairs faced the mirrored
wall which was partially obscured by a blackboard containing
questionnaire instructions. (The blackboard was intended to
make the mirrors less salient.) Two observers were stationed
behind the one-way mirrors.

A sign was posted on the door of the experimental
room:

Subjects scheduled for come in and

be seated. If you are scheduled for an-

other time have a seat in the hall until

your time is posted.

When the subjects arrived the blank space always indicated a

time which was earlier than scheduled. This prevented subjects

from inadvertently entering the room or wandering in the halls.
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Procedurg

Two subjects participated i1n each experimental
session. Each session was scheduled so that one subject
(the invader) reported to the experimental room earlier than
the other (the invadee). When the first subject arrived he
or she was escorted to an adjacent room, and instructed to
fill out the Adjective Checklist (ACL)., The subject was then
asked to read the 1invasion instructions:
In the second part of this study we are interested
in how close interpersonal distance affects responses
to a questionnaire. Another subject is scheduled to

report to the room across the hall in a few minutes.
When that subject arrives you will be signalled by the

experimenter to approach the room. (The other subject
will expect that you have arrived late for the experi-
ment.)

You are to select the chair immediately beside the
other subject. When you seat yourself, slide your
chair to within 12 inches of the other subject. Once
you have established this distance, begin working on
the written task (following instructions on the black-
board).

Try to sit straight in the chair facing forward.
Avoid leaning toward or away from the other subject.
When you have completed the guestionnaire remain seated
until the experimenter instructs you further.

For reasons we wlll explain later the other subject
will not be made aware that we are interested in how
his or her response to the questionnaire is affected
by close interpersonal distance.

Please do not 1initiate conversation with the other
subject.
After you have read these instructions thoroughly

feel free to ask the experimenter any gquestions you
might have,
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When the experimenter was satisfied that the instructions
were clearly understood she requested that the subject remain
in the room until the invadee arrived.

When the invadee arrived the experimenter explained
that the experimental room was intended as a waiting room,
and that the experiment was to take place in the adjacent
room. She further explained that the sessions were behind
schedule, and that she was permitting subjects to begin the
first part of the study in the experimental room while she
was cd%ducting a delayed session in the adjacent room. The
explanation was intended to allay suspicions the subjects-
might have about the mirrored experimental room-.

The invadee was told to enter the experimental room,
and complete one of the questionnaires (Internal-External
Scale) piaced at each table. The experimenter remarked in
parting that other subjects were also scheduled to be present,
and that she intended to complete the delayed session quickly,
and would return when it was completed. When the 1nvadee was
seated the experimenter signalled the invader to enter the
experimental room and begin the invasion. During the in-
vasion two observers stationed behind the one-way mirrors
timed and scored the interaction.

After five minutes had elapsed the experimenter
returned to the experimental room, and announced that the

next part of the study would be conducted with each subject
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individually in the adjacent room. The invadee was always
selected as the first post-invasion respondent,

Upon entering the adjacent room the invadee was
first asked to fill out the ACL. He or she was then
qguestioned about the purpose and nature of the experiment.
At this time the experimenter revealed that the study was
interested in determining how people respond to close inter-
personal distance, noting that "while you were in the other

room the other subject was sitting very close to you." The

invadee was then asked to fill out the STAI A-State Scale
(Form B). When the form was completed the invadee was asked
to sit outside the room while the invader interview was being
conducted. The invader session consisted only of having the
invader fill out the STAI A-State Scale (Form A). Both
scales are presented in Appendix A.

When the invader session was over both subjects were
paid and fully debriefed. The debriefing included a further
probe of suspicions the subjects might have entertained during

the study-.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

}nvader Sex and
Invader Anxlety

It was hypothesized that female invaders would be
more anxious than male invaders. Table 1 presents a summary

of the multivariate analysis of variance of self- and observer-

rated invader anxiety scores. As expected, a significant

——— -
——————. o~ ein .
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difference was found fdr séx of invader. An examination of
the means in Table 2 indicates that female invaders tended

to be more anxious than male invaders.

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF
VARIANCE OF INVADER ANXIETY

a

Source g g
Sex of invader (A) 2.837 .076
Sex of invadee (B) 1,542 ns
A XB .341 ns

a§£ for these comparisons were 2/27.

25
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TABLE 2

MEAN INVADER ANXIETY AS A
FUNCTION OF INVADER SEX

Male Female
Source Invaders Invaders
Observer Ratings 9.66 11.19
Self Ratings 8.87 11.12

An additional comparison of invadee anxiety means
(Table 3) was undertaken to assess the possibility that
higher ratings of and by female invaders was the result of
a sex-biased assessment of anxiety. If this were the case,
female invadees would be expected to receive higher anxiety
ratings relative to males. Table 3 indicates that a tendency
to rate females higher than males did not extend across all

subjects.

TABLE 3

MEAN INVADEE ANXIETY AS A
FUNCTION OF INVADEE SEX

Male Female
Source Invadees Invadees
Observer Ratings 9.18 8.56
Self Ratings 10.94 10.37

Invader Anxiety and
Invadee Threat

It was also expected that more anxious i1invaders

would evoke more invadee threat than less anxious invaders.
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To test this hypothesis the data were analyzed in two
separate multivariate analyses of variance. One analysis
used a self-rated anxiety factor, the other used the observer
rating of anxiety. Since, as the MANOVA presented above in-
dicated invader anxiety and invader sex were nonorthogonal
variables, the design of the present MANOVAS had unequal
frequencies (Appendix E presents cell frequencies and invadee
threat means). In light of the nonorthogonal relationship
between these variables, a least squares solution to the un-
equal cell frequencies (Bock, 1963) was used. Tables 4 and 5
present MANOVA summaries for analyses using self-rated and
observer-rated factors, respectively. The summaries indicate
no significant main effects or interactions. Invader anxiety

level did not significantly affect invadee threat.

TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
INVADEE THREAT (SELF-RATED INVADER ANXIETY)

Source ga
Sex of Invader (A) .473
Sex of Invadee (B) .304
Invader Anxiety (C) .729
AB .607
AC .478
BC .653
ABC .259

%4f = 5/20.
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
INVADEE THREAT (OBSERVER-RATED INVADER ANXIETY)

Source Ea
Sex of Invader (A) .474
Sex of Invadee (B) .339
Invader Anxiety (C) .053
AB .566
AC 1.645
BC .164
ABC .861
q4f = 5/20.

Relationships Among
Threat Measures

Although no specific hypothesis regarding the re-
lationships among threat measures were proposed it was
anticipated that a high degree of relationship would exist.
Overall, the correlations between measures (Table 6) indicate
that this was not the case. Only three values attained
statistical significance. Reaction time was significantly
related only to self-rated anxiety., It should be noted that
higher reaction time scores indicated slower reactions, soO
the negative correlation is 1n the anticipated direction.
Intensity and observer-rated anxiety were also significantly
related. Interestingly, observer- and self-rated anxiety
were only marginally (p < .10) related, and intensity and

reaction time were not related at all.
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TABLE 6

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THREAT MEASURES

Reaction Time
Frequency -.28
Intensity .06 -.27

Self-Rated -.38%** -.02 .26
Invadee Anxiety

5 Observer-Rated -.25 -.23 L53%%xx 32%
Invadee Anxiety

o W N

*p < .10
*¥p < ,05

Personality Correlates

Two types of personality-invasion relationships were
analyzed: (1) relationships between invader/invadee person-
ality and invader anxiety (Table 7), and (2) relationships
between invader/invadee personality and invadee threat re-
sponse (Table 8).

Table 7 indicates that invader anxiety was signifi-
cantly correlated with one invader personality trait and two
invadee personality traits. Invader internal-external control
was significantly related to observer-rated invader anxiety.
There was also a significant relationship between invadee
autonomy and invader anxiety, and a marginally significant

relationship between invadee affiliation and invader anxiety.
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TABLE 7

PERSONALITY CORRELATES OF INVADER ANXIETY

Invader Measures

Aff Aut Agg I-E

Observer-rated -.12 .21 .06 .38%%
invader anxiety

Invadee Measures

-.30*% -.46%* .13 -.28

Invader Measures

Aff Aut Agg I-E

Self-rated -.04 -.06 .07 .17
invader anxiety

Invadee Measures

-.14 -.21 .02 -.01
*g < .10 Aff - Affiliation; Aut - Autonomy;
**p < .05 Agg - Aggression; I-E - Internal-

External Control

Table 8 indicates that one measure of invadee

threat (reaction time) was significantly correlated with

one invader personality trait, aggression. Another measure
of invadee threat (anxiety) was significantly correlated

with invadee autonomy. Neither set of results is encouraging.
In light of the small proportion of significant correlations
and their relatively low magnitude it would appear that none
of the personality traits are meaningfully related to invader

anxiety or invadee threat.
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TABLE 8

PERSONALITY CORRELATES OF INVADEE THREAT

Invader Measures Invadee Measures
Aff Aut Agg I-E Aff Aut Agg I-E

Reaction Time .26 -.11 -.,36* -,09 .00 -.22 .15 .25
Frequency .20 -,01 .02 -.29 .09 -.19 -.08 .19
Intensity -.12 -.22 -,18 =-.02 .22 .00 .28 -,15
Self-rated

- _ * _
Invadee Anxiety ~+i8 .11 .11 =.04f .19 .35% .18 ~-.29
Observer-rated

Invadee Anxiety ~*%3 -17 .22 .20 -.04 .14 .15 ~-.23

*E < .05 Aff - Affiliation; Aut - Autonomy;
Agg - Aggression; I-E - Internal-External
Control



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The results support the hypothesis that female
invaders are more anxious than male invaders. The comple-
mentary prediction that more anxious invaders evoke more
invadee threat than less anxious invaders was not supported.
In addition, the correlational evidence suggests that neither
the dependent measures of threat nor the proposed personality
correlates are significantly related in the expected manner.
Effects of Invader Sex

and Invader Anxlety on
Invadee Threat

The results did not confirm the proposed explanation
for the replicated finding that female invaders are more
threatening than male invaders. While female invaders were
more anxious than males the expected link between invader
anxiety and invadee threat was not demonstrated. Moreover,
the results failed to reconfirm the causal link between in-
vader sex and invadee threat in the absence of systematic
variations in invader anxiety-

Since the sex effect was not replicated at all it
cannot be concluded that the anxiety explanation is erroneous.

32
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This conclusion would have required that sex differences
prevail in the absence of systematic variations in invader
anxiety. A more plausible interpretation is that certain
features of the experimental setting may have obscured the
sex effect and/or the expected anxiety effect.

A comparison of the initial "confirming" studies
with the present investigation suggests that several factors
may have so influenced the obtained results. A critical
factor is that the present study was conducted in a con-
trived setting. The confirming studies, on the other hand,
both were conducted in naturalistic settings. Although
attempts were made to keep the experiment as natural as
possible it is likely that the laboratory setting (with its
inevitable expectancy and demand characteristics) might have
made the invasions less salient. The laboratory might have
been perceived, for example, as a safe, protective setting
containing ample counterthreat resources (e.g., the experi-
menter) .

Another possibility is that experimental task re-
qguirements may have reduced the salience of invasions. That
is, subjects may have become so preoccupied with the question-
naire (which was administered during the invasion) that in-
vasions were simply not attended to. The questionnaire may
have become involving for several reasons. A simple primacy

effect may have occurred. The invadee began the questionnaire
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before the invasion was initiated. Further, remuneration
was contingent on questionnaire completion. To allow the
invasion to interrupt the task was to delay receipt of pay-
ment.

This line of reasoning would seem to suggest that
people may be able to "tune out" a potentially distracting,
uncomfortable invasion when it interferes with important
goal directed behavior. Since subjects in the library set-
ting were probably also goal directed this suggestion may
require some qualifications, however.

An immediate consideration is that in the library
studies subjects did have the option of leaving the situation.
In the present study this alternative was to some extent
blocked. If subjects expected to be paid they were forced
to remain in the experimental room. It might be suggested
then that invasions may be "tuned out" when goal directed
behavior is threatened, and when escape from the invasion
somehow is restricted. On a more practical level, this might
explain how people tolerate such events as crowded rush hour
bus rides. Riding the bus is presumably goal directed, and
alternatives such as taking a taxi or driving a private car
may be economically unfeasible.

Situational factors may have also had unanticipated
effects on invader anxiety. One possibility is that high

anxious invaders were not anxious enough to evoke the expected
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reactions. Indeed the differences between high and low
anxiety means were not large.

It is conceivable that transgressions of spatial
norms were less arousing in the laboratory because invaders
felt that normative sanctions were not applicable in an
artificial environment. Further, even if the invasion did
represent an arousing transgression it was a justifiable one.
Invaders were paid to transgress. A final consideration is
that the invasion involved an isolated dyad. Unlike the con-
firming studies a potentially threatening audience was simply
not available in the present research.

This discussion, while not exhaustive, suggests that
several features of the present investigation may have altered
the invadees' perception of threat as well as the invaders'
experience and display of anxiety. In light of this possi-
bility it seems reasonable to conclude that the anxiety
hypothesis deserves additional investigation. A preliminary
step would be to retest the hypothesis in a naturalistic
setting. Further, the basic parameters of the present study
should be extended to include a comparison of lab/field
effects, task motivational factors, and possible audience
effects.

Before retesting is attempted some methodological
improvements should be implemented. A pretest of invader

anxiety is definitely warranted. The obvious problem is that
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nonreactive measures may be difficult to devise. One
possibility might be to measure the anxiety of naive in-
vaders before and after being told of the invasion task.
This would probably involve observational measures since
self-report and physiological indices of anxiety have a
high potential for reactivity.

A measure of self-reported invader anxiety while
the invasion is in progress would also be advantageous.
The present post-invasion measure may involve too great a
time lag to be accurate. This might be accomplished by
placing an unobtrusive recording device at the invader's
disposal.

It would also be desirable to eliminate the need
for one-way mirrors in future laboratory studies. Less
obtrusive "peep holes" might be a solution if they can be
made available. Videotaping the interactants would also be a
considerable improvement over the live one-shot scoring
technique. 1In addition, a wealth of data which are neces-
sarily ignored when live procedures are used would be readily

available.

Correlational Findings

The correlations between the personality traits and
invader anxiety and invader threat were disappointingly low.

This may have been a function of several factors. The traits
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themselves simply may not be related to invadee threat or
invader anxiety. Perhaps more importantly, the traits may
not be related to invadee threat or invader anxiety as they
were manifested 1n the laboratory setting.

Another consideration is that some of the measures
possess questionable validity. Although this may be the rule
rather than the exception for personality measures in general,
under such circumstances any evidence is suspect.

A more feasible approach to the problem of personality

effects would be to manipulate traits experimentally when
possible. When this cannot be done, pretesting is certainly
necessary if one 1s to be assured that various levels of a
particular trait are adeguately represented i1in the sample,

The correlations among measures of invadee threat
were also quite low. The measures may have failed to show
convergence for several reasons. One possibility 1s that one
or more of the measures was inadequate 1n terms of reliability
or validity. It would appear that reliability is not a crucial
issue, however, since 1nterobserver correlations were rela-
tively high. The question of validity, on the other hand, is
difficult to assess.

Another possibility 1s that 1nvasion threat may be a
multidimensional phenomenon which produces a range of inde-
pendent response patterns, 1In the context of the present
study this may mean that intensity, latency, and frequency,

for example, are all independent indices of threat.
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This possibility presents an interesting suggestion
for the present line of research. 1In the present study none
of the measures supported the hypotheses independently. It
is possible, however, that under less restrictive conditions
only certain measures will support the replicated finding.
This could mean that females are not more threatening than
males, but rather that subjects display different response
patterns depending on the sex of the invader.

More generally, a multidimensional conception of
invasion threat might explain the characteristic failure to
generate consistent findings across studies. If, for example,
one study uses the number of avoidance measures as a dependent
variable, and another uses reaction time the two may not be
comparable because each 1s systematically measuring dif-
ferent response patterns.

It would seem that a multivariate approach to the
problem of invadee threat 1s not only desirable but necessary.
While there are problems with this approach in terms of inter-
pretability it is anticipated that future research will de-

vote increasing attention to remedy this situation.
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APPENDIX A
STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY A-STATE SCALES *

(FORMS A, B, C, & D)

*Scales (excluding instructions) reproduced by special
permission from the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, by
C. D. Spielberger, R. L. Gorsuch and R. Lushdne,
copyright date 1968, published by Consulting Psychol-
ogists Press, Inc.




STATE-TRAIT ANXIETY INVENTORY A-STATE SCALES

Form A

Please circle the appropriate number following

each statement to indicate how you felt when

you were sitting close to the other subject.

—~
93
" og ¢ E
5 8 % %
Z n . = >
l. I feltcalm . . . « + « ¢ « &« &« « « 1 2 3 4
2. I felt secure . . . . 1 2 3 4
3. Iwas tense « . « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« o o o 1 2 3 4
4, I was regretful . . . . . .« . « . . 1 2 3 4
5. I felt atease . . . .« « « « & 1 2 3 4
6. I felt upset . . . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ « « o« 1 2 3 4
7. I was worrying over possible

misfortunes . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
8. I feltrested . . . . . « ¢« ¢« ¢« « + 1 2 3 4
9., I felt anxious . & 5> + ¢ & o s+ - o« 1 2 3 4
10. I felt comfortable . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
11. I felt self-confident . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
12. I felt nervous . . « « « o o o« « o+ 1 2 3 4
13. I was jittery . . « .+ « « + .« . 1 2 3 4
14. I felt "high strung" . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
15, I was relaxed .« « « o« « o ¢ o« o o« o 1 2 3 4
l16. I felt content . . . . . . . « . . 1 2 3 4
17. I was worried . « « « ¢ ¢ o o« o o« o 1 2 3 4
18. I felt over-excited and rattled . . 1 2 3 4
19. I felt joyful . . . ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢« « ¢« « 1 2 3 4
20, I felt pleasant . . . + « « « « .+ « 1 2 3 4
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Form B
Please circle the appropriate number following
each statement to indicate how you felt when
the other subject was sitting close to you.
— >
— — <
© g 0 3)
o iy 3
+ L £
] 3 ~
) 0) >
o £ o} 4
0 0 0 Q)
z 9] = >
l. I felt Clam L] L] . L] L] - . L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
2., I felt secure . . « ¢« « ¢ ¢« o o « o 1 2 3 4
3. Iwas tense . . - « ¢ + + ¢ o o o« o 1 2 3 4
4, I was regretful . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢« « « o 1 2 3 4
5. I felt at ease . . &« ¢« « o ¢« o « o 1 2 3 4
6. I felt upset . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o « o 1 2 3 4
7. 1 was worrying over possible
misfortunes . « « +« 2 « 5 o+ o o s o 1 2 3 4
8. I feltrested . . . .+ « ¢« ¢ « o « o 1 2 3 4
9, I felt anxious . . « + ¢ + « o o o 1 2 3 4
10. I felt comfortable . . . . . . . ., 1 2 3 4
11. I felt self-confident . . . . . - - 1 2 3 4
12. I felt nervous .. . - « + o 2 » o« o 1 2 3 4
13. I was jittery . . ¢ o« o o o o o 1 2 3 4
14, I felt "high strung" . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
15. I was relaxed . « « « o o o o o ¢ o« 1 2 3 4
l16. I felt content . . . . « « ¢ « ¢« . 1 2 3 4
17. I was worried . « « « ¢ » o o o o« o 1 2 3 4
18, I felt over-excited and rattled . . 1 2 3 4
19. I felt joyful . . . - - « - ¢« ¢« « o 1 2 3 4
20. I felt pleasant . . > - > + &+ o « o 1 2 3 4
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Form C
S#: Date:
OBSERVER: Time:
SUBJECT RATING FORM
Circle the appropriate number following each item
to indicate how the subject appeared to feel during
the invasion.
— >
—~ — o]
o ) 0 3}
@ + 3
+ el o =
G k3 o
Q () >
s E T e
0 0 0 (]
z w L= >
l. Calm L ] [ ] L] L] L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
2. SECUXE ¢ o o o o o o o o o o e 1 2 3 4
3. Tense ] L] o L L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
4' Regretful L] L] L [ ] L] L] L] o . L] l 2 3 4
5 [ At ease L L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
6 ] Upset [ ] e L] . L] L ] L] L] L] L] . L] l 2 3 4
7. Worried over misfortune . « e 1 2 3 4
8' Rested L] Ll L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
9 L] Anxious L] ° ° L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
10, Comfortable . « ¢« ¢« ¢ o« o e o 1 2 3 4
lla Self-Confident . . ) . ° . . . l 2 3 4
12, NErvouS =« « o o o o o o o« . e 1 2 3 4
13. Jittery L] o L] L] L] . L] L] L] L[] L] l 2 3 4
l14. "High strung" . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4
15. Relaxed L ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
16. Content . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o & .« . 1 2 3 4
17. worried . ° . . . » . e ‘e . . l 2 3 4
18. Over-excited and rattled . o« . 1 2 3 4
19 [ ] Joyful L] L] -. L ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L ] L] l 2 3 4
20, Pleasant « « ¢ o o o o o @ . . 1 2 3 4
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Form D
S#: DATE:
OBSERVER: TIME:
INVADER RATING FORM
Circle the appropriate number following each item
to indicate how the invader appeared to feel during
the invasion.
— >
— — N
(1] + ()] [$]
© +H 3
+ Ko 1] g
© z vl
() m >
+ 1= Lo) ¢
0 (¢} 0 0
2 0 = >
ll Calm L ] ° L] L ] L] L] [ ] L ] L] L ] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
2 L] Secure * L] L] L] L] L] L] . L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
3 L ] Tense . L] L] L] L] o L ] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
4 [} Regretful L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
5. At ease . ¢ + ¢ o o o o e o 1 2 3 4
6 e Upset L] . . > k] [ ] . L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
7. Worried over misfortune . e o 1 2 3 4
8. Rested « « ¢« ¢ > + « & e o 1 2 3 4
9, AnxiouS . .« ¢ 5 s s e s e o 1 2 3 4
10. Comfortable . ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ « e o 1 2 3 4
llo Self-confident . . . . . s . . l 2 3 4
12, NEervousS =« « « o« o o o o o « o 1 2 3 4
13 L] Jittery L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
14. "High Strung" o L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
15. Relaxed .« ¢« s o o o o o e o 1 2 3 4
16 [ ] Content [ ] L ] E ] L] L] L] o L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
17 L] worried L ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
18. Over-excited and rattled . « o 1 2 3 4
19 L] Joyful L] L ] L] L] L3 L] L] L] L] L] L] L] l 2 3 4
20 (] Pleasant L] L] o L] L] L] . L] L L] L] l 2 3 4



APPENDIX B

OBSERVER RATING FORM AND SCORING PROCEDURES




OBSERVER RATING FORM SCORING

I. Preliminary Information (items 1-8): Items 2, 3, 5,

and 6 were more or less "curiosity items," and were not
analyzed in the present study. Items 7 and 8 were manipula-
tion checks, and were examined to determine if the invasion
was executed properly. If the invader failed to 'sit within
12 inches of the invadee the data were omitted from the final
analysis. (Only one delinguent invader choose to sit at a

different table from the invadee. Thus only two subjects

were eliminated for this reason.)

II. 1Invadee Threat (within grid): The observers were in-
structed to record the intensity or the distance of each
response. (The "Other" category was an exception. Data from
this category were not analyzed,) Three measures were obtained
from each score. Intensity for "leaning away" and "moving
away" was scored according to deviations away from a 45° body
angle. If the invadee leaned or turned away from the invader
at an angle of more than 45° from his original position a high
score (+2) was recorded. 1If the angle was less than 45° a low
score (+1) was recorded. For "moving away" the observers
simply recorded the number of inches moved. In the final
analysis scores which were higher than the sample average

were given a high intensity score (+2). Reaction time was

43
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simply the time at which the initial reaction occurred,

A provision was made to control for reactions which were
obviously not invasion related. Frequency was scored as

the number of times each behavior was initiated as indicated

by the number of intensity scores.

*Note: For observers I represents the invader and S

represents the invadee.

iy s ca o ey 9
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APPENDIX C

ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST ¥

*Reproduced by special permission from the Adjective
Checklist by Harrison G. Gough, copyright date 1952,
published by Consulting Psychologists Press Inc.



ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST

The following sheets contain a list of adjectives.
Please read them quickly, and put an X in the box beside
each one you would consider to be self-descriptive. Do not
worry about duplications, contradictions, and so forth.
Work quickly and do not spend too much time on any one
adjective. Try to be frank, and check those adjectives
which describe you as you really are, and not as you would

like to be.

[Jabsent-minded Obossy (Oconventional
Oactive Ocalm Ocool
Oadaptable Ocapable Ocooperative
dJadventurous Ocareless Ocourageous
Oaffected Ocautious Ocowardly
Oaffectionate Ochangeable Ocruel
(Jaggressive Ocharming Ocurious
Oalert Ocheerful Ocynical
Oaloof Ocivilized (Odaring
Oambitious Oclear-thinking Odeceitful
(Qanxious Oclever Odefensive
gapathetic O coarse Odeliberate
(Qappreciative Ocold Odemanding
Oargumentative 0 commonplace Odependable
Oarrogant Ocomplaining Odependent
Dartistic Ocomplicated Odespondent

[ assertive

Oattractive

Oconceited
Oconfident

O determined

‘Odignified

pautocratic Oconfused Odiscreet

0O awkward O conscientious Odisorderly
Obitter Oconservative Odissatisfied
Oblustery Oconsiderate Odistractible
Oboastful dcontented Odistrustful
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Odominant
Odreamy
Odull
Oeasy going
Oeffeminate
Oefficient
Oegotistical
Oemotional
Oenergetic
Oenterprising
Oenthusiastic
Oevasive
Oexcitable
Ofair-minded
Ofault-finding
Ofearful
Ofeminine
Ofickle
Oflirtatious
Ofoolish
O forceful
Oforesighted
Oforgetful
Oforgiving
Oformal
Ofrank
Ofriendly
Ofrivolous
Ofussy
‘Ogenerous
Ogentle

Dgloomy
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ggood-looking
O good-natured
Ogreedy

‘Ohandsome

O hard-headed
Ohard-hearted
Ohasty

‘Oheadstrong

Ohealthy
Ohelpful
Ohigh-strung
Ohonest
Ohostile
Ohumorous
Ohurried
Oidealistic
Oimaginative
O immature
Oimpatient

O impulsive

0 independent
Oindifferent

Oindividualistic

Oindustrious
Oinfantile
Oinformal

O ingenious
Oinhibited
Oinitiative
Oinsightful
Ointelligent

Ointerests narrow

O1interests wide
Ointolerant

O inventive
Oirresponsible
Oirritable
OJjolly Johw
Okind vereK
Olazy LAVE

Oleisurely M1¥ e

Ological @ ¢4
Oloud TiMmY
Oloyal
Omannerly
Omasculine
Omature
Omeek
Omethodical
Omild
Omischievous
Omoderate
Omodest
Omoody
Onagging
Onatural

‘Onervous

Onoisy
Oobliging
Oobnoxious
Oopinionated
Qopportunistic
Qoptimistic

Oorganized



Qoriginal
Ooutgoing
Ooutspoken
Opainstaking
Opatient
Dpeaceable
Opeculiar
Opersevering
Opersistent
Opessimistic
Oplanful
Oprleasant

Opleasure seeking

Opoised
Opolished
Opractical
Opraising
[Oprecise
Oprejudiced
Opreoccupied
Oprogressive
Oprudish
Oguarrelsome
Oqueer
Oguick
Oquiet
Oguitting
Drational
Orattlebrained
Orealistic
Dreasonable
DOrebellious
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Oreckless
Oreflective
Orelaxed
Oreliable
Oresentful
Oreserved
Oresourceful
Oresponsible
Orestless
Oretiring
Origid
Orobust

Oxrude
Osarcastic
Oself-centered
Oself-confident
Oself-controlled
Oself-denying
Oself-pitying
Oself-punishing
Oself-seeking
Oselfish
Osensitive
(Osentimental
Oserious
(Osevere

Osexy

Oshallow
Osharp-witted
Oshiftless
Oshow-off
Oshrewd

Oshy
Osilent
Osimple
Osincere
hélipshod
Oslow

Osly

0 smug
Osnobbish
Osociable
Osoft-hearted
Osophisticated
Ospendthrift
Ms};ineless
Ospontaneous
Ospunky
Ostable
Osteady
Ostern
Ostingy
Ostolid
Ostrong
Ostubborn

O submissive
Osuggestible
Osulky
Osuperstitious
Osuspicious
Osympathetic
O tactful
Otactless
DOtalkative
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Otemperamental Owhiny
Otense Owholesome
Othankless Owise
Othorough Owithdrawn
Othoughtful Owitty
Othrifty DOworrying
Otimid Ozany
Otolerant
Otouchy
Otough
Otrusting
Ounaffected
OQunambitious
Ounassuming
Ounconventional
Oundependable
Ounderstanding
DOunemotional
Dunexcitable
Ounfriendly
Quninhibited
OQunintelligent
OQunkind
Ounrealistic
Qunscrupulous
Ounselfish
Ounstable
Dvindictive
Oversatile
DOwarm
Owary
eak
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TABLE C-1

INDICATIVE AND CONTRAINDICATIVE ADJECTIVES
FOR ACL SCALES OF AFFILIATION (AFF),
AUTONOMY (AUT), AND AGGRESSION (AGG)

Adjectives marked with an X count one point on the appropriate
scale; for those marked with an 0 subtract one point. The
total raw score for a scale is the algebraic sum of pluses and

minuses for that scale.

AFF | AUT | AGG AFF | AUT | AGG
active X contented X
adaptable X conventional 0
adventurous X cooperative X 0
aggressive X X cruel X
aloof X cynical X X
apathetic 0 daring X
appreciative X defensive X
argumentative X X dependable 0
arrogant X X dependent 0 -0
assertive X X dissatisfied X X
attractive X dominant X
autocratic X X easy going 0
bitter X egotistical X
blustery X excitable X
calm 0 fault-finding X X
cautious 0 0 forceful X
cheerful X 'forgiving 0
confident X X frank X




TABLE C-1--Continued

AFF [ AUT | AGG "AFF| AUT | AGG
gentle 0 opinionated X X
good-natured X 0 optimistic X
hard-headed X outspoken X X
headstrong X X patient 0
hostile X X peaceable 0
impatient X pleasant X 0
independent X poised X
indifferent X praising X 0
individualistic X quarrelsome X
inhibited 0 quiet 0
initiative X reasonable 0
intolerant X rebellious X X
irresponsible X relaxed X 0
irritable X resentful X
kind X 0 reserved 0
mannerly X 0 retiring 0
mature X rude X
meek 0 0 sarcastic X
mild 0 self-centered X X
mischievous X self-confident X
moderate 0 self-controlled X 0
nagging X self-denying 0
obliging 0 0 sﬁy 0




TABLE C-1l1--Continued

AFF |AUT |AGG AFF |AUT |AGG
silent 0 trusting X
sociable X unconventional X
soft-hearted 0 undependable X
spineless 0 understanding 0
submissive 0 0 unemotional 0
sympathetic 0 uninhibited X
tactful 0 0 unkind X
tactless X X vindictive X
talkative X versatile X
thoughtful 0 warm X
timid 0 0 wholesome X
tolerant 0 0 withdrawn 0
touchy X
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INTERNAL-EXTERNAL SCALE

Listed below are 29 pairs of statements. The letter

"a" or "b" precedes each statement. Indicate the item of
each pair which you agree with most by placing a circle
around the appropriate letter. Be sure to mark one item of
every pair. Please work quickly. Do not spend too much time
on any item.

1. a.

b.

b.

Children get into trouble because their parents punish
them too much.

The trouble with most children nowadays is that their
parents are too easy with them.

Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly
due to bad luck.
People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

One of the major reasons why we have wars is because
people don't take enough interest in politics.

There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try
to prevent them.

In the long run people get the respect they deserve in
this world.

Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes un-
recognized no matter how hard he tries.

The idea that teachers are unfair to students is non-
sense.

Most students don't realize the extent to which their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings.

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.

No matter how hard you try some people just don't like
you.

People who can't get others to like them don't under-
stand how to get along with others.

Heredity plays the major role in determining one's
personality.

It is one's experiences in life which determine what
they're like.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16!

17.

18.

19.

20.

a.
b.

a.
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I have often found that what is going to happen will
happen.
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me

as making a decision to take a definite course of action.

In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely
if ever such a thing as an unfair test.

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to
course work that studying is really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has
little or nothing to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right
place at the right time.

The average citizen can have an influence in government
decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there
is not much the little guy can do about it.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make
them work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyhow.

There are certain people who are just no good.
There is some good in everybody.

In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to
do with luck.

Many times we might just as well decide what to do by
flipping a coin,

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky
enough to be in the right place first.

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it.

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are
the victims of forces we can neither understand, nor
control.

By taking an active part in political and social affairs
the people can control world events.

Most people don't realize the extent to which their
lives are controlled by accidental happenings.
There really is no such thing as "luck."

One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes
you.

How many friends you have depends on how nice a person
you are.



21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

b.

a.
b.

a.
b.

a.
b.

a.
b.

b.
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In the long run the bad things that happen to us are

balanced by the good ones.

Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,

ignorance, laziness, or all three.

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
It is difficult for people to have much control over

the things politicians do in office.

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the

grades they give.

There is a direct connection between how hard I study

and the grades I get.

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves

what they should do.
A good leader makes it clear to everybody what
jobs are.

Many times I feel that I have little influence
the things that happen to me.

It is impossible for me to believe that chance
plays an important role in my life.

People are lonely because they don't try to be

their

over

or luck

friendly.

There's not much use in trying too hard to please people,

if they 1like you, they like you.

There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over

the direction my life is taking.

Most of the time I can't understand why politicians

behave the way they do.
In the long run the people are responsible for
government on a national as well as on a local

bad
level.



APPENDIX E
MEAN INVADEE THREAT AS A FUNCTION OF
INVADER SEX, INVADEE SEX, AND

INVADER ANXIETY
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