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ABSTRACT

Touch is a repertoire of behaviors that all too often is 
discussed as a singular action, A discussion of touch is incomplete 
if it is not grounded in literature from biology, sociology, and psy
chology. Within these literature areas, codes of touch conduct are 
recommended. The current recommendations are not group specific, but 
are broad generalizations meant to apply to all interpersonal situa
tions. Whether group specific codes of conduct exist within given 
groups, whether these attitudes about acceptability can be measured, 
and whether these attitudes are affected by age and sex, were the is
sue. An instrument was developed that was found to be capable of 
gauging the acceptability of specific touch behaviors. Attitudes of 
acceptability appeared to be group specific rather than idiosyncratic, 
and appeared to be affected more by sex, than by age, of the observer. 
Age and sex of participants seemed to be variables of equal importance 
in determining the observers attitudes toward a touch behavior.

vii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

DEAR ABBYs Our 18-year old daughter has been seeing a . 
psychotherapist about some problems, and his unconven
tional type of therapy has us worried,

Our daughter tells us that during these sessions 
the doctor takes her on his lap, and kisses and fondles 
her so she will feel "relaxed" and "loved." He says 
that this is the "sensitivity" therapy.

Have you ever heard of anything like this?
WORRIED

DEAR WORRIED: Before jumping to any hasty conclusions,
bear in mind that your daughter is in therapy and could 
be indulging in fantasy, exaggeration or wishful think
ing. However, "sensitivity" therapy is a new approach, 
as opposed to the former rigid, "hands-off" relationship 
between patient and psychotherapist.

Some patients need a friendly touch or a reassuring 
pat. But no respectable therapist will kiss and fondle 
a patient, as part of the therapy. You have every 
right to confer with your daughter’s therapist to find 
out what’s going on. And I suggest you do.

ABBY
(Van Buren 1976; reprinted with permission)

In the course of the author's training to become a counselor, 
she became increasingly aware of conflicting recommendations concern
ing counselor conduct in view of his/her role and function as shaped 
by theories within the profession. Touch, as non-verbal communica
tion, is an area within counselor conduct where recommendations run 
a complete continuum from no restrictions to no touching. Abby’s
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response to Worried reflects this continuum, although Abby refers to 
the no touching end as a thing of the past.

Statement of the Problem 
Abby1s response to Worried stimulated this investigation of 

interpersonal touch as a professional issue of importance to counsel
ors. The project was organized into three parts; first, a review of 
the literature to discover what is known about touch5 second, within 
that review of the literature, what are the codes of conduct recom
mended; third, to gauge the acceptability of selected interpersonal 
touching behaviors with age and sex of participants as variables.

Importance of the Problem 
The search for literature regarding touch was conceptualized 

holistically. Touch was viewed as having biological, sociological, 
and psychological referents. Thus, the entire range of literature 
dealing in any way with nonverbal communication was surveyed.

Within this widely ranging search, particular attention was 
paid to literature dealing directly with codes of interpersonal con
duct. Knowledge of codes of conduct currently occurring and/or being 
recommended can facilitate individuals in making informed decisions 
about their nonverbal behavior.

The term touch refers to a language of contact behaviors.
This concept of touch as an entire repertoire of communicative behav
iors while widely held is sometimes curiously ignored. The American 
Personnel and Guidance Association would have us act as if the entire



language of touch has no place in counseling (Appendix A)„ Proscribing 
the entire language of touch seemed unwarranted given the place of 
touch in everyday life.

A given element of the language of touch is assigned meaning, 
at least in part, on the basis of the nature of the act and character
istics of the participants and observers. It is important to demon
strate if a means of discovering the acceptability associated with 
various elements of touch can be found and whether the acceptibility 
labels are influenced by the communicators’ and/or observers' age and 
sex characteristics.

Assumptions
The third section of this investigation was accompanied by the 

following assumptions:
A. That touch within a given population has definite bound

aries which govern public behavior;
B. That age and sex of participants are two primary variables 

that contribute to the setting of those behavioral boundaries;
C. That graduate students in Counseling and Guidance classes 

constitute a given population where such boundaries exist;
D. That the procedure utilized did elicit genuine and re

liable responses from the students who volunteered.

Limitations
The available population of students was utilized as repre

sentative of a given sub-group; however, students enrolled in



Counseling and Guidance may not have as many cohesive characteristics 
as naturally occurring sub-groups, The sample student population was 
limited in overall size and in the number of males available to par
ticipate.

Data gathering for the third section of this study took place 
in a library and a classroom which made it impossible to control ex
traneous sensory stimulation. Also, the extraneous behavior of the 
volunteers while participating in the procedure was not controlled.

In this study, slides were utilized to depict the behaviors 
being rated. Live models might elicit different responses regarding 
interpersonal behaviors.

Definitions
Within this study, public behavior was defined as behavior 

that occurs in view of four or more persons unacquainted with the in
dividuals performing the behavior.

Touch, unless otherwise noted, refers to the broad category 
of behaviors where physical contact occurs between persons. The 
third section of this study deals with five specific behaviors of 
touch, hand holding, hand on knee, hand on forearm, arm around waist, 
and embracing. The definitions of the executions of those behaviors 
are detailed under the apparatus section in Chapter 3.

The terms question, slide, and item will be used interchange
ably in Chapter 3.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Touch, Potency and Primacy 
While no writer disputes that touch is a form of communication, 

Bertram Forer (1969) suggests that touch is not translatable into lan
guage - Verbalization is seen as much more symbolic, psychic, idea
tional and distant, while touch is psychosomatic. For Forer touch 
emphasizes the boundaries between persons and permits a psychological 
fusion with another person that words cannot provide. He continues 
"guiltless contact with others is reassuring that one is a bounded 
person but not alone. Verbal contact alone leaves one in a limbo of 
isolation from one's own body and from others" (Forer 1969, 230).
Touch is thus seen as dynamic and facilitative, almost transcending 
language.

While Forer suggests the expansive impact touch can have, Har
low's research with rhesus monkeys demonstrates the impact deprivation 
of touch (in the form of tactile stimulation) can have (Montagu 1971). 
In his now famous Wisconsin studies, Harlow has aptly portrayed the 
potency of touch in development. The young monkeys preferred surro
gates which were terry-cloth lined rather than those with exposed 
wire mesh and the ability to supply milk. Another result showed that 
those monkeys reared without tactile security became "neurotic" as



6
adults, and severely non-functional both socially and sexually 
(Montagu 1971).

Nonverbal communication is the sole channel for establishing 
relatedness during infancy, for humans as well, and as such serves 
as the basis for all successive human relations (Ruesch 1957). "As 
described by Davis, when children are socially isolated and raised 
with a minimum of human contact, they will manifest few, if any, 
human capabilities, behaviors, and attributes" (Gale 1969, 209).

Marasmus infantum, characterized by wasting away and some
times culminating in death, is a condition associated with depriva
tion of physical contact. Personal and continuous contact with one 
adult is a prerequisite to the recovery of a marantic infant (Ruesch 
1957). Ruesch (1957), further illustrates this need of children for 
contact with one and the same person by citing disturbances among in
stitutionalized children whose contact with adults has been depart
mentalized.

The infant associates pleasure with touch, and interference 
of such assuring pleasure may be felt as discomfort, rage, or panic, 
as evidenced by the hysteria of a healthy child who is just freshly 
changed and fed, but whose hysteria continues until lovingly fondled. 
With touch being experienced as pleasurable, it early becomes a re
ward and the lack of it or its withdrawal becomes associated with 
punishment (Sullivan 1953).

At the same time, as nonverbal communication is being used to 
reward or punish, learning is also taking place in the form of



modeling. The child, by observation and mimicry» is learning how to 
communicate nonverbally— how to, how much, when, how often, what mes
sages certain nonverbal behaviors imply— by experiencing how she/he 
communicated to nonverbally.

Sullivan (1953) hypothesizes that loneliness is the unful
filled need for tenderness. The need for tenderness is an outgrowth 
of the need for contact (Sullivan 1953). Even before the child is a 
year old, she/he will probably know the experience of loneliness. 
Loneliness in the infant is the unfulfilled need for contact.

Gradually, during the early years of life, the child is devel
oping values and attitudes which will influence the extent to which 
nonverbal communication will be important to his/her self-expression. 
Values and attitudes are two major factors that affect the acquisi
tion of and subsequent behavior of nonverbal communication. Values 
and attitudes can be thought of as choices elected from a larger bag 
of values and attitudes presented to the child by his/her family, cul
ture, and society as a whole.

Ruesch refers to values as "preferred channels of communica
tion or relatedness" (1951, 82). If an individual can receive com
munication via his or her preferred channel of communication, that 
person will understand more clearly and respond more appropriately 
(Ruesch 1957). There are individuals whose preferred channel of com
munication and relatedness is touch.

Sociocultural background plays a major role in the beliefs 
and attitudes and consequent behaviors an individual has regarding



touch. Every sociocultural group tends twoard inhibiting certain 
strivings and encouraging others (Gale 1969). Hediger has divided 
animals into sociocultural groups of contact and non-contact cate
gories (Watson 1970). The contact cultures foster individuals who 
value and deliberately seek close physical contact with others. These 
individuals are fond of being stroked, petted, held, and fondled. 
Non-contact groups raise individuals who are intolerant of physical 
contact and close proximity with others. Americans and Northern 
Europeans are typical of the non-contact group; Arabs and other Near 
East cultures are typical of the contact group (Watson 1970). Hall 
(Watson 1970) has documented anxiety resulting from a crossed inter
action between a non-contact individual and a contact individual.

Sex appears to affect the strength of the need for touch.
Women tend to be more concerned with establishing and maintaining 
intimacy than men (Ruesch 1961). Women who established touch as a 
way of communicating in a dyadic relationship also were verbally in
timate, establishing concomitant levels of self-disclosure; however, 
men established physical intimacy without the accompanying self
disclosure (Dies and Greenburg 1976). Females generally maintain 
smaller zones of personal space than males (Dies and Greenburg 1976). 
Fisher, Rytting and Heslin (1976) reported that men were more ambiva
lent to touch than women. " . . .  generally heterosexual pairs have 
smaller zones than same-sez pairs" (Dies and Greenburg 1976, 401). 
Though gender differences regarding touch may be a sociocultural 
factor, there is some evidence stemming from the animal kingdom
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(Matson 1970) that these differences in patterns between male and 
female are not variant due solely to learning.

There seems little question within any of the literature 
areas, biological, sociological, and psychological, that touch is the 
primary mode of communication. It has been asserted that as the ini
tial form of communication, touch serves as the model for verbal com
munication (Ruesch 1957). To further impress one with the potency 
of touch, a healthy pattern of pre-verbal communication is regarded 
as necessary to normal sociological and psychological development as 
an adult (Montagu 1971; Ruesch 1957; Gale 1969). The lack of touch 
has been connected to feelings of isolation and loneliness (Forer 
1969; Sullivan 1953). Some groups appear to have a greater need for 
touch than others (Watson 1970; Ruesch 1961; Fisher et al. 1976).
All in all, it would seem that a strong behavioral recommendation to 
touch in infancy exists within the literature; and, a milder, but 
still affirmative, nod is given to touching beyond infancy.

Proxemics and Territoriality 
Proxemics and territoriality relate the structuring of space 

to interactions. Dies and Greenburg (1976) pointed the literature 
review in this direction by noting the personal space differences be
tween males and females. Both proxemics and territoriality contain 
information essential to the study of touch.

"A territory is an area of space which an individual animal, 
a pair of animals, or an animal group possess exclusively and is
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defended against inintruders [sic] of the same species . . . the 
territories of animals of the same species are mutually exclusive, 
occupying separate areas of space, like tiles in a mosaic" (Watson 
1970, 21). "Although territorial behavior has wide variation in dif
ferent species, it is ’nevertheless almost universally exhibited in 
some form from the fishes through the primates’" (Watson 1970, 23). 
"The compulsive urination of male dogs is thought to be a technique 
of marking the territory, something like leaving one’s hat on a res
taurant table to show that it is taken" (Brown 1965, 16).

Interactions that occur between animals or persons from dif
ferent territories are hostile. Crossing the territorial demarca
tions of another without invitation, or without a pre-established al
liance, is felt as an invasion by that other and reacted to by flight 
or hostile aggression (Watson 1970). "When territorial boundaries 
are threatened or violated during interaction, communicative orienta
tions are likely to change" (Barnlund 1968, 515). Nonverbal commu
nication, particularly touch, could be perceived as a threat or vio
lation of territorial boundaries. All nonverbal communication within 
a group from one territory or between those from separate, but coop
erating or allied territories, is friendly, positive, supportive be
havior.

"There is also private territory" (Watson 1970, 26). This
private territory can be referred to as individual distance.

Individual distance, then "denotes the minimum distance within 
which individuals may approach each other" . . . This dis
tance is like "an invisible bubble that surrounds the organism."
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,This TbubbleT moves with the. animal? has no topographical 
references and into which no other individual is normally 
permitted entrance (Watson 1970, 29).

Private territory, or individual distance, implies isolation.• 

Individuals must- keep in contact with the group both physically and 

psychologically. "Hall writes that it is ?not simply the contact with 

his group— that is, the distance at which it can no longer see, hear, 

or smell the group— it is rather a psychological distance, one at 

which the animal apparently begins to feel anxious when he exceeds , 

its limitsf 11 (Watson 1970, 29-30).

Various anthropologists, notably Hall (1959), noted that human 

use of space was an observable variable when studying cultural pat

terns « Several extensive studies of personal space have examined the 

effects of crowding, the situation which occurs when the population 

density is such that the desired interpersonal distances cannot be 

maintained. Calhoun (1962) discussed the physiological and behavior

al pathology that can emerge under such conditions, In the words of 

Hediger, there is an individual boundary beyond which, "even fellow 

species may not encroach without being bitten, kicked, i e e or 

otherwise rejected"1 (1961, 29) *
Numerous studies have indicated that if the distance between 

two.communicators is greater or lesser than the implicit cultural 

limits, negative attitudes can be elicited or inferred. Hall (1964) 

determined that in this country distances of 6 to 18 inches are the 

norm for intimate interpersonal situations, distances of 30 to 48



inches are typical of casual personal interaction, distances of 7 to 
12 feet are common on social-consultive situations, and distances of 
30 feet or more are characteristic of public interaction situations. 
Hall (1966) also related several humorous examples in which communica 
tors from different cultures held different acquired norms regarding 
social distances, which led to misunderstandings about attitudes.

In a related study, Watson (1970) observed the proxemic be
havior of college students from various countries as they interacted 
in a controlled setting. Arabs sat the closest, frequently touching 
one another, while Northern Europeans separated themselves much more 
and virtually never touched. Southern Europeans sat nearly as close 
as the Arabs, while Latins and Asians joined the Northern Europeans, 
particularly the English, in conversing from a greater distance. Per 
haps the most interesting finding was that the American students did 
not touch during communication and chose greater distances than the 
students from any other country. In subsequent interviews, the sub
jects generally agreed that people from different cultures cannot be 
relied upon to attach the same meaning to the same proxemic behavior, 
and that proxemic behavior is learned by imitation.

There has been some disagreement as to whether sex is an im
portant determinant of proxemic behavior. Proxemetry naturally dic
tates the extent to which touch occurs between persons. In Haase’s 
(1970) excellent study using college students in a counseling situ
ation, he found that males and females did not react differently to 
differing interaction distances. On the other hand, Sommer (1962),
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Argyle and Dean (1965), McBride, King and James (1967), and Mehrabian 
(1968), all believed that the participants’ sexes were significant 
variables» They generally found that females sit close to one another, 
which would facilitate touching, and that male communicators prefer to 
sit farther from addressees of either sex, making touch less likely„

The intent of a communication, the motivation behind communi
cating, has been noted to have an effect on the nonverbal behavior of 
the participants (Bamlund 1968). Felipe demonstrated that competing 
or coacting individuals will sit significantly farther apart, and will 
demonstrate less smiling and eye contact, then cooperating individuals 
(Watson 1970)„ "The person who maintains distance does not wish to 
penetrate another individual's private affairs and avoids inquiring 
into the other person’s likes, dislikes, personal habits, ambitions, 
and goals" (Ruesch 1961, 99)„ '

Environmental factors help determine nonverbal interaction. 
Noise, scents, alloted space, all have an effect on nonverbal communi
cation. Hall asserts that if the olfactory sense in humans was not so 
underdeveloped they would not be able to withstand the small territori
al spaces they do (Watson 1970). Closeness has often been identi
fied with the lower class and distance with the upper class (Ruesch 
1961). It is probable, therefore, that the frequency of nonverbal 
communication or touch increases in use in the lower classes who are 
suffering from lack of space (Ruesch 1961)„

Thus, the structuring of space into territories and the use of 
space within those territories dictates the probability of touch and



its tenor (Barnlund 1968; Watson 1970; Hediger 1961; Hall 1964; 
Ruesch 1961)„ Two areas of the literature review were distinguish
able within the proxemics/territoriality discussion, gender and cul
ture, as areas of import that were mentioned in the first section of 
this chapter; more evidence that there are different nonverbal pre
ferences for the sexes and among different groups or cultures. The 
psychological literature regarding spacing behavior brings out the 
issue of private space and the importance of intent behind communicat
ing. Within the territoriality and proxemics literatures, the behav
ioral recommendation would be to touch cautiously. As most of the 
literature was descriptive in nature, few assertions regarding defi
nite behavioral codes were made.

Touch in Counseling
A review of the not very extensive literature regarding touch 

in counseling reveals a continuum of opinion regarding physical con
tact.

The NEVER end of the continuum is perhaps best expressed by 
Wolberg (1967). He states, "It goes without saying that physical con
tact with the patient is absolutely taboo. Touching, stroking, or 
kissing the patient may mobilize sexual feelings in the patient and 
the therapist, or bring forth violent outbursts of anger" (Wolberg 
1967, 606). Wolberg further suggests that incidents in which contact 
occurs must be handled tactfully, assisting the patient in understand
ing his action or motive by using such phrases as, "Now, I wonder why



15
you did that?" or "Suppose you think about why you kissed me and we’ll 
talk about it next time."

The TOUCH JUDICIOUSLY portion of the continuum is represented 
by two authorities who, like Wolberg, can be identified as tradition
ally psychoanalytic in orientation. Forer (1969) suggests that touch 
can be used quite strategically in therapy as a means of contradicting 
the client’s expectations of rejection as well as demonstrating and 
diminishing the client’s resistance to human relationships. He also 
acknowledges a possible problem which may arise in that the meaning 
of touch may change from comfort and reassurance to more expressly 
erotic impulses which may evoke shame and guilt resulting in client 
"self-alienation and turning off of body acceptance." Forer advocates 
that both therapist and client learn to tolerate their own excitement 
and become aware that fantasy need not lead to action.

Mints (1969) views touch as having significant therapeutic 
value; it can convey the counselor’s acceptance of the client. She 
particularizes five therapeutic aspects of touch. First, touch is 
viewed as a natural part of a warm, ongoing relationship. Touch may 
also be instrumental in gratifying a client's infantile needs or a 
client’s manipulative needs. (She warns that a client able to assert 
a wish for contact with the counselor is probably strong enough to 
elicit touch in a non-symbolic relationship outside of counseling.) 
Touch may be a means of eliciting feelings around aggression. Mintz 
alludes to armwrestling in group work as an example. Finally, touch 
has a role in expressing genuinely held therapist’s feelings of
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acceptance and affection. Mints asserts that "a therapist who could 
be swept away by touching a patient’s hand of embracing a regressed 
patient could probably not withstand the sustained intimacy of the 
therapeutic relationship in any case" (Mints 1969» 234).

Sidney Jourard (1968) is an able spokesperson for the YES end 
of the touch continuum. Jourard asserts that some form of physical 
contact nurtures the development of mutual openness and unreserve 
between client and counselor. Touch is seen as an action which 
bridges the distance many maintain between themselves and others. 
Touching another person is the final step in closing the distance be
tween people.

Whether or not touch is taboo in counseling is definitely a 
matter on which professional opinion is divided. It may be observed 
that the opinions represent what might be called a current point of 
view, one possibly more restricted in earlier times. To Freud, how
ever, touch was not taboo. He (Breuer and Freud 1936) describes his 
use of touch with Miss Lucie R., seen before the turn of the century.

Whenever I reached a point where to my question, "Since when 
have you had this symptom?", or "Where does it come from?", I 
received the answer, "I really don’t know this," I proceeded 
as follows: I placed my hand on the patient’s forehead or
took her head between my hands and said, "Through the pressure 
of my hands it will come into your mind, the moment that I 
stop the pressure you will see something before you, or some
thing will flash through your mind which you must note, it is 
that which we are seeking ...

On applying this method for the first time ... I was 
surprised to find just what I wanted, and I may say that it 
has since hardly ever failed me . . . (Breuer and Freud 1936,
79).
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Touchs, then, is a subject which has been discussed in the 

counseling literature, albeit rarely„ Opinions vary as to the role 
of touch in counseling, but agree as to its potency. It is curious 
that a phenomenon of such assumed power has not received more atten
tion from researchers. The fear of touch having implicit sexual mean
ing and motivation is recurrent (Bosanquet 1970)„

Ashley Montagu's book Touching is the most recent attempt to 
pull together the relevant research and anecdotal information oh the 
topic. While the book deals primarily with developmental and compara
tive topics, several useful discussions are included. Summarizing the 
work of Alexander Lowen with schizophrenics he states, "Lowen shows 
that the feeling of identity arises from a feeling of contact with 
the body. To know who one is, the person must be aware of what he 
feels" (Montagu 1971, 235). The schizophrenic then is out of touch
with reality; she/her feels unrelated to the world and to people.
This in a sense is Forer's assertion, that touch allows for fusion 
of two persons, two boundaries. Forer goes on to suggest that touch 
here is seen as a process by which the therapist "changes the struc
ture of the client so that he becomes open to new relationships"
(Forer 1969, 230). For the schizophrenic this becomes a difficult 
task, since his/her "boundaries" are poorly defined.

While the schizophrenic may have difficulty in responding to 
touch, Montagu indicates that persons under stress may have an inten
sified need for it. Taking a person's hand during a stressful situa
tion both reduces anxiety and gives one a sense of security. The
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reason for this potency lies in the fundamental need for tactile 
stimulation to achieve healthy behavioral development. Montagu 
states furthers "Failure to receive tactile stimulation in infancy 
results in a critical failure to establish contact relations with 
others. Supplying that need, even in adults, may serve to give the 
individual the assurance he needs, the conviction that he is wanted 
and valued, and thus involved and consolidated in a connected network 
of values with others" (Montagu 1971, 248).

The search of the literature revealed only two articles re
porting data*-based findings regarding touch in counseling. Pattison 
(1973) examined the effects of counselor touch in an initial inter
view with actual clients in a campus counseling center. Participating 
counselors were instructed to deliver five "touches" with some clients 
and no "touches" with others. Judges rated interview tapes of the 
"touch" group as significantly higher in client self-exploration. 
Clients who were not touched engaged in less self-exploration than 
clients who were touched by their counselors. Pattison’s study is in 
confirmation of findings reported earlier by Jourard and Rubin (1968) 
in their investigation of the relationship of touch and self-disclosure 
in a non-counseling setting.

The most recently published investigation (Holroyd and 
Brodsky 1977) focused on obtaining information about psychotherapist’s 
beliefs regarding the benefits of touching clients and on the occur
rence of physical contact between therapist and client. Returns were 
obtained from a national sample of 666 Ph.D. licensed psychologists
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who said they engaged in psychotherapy. Approximately half of the 
therapists were of the opinion that affectionate touching might be of 
occasional benefit to both male and female clients. Suggestions for 
using what is described as nonerotic contact fell into four categor
ies: socially or emotionally immature clients with a history of
affactional deprivation; clients in a period of acute distress such 
as grief; for more general emotional support; and for greeting and 
termination. With sex of therapist as a factor, more male therapists 
saw benefits in a nonerotic physical contact with their opposite sex 
clients than did female therapists with their opposite sex clients 
(53% to 40%). Only 4% of therapists thought erotic contact might 
occasionally be beneficial to their clients.

About 34% of Holroyd and Brodsky’s (1977) respondents reported 
engaging in nonerotic contact with opposite-sex clients. About 11% of 
male respondents and 2% of female respondents reported having had 
erotic contact with clients. Holroyd and Brodsky sound a cautionary 
note regarding erotic contact. Their conclusion is that instances of 
erotic contact are manifestations of counselor need for power or sex
ual gratification.

Ethical standards represent a prescription for professional 
respectability. And ethical standards have little to say directly 
about touch. Principle 6a of the American Psychological Association’s 
Ethical Standards of Psychologists states, "Sexual intimacies with 
clients are unethical.(1977, 5). Brenda Gurel, Ph.D. , secretary of the
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Committee on Scientific and Professional Ethics and Conduct of the 
American Psychological Association (Gurel 1977) communicated that the 
committee had no guidelines specific to the area of touch, other than 
Principle 6a. The professional liability insurance issued to members 
of the American Personnel and Guidance Association has as one of its 
exclusions, direct physical contact. There is an exclusion for sexual 
misconduct as well.

Within the counseling literature then, broad theoretical as 
well as behavioral conflicts exist. Theoretically, positions are 
defended from all to none. Behaviorally evidence exists that touch 
is occurring on an all, as in sexual intercourse, to none basis 
(Holroyd and Brodsky 1977). Although the American Psychological Asso
ciation and American Personnel and Guidance Association have confront
ed only limited areas of the touch issue, it would appear that some 
practitioners are ignorant or unheeding of such recommendations. The 
behavioral recommendation for this section would suggest to practi
tioners to follow the guidelines of the professional organizations 
even though one's adopted theoretical position may allow for a broader 
expression via touch.

Summary
Meisels and Canter (1970) sum up the pros and cons of touching 

from the view of the general population by reminding us of the simple 
truth that differing psychological meaning may be applied to the same 
nonverbal behavior by different people. There are no universal rules.
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as yet; whether there can be9 remains to be answered. Interpersonal 
touch is important because of its primacy as a medium of communication 
in infancy, as well as its potential for expressing either intimacy or 
aggression. There are apparently both individual and cultural "solu
tions" to this intimacy/aggression ambiguity; individuals acquiring 
preferred modes of communication which may include or exclude touching, 
and groups adopting cultural norms for proximity and contact. The 
potential for interpersonal discomfort is greatest where an individu
al's preferred mode of communication is not significantly involved or 
where cultural norms regarding touch are violated. This discomfort, 
along with the fear of misinterpretation, which was emphasized in the 
professional literature, appear to play the largest roles in inhibit
ing spontaneous, interactive behavior.



CHAPTER 3

METHOD OF STUDY

The purpose of this portion of the study was to demonstrate 
a means of gauging the acceptability of specific touch behaviors.

The investigation was concerned with these questions: could
it be that one behavior is acceptable public behavior and another 
touching behavior is unacceptable public behavior; is this touching 
behavior more acceptable in public at certain ages and in certain age 
coupling combinations than at other ages and in other age coupling 
combinations; does the gender of the participants change the accept
ability rating of touching behaviors; does gender or age of the ob
server change the acceptability rating or does the group whose atti
tudes are being measured at all ages display the same ratings? Is it 
possible to gauge the acceptability of selected touching behaviors for 
a group?

Subj ects
Seventy-nine University of Arizona students enrolled in 

classes in the Counseling and Guidance Department volunteered to par
ticipate in the study. After permission was obtained from the Human 
Subjects Committee, the investigator addressed classes within the 
Counseling and Guidance Department asking for volunteers to give
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twenty-five minutes of time to the study. It was explained that 
information gained from participants would remain confidential.

Any person enrolled in the Department and who appeared at the 
posted testing times was accepted as a subject after signing the Sub
ject’s Consent Form (Appendix B). Of the seventy-nine volunteers, 
twenty-five were men and fifty-four were women. Gender and age were 
the only recorded characteristics of the subjects. Twenty-five per
sons were eighteen to twenty-five years of age; twenty-six were be
tween twenty-six and thirty-one; and twenty-nine persons were over 
thirty-one.

Apparatus
A series of 105 slides was developed depicting five touch be

haviors modeled by twenty-one sex-age pairs. Behaviors were modeled 
in a reciprocal manner to avoid the power issue of superior to in
ferior raised by Henley (1971 and 1975) in reference to nonreciprocal 
touch situations. For the sake of setting limits and in view of the 
availability of models, all models were Caucasian.

The female, male category was depicted by persons twenty-five 
to thirty-five years of age. The older female, older male category 
was depicted by persons fifty-five to sixty-five years of age. The 
child category was depicted by persons between five and seven years 
of age. The twenty-one sex-age pairs frere;

a. female-female;
b. male-male;
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c. female-male;
d. female-older female;
e. older female-older female;
f. male-older male;

g. male-male child;
h. female-female child;
i. female child-male child;

j. female child-male;
k. female child-older female;
1. female child-older male;
m. male child-female;
n. male child-older female;
o. male child-older male;

P« female-older male;

q. male-older female;
r. older female-older male;
s. older male-older male; V
t. male child-male child;
u. female child-female child.

Attire of the models was not specifically dictated. Models
were instructed to dress neatly» yet casually. Models chosen were 
physically attractive in the judgment of the investigator.

The five touching behaviors chosen for exploration were:
a. hand holding, sitting; b. hand on knee, sitting; c. hand on
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forearm, sitting; d. arm around waist, standing; e. embracing, 

standing. These behaviors were chosen due to the high probability 

of their occurring within a one to one counseling setting.. These five ' 

behaviors were mentioned most often in an informal survey of counsel

ors and counselees as physical contact they have initiated or experi

enced within a counseling setting. . ■

The three sitting behaviors were modeled ip folding chairs 

with three angles utilized; participants side by side,' participants 

forming a right angle, participants facing each other.. The angle 

chosen depended upon the physical size of the two models and which 

angle allowed them to perform the behavior most comfortably. The ac

tual distance between the models, measuring knee to knee, was never 

more than five inches. The standing behavior of arm around waist was 

modeled side by side; while, the standing embracing behavior was 

modeled chest facing chest. All behaviors.were modeled utilizing 

direct eye contact between the models. Models were instructed to 

smile. Hand placement of both models was distinguishable in all 

slides.

The background of the slides was greenery. Only the models 

were present in the slides.

Two photographers with protrait experience shot the slides 

using a 35 mm Minolta. Ektachrome film was used.

Five of the 105 slides, were repeated in the round of slides 

shown to subjects, in order to check for intra-individual reliability. 

The five repeated slides were: a. female—female, embracing;
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b. male-male $ hand holding; c. male child-female, hand on forearm; 
d. female child-older female, hand on knee; e. male-older male, arm 
around waist.

The array of 110 slides was presented on a Kodak Carousel 
slide projector. The projector was set to change automatically at 
eight second intervals. A conventional viewing screen was used to 
show projections.

The order of the round of slides (Appendix C) was designed to 
minimize predictability and to enhance viewer interest. Subjects 
were informed of the number of slides and the eight second interval 
between each.

Subjects were given a brief set of instructions (Appendix D) 
when given the consent form. These instructions were reiterated ver
bally. At the same time, participants were given a standardized an
swer sheet on which to mark their responses.

Procedure
The numerical keys for sex and age of respondent were read 

aloud and subjects were asked to mark their answer sheets appropriate
ly. The four possible responses to the slides were explained:

1 = totally acceptable as public behavior, without reservations;
2 = acceptable as public behavior, with reservations;
3 = unacceptable as public behavior, usually;
4 = totally unacceptable as public behavior, always.



The definition of public behavior was repeated. Subjects were 
encouraged to mark their initial response. Prior to the start of the 
projectionss, subjects were given the opportunity to ask questions.
The total procedure took twenty-five minutes.



' CHAPTER 4 ,

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

The dataware analyzed at The University of Arizona Research • 

Computerf.Center, using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) (Nie et al. 1975), Version 7.0, June 27, 1977; Vogelhack Com

puting Center, Northwestern University.

Results

The consistency of individual responses to slides was investi

gated by crosstabulating individual responses on five pairs of identi

cal slides. These results are reported in Table 1. It can be seen 

that the percent responding consistently ranged from 73.4 to 96.2, 

with three of the five pairs above 90 percent. The complete cross- 

tabulations for each pair of questions are presented in Appendix E.

All subsequent analyses were done disregarding the second response 

items. The total number of slides then was 105.

Frequencies of all responses were computed. The group of 

seventy-nine volunteers showed a high level of group cohesiveness 

when choosing acceptable public behaviors. Seventy-three of the 105, 

or 69.5 percent of the slides, received a totally acceptable rating 

by at least 88.6 percent of the group. Table 2 reports all slides 

which at least seventy of the seventy-nine respondents found totally 

acceptable. Ten items received 100 percent agreement as being
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Table 1. Percent of individuals responding consistently to identical 

questions

Pairs of IdenticalfQuestions 
29-47 32-45 56-92 78-109 101-107

Percent of consistent
responses 86.1 73.4 96.2 94.9 91.1

Table 2. Slides rated totally acceptable by at least 70 of the 79 
respondents

Totally Acceptable Responses 

Q R # of Q

5, 10, 41, 55, 56, 75, 84, 91, 100, 103 79 10
2*, 7*, 11*, 16, 33*, 71, 77*, 106*, 108* 78 9
1*, 13*, 46*, 50*, 51, 53*, 54*, 62, 73* 
85, 96, 98* 77 12

8*, 43, 60*, 81, 83, 88, 92* 76 7
x-nO' 12*, 30*, 35, 42, 67*, 90*, 102, 104* 75 8
$ 17*, 34*, 61, 63*, 64, 65 74 6
aCO 20, 22*, 68, 74, 79 73 5

15*, 21*, 28, 36*, 48, 52, 69*, 70, 78*, 
94, 105 72 11

39, 87*, 101 71 3
80, 99 70 2

*  Indicates all respondents found this slide at least acceptable.
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totally acceptable as public behavior. Items with less than the 100 
percent agreement shown in Table 2 with an asterisk (*) received the 
acceptable ranking in all other instances. There were thirty-three 
such items. Those thirty-three, along with the ten items on which the 
full group agreed, gives 40.95 percent of the 105 items a totally ac
ceptable ranking by at least seventy in the group with a ranking of 
acceptable in all other instances. The group was most cohesive in its 
view of these forty-three slides.

Table 3 shows an analysis by depiced behavior for these forty- 
three high cohesive slides. The first number listed under each behav
ior is the number of totally acceptable rankings that the behavior re
ceived. It can be seen from Table 3 that hand on knee received the 
least acceptable responses, while hand holding received the most, fol
lowed directly by arm around waist.

The unacceptable end of the rankings did not show the high lev
el of group cohesiveness that the acceptable rankings revealed.

Table 3. Frequencies of high cohesive slides by behavior categories

Behaviors
Hand Hand on Hand on Arm Around Embrac
holding Forearm Knee Waist ing

100% 4 1 0 3 2
88.6-99% 11 6 2 9 5
Total 15 7 2 12 7
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Nineteen slides received an unacceptable rating by more than one 
respondent. Of those nineteen, ten received four or more unacceptable 
rankings from the group of students. Table 4 presents the unacceptable 
and totally unacceptable modal responses to individual slides. In the 
unacceptable category, only slides that received the unacceptable rat
ing by more than one respondent are reported; however, the totally un
acceptable rankings with only one vote are reported in instances where 
the behavior also received two or more unacceptable responses. There 
were six slides which met these criteria, 19, 32, 49, 66, 86, and 97. 
Two questions, 19 and 32, received two totally unacceptable scores, and 
97, received five totally unacceptable scores, as shown in Table 4.

It is interesting to note that fifteen of the nineteen slides 
involve -same sex pairs. Four of the six totally unacceptable items in
volve same sex pairs. Note also that only three items involve the 
child age category. All three listed involve the female child, two 
with -the older male. Thirteen of the twenty items in Table 4 involve 
the older age category; eleven of those items involve the older male.

Of the forty-three high cohesive items, twenty-eight, or 65.1 
percent, involved children. Eight of the ten items that received 100% 
totally acceptable responses involved children.

Age of respondents did not appear to be a significant factor 
in determining responses to slides. Crosstabulations were computed 
for each question, Q by respondent’s age. Responses in all categories 
were divided among the three age groups (Appendix F). It was inter
esting to note twice as many totally unacceptable rankins came from
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Table 4„ Sex-age pairings depicted on slides found less acceptable

Unacceptable Totally Unacceptable
Q F Sex-age pair Behavior Q F Sex-age pair Behavior

25 2 female-older hand on 19 2 female child- arm around
male knee older male waist

29 3 female-female embracing 32 2 male-male hand hold
ing

32 4 male-male hand hold
ing 49 1 female-older hand On

e female forearm
37 3 female-older hand on

male forearm 66 6 male-male embracing
38 7 male-male hand on 86 1 male-older hand on

knee female knee
49 2 female-older hand on 97 5 older male- embracing

female forearm older male
52 2 female child- hand on

male knee
57 6 male-older hand on

male knee
66 6 male-male embracing
72 6 older male- hand hold

older male ing
82 6 older male- hand on

older male knee
86 2 male-older hand on

female knee
89 2 male-older hand on

male forearm
93 4 male-older

male
embracing
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Table 4„ Continued

Unacceptable Totally Unacceptable
Q F Sex-age pair Behavior Q F Sex-age pair Behavior

95 13 older male- hand on
older male forearm

97 9 older male- embracing
older male

105 2 female child- hand on
older male forearm

110 2 male-male arm around
waist
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the 18-25 year old group than the other groups. This is shown in 
Table 5.

Q by respondent's sex was also computed for each slide (Appen
dix G). The women subjects tended to be more cautious about using the 
extreme ends of the ranking scale. Although the number of male sub
jects in the study was less than half the number of female subjects. 
Table 6 shows that the men rated items as totally unacceptable three 
times more than the women. As a group, the men reached consensus on 
individual items sixteen times. The women as a group, reached consen
sus on items eighteen times.

Table 5. Frequencies of unacceptable and totally unacceptable 
ratings by age group of respondent

18-25 
(N = 25)

26-31 
(N = 26)

Over 31 
(N =29)

Unacceptable 35 38 39
Totally Unacceptable 10 4 5
Total 45 42 44

Table 6. Frequencies of unacceptable and totally unacceptable ratings 
by sex of respondent

Male (N = 25) Female (N = 54)

Unacceptable 48 66
Totally Unacceptable 15 5
Total 63 71
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Looking at Table 4 and the modal responses for all slides 

(Appendices F and G)„ it is seen that hand on knee emerges as the 
most controversial behavior, followed by hand on forearm. It was the 
embracing behavior, however, that received the most totally unaccept
able ratings of the five behaviors explored.

The age=sex pair of male-male evoked the most division within 
the group of subjects. Table 7 shows the modal responses of the five 
behaviors when depicted by this pair. The frequency of rankings from 
totally acceptable to totally unacceptable, was evenly spread through
out the age groups. Gender of respondents was not a significant vari
able.

Table 7. Ratings of each touching behavior for slides depicting the 
male-male age-sex pair

Item Behavior
Frequency-of. Ratings ' 
1 2  3 4

14 Hand on forearm 43 30 6
32 Hand holding 45 28 4 2
38 Hand on knee 44 28 7
66 Embracing 42 29 6 1
110 Arm around waist 66 10 2
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Male-older male and older male-older male emerged as relatively 

controversial sex-age pairs. Table 4 shows hand on knee„ hand on fore
arm, and embracing, when depicted by these pairs, receiving relatively 
high unacceptable and totally unacceptable ratings. Older male-older 
male embracing received the highest combined unacceptable ratings, as 
well as the highest number of totally unacceptable ratings; older male- 
older male depicting hand on forearm the highest number of unaccept
able ratings.

The age-sex pairs of female-older femalej female-older male, 
and male-older female showed high group division on one behavior, as 
reflected in Table 4. For male-older female, the controversial be
havior was hand on knee. Hand on forearm evoked the division for the 
female-older female and female-older male pairings.

To make assertions about the acceptability of specific be
haviors would not seem to be possible outside the context of the age- 
sex pair. Hand holding for this group appeared to be appropriate pub
lic touching behavior, except when depicted by males of the same age 
group. To recommend hand holding in general would not be appropriate, 
age and sex must be specified. For this group of subjects, one touch
ing behavior, like embracing, is acceptable in public at certain ages 
and in certain age coupling combinations; female child-older woman 
and female child-male, items 10 and 75, both received totally accept
able rankings by the whole group. The same behavior, embracing, at 
other ages and in other age coupling combinations would be
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unacceptable  ̂female-female9 male-male„ male-older male, and older 
male-older male.

The question was raised whether gender of the participants 
changes the acceptability rating of touching behaviors. For this 
group, the answer would be affirmative. On the whole, the behaviors 
demonstrated by same sex pairs were less acceptable. Hand holding was 
acceptable for this group, for instance, except when depicted between 
males of the same age category.

Age then, also, for this group, changes the acceptability rat
ing of touching behaviors. Not all male-male depictions of hand hold
ing were unacceptable. It was the male-male pairs of the same age 
group that emerged as controversial.

As to gender or age of the observer changing the acceptability 
rating, the answer from this group would be split. In the study group, 
the women would appear to be more tolerant of the specified behaviors 
than the men. The attitudes expressed by the group did not change 
appreciably from age category to category. It was noted, however, 
that the most totally unacceptable ratings came from the youngest 
group. Therefore, in this study, gender of the observer did have an 
affect on acceptability attitudes and age had little or no affect.

It would seem very possible to gauge the acceptability of 
selected touching behaviors for this group. The acceptable public 
behaviors for this group would be the forty-three high cohesive items. 
These behaviors are listed in Table 8.



Table 8. Acceptable public behaviors for the group of Counseling and Guidance students

Hand Holding Hand on Forearm Hand on Knee Arm around Waist Embracing

Older female- Male child- Male-male Female child- Female child-
older male female child older female older female

Male child- Female child- Female child- Male child- Female child-maM
older female female child older male female Male-male child

Female child- Male child- Older female- Female-female
older male female older male Child

Female child- Female child- Male-male Male child-older
older female older female child male

Male child- Male child- Male child- Female child-
female older male male child older male

Female-male Older female- Female-older Male child-female
Male child- older male male
older male Male child- Female-male

Female child- older female Male-older
female child female

Older female- Female-older
older female female

Male-male child Female-female
Female-older Female child-
male male child

Male-older Older female-
female older female

Male-older 
male 

Female-older 
female 

Male child- 
male child



Discussion
In light of the results of this study, it would appear to be 

appropriate to state that group specific behavioral boundaries of 
touch exist and can be measured= Feasibility of specifying these 
boundaries on a large scale with this instrument is a question because 
of the specificity required. The procedure to measure the acceptabil
ity of five behaviors took twenty minutes. Touch, as a language, en
compasses a multitude of contact behaviors. Using this instrument to 
measure the acceptability of that multitude of behaviors would prove 
to be very time consuming and tedious.

Initially, issue was taken with the American Personnel and 
Guidance Association's total exclusion of touch as an appropriate 
means of communicating in a professional setting. To outlaw an entire 
language, though nonverbal, seemed harsh. In the review of the liter
ature, the potency of touch was documented. The case for deeming the 
APGA’s exclusion inappropriate was strengthened. Touch, the litera
ture told us, not only could reduce anxiety, but the lack of touch 
could provoke anxiety and increase feelings of loneliness and isola
tion. At the same time, the literature did refer to problems arising 
when an individual unaccustomed to touch was confronted by a toucher. 
This aspect of the literature strengthened the case for the APGA; 
better safe than sorry.

The thrust of the third section of this study was to discover 
a means of gauging a group's or individual's touch attitudes. If it 
were possible to discover what an individual or group values about
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touching9 then measuring acceptability could prove a means of avoiding 
all or none behavioral codes. The instrument designed for measuring 
touch attitudes did work. The reliability scores for individual re
sponse, as well as the cohesiveness of the group’s answers, would sug
gest that the means of measurement works. But the results also show 
that behaviors have to be measured very specifically. Both the behav
ior and the performers need to be portrayed. For the group of Coun
seling and Guidance students, for instance, it is now possible to make 
assertions about the acceptability of the reciprocal behaviors of hand 
holding, hand on knee, hand on forearm, arm around waist, and embrac
ing when depicted by twenty-one Caucasian age-sex pairs; however, 
nothing is known about the acceptability of these behaviors when per
formed by other models, like Chicanes; and nothing is known about 
other touching behaviors, such as kissing, hand on shoulder, and the 
variations of hand shaking. On the basis of this study, it would not 
seem possible to make behavioral generalizations. Handholding is not 
always acceptable and not always unacceptable. Because this group 
found one behavior acceptable in public does not mean touching, per 
se, is an acceptable form of communicating in public for this group.
It seems to be a question of who is holding whose hand.

If generalization of information were the looked for outcome, 
the analysis of age-sex pairs might be appropriately used to set up 
some behavioral guidelines that would be group specific. For in
stance, within this group of students same sex dyadic touching between 
adults of the same age group might best be avoided; while public
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displays of touching involving children, in this group, seem to be 
appropriate.

An issue that arose in the Touch in Counseling section of the 
literature review was the question of sexuality. Contact with another 
can have sexual implications. This was gleaned from the literature. 
That a behavior can be totally acceptable when performed by one sex 
pair and totally unacceptable when performed by an alternate sex 
pair, as was found for the group used in this investigation, would 
add strength to the therapist’s concern of being misinterpreted by a 
client he/she might touch. Ekman and Friesen (1967) dealt with how 
an observer judges the nature and intensity of nonverbal behavior.
This study was concerned with disclosing the judgment of acceptabil
ity, not how or why the judgment was made.

Knowing the nonverbal behavior boundaries of an individual 
or group based on acceptability ratings would help a counselor know 
what not to do. Who not to touch and how not to touch them would be 
discernible for the therapist by placing him or herself in the appro
priate sex-age slot used by this instrument. Yet this acceptability 
information would not inform the therapist how an acceptable behavior 
would be interpreted by a client. This acceptability rating does not 
help discern the perceived meaning of a behavior. A method of dis
covering the definitions an individual gives to acceptable touch 
behaviors is needed. It is unknown whether the perceived meaning of 
a touch behavior is an idiosyncrasy or is group specific, as accepta
bility was found to be.
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Locating a more efficient method of measuring group touch 

attitudes of acceptability and discovering a method of measuring per
ceived meanings of touch behaviors are the recommendations for fur
ther research.

\



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This threefold study of touch as nonverbal communication, 
first summarized a broad based literature survey. Interpersonal touch 
was found to be important because of its primacy as a medium of commu
nication in infancy, as well as its potential for expressing either 
intimacy or aggression. There are apparently both individual and 
cultural "solutions" to this intimacy/aggression ambiguity; individu
als acquiring preferred modes of communication which may include or 
exclude touching, and groups adopting cultural norms for proximity and 
contact. Although some groups were reported to have a greater need 
for touch than other groups, the absence of touch was connected to 
feelings of isolation and loneliness. Within the counseling litera
ture, the theoretical positions on touch ranged from "hands off is the 
only way" to "hands on is essential." The behavior of counseling 
practitioners was reported as occurring on the same continuum.

This all-to-none continuum reflects the findings of the second 
aspect of this investigation. The second intent of this study was to 
discover what codes of conduct were being recommended within the lit
erature today. Touching youngsters was highly recommended, but touch
ing older persons was, when recommended, recommended with a cautionary 
note. The liability policy of the professional organization for
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counselors, the American Personnel and Guidance Association (Appendix
A), dictates no touch behavior, while the American Psychological Asso
ciation (Gurel 1977) gives no specific touch recommendations outside 
of excluding erotic contact.

To demonstrate whether a means of discovering the acceptabil
ity associated with various elements of touch could be found and 
whether the acceptability labels were influenced by the communicator’s, 
and/or observer’s age and sex characteristics, was the intent of the 
third section of this investigation. The high reliability scores of 
individual responses as well as the cohesiveness of the group responses 
suggested the means of measurement was sound. As to the influence of 
age and sex, both characteristics of participants did have a definite 
effect for the study group. Age and sex of observers, for this group, 
had only a negligible affect.

Further research was suggested to develop a less specific, 
more efficient, instrument that would measure acceptability attitudes 
toward touch behaviors and to discover if an instrument that would 
gauge perceived meanings of touch could be developed.



APPENDIX A

INFORMATION REGARDING PERSONNEL AND GUIDANCE 
ASSOCIATION PROFESSIONAL LIBABILITY INSURANCE

A copy of the liability policy may be obtained 
by writing Rathine 11 and Company.

45



46

IRj£5£HME2LJL <&> C O M P A C T

E J V g m M f T iraSBTG XSH K Sn^1. BJ.W. WAmSKGTQ̂. D.C. most72U3®C®rOsJ S8 307̂ 2
3„ 197?

^9s<^agy Fo ^ladal 137 East Msboslost 
Tueson? &slg©aa #5719
ms  teorieaa ?o^o©xmQl a Guidance Association Professional 

Liability Insurance
Boas E20e Sindal:
1 am usiting to you in response to your letter of February 24th.
In your letter you requested information regarding the APGA Pro
fessional Liability insurance.
I am enclosing a sample certificate for your review. As you can • see one of the exclusions is direct physical contact. To date, ue do not have any knowledge of claims stemming from this physical 
contact. There is an exclusion for sexual misconduct also. We do have at least one claim pending as a result of a sexual misconduct charge.
If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact 
mo.

Sincerely,

Enclosure



ADDHTmimiL EMDGASEMEm

Id is ®gm@d Coverages A 1haUh@ following EkcIusIo^ Is add@d:

This Insurance does nod apply:
To claims arising as a resold of bodily Injury, Including deadh because of dlrecd or indirecd physical condacd used as 
a dreadmend h  dhe Insured’s profession whedher caused by dhe Insured or an employee or agend of dhe Insured:
To claims arising oud of any sexual acd or acds performed or alleged do have been performed by dhe Insured or an employee 
or agend of dhe Insured.

18=0-00-85-7 (1/78)
POLBCV-TERRinrORV

Id Is undersdood and agreed dhad dhe policy applies only do occurrences happening wldhln dhe United States of America, Ids 
i or possessions, or Canada.

OFC-CIC-mW (9/70)

President



APPENDIX B

SUBJECT’S CONSENT FORM

I am requesting your voluntary participation in this study, A 
Photo Study Exploring Age and Sex of Participants as Variables Affect
ing Attitudes Toward Touch, The purpose of this research is to take a 
limited look at how a small group of individuals respond to specific 
touch behaviors as depicted on slides. The objective of the study is 
to discover if certain touching behaviors are more acceptable in pub
lic at certain ages and in certain age coupling combinations than at
other ages and in other age coupling combinations.

Any person currently enrolled in a Counseling and Guidance 
class at The University of Arizona may participate. Fifty men and 
fifty women are needed to view the slides.

The slides will be shown at four different times in Room 214 
of the Education Building to accommodate as many persons’ schedules 
as possible. Times and dates are:

A) October 9th, 8 a.m.
B) October 10th, 11 a.m.
C) October 11th, 2 p.m.
D) October 12th, 5 p.m.

The total procedure will take no more than one 25-minute 
period. Volunteers will be asked to view 110 slides depicting touch, 
as nonverbal communication, occurring between individuals of wide age 
range. Each slide will be shown for eight seconds. During the eight
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seconds, the volunteers Hill be asked to mark a numerical response on 
an IBM sheet. The numbers» 1 to 5, will represent a range of atti
tudes about the behavior» from being appropriate public behavior to 
inappropriate public behavior. The benefit to the participant is that 
he or she may become more aware of his or her attitudes toward touch. 
No known risk to the volunteer is foreseen.

If you decide to participate, you will be expected to respond 
to the slides as candidly as possible. You do not have to respond to 
all the slidess if for any reason you may not wish to respond. Sign
ing this consent form will indicate that you a willing participant in 
this study. All data received will be treated with anonymity and con
fidentiality. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time 
without ill will. Participation, or withdrawal from participation, 
will not in any way be reflected in your grade for any course in 
which you are currently enrolled. As a subject in this study you are 
not expected to assume any costs connected with the study. You may 
ask any questions that you may have regarding this study at any point.

I have read the above 'Subject’s Consent Form.' The 
nature, demands, risks, and benefits of the project have been 
explained to me. I understand that I may ask questions and 
that I am free to withdraw from the project at any time. I 
also understand that this consent form will be filed in area 
designated by the Human Subjects Committee with access re
stricted to the principal investigator or authorized repre
sentatives of the particular department.

Subject's Signature_______  -
Date -    •
Witness’ Signature " _________________ '
Date _____-______. .



APPENDIX C

LIST OF SLIDES

1. Female-male hand holding
2. Male-male child arm around waist
3. Older female-older female hand on forearm
4. Female-female hand holding
5. Female child-older female arm around waist
6. Female-male hand on knee
7. Male-male child embracing
8. Older female-older female hand holding
9. Female-female hand on knee
10. Female child-older female embracing
11. Male child-male child arm around waist
12. Female-older male hand holding
13. Female child-older male embracing
14. Male-male hand on forearm
15. Female-older female hand holding
16. Female-female child arm around waist
17. Male-older male hand holding
18. Female-older female hand on knee
19. Female child-older male arm around waist
20. Female-male hand on forearm
21. Male-male child hand on knee
22. Older female-older female arm around waist
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23. Female-female hand on forearm
24. Male child-male child embracing
25. Female-older male hand on knee
26. Female-male embracing
27. Male-male child hand on forearm
28. Older female-older female hand on knee
29. Female-female embracing
30. Female child-older female hand on forearm
31. Male child-male child hand on forearm
32. Male-male hand holding
33. Female-female child embracing
34. Female child-male child arm around waist
35. Female child-older female hand on knee
36. Male child-male child hand holding
37. Female-older male hand on forearm
38. Male-male hand on knee
39. Female-female child hand on forearm
40. Female child-male child embracing
41. Male child-female arm around waist
42. Female child-male hand holding
43. Male child-older female arm around waist
44. Female child-male child hand on forearm
45. Male-male hand holding
46. Female-male arm around waist
47. Female-female embracing
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48o Male child-male child hand on knee
49. Female-older female hand on forearm
50. Male child-female embracing
51. Male child-older female embracing
52. Female child-male hand on knee
53. Male child-older male hand holding
54. Male-older female arm around waist
55. Older female-older male hand holding
56. Male child-female hand on forearm
57. Male-older male hand on knee
58. Female-older female embracing
59. Female-older male embracing
60. Male-male child hand holding
61. Female-female child hand on knee
62. Female child-male child hand holding
63. Male child-older female hand on forearm
64. Male-older female embracing
65. Female child-male hand on forearm
66. Male-male embracing
67. Female-older female arm around waist
68. Female child-male child hand on knee
69. Male child-older male hand on forearm
70. Older female-older male hand on knee
71. Female child-female child embracing
72. Older male-older male hand holding
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73. Female child-female child hand on forearm
74. Male child-older female hand on knee
75. Female child-male embracing
76. Older female-older female embracing
77. Female-older male arm around waist
78. Female child-older male hand on knee
79. Male child-older male hand on knee

00 o Male-older female hand on forearm
81. Female child-female child arm around waist
82. Older male-older male hand on knee

00 w Female child-female child hand on knee
84. Male child-older female hand holding
85. Female child-male arm around waist
86. Male-older female hand on knee

00 Older female-older male hand on forearm

0000 Female-female child hand holding

00 VO Male-older male hand on forearm
90. Female-female arm around waist

VO H Female child-older male hand■holding
92. Male child-female hand on forearm
93. Male-older male embracing
94. Older female-older male embracing
95. Older male-older male hand on forearm
96. Male child-older male arm around waist
97. Older male-older male embracing



98o Female child-female child hand holding
99. Older male-older male arm around waist
100. Female child-older female hand holding
101. Male-older male arm around waist
102. Male child-female hand on knee
103. Older female-older male arm around waist
104. Male-older female hand holding
105. Female child-older male hand on forearm
106. Male child-older male embracing
107. Male-older male arm around waist
108. Male child-female hand holding
109. Female child-older male hand on knee
110. Male-male arm around waist



APPENDIX D

TOUCH ATTITUDE INVENTORY INSTRUCTIONS

You are about to view a series of slides. Each scene will 
show two persons interacting nonverbally. Each picture is meant to 
depict public behavior.* Your task is to indicate your attitude 
toward each depicted interaction, from #1, indicating your view of the 
interaction as being very acceptable public behavior, to #4, indicat
ing your view of the interaction as being wholly unacceptable public 
behavior. Try to be as candid as possible in your responses. All 
responses are given anonymously. There will be an eight-second pause 
between each slide so that you will have ample time to mark your re
sponse on the sheet. Thank you for your cooperation.

^Definition of public behavior is behavior that occurs in view 
of four or more persons unacquainted with the individual performing 
the given behavior.



APPENDIX E 

CROSSTABULATIONS OF IDENTICAL QUESTIONS 

Crosstabulation of Q29 and Q47

Count 
Tot Pet

Response on Q29 
1 2 3

Row
Total

1 46 1 1 48
t'.<-O' 58.2 1.3 1.3 60.8
0 2 
0)
!
1 3

8
10.1

P

19
24.1
0

1
1.3
3

28
35.4
3

0 0 3.8 3.8
Column
Total

54
68.4

20
25.3

5
6.3

79
100.0
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Crosstabulation of Q32 and Q45

Count Response on Q32 Row
Tot Pet 0 1 2 3 4 Total

1 0 37 7 1 0 45
0 46.8 8.9 1.3 0 57.0m

O' 2 0 7 18 2 1 28
g
<y 0 8.9 22.8 2.5 1.3 35.4
2
a 3 0 0 1 3 0 4
i 0 0 1.3 3.8 0 5.1

4 1 0 0 1 0 2
1.3 0 0 1.3 0 2.5

Column 1 44 26 7 1 79
Total 1.3 55.7 32.9 8.9 1.3 100.0



Crosstabulation of Q56 and Q92

Count Response on Q56 Row
Tot Pet 1 2 Total
<y
8 2 i
a°-

76 3 79
CO C<u o Pd 96-2 3-8 100.0
Column 76 3 79
Total 96.2 3.8 100.0

Crosstabulation of Q78 and Q109

Count Response on Q78 Row
Tot Pet 1 2 3 Total

ov

I 1 69 2 1 72

I 87.3 2.5 1.3 91.1
<uS 2 1 6 0 7o
I 1.3 7.6 0 8.9

Column 70 8 1 79
Total 88.6 10.1 1.3 100.0



Crosstabulation of Q101 and Q107

Count Response on Q101 
Tot Pet 1 2

1 69 2
sO' 87.3 2.5
§
CD 2 4 3CO1 5.1 3.8I 3 1 0

1.3 0
Column 74 5
Total 93.7 6.3

Row
Total
71
89.9
7
8.9
1
1.3
79
100.0



APPENDIX F

MODAL RESPONSE FOR INDIVIDUAL SLIDES SHOWING 
RESPONSES BY AGE GROUPINGS

18-25 years 26-31 years Over 31
Item 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
1 24 25 1 27 1
2 24 25 27 1
3 21 3 21 5 25 2
4 19 4 21 5 24 4
5 24 26 28
6 17 7 16 10 20 8
7 24 1 26 28
8 23 25 1 27 1
9 19 5 19 7 23 4 1
10 24 26 28
11 24 25 1 28
12 23 1 24 2 27 1
13 24 26 26 2
14 18 13 3 15 9 2 19 8 1
15 20 4 24 2 27 1
16 22 0 1 26 28
17 22 1 24 2 27 1
18 19 4 19 7 23 4 1
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18-25 years 26-31 years Over 31

[tern 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3
19 17 7 17 8 0 1 20 6 1
20 24 22 4 26 1 1
21 23 1 22 4 26 2
22 22 2 25 1 25 3
23 15 8 1 17 9 25 3
24 21 2 1 18 8 27 1
25 22 1 1 17 9 22 5 1
26 22 2 20 6 25 3
27 23 0 1 18 8 25 3
28 22 1 1 22 4 27 1
29 11 12 1 15 10 1 21 6 1
30 22 2 25 1 27 1
31 19 3 1 21 5 24 4
32 11 9 2 2 14 11 1 19 8 1
33 24 25 1 28
34 23 1 22 4 28
35 23 24 1 1 27 1
36 23 1 20 6 28
37 17 6 1 16 9 1 23 4 1
38 11 11 . 2 13 11 2 19 6 3
39 22 2 22 3 1 26 2
40 23 1 18 8 26 2
41 24 26 28



18-25 years 26-31 years Over 31
[tern 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2
42 22 1 24 2 28
43 22 1 25 1 28
44 19 19 27
45 Second Attempt Item— Ignore
46 22 2 26 28
47 Second Attempt Item— Ignore
48 23 1 21 3 1 27 1
49 16 5 2 1 23 3 25 3
50 24 24 2 28
51 23 0 0 1 25 1 28
52 21 3 23 2 1 27 0
53 23 1 26 27 1
54 24 24 2 28
55 24 26 , 28
56 24 26 28
57 19 4 1 16 7 3 21 5
58 15 8 0 1 16 10 21 6
59 18 6 20 6 26 1
60 24 24 2 > 27 1
61 21 2 0 1 25 1 27 1
62 23 0 0 1 25 1 28
63 22 2 24 2 27 1
64 22 2 25 1 27 2
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Ctem
18-25 years 26-31 years Over 31

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3
65 23 1 23 2 1 27 1
66 11 10 2 11 12 2 1 19 7 2
67 23 1 25 1 26 2
68 22 2 23 3 27 1
69 22 2 23 3 26 2
70 22 24 1 25
71 24 25 1 28
72 18 5 1 15 8 3 18 8 2
73 24 25 1 27 1

74 23 1 24 2 25 3
75 24 26 28
76 17 6 1 23 3 25 3
77 23 1 26 28
78 22 2 24 2 25 3
79 23 1 23 2 1 26 2
80 21 2 1 23 3 25 3
81 23 1 25 1 27 0 1
82 16 8 15 7 4 21 5 2
83 24 24 2 27 1
84 24 26 28
85 24 25 1 27 0 0
86 19 4 0 1 21 4 1 23 4 1
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Item
18-25 years 26-31 years Over 31

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3
87 21 3 23 3 26 2
88 24 25 1 26 1 1
89 .17 7 17 8 1 22 5 1
90 23 1 24 2 27 1
91 24 25 28
92 Second Attempt Item— Ignore
93 13 9 2 12 13 1 17 10 1
94 22 2 23 3 26 1 0
95 11 10 3 13 8 5 18 5 6
96 24 25 1 27 0 1
97 10 10 3 1 9 11 4 2 16 8 2
98 23 1 25 1 28
99 21 2 0 1 21 5 27 1
100 24 26 . 28
101 23 0 1 23 3 24 4
102 24 24 2 26 2
103 24 26 28
104 23 1 25 1 26 2
105 22 1 1 23 2 1 26 2
106 23 1 26 28
107 Second Attempt Item— Ignore
108 24 26 27 1
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18-25 years -26-31 years

Item 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
109 Second Attempt Item— Ignore
110 20 3 1 21 5

Over 31 
1 2 3 4

24 2 1

c



APPENDIX G

MODAL RESPONSES FOR INDIVIDUAL SLIDES 
SHOWING MALE AND FEMALE RESPONSES

MEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN
item 1 2 3 4 Missing Responses 1 2

1 24 1 53 1
2 24 2 52 1
3 21 3 1 47 7
4 20 5 1 45 8
5 25 54
6 16 9 38 16
7 24 1 54
8 25 51 3
9 18 6 1 44 10
10 25 54
11 24 1 54
12 23 2 52 2
13 23 2 54
14 10 13 2 33 17
15 21 4 51 3
16 24 1 53 1
17 25

. . ■ \ 49 4
18 16 9 46 6
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MEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN

Item 1 2 3 4 Missing Responses 1 2 3 4

19 16 8 0 1 39 13 1
20 22 3 51 2 1
21 20 5 52 2
22 23 2 50 4
23 19 5 1 39 15
24 18 6 1 49 5
25 16 7 2 46 8
26 20 5 48 6
27 18 6 1 49 5
28 22 2 1 50 4
29 15 10 33 18 3
30 21 4 54
31 18 6 1 47 6
32 13 9 1 2 32 19 3

33 24 1 54
34 22 3 52 2

35 24 1 1 51 1 1

36 21 4 51 3

37 15 7 3 42 12

38 9 12 4 35 16 3

39 21 4 50 3 1
40 22 3 46 8
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MEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN

Item 1 2 3 4 Missing Responses 1 2  3 4

41 25 54 - -
42 22 2 1 53 1
43 23 1 53 1
44 18 5 1 48 6
45 Second attempt item— ignore
46 24 1 53 1
47 Second attempt item— ignore
48 21 3 51 1 1
49 20 3 1 1 45 8 1
50 25 52 2
51 23 1 0 4 54
52 22 3 50 2 2
53 23 2 54
54 24 1 53 1
55 25 54
56 25 54
57 14 8 3 43 8 3
58 17 8 36 16 1
59 19 6 46 7 1
60 23 2 53 1
61 22 2 0 1 52 2
62 24 0 0 1 53 1



HEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN
Item 1 2 3 4 Missing Responses 1 2  3 4

63 22 3 52 2
64 23 2 51 3
65 22 3 52 1 1
66 13 8 3 29 21 3
67 23 2 52 2
68 20 5 53 0 1
69 20 5 52 2
70 21 3 0 1 51 3
71 25 53 1
72 17 5 3 35 16 3
73 24 1 53 1
74 20 5 53 0 1
75 25 54
76 23 1 1 43 11
77 25 53 1
78 19 6 53 1
79 21 4 52 1 1
80 23 3 1 49 5
81 24 0 1 52 2
82 16 7 2 37 13 4
83 23 2 53 0 1
84 25 54
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MEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN

Item 1 2 3 4 Missing Responses 1 2 3 4

85 24 0 0 1 53 1
86 18 6 0 1 46 6 2
87 22 3 49 5
88 23 1 1 53 1
89 17 7 1 40 13 1
90 24 1 51 3
91 25 53
92 Second attempt item— ignore
93 12 11 2 31 21 2
94 22 2 0 1 50 4
95 14 6 5 29 17 8
96 24 0 1 53 1
97 12 9 1 3 24 20 8
98 25 52 2
99 23 1 0 1 47 7
100 25 54
101 21 3 1 50 4
102 22 3 53 0 1

103 25 54

104 23 2 52 2

105 23 3 1 51 2 1
106 24 1 54
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HEN— RESPONSES— WOMEN

Item 1 2 3 4 Hissing Responses 1 2  3

107 Second attempt item— ignore
108 24 1 54
109 Second attempt item— ignore
110 18 5 1 1 48 5 1
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