Pittsburg State University
Pittsburg State University Digital Commons

Problems, 1950-1991 College of Education

7-1980

An Experimental Analysis of The Effect of Socially Acceptable
And Socially Unacceptable Body Odor On Person Perception And
Communication

Gary D. Verburg
Pittsburg State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/problems

b Part of the Psychology Commons

Recommended Citation

Verburg, Gary D., "An Experimental Analysis of The Effect of Socially Acceptable And Socially
Unacceptable Body Odor On Person Perception And Communication" (1980). Problems, 1950-1991. 38.
https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/problems/38

This Graduate Research is brought to you for free and open access by the College of Education at Pittsburg State
University Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Problems, 1950-1991 by an authorized
administrator of Pittsburg State University Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
digitalcommons@pittstate.edu.


https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/
https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/problems
https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/coe
https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/problems?utm_source=digitalcommons.pittstate.edu%2Fproblems%2F38&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/404?utm_source=digitalcommons.pittstate.edu%2Fproblems%2F38&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.pittstate.edu/problems/38?utm_source=digitalcommons.pittstate.edu%2Fproblems%2F38&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digitalcommons@pittstate.edu

AN EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECT OF SOCTIALLY
ACCEPTABLE AND SOCIALLY UNACCEPTABLE BODY ODOR ON
PERSON PERCEPTION AND COMMUNICATION

A Research Problem Submitted to the Graduate Division
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the

Degree of Master of Arts

By
Gary D. Verburg
Dr. Peter K. Hamilton, Advisor

Pittsburg State University
Pittsburg, Kansas

July, 1980

LIB]




ACKNOWLEDBGMENTS

A project of this type-féQuires the assistance of a
great many people. This acknowledgment can only convey a
small portion of the gratitude felt by the writer.

I would like to thank my research advisor, Dr. Peter
Hamiltén, for his, assistance in the design of this study
and the editing of this report. My thanks to Dr. Mary Roberts,
Mr. H. Francis Short and Mr. Charles Cagle for allowing their
classes to be tested for this experiment.

My many thanks to the fifteen confederates without whom
this experiment would not have been possible. Specizl thanks
to the confederates who volunteered to wear the odor essential

to this study. Although the names are too numerous to list,

my thanks to everyone who helped in this experiment.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INYRODUBETON: 5 & & 3 & @ % & 5 & » =

CHAPTER I L - - L - - - - - - * -

Olfactory system . . + v o v v o o o
Methodology of research on humans

Blast-injection .. + « v v & 4 o« .« .
Sniff bottles . . . . . . . . . . .
Sniff strips e
Animal order experiments . . . . . .
Animal and human studies . . . . . .
Non-quantitative odor research . . .
Human odor studies . + « ¢ & « « + &

Person perception . . . . . ., . . .

CIIAP_T}ER II - - - . - - - - - - . L] L -

Independent Variables . . . . . . .
Soelially Acceptable Negative odor. .
Socially Unacceptable Negative odor.

Normal Body 0dOre v v v v o o o o

‘bependént Variables . . . . . .

Perceived Subjects' Credibility. .

Perceived Subjects® Sociability. . .

Perceived Sub-sjects' Interpersonal “on.

Sub jects' Selections for Future Work .

Subjects' interaction Behavior . . .

PI‘e"'iSES't . . . [ - * - . » - . - - *

Confederates .

- L} - - (] - - - - -

-

PAGE

W & o BN O

NN N NDNNDNNN NN O e
F W W w W NN DN N O O H RN o



Page 2

Experimental Design « « -« « « + ¢« « « = « « « « 27
POSt-iad® o 5 v 5 & 5 4 & @ % % 5 & % ¥ ® 5 9 9 28
EHEPIEE TIE 5 o 4 % 5 9 % % # % ©# & % ¢ % & 5§ 5 29
Results iR A S R S R ERE SR W e T ¥ B
Discusgion 4+ &« & & & % & % # ¢ = % & » & & & & 36
SUMMBYY o & & o w o & & 4 & % 5 & % & & & & & 28
APPENDICES
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

Appendix

H o o W =
E

Appendix
B ELI OGRAPHY - » - L] - > - - - - - - L] » L] L - L 48
FOOTNOTES L T I T %



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Odor is a major part of nonverbal communication. Deodo-
rant and anti-perspriant commercials base their ads bn the
assumption that odor or, rather, the lack of bedy odor, is
sociglly important.

Most academic studies, however, deal primarily with
other aspects of nonverbal communication. Some of these
gtudies have overflowed into mass marketing for the general
public, such as the books How to Read a Person Like az Book
and JIs Your Volkswagon 3 Sex bol? In the first book,
specific body movements, body posture and facial expressions
are diagnosed as having specific meanings. In the latter,
ownership of certain possessions are equated with various
motivations on the part of the owner.

Traditional scholarly texts have omitted odor from any
lengthy treatment. For example, one text disScusses sign
language, laughter, loudness of voice, clothing, eye contact
and touch (1). Another discusses gestures, posSture and eye
contact (2). Similarly, a third discusses dress, posture,
gestures, facial expression and eye contact (3)

The aspects of nonverbal communication cited above are
important in the study of human communication. This paper,
however, focusses on the nonverbal variable of odor.

1
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The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of
literature on odor. Specifically, the chapter is divided
into seven sections: 1) the basie olfactory system of both ‘
animals and humans, 2) the methodology involved in experimenta-
tion on humans, 3) studies conducted with animals, &) the
comparison of animal behavior to humans, 5) non=quantitative
atiributes to humans, 6) studies and experiments involving

humans and odor, and 7) person perception.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Olfactory system: This section reviews the basic olfac-
tory system of both animals and humans. Regarding amimal
research, a typical study involved axperimentatidn done
frog, Rana Pipiens. The research attempted to dilineate how
the sense of smell works. ZExperimenters used either a de-
corporate frog with the olfactory mucosa exposed by removing
the dorsal surface of the nasal cavity or a curarized frog
with the same exposure.

The results of the experiment revealed that the olfactory
receptors are all odor-seiective. that is, each one responds
to certain of the odors to which it is exposed and does not
respond to others{4).

Other studies involving animals include recording act-
ivity from the primary olfactory nerve in response to odorous
stimuli(5) and investigation of the distribution of the

olfactory nerve in response to odorous stimuli(6).
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Amoore, Tucker, Venstrom, Ottoson, Henkin, Bartley, et.
all have done work with animals and the olfaciory system,
but much has been repetitive investigation. In summary,
research has been done to discover exactly how the olfactory
system works in animals, often by recording clfactory nerve
responses through the use of different Fypes of recording
devices.

The absclute thresheld for human smell, expressed by
the number of molecules entering the nose, depends on the
time of presentation of the stimulus, concentration of the
odorous substance, and rate of flow of the carrier gas
(usually air). In many experiments the rate of flow for
normal breathing is used (250 cubic centimeters per sescond
per nostril). For short stimuli, +the threshold expressed
in number of molecules is nearly constaht; for longer stimuli
it becomes proportional +to the time of presentation. This
means that the concentration hecomes the controlling factor.
For very short pulses, the threshold tends +o go up. This
is because the volume of air involved becomes very small;
consequently the volume of the nasal cavity that has to be
filled before the odorous substance reaches the sensory
epithelium becomes relatively more important (7).

The study of the human olfactory system is typically
done with the use of a constructed model. The flow pattern
in a model of a nasal cavity was studied by observing aluminum
particles suspended in water flowing through it. For normal

breathing between 5 and 10 percent of the total flow was
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found to pass through the olfactory slit. For higher flow
rates this fraction increases up to at most 20 percent.
In the lower part of the nasal cavity no flow of water was
observed. Needless to say, individuzal deviation from these
figures may occur because of differences in the geometry of
the nose (8).

From analysis of the olfactory threshold data it is
derived that the threshold of one human olfactory cell is
at most eight molecules for appropriate odorous substances,
Analysis of frequency-of-response curves shows that at least
40 molecules are necessary to preduce a sensation (g9).

In summary, the study of the human olfactory system °
is done with an artificial facsimile, noting that individual
human noses will probably vary somewhat. Some studies have
been done with human noses, though, and the following section
discusses the methodology involved in such experimentation.
Unlike animals, where the olfactory nerves are cut and attached
to mechanical registering devices, the method used with
humans is the presentation of odorants to the human nose,
via various methods.

Methodologzy of research on humans: The research on
humans is best catagorized by the means used to present
the odor stimulus. This section reviews three major metheds,
blast injection, sniff bottles, and sniff strips.

Blast-injections This method refers to the use of various
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means--a syringe, for example=-to deliver a measured volume
of an cdorant into the subject's nostrils. Although this
method has been criticized for stimulating touch as much as
smell, it is still considered useful for medical purposes in
controlling the location of stimulation. However, it seems
to have largely disappeared from experimental work in psycho-
physics.

Sniff bottles:t The simplest and cheapest, but perhaps
the most inexact method is to present odorants diluted in
water, mineral oil, benzyl benzoéte, or diethyl phtalate in
test tubes or beakers for the subject to sniff. One of the
shortcomings of this method is that the physical dynamics
of liquids in a container may produce great variability or
disequilibrium in the vapor the subject thus inhales.

Although measurement of the liguid concentration is simple,
the specification of the effective wvariables of vapor pressure
or number of molecules emitted from the container is almost
impossible.

Sniff stripgs: Perfumers sniff odorants from strips of
blotting paper which provide a more constant vapor than
sniff bottles. This does nct permit specification of the vapor,
but it does seem to produce more relliable responses. One
version of this method is to present the odorant on cotton
wrapped around a glass rod. Iﬁ this case, the odorant is
kept in a cbntainer with a fitted glass disk with interstices
permitting a constant vapor pressure from the liguid odorant

at equilibrium inside the container to be sniffed by the subject.
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Except for blast-injection methods, these methods depend
on the subject to keep the flow rate constant from trial to
trial. Subjects can be trained to sniff with sufficient
constancey for quality experiments where this variable is
less crucial. However, in experiments.with odor intensity at
the threshold level ,one will find that the subjects tend
to sniff harder and thus increase the flow rate and hence the
likelihood of detection at the expense of the overall reli-
ability of the response(l10}.

In summary, the presentation of odorants is the only -
practical method to use in an attempt to investigate the
gensitivity of a human nose.

Animal order experiments: The thrust of the next sectlon
deals with animal behavior in relation to odor. HNuch of the
animal behavior research has involved sexual responses,
such a8 the use of odor in mate identification and sexual
attraction. Studies have explored other animal behaviors,
such as the use of odors by mammals to aid in territory
marking(1ll). For example experiments conducted at the Univer-
sity oflPisa indicated that at times researchers could change

the headings on which pigeons set out for home by taking them
on long circuitous detours on the ocutbound journey. These

responses occurred only when the pigeons could smell the
changing odors of the countryside through which they were
traveling. This strengthened the Italians' view that pigions

use olfactory cues to find their way back “home"(12).



8
by lithium chloride poiscning. The secretion, which is sniffed
and ingested by the male, contains a substance that specifi-
cally affects sexual motivation which does not depend on pre—
vious experience(l5).
In summary, animals use odor mostly for sexual attributes,

with additionzl factors such as territory marking and returning
to their home. But man is also literally an animal, and oOb=

serving laboratory mice and other animals is experimentally
easier than human studies. Consequently, animal behaviors
sre compared to human behavior. Since animal behavior with
odor is mostly sexual, the comparison of animals to humans
tends to be also sexual in nature. The following section
reviews the literature making such comparisons.

Animal and human studiess The sexual behavior of the male
rhesus monkey to an odorant emitted by the female tended to
support the belief held by some seientists and laymen that
specific, naturally occurring body odors, pheromones, may have
previcusly unsuspected influences on social and sexual be-
naviors of man(16).

The nasal mucosa in a monkey swells and becomes reddexed
when esirogens are administered in the normal female, male,
and in female castrates(l?). Studies indicate similar erectile
properties;in the penis and clitoris, in comparison to the
nasal mucosa. Other studies indicating a relationship between
genital organs and the nose include nose bleeds with menstrua-

tion, acute nasal secretions during sexual intercourse and
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sneezing associated with coltus {18).

A study of rodents found that females have irregular
estrous cycles unless male urine is present, in which case
the estrous cycles become regular cycles of four or five
days (19). In comparison, human females living together over
a period of time will sometimes have attained synchronized
menstrual cycles (20).

Studies have been done concerning the sexual attract-
ants of a single life form--the female moth. These epheral ’
beings must lure their mates over great distances and thus
rely on phercmones, a word coined from the Greek meaning "a
carprier of excitation,” to initiate the attraction. A male
gypsy moth, for example, can respond to fewer than 100
molecules of the female's lure. And the minute pheromone
content of her scent gland, if released all at once in
silent aerial odeor itrails, could attract and excite a billion
males (21).

The human nose, with five million olfactory receptor cells,
is also remarkably sensitive. In a liter of air, a person
can smell as little as cne four-hundred-billionth of a gram
of ethyl mercaptan--the essence of rotton meat (22).

Ingect pheromones, however, Serve as only theoretical
models for the study of scent signals in large organisms,

because these simpler creatures respond to odors in a nearly



10
automatic way. Male houseflies will attempt to copulate with
kxnotted shoelaces that have been treated with the female fly's
chemical sex lure. And worker ants will carry alive-and-~
struggling sisters out to the refuse heap if the latiter are
Firast daubed with odors of decomposition. Every house mouse
or dog can tell a livemate from 2 dead one. Thus, human studles
are based more directly on the scent pehavior of other animals
(23).

In summary, the study of animal behavior in relation to
odor is often sexually related, and so the comparison of
animal behavior with odor is also sexually related.

Few studies exist concerning human behavior and odor,
with no comparison being added between animals and humans.
Much of the information on humans and odor is speculitive
with no gquanitative experimental work being used. The fol-
lowing section cites examples of speculitive writings and
workg in this area. |

Nop-guantitative odor researchs An entire section is
devoted to intercultural odor effects in Perspectives
on Crosg-Cultural Communication, but the author admits that
his writings were influenced from personal experiences in
foreign countries and by interviewing visitors to foreign
countries rather than experimental data(24).

Tn Intercommunication Among Nations and Peoples, it

is suggested that, like taste, smell recalls memories of past

events; Dbut unlike taste and touch, which linger within time
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rather than progressing through it, amell loses its sensitivity
to odors protracted in time. Moreover, +he sense of smell
lags in time for it is a less pronounced sense than the others(25).

Reports from the perfume and toiletries companies offer
their opinions on human pehavior. The belief is that specific
parts of the human body give off odor more S50 +han other parts
of the body. Therefore, s0aps and perfumes to éover-up these
"negative" body odors are intentionally constructed(26).

And to compare our toiletries to odor and sex, as in
many of the animal studies, many perfumes today have as their
base musk, civet, or ambergris which have their origin in
animal scent-producing sex glands. The names given perfumes
are nearly all variations on the theme of passion and lust or
of body cleanliness. The word musk, is Persian taken from
the Sanskrit meaning testicle while lavender comes from the
Latin, lavare, meaning to wash. In addition, it is assumed
that there are at least three possible reasons existing for
a woman to wear perfume: 1) she wears perfume %o enhance her
feminine allure; 2) to cover real or imagined offensive body
odors; and 3) because she herself derives senscry pleasure
from the perfume(27)}.

In summary, a great deal of gpeculation exists concern-
ing humans and odor, however the extent of empirical testing
done with humans and odor is minimal. The next sectlion re-
ports studies which have been done with humans and odor.

The major thrust of these gtudies, as with animals, is sexually
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related.

Egmgg.odgg studies: In experiments comparable to mate
jdentification experiments with animals, several studies have
been done by asking subjects not to bathe for a period of
time, nor use deodoranis or perfumes. Then subjects wore
plain white undershirts were turned in to the experimenters.
In one of these studies, the subjects were asked to smell
each shirt and rate the person who wore the shirt, using
20, 7-point bipolar adjective scales. Then the subjects
were asked to smell each shirt to identify their own shirt
on the basis of odor(28). Another similar experiment had
each person smell the shirts and cémpleﬁe these questions:

1) Which shirt has your own smell?

2) Whieh shirt has your partner's smell?

3) Which shirts smell male?

4) Which shirts smell female?

5} Which shirts smell pleasant, which indifferent,

which unpleasant?(29).

A third such study was done with mothers and infants to
find if an infant could detect the scent of his own mother(30).

The overall results of these studies indicate that cor-
relations between odor unpleasantness and trait attributions
were surprisingly large. Almest all correlations proved
statistically significant(p.{.05), providing a positive cor-
relaiion between odor unpleasantness and socially undesirable
traits. Thus, persons producing umpleasant pdars tended %o

be perceived as unsociable, dirty, ufriendly, unintelligent,
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and so on.

Regarding the question of whether donors ¢ould identify
their own odor, results indicated that little more than 25
percent subjects correctly identified their own shirt.

The question of whether odor donors ranked their own
shirt as less unpleasant than did dther raters was examined
by comparing each donor's ranking of his own shirt to the
mean ranking of his shirt provided by the other doners.
Results indicated that in 82 percent of the cases the donor
ranked hisﬂowrlshirt as less umpleasant than did the other
raters{3l).

Two studies have been done which indicate that opinions
can be influenced through the use of odor. Both studies
used college students, and both asked the students to evaluate
students rumning for student offices. Descriptions of the
candidates were passed among the students, and each used
odors in an attempt to influence judgements. The odors were
used in very subtle quantities SO 28 not to be detected. OCne
experiment used an odor found in men's urine, which seemed to
influence women more than zen(32). The other study used odor
found in animals, which seemed to influence the students
based on comparison with a control group(33).

A "paper-and-pencil” evaluation study was conducted at
the University of Pittsburgh. Male and female.subjects were
given written descriptions of individuals and then returned

a written evaluation of each description of a person who
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had a "severe body odor problem." The target, presented as
a male or Tfemale, was described as : {(a) either aware or un-
aware of his/her odor and (b) either capable of controlling
the odor,

Results of the stydy indicate that target evaluation
was higher (a) when the target was unaware than aware of his/
her odor and (b) when the target was incapable rather than
capable of controlling the odor. Overall, both male and female
subjects respondeéd more favorably (2) to a controllable
same-sex than to a controllable opposite-sex target and (b)
to an uncontrollable opposite-sex than to an uncontrollable
same-sex target (34).

This stydy seems to be the only one awailable which examinesd
social perceptions and social standards and odor.

In summary, the experiments cdnducted with humans and
cdor seem to be sexually oriented for the most part, with
studies of mate and seX jdentification. Along these lines,
studies have established the possibility to synchronize
women's menstrual pericds through odor, even if the women
had never met (35). These type studies are similar to the studies
conducted on animals as previously cited. Few studies in-
volve person evaluation, those often times being a written
description on paper. The involvement of other-person
evaluations due to odor is involving person perception, which
the final section of this chapter entails.

Pergon perception: A major factdr in our society is the

perceptions of people who have odor. This, at least, is what
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seems to be a common belief. As cited previocusly, perfumes
and toiletries are made specifically %o cover-up or hide
human body odors. And, as previously mentioned, in the
study at the University of Pittsburgh, after the results
were tabulated, means indicated that target evaluation was
higher (a) when the target was unaware rather than aware of
his/her odor and (b) when the target was incapable rather
than capable of controlling the odor{(36). And in this study,
the person with the "odor problem™ was merely a description
on paper, no genuine odor being presented to the subjects.
I+ would seem that our society has set standards and set
perceptions about body odor.

Person perception refers to the processes by which man
comes to know and to think about other persons, thelr
characteristics, qualities and inner states. We attribute
to a person properties of consciousness and self-determina=
tion, and the capacity fer representation of his environ-
ment(37).

The general structure of person perception iss

1. Person 0's characteristics or state.

2. The concomitants of 0*s characteristics.

3. The cues of O's characteristics that are available

to P.
L. The cues of O's characteristics that are utilized

by P.
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5. The cognitive processes that utilize the proxi-

mal cues.

6. The percept or judgment by P of 0's character-

istics.

In considering the issue of the definition of the
stimulus, it must be added that one needs also 1o relate
systematically the stimulus properites of the person, or part
of the person, to the circumstances surrounding the person in
space and time(38).

Almost any source of direct or indirect cues, from the
stimulus person or from the situation, can be used to arrive
at an impression of a person; and, in general, many such cues
are used with considerable agreement among judges. Given cues
have, S0 to Speak, a typical meaning. Work has shown that the
beholder subtly integrates the information from various cue
sources, and that no single element of the process can ac-
count fully for the final cognitive attainment{(39).

Human body odor is, under many situaticns, a character-
istic available for detection and, probably, a cue With a
typical meaning. The consideration to bear in mind is that
some humans with body odor are unable to control the body odor.
However, as mentioned previously, humans attribute to another
properties over which he or she has self-control. Therefore,
body odor is an important role in person perception, a role

which has had little empirical testing. We can ccnclude that
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body odor has a typically negative meaning in our society,
and that people created negative perceptions of those with
body odor that the target person could control. Further,
it's assumed they do not interact readily with those who have
body odor, and would choose consciously to not do so(40).

Some researchers in the area of person perception be-
1ieve that people view or perceive other people with both
attraction and repulsion, which puts the viewer Iin an un-
comfortable situation(4l).

People perceive others on many factors including such
faptors including such factors as social distance during
conversation, favor-doing, pupil size, and many others(42}).
odor, however, seems 1o be omitted from the lists of perceptual
factors, just as it 1is omitted from very nuch empirical test~
ing. This is in contrast to the cited social beliefs which
indicate that odor is an important part of person perception

in our society.
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Resgear othese

The review of literature concluded that odor is a

significant nonverbal element in the creation of perceptions

of others.

It is the specific conclusion of this chapter

that the following research hypotheses would be supported

through empirical experimentation.

His

Confederates displaying non acceptable levels of
negative body odor will be judged significantly

lower in credibility than confederates with normal
levels of body cdor.

Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable

levels of negative body odor will be jqﬂged signifi-
cantly lower in credibility than confederates with
normal levels of body odor.

Confederates displaying negative, but socially
acceptable, levels of body odor will be judged
significantly lower in eredibility than confederates
with normal levels of body odor.

Confederates displaying non~socially acceptable levels
of negative body ocdor will be judged significantly
lower in credibility than confederates with socially
acceptable levels of negative body odor.

Confederates displaying non acceptable levels of nega-
tive body odor will be judged significantly lower

in sociability than confederates with normal levels

of bedy odor.
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Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be Jjudged signi-
ficantly lower in sociability than confederates
with normal levels of body odor.
Confederates displaying socially acceptable levels
of negative body odor will be judged significantly
lower in sociability than confederates with normal
levels of bedy odor.
Confederates displaying non=-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged signi-
ficantly lower in soclability than confederates
with socially acceptable levels of negative body
odor.
Confederates displaying non acceptable levels of
negative body odor will be judged significantly
lower in communication competency than confederates
with normal levels of body odor.
GConfederates displaying non-sccially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will bde judged
significantly lower in communication competency
than confederates with normal levels of body odor.
Confederates displaying gocially acceptable levels
of negative body odor will be judged significantly
lower in communication competency than confederates

with normal levels of body odor.
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Hyp: Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged -
significantly lower in communiication competency
than confederates with socially acceptable levels
of negative body odor.

HiB’ Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable
negative body odor will be selected significantly
less than confederates displaying socially ac-
ceptable negative body odor for future encounters
by the subjecis.

Hyy: confederates displaying non acceptable levels of
negative body odor will have significantly fewer
jnteractions with the subjects than confederates
displaying normal levels of body odor.

Hyg: Confederates displaying socially unacceptable levels
of negative body odor will have significantly
rewer interactions with the subjects than confed-
arates with normal levels of body odor.

Higt Confederates displaying.socially acceptable levels
of negative body odor will have significantly
fewer intéractions with the subjects than con-~
federates with normal levels of body odor.

Hyp: Confederates displaying socially umacceptable
levels of negative body qdor will have signifi-
cantly fewer interactions with the gub jects than

confederates with socially acceptable levels of

negative body odor.
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CHAPTER II

In order to test the hypotheses stated in chapter 1
the following experiment was conducted.

Subjects: A total of 59 subjects were ugsed in the ex-
periment, 38 were fruale and 21 were male. The subjects
were randomly selected from three seciions of a required
introductory speech course at Plttsburg State University,
Pittsburg, Kansas. The course is listed at the sophomore
level, but any undergraduate may take it. Subjects were
also selected from an introductory English course which
had the same grade level of students.

lgdependent Variableg: The independent variables used
in this study were 1) socially acceptable negative body odor,
2} socially unacceptable negative body odor, and 3) normal
body odor. The negative odor variables were further sub-
divided into chemical odor and natural oder.

Socially Acceptable Negative Odor: This independent

variable was operationally defined as a confederate who dis-
played above normal levels of body odor and wasg dressed in
athletic clothes. The chemically produced negative odor was
created by having each confederate dab at least three drops
of Butyric Acid on their clothes and carry a handerchlef
which had been treated by the same chemical.

The natural body odor was created by having confederates
participate in extensive physical activity, two games of
raguetball, and reserve their clothing in a locker. On the
gay of the experiment the confederates wore the same clothing

for another session of physical activity, and then dressed in
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the socizlly acceptable clothing, i.e., gym clothing.

Socially Unacceptable Negative Odor: The socially un-
acceptable negative odor variable was operationally defined
as a confederate displaying the same levels of bhody odor, both
chemically and naturally produced, as the gocially accept-
aple case, and dressed in semi-formal c¢lothing. The clothes
included a coat and tie for the male confederates and a dress
for female confederates.

Normal RBody Odor: Normal hody odor was defined as a con-

fPederate who had bathed within sixtesn hours of the experi-
ment, wore no excessive levels of perfume, or after shave
lotion, and was dressed in normal school attire.

Dependent Variables: The dependent variables used in
this study were 1) perceived subjects' credibility, 2) per-
ceived subjects' sociability, 3} perceived subjects® inter-
personal communication skills, 4) subjects' selections for
future work, and 5) subjects' interaction behavior.

Perceived Subjects' Credibilitys The subjects® per-

ceived credibility of the confederates was defined as the total
score received in three post-test questions, asking the sub-
ject to jedge whether the confederate was well informed, if

the confederate understood the issues, and if the confederate
supported his/ner position with facts.

Perceived Subiects' Sociability: The subjects perceived

sociability of the confederates was defined as the total
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score received on three post-test guestlions asking the sub-
ject to judge whether the subject enjoyed talking with the con-
federate, if the subject found the confederate pleasant, and
if the subject felt comfortable talking with the confederate.

FPerceived Subjects' terpersonal Communication Skillg:
The perceived subjects® interpersonal communication skills of
the confederates was defined as the total score received in
three post-test questions asking if the confederate interact-
ed openly, if the confederate listened well, and if the con-
federate expressed himself/herself clearly.

Subjects® Selections for Future Work: The subjects’

selections for future work was defined as the selection or
omission of confederates from a question on the post-test ask-
ing which of the confederates the subject would like to work
with again.

Subjects' Interaction Behavior: The subjects' inter-

action behavior was defined as the subject initiating discussion
with confederates and responding to confederates' discus-
sions, as determinéd by the observer's nctes from sach dis-
cussion. {See Appendix for post-test and interaction forms.)
ethod:

Pre=Test: During the week of June 14, 1979, a research-
er went to each of the four introductory classes used in the
experiment and asked each student to fill out a pre test question=-

airre following an explanation of the test. (See Appendix A).
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The first section was a five-point likert scale used to
determine to what extent each subject rated the importance
of odor and dress is a determinate of forming impressions.
The second section was a list of possible discussion topics.
Fach subject expressed his/her opinion of each"topic using
a five point likert type scale.

The purpose of the pre=test was two-fold. First, the
subjects randomly chosen for selection to the experimental
groups were among those assigning importsnce to odor and dress.
Secondly, the pre-test was used to determine discussion topic
+0 be used by each experimental discussion session, which had
the least variability.

The pre-test indicated that most subjects felt that odor
and dress are important factors in communicaticn. Further '
results of the pre-test indicated that the topic, ™All DC-10's
should be permanently grounded", was the least controversial
topic., The DC-10 topic was chosen for discussion in an ef-
fort to prevent the subject from becoming involved in a
controversial argument and overcoming the importance of odor
from his perception.

Confederates: Seven of the confederates were graduate
students at Pittsburg State University, while eight confed~
erates were undergraduate students at P.S.U. Six of the
graduate students were present or former graduate students
in the Department of Speech and Theatre, the seventh , &

math major graduate student volunteer. All of the undergraduate
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students were volunteers from Speech and Paychology clasgses.
Fifteen confederates were chosen because three confederates
were needed for each discussion session. The cobserver in
each discussion was a graduvate student.

Confederates brainstormed to arrived at several discus-
sion statements that would represent neutral statements re-
garding the topic (See Appendix B). Each confederate then
memorized the statements. Confederates used these state-
ments, and other neutral sitatements during discussion. This
was done to provide consistancy in statementis.

Confederates were told to zllow the subject to spezk as
much as he/she wanted. If the discussion began to falter,
confederates were then to make stateménts., Confederates
were warned to not direct all comments at the subject, but
to direct statements towards both the subject and the fellow
confederate.

The +task of the observer was to introduce the purpose
of the discussion to the subject and the confederates. The
observer alsc recorded interaction patterns during the dis-
cussion by drawing arrows in a chart (See Appendix C) in-
dicating amount and direction of each participants inter-
sotions. Finally the ohserver distributed the post-test %o
each participant.

THe experiment took place during the regular class

meetings from which the subjects were taken. An experimenter
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went to the class and directed the subject to the appropriate
room in the same building. The observer and cne confederate
were already in the room. The second confederate arrived
after the subject, posing as a student alsc taken from a
class.

To” two confederates;always gither both male or both
female, and the subject were seated in a close circle. The
observer positioned himself apart from the group.

The observer stated that all three were taken from sep-
erate classes so as to minimize the risk of possibly knowing
each other. The ohserver added that this was a study of
small group &iscussion, that the group should discuss
naturally for a time limit of ten minutes, and that the
discussion topic was to be "The DC-10 should ke permanently
grounded.” The observer informed them that he would take
notes on the discussion but not to concern themsleves about
that. The observer then gave each discussion member a number,
indicating this was to be able to take better notes of the
discussion. The subject was always number one, the neutral
odor confederate #2 and the odor-bearing confederate #3.

During the discussion, the confederates initiated Intex-
action only when the subject was not talking. The confed-
erates alsc maintained the use of neutral statements about
the %topic, and avoided directing all statements to the sub ject.

The interactions were recorded, as previously nentioned,

by the observer drawing an arrow each time interaction was
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initiated on a diagram of the discussion.

Phe observer stopped discussion at the ten minute time
1imit. The: observer asked that each person fill out a post~
test (Appendix D) asking their opinion of the discussion,
then to go back to class., The observer suggested that two
of the members fill out the post=-test in other rooms, so as
not to influence one another's decisions. The observer then
sent each of the confederates to specific other rooms to fill
out the post-~test while the subject filled out the post-test
in the same room. Each participant was to leave the post-
tegt in the room for the observer to gather at a later time.
Only the subject actually did fill out the post-test.

Experimental Design: The experimental design utilized
in this study was a 2 x 2 factorial design, sex by odor type.

The purpose of the design was fto guard against a pos-—
sible sex-effect in person perception. Subjects were zssign
ed to either a same sex situation, the confederates same
gex situation as subject, or an opposite sex situation, both
confederates the opposite sex as the subject.

To further guard against experimental bias, each con-
federate acted as both the non-bedy edor, and the negative
odor confederate. Data checks were performed to assure that
the varizbles of confederate seX or personal mannerisms did
not significantly attribute to the subjects actions. These

data are reported in the next section.
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After each session subjects were debriefed and asked
if they cou’d determine odor differences. Because a major-
ity of subjects could not identify the chemically produced
odor as body odor, the decision was made to use only natural-

ly porduced odor as the independent variable.

Socially Acceptable Socially Unacceptable
Negative Odor Negative Qdor
7 cases 5 cases Same
Sex
3 cases L cases Opposite
Sex
FIGURE 1

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN:

Pogthest: The posttest measured the sub jects' per-
ceptions of each confederates' credibility, sociabllity,
and interpersonal communicatibn skills. This was done by
having the subject rank sach confederate on a five-point
likert scale.

The post-test also measured each subject's selection of
a confederate for future work. Subjects completed the post-~

test privately. All subjects completed the post-test with-

out question.
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CHAPTER III

This chapter reports the results of the experimental in-
vestigation described in Chapter ITI. The chapter is divided
inte three major sections: (1) a reporting of the results of
the various tests used ot analyze the assumptions and hypotheses
of the study; (2) a discussion of the implications of those

results; and (3) summary.

RESULTS

This section reports the resulis of the various tests
which were performed on the data generated by this experiment.
The section is divided into two partis: (1) assumption checks,
and {2) hypotheses testing.

Agssumption Checks: Three ma jor assumptions were made
concerning the validity of the regearch design. First, it
was assumed that the subjects could detect and identify the
independent variable, negative body odor. In order to check
this assumption post experimental debriefing was conducted
with each subject. Results indicated that subjects did not
identify the chemical odor as negative body odor. The
decision was then made to use only naturally produced negative
body odor. The debriefing sessions indicated that all sub-
jects did detect the negative odor and identified it as body
odor. |

A second assumption was that each confederate would
present approximately the zame amount and type of discussion

material. In order o check this assumption the observers
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coded the amount and content of the interactions of each
confederate. No apparent differences were observed and the
assumption was made that each confederate initiated ap-
proximately the same amount of interactions, and each con-
federate offered the same gualitative material.

The third assumption was that each confederate would
not be perceived significantly different on each scale,
independent of confederate role. In order to check this a
on-way analysis of variance was run on the scores attributed
to each confederate. The resultant F was net significant, and
it was assumed that the confederates did not significantly
contribute to the subjects responses.

Hypotheses Testing: This experimental study was de-

signed to tesi geventeen hypotheses. this section reports
the results of the various statistical tests used to test
each hypotheses.
H1 Confederates displaying non acceptable levels of
negative body odor will be judged significantly

lower in credibility than confederates with normal
levels of hody cdor. (p.< .05, one-tailed, Ho

A X1 eXp)

In order to test this hypothesis, a 1 test was performed.
The resultant t was not significant (p. < .05). On the basis
of this tesf, the null hypothesis (Ho: X1=3X2) could not

be rejected.
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Ho Confederate displaying non-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged
significantly lower in credibility than confed=~
crates with normal levels_of body eoder. (p.L
.05, cne-tailed, H,: X1 o).

in order to test this hypothesis, a % test was per-

formed. The resultant i was not significant (p.<£ .05).
On the basis of this test, the null hypathesis (Ho: X3=
X,) could not be rejected.

Hyg Confederates displaying negative, but socially
acciptable, levels of body.odor will be judged
significantly lower in credibility than confederates
with normal levels of body odor. {p.£ -05, one-
tailed, HOE Kl xz) .

TIn order to test this hypothesis, & XL test was per-

formed. The resultant i was not significant (p.< .05).
On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Hgy: X=
%») could not be rejected.

Hy Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable levels
of negative body odor will be judged significantly
iower in credibility than confederates with socially
acceptable levels of negative body odor. (Dl 05,
one-tailed, Hgo: X1=Xg2)-.

In order %o test this hypothesis, a %t test was per-

formed. The resultant t was not significant (p.<¢ -05).
on the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Ho: IS
X,) could not be re jected.

Hg Confederates displaying non acceptavie levels of nega-

tive body odor will be judged significantly lower

iyy.sociability than confederates with normal levels
of body odor. (p.< «05: one-tailed, Hot Xq=X2).

Tn order to test this nypothesis, a 1 test was per-
formed. The resultant i was not significant (p. < .05).

on the basis of this test, the null nypothesis (H,: ﬁf:
%,) could not be re jected.
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Hg Confederates displaying non=-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged signi-
ficantly lower in sociability than confederates
with normal levels of body odor. (p.< .05, one~
tailed, Hy: X1=X2).
Tn order to test this hypothesis, a t test was per-

formed. The resultant % was not significant (p.L .05).

On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Hp: %=
Z2) could not be rejected.

Hey Confederates displaying socially accepitable levels

of negative body odor will be judged significantly

lower in sociability than confederates with normal
levels of body odor. (p. < .05, one-tailed, Hy:

In order %o test this hypothesis, a % test was per-
formed, The resultant t was not significant (p.< «05).
on the basis of the test, the null hypothesis (Hy: Xy
%) could not be rejected.

Hg Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged signi-
ficantly lower in sociability than confederates
with socially acceptable levels of negative body
odor. {(p.<& .05, one=tailed, Hot X1=X2) .

Tn order to test this hypothesis, a t test was per-

formed. The resultant t was not significant (pal +08)s
on the basis of the test, the null hypothesis (Hat =
X,) could not be rejected.

H9 Confederates displaying non acceptable levels of
negative body odor will be: judged significantly
lower in commmication competency than confederates
with normal levels of body odor. (p. £ .05, one-
tailed, Hgs X=%5).

Tn order to test this hypothesis, a t test was per-—

formed. The resultant t was not significant (e B8 4

On the basis of the test, the null hypothesis (Ho: %=
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%2) could not bs rejected.

Mo

. Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable

levels of negative body odor will be judged
significantly lower in-communication competency
than confederates with normal levels of body odor.
(p. < .05, one-tailed, Ho: ¥1=%5).

In order to test this hypothesis, a2 it test was per-

formed.

The resultant 1 was not significant (L +05)

On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Hg: X=

X») could not be rejected.

Hjl

Confederates displaying socially acceptable levels
of negative body odor will be judged significantly
lower in communication competency than confederates
with normal levels of body odor. {p.4 .05, one-
tailed, Hy: X3=X5).

In order +o +test this hypothesis, a 1 test was pers

formed. The resultant i was not significant (Pt 05 ).

On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Ig: %=

1

%5) could not be rejected.

H2

Confederates displaying non-socially zcceptable
levels of negative body odor will be judged
significantly lower in communication competency
than confederates with socially acceptable levels
of geﬁative body odor. (p.< .05, one-tailed, Hp:

In order to test this hypothesis, a L test was per-

formed. The resultant t was not significant (p. < .05).

On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis (Ho: Z%X4=

X,) could not be rejected.

H13

Confederates displaying non-socially acceptable
negative body odor will be selected significantly
less than confederates displaying sogially ac-
ceptable negative body odor for future encounters
by the subjects. {p. ¢ .05, one~tailed, Hy: z=0.0)
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In order to test this hypothesis, a test for signifi-
gance of difference in proportions was caleculated. The result=-
ant z was significant (2 -2.49, p.<.01l) On the basis of this
test the null hypothesis (Hg: 2=0.0) was rejected, and the
research hypothesis (Hy3: z< 0,0) was supported.

Hj4 Confederates displaying acn acceptablelevels of
negative body odor will have gignificantly fewer
interactions with the subjects than confederates
displaying normal levels of body odor. (el « 05,
one-tailed, Hy: X=X3)

Tn order to test this hypothesis, a % test was per-
formed. The resultant t was significant, (f=2.63, d.f. 36,
p.< .0L). On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis
(Hg: X1=Xp) was rejected, and the research hypothesis (X1
ig) was supported.

Hyg Confederates displaying socially unacceptable levels
of negative body odor will have significantly
fewer interactions with the subjects than confed-
erates with normal levels of body odor. (o £ 05
one-tailed, Hp: Xj=X2)

In order to test this hypothesis, a & test was per-
formed. The resultant it was significant, (R Z.48, 4.f. 16,
D. < .025). On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis
(Hgs ilzﬁz) was re jected, and the research hypothesis (ii7
Xo) was supported.

H1¢ Confederates displaying socially acceptahlelevels
of negative body odor will have significantly
fewer interactions with the subjects than con-
federates with normal levels of body odor. {p.<
.05, one-tailed, Hy: y=xz2)

Tn order to test this hypothesis, a % tegst was per-

formed. The resultant it was significant, {(t 2.21, d«f. 16,

p. £.025). On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis
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(Hot Xq=Xp) was rejected, and the research hypothesis (X1>
X») was supported.

Hyo Confederates displaying socially unacceptable
levels of negative body odor will have signifi-
cantly fewer interactions with the subjects than
confederates with socially acceptable levels of _
negative body odor. (p.< .05, one-tailed, Ho: 1=
Z2

Tn order to test this hypothesis, a 1 test was per-

formed. The resultant t was significant, (£ 2.33, d.f. 16,
p. < .025). ©On the basis of this test, the null hypothesis
(Hye %1=%,) was rejected, and the research hypothesis (X17

X5) was supported.
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DISCUSSTON

A problem arose with the use of chemical odor dufing
the experiment. After a few experimental sessions in the
available rooms, several confederates noted that the odor
seemed 40 linger in the room. That would cause difficulty
in detecting the chemical odor that the one confederate
wore during each experimental session. One subject did
note that a strange cdor could be detected in the room and
in the hall. The subject's data was intentionally omitted
from the total data.

A second problem which arose with the use of chemical
odor is whether or not the chemical odor smelled realistically
like body odor, which was needed. The chemistry department
at Pittsburg State University indicated that Butyric Acid
would be the closest chemical odor to natural body odor.
Many confederates, however, noted their opinion that the
chemical smelled much more like regurgitation (vomit) than
body odor.

The use of natural body odor during the experimental
sessions seemed, in the opinion of the confederates, tc be
more accurate. Natural odor seemed mot to carry through
the air as did the chemical ocdor and, therefore, could be
more readily attributed tovjust the one person wearing the
odor.

A second benefit of natural body odor, of course, is

that it is genuine and would rarely be considered a different
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type of unpleasant cdor, as the confederates felt was a
problem with the chemical odor.

Information taken by the observers during the experi-
mental sessions indicate that the subjects initiated dis-
cussion with and, overall, discussed mostly with the confeder-
ate who was wearing no odor. The confederates wearing chemi-
cal odor and the confederates wearing natural odor were,
during the course of discussion, somewhat ostracized. This
would indicate that the chemical odor worked as well as
natural odor, and that the factor of the odor carrying
throughout the room was not a problem. It would slso in-
dicate that socciety shuns those who do have body odor.

The subjects' post tests, filled out immediately after
each experimental discussion, indicate that the sub jects do
not desire to consciously choose to ostracize a person wha
has body odor. When asked which of the othev discussion
members they would like to be involved in another discussion
with, the subjects chose both of the confederates equally.
One, of course, was wearing natural or chemical odor, one
had no odor. When chosen egually, it would indicate that the
odor was elther not a consideration in some cases or some
subjects chose to overlook the odor, especially in the cases
where the confederate with odor was well dressed.

Hopefully this investigation will trigger further investi-
gation into an area too long overlooked, the fact that odor
is important in considering factors of person perception and

nonverbal communication.



38

- SUMMARY

This chapter described the experimental procedures
designed to test the research hypotheses listed in Chapter
I. Subjecis used in the experiment were volunteers from
various undergraduate courses at Pittsburg State University.
Hypothetical discussion groups were formed. In each group two
confederates, one display negative body odor, either socially
acceptable or socially unacceptable, and the other normal
levels of body odor, interacted with a subject.

A post-test was designed to assurtain the perception
of the subject of each confederate on a number of dependent
variables. TInteraction charts were used to determine the
subjects communication behavior toward sach confederate.

Results indicated that significant differences accurred
in interaction, with more communication being directed to-
ward the normal odor confederate by the subjectz. Subjects
also selected the confederate who displayed socially accepi-
able levels of body odor to be a future partner, at a signifi-
cantly greater proportion.

Although the discussion indicated some areas of experi-
mental concern, it is the general conclusion of the study
that body odor does have a significant inpact on the per-

ception of others.
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APPENDIX A

HUMAN COMMUNICATION
ATTRACTICON-DISTRACTION
SCALE

NAME

SEX

AGE

Under 20

20-30

30-40

40=50
50=-60

Over 60

This research is sponscred by Dr. Peter K. Hamilton,
and in no way will the results of this survey influence your
grade in any course. Your answers will be kept confidential
and only these individuals directly involved with this re-
search project will have access 1o these results. At the
conclusion of the project the research team will be glad to
share all results with each partcipant. Thank you for your
ccoperation.
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This survey is designed +to assess your feelings about the
importance of a number of personal gqualities involved in your
interaction behavior with people. Please answer each item
honestly when expressing your opinion. Remember, there are
no correct or incorrect responses. Be sure to mark esach item.

Listed below are a number of personal "traits” that often
determine how much, if at all, you may wish to interact with
certain people. Please rate each item as its relative
importance to you. For example, 1f you feel that the other
persons "sense of humor®” would be an important tralt in
determining if you would want to interact with him or her,
then you would mark "5." If you feel that the other person's

“sengse of humor™ is not jimportant te you, then you should mark

Hl‘ﬂ

Sample: Totally Mostly No Mildly  Very
Unimportant Unimportant Opinion Important

Sense of Humor 1 2 5 L 5

This means the other Person's sense of humor, no matter
what it is, is not a determining factor in your desire to i

teract with that person.

Samples Totally Mostly Neo Mildly Very
Unimportant Unimportant Opinion TImportant
1 2 3 L 5

This means the other person's sense of humor, no matter
what, it is, is not a determining factor in your desire to

interact with that person.
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Totally Mostly No i

t : Mildls
Unimportant Unimportant Opinion Importgnt Imggﬁgant
Authoritative-

ness on the 1 z 3 i 5
topic of dis-

cussion

Listening

behavior 1 < 3 b 5
Plezsant

Personality 1 2 3 b 5
Opposite sex

other 1 2 3 4 5
Well dressed

other 1 2 3 b 5
Physical

attractive- 1

ness 2 ? ’ :
Same sex

order . 2 4 * g
Personal .y~

giene of other L “ 3 ¢ 5
Talkative-

ness of other 1 2 3 + 2
Reputation of '

QOther 1 “ 3 * ?
Well groomed 1 - 3 ¥ ?
other

Tone of wvoice

other uses 1 < 2 ¥ ?

If other behaves
as though he be~ L 2 3 ¥ :
lieves you

If other is dressed
differently them <+ 2 2 ¥ °
you are dressed

A habit which may

be annoying such as 1 2 ? * ’
smoking, biting finger

nails, etec.
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This survey is designed to asses the way people tfeel
about a variety of topics. We are interested in the sver~
all opinions of various groups on these topics. Flezse
answer each question as it applies to you by marking a 1
if you strongly agree with the statemsnt, a 2 if you azres,
a 3 if you have no opinion, a 4 if disagree, and a 5 if you
strongly disagree. ERemem‘ner there are no right or wrong
answers, only your opinion).

Strongly Agree No Opinion Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
1 2 3 [ 5
1. All De¢ - 10's should be
permanently grounded. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Fraternaties and sororities
serve no useful function at 1 2 3 4 5
FSU.

3. The number of required courses

should be significantly reduced 1 2 3 L 5
at PSU.

L. No athlete in any professional
sport is worth the money he/she 1
is being paid.

)
)

L 5

5. Marijuana should be legalized. 1 2 3 ¥ 5

6. Carney Hall should be immediately
torn down and a new building srected .
as soon as possible. 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX B

»The DC~-10 Should be permanetly grounded.®
The airplane inspectors should perhaps be more gualified.

T heard that one bolt broke and that caused the loss of

the engine.

Cérs are frequently called back due to defectis--planes are
no different, they are bound to have defects also.

Airplane inspectors should be alloted more time to inspect
each individuzl airplane.

Machines built by humans are bound to have flaws.

Think of all the money the airlines would lose if the DCA0's
are grounded permanetly, and inflation is bad already.

If not so many lives had been lost, for example if 1t had
been a cargo plane, there would not probably have been such
a fuss.

Airplane inspector should be held more responsible for
airline crashes.

I heard the engine was held on by only 3, one-eighth inch
bolts.

The DC-10's should be re-structured and re-built for more

securlty.
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APPENDIX C

\._SS

confed. sSm. .
confed.
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APPENDIX D

MName

The purpose of this study is to assess your opinion of

the other members of this group. We are asking each member

to privately evaluate the other members on a variety of lssues

relevant to group discussion. Please answer each guestion, and

remember that the others will in no way have access to your
evaluation,

Directions: Please find your "number® and draw a line
through all of the answer blanks. Respond to sach question
twice, once for each of the other members in the group, ac-
cording to the following scale:

1 Strongly agree; 2 Mildly Agree; 3 No opinion; 4 mildly Disagree
5 Strongly Disagree
#Member  Hember  Member
1 2 3

1. This member interested openly.

2. This member listened well

3, This member expressed him=-
self/herself clearly

L. mThis member was well informed

5. This member understood the
issues

6. This member supported his/
ner position with facts

7. 1 enjoyed talking with this
member

8. T found his/her pleasant . _ —

1 felt comfortable talking
with him/her o




S
10. If you were asked to participate in another dismcugsion

with ONE of the two members, which ona would you salect?
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WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY

BOWLING GREEN, KENTLICKY 42101
APFENDIX E

Department of
Commumnication
and Theatre

Mr. Gary D. Verburg
810 West 3rd
Pittsburg, Kansas 66762

March 7, 1979
Dear Mr. Verburg,

Most of the evidence on odor and perception is anecdotal. One
source that influenced me on the subject was Michael Prosser's first
chapter in Intercommmnication Among Nations and Peoples. Beyond that,
I know of little else.

I guess my own perceptions of odor stem from personal experiences
in foreign countries and from interviewing visitors to foreign countries
who are often most immediately in culture shock because of the vast®
differences in smell as well as sounds, visual experiences, etc.

I am grateful you asked — sOYTY I don't have book, chapter, and
verse. Your thesis sounds like a great idea - submit your findings
+o the Intermational and Intercultural Annual.

Sincerely,

e
ﬂ@wﬁ%%

Carley Dodd
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