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Abstract 

The Andrews (2010) study on the effects of touch behaviors and attentiveness and 

perceptiveness strives to distinguish a link between the independent variable of touch, with the 

dependent variable of attentiveness and perceptiveness. The hypothesis states that when the 

source of a message uses an appropriate amount of touch behaviors on the intended receivers of 

the message, receiver perceptiveness and attentiveness toward message content increases. Such 

research is essential to the overall study of non-verbal communication, because it attempts to link 

the non-verbal behavior of touch with the variable of perceptiveness. Although the variable of 

touch is greatly studied in non-verbal communication, very little research can be found on 

perceptiveness and attentiveness. This study delves into attentiveness/perceptiveness, as well as, 

attempts establishes a link between touch behaviors. The research was established at West 

Virginia University, where the results were collected in Communication Studies 100-level 

classes, mostly among individuals in the freshman class (graduating undergraduate class of 

2014).  Those results were compiled, and the hypothesis was not supported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Running head: andrews touch & perceptiveness 
3 

 

In essence, communication is the ways in which human beings manipulate signs, 

symbols, and rituals to convey meaning to another individual. The communication model is 

understood as the source, or originator of the message (the stimuli itself), sending the message 

through a channel, the means to which the message is delivered, to the receiver, or audience that 

attains the message, while noise (psychological, semantic, and physical barriers that affect how 

the message is received) is always present, before the receiver sends feedback to the source. 

During the communication process, how human beings relay that message through the channel 

using non-verbal communication cues drastically affects how the message can be perceived. One 

form of non-verbal communication, touching or hepatics (touch behaviors), can drastically affect 

human beings’ perceptiveness of the intended message from the source, as well as, the 

effectiveness of the message depending on how much touch, and what kind of touch, is used by 

the source. Thus, when the source of a message uses an appropriate amount of touch behaviors 

on the intended receivers of the message, receiver perceptiveness and attentiveness toward 

message content increases. 

Literature Review 

This study is particularly important, because every human being engages in communication non-

verbally, as well as verbally every day. People need to understand that coupling non-verbal 

communication with verbal communication has an effect on the content, and quality of the 

message’s ability to be received. Previous research on the effect of touch during interactions has 

shown that human beings simply feel better after an interaction takes place, if positive touch 

behaviors are exhibited during verbal interactions (Cesario & Higgins 415). By using positive 

touch behaviors, the intended receivers feel good during interactions, thus one would think are 

more prone to pay attention to the intended message. This particular research is different from 
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other studies on non-verbal communication (especially hepatics), because other research has 

focused more on gaining receiver compliance, and persuading the receiver to accept whatever 

notion the source is offering. Instead, this research is focused upon simply upon the receivers’ 

perceptiveness and attentiveness during the verbal interaction, while using touch. However, this 

research is similar to other work in the field in that touch is used during an interaction for the 

purpose of conveying positive emotions in the receivers, to increase another variable (in this 

case, perceptiveness and attentiveness, whereas in prior research, compliance, persuasion, 

immediacy, etcetera). Practical application of such research is limitless. For example, people 

need to understand how much touch to use during an interaction, to make sure a conversational 

partner is attentive to message content. In addition, individuals of certain power need to have 

their subordinates’ attention while addressing them. With such research, the source of the 

message sent out to the individuals of lower status will know how such touch behaviors affect 

the quality of perceptiveness and attentiveness from subordinates. On a more personal level, 

humans in romantic relationships could use research on touch and perceptiveness to understand 

and manipulate their partner’s level of attention during an interaction. 

 As stated previously, when the source of a message uses an appropriate amount of 

hepatics on the intended receivers of the message, receiver perceptiveness and attentiveness 

toward message content increases. It should be noted that hepatics are touch behaviors. In 

addition, attentiveness and perceptiveness are adjectives the mean giving care or attention to, 

also known as being watchful of. The concept of such a study is to uncover the link between 

touch behaviors and the levels of attentiveness exhibited by the receivers of a message. However, 

a major issue that arose during the research of the topic of hepatics and its effect on attentiveness 

was that although the topics of attentiveness/perceptiveness and touch behaviors seem like 
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frequented topics in the field of non-verbal communication, few studies have been found, that 

investigated the direct correlation of the two variables. The independent variable for the study is 

touch, while the dependent variable is attentiveness and perceptiveness.   

As noted previously, Cesario and Higgins’ (2008) study on the effects of touch and the abstract 

variable of “feeling good” was quintessential research to the study of hepatics and 

perceptiveness/attentiveness.  In this study, research participants were separate due to their 

philosophy on task completion. Those who seek a higher position then they’re at so far, or the 

“eager” group, reacted more positively, producing greater message effectiveness, to touch while 

the source was promoting a message, than to a message about prevention of a certain action. In 

addition, those who are more timid toward advancement into higher roles, the “vigilant” group, 

reacted more positively to prevention messages while being touched, rather than promotion 

messages, and the message effectiveness for prevention messages was much higher in the 

vigilant group than the eager group (pg. 418). This research is import to the study on touch and 

perceptiveness, because it illustrated the need to separate personality types, while also 

understanding how touch, and message content, affect those certain types of personalities. 

However, Cesario and Higgins (2008) also state that no significant effects came about; however 

the quality of the interaction was graded higher, as discussed above (pg. 418). 

Another research article used from Dolinski (2010) illustrated a possible fallacy in the research 

on the use of touch during interactions, and attentiveness/perceptiveness. Dolinski (2010) 

conducted a study which dove into the idea of encountering homophobic sentiments when a 

person is confronted with touch from an individual of the same sex. This research states that 

when individuals are touched by someone of the same sex, that person could gauge that reaction 

negatively, or feel psychological discomfort, thus hampering persuasion, and could also be 
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detrimental to attentiveness/perceptiveness. Since this research is done in another country, it is 

not a good judge of how the American audience would react, however both European and 

American societies value personal space. However, the results show very few do feel this 

discomfort of homophobia (pg. 189), so the small minority shouldn’t taint the results of the 

research on touch and perceptiveness too much.  

Next, Hornik (1987) conducted a series of research titled “The Effect of Touch and Gaze upon 

Compliance and Interest of Interviewees”, as well as a similar study with Ellis, titled “Strategies 

to secure compliance for a mall intercept intern”. In this research, Hornik and Ellis (1988) study 

how nonverbal gestures touch and gaze, affect the quality of an interaction, and evoke 

compliance and interest in people shopping in a mall, when being asked to participate in a 

survey. Hornik and Ellis’ (1988) research is almost a mirror of the research on touch and 

attentiveness; however, other variables are added, making it difficult to discern which variable 

lead to interest and compliance. “The overall compliance rate in the touch and gaze groups were 

76.4%, compared to the 54.2% in the no-touch/no-gaze condition. This difference is highly 

significant” (Hornik, pg. 682).   

A few more piece of research used on the touch variable were McPeak and Moore’s (1992) study 

on contingent touch and subject preferences, Peck and Wiggins’ 2006 study on consumers’ 

effective response to touch and its’ influence on persuasion, and Peck and Childers’ (2003) study 

on hepatics and product judgment. Although these studies focused on an individual’s preference 

for an object, simply based on the feel of it, it was still adequate research to use, because it used 

touch as the independent variable. The results state that touch has no particular effect on 

subjects’ preferences for touching objects, however McPeak and Moore (1992) do state that 

touch and touch behaviors lead to greater compliance from the receiver (pg. 47). If touch can 
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lead to greater receiver compliance, it is perfectly rational that touch behaviors can lead to 

greater receiver attentiveness and perceptiveness. 

Moreover, Sherman, Gangi, and White’s (2010) research on using motor skills during health 

persuasion aided in understanding how profound the use of touch can be, and how using hepatics 

and kinesics during a persuasive message influences human behavior, and reinforces behavioral 

patterns. Sherman, Gangi, and White (2010) had participants watch several videos on the 

importance of certain hygiene and health-related issues, such dental hygiene practices as 

brushing one’s teeth and using floss, and engaged in such health-oriented activities as walking. 

One group imagined performing such daily tasks, while another group actually performed these 

specific, health related tasks while watching the videos about the importance of being in good 

health and hygiene. Weeks later, female (but not the male) participants were still flossing 

regularly in the group that performed the activity while watching the video, while no participants 

from the group that imagined performing the activity were engaging in the act of flossing 

regularly. In addition, the group that was walking in place while watching the video on the 

importance of cardiovascular health and walking daily were still exercising regularly a week 

after the study took place, while the group that just imagined walking did not engage in physical 

activity after the course of the study was over (pg. 463). This particular study was very helpful in 

the research on touch and perceptiveness and attentiveness, because it illustrates the profound 

nature of touch and kinesics, and how they shape and mold human behavior. Just seeing an 

action take place doesn’t reinforce that behavior, so one has to at least perform those motor 

behaviors to leave a lasting impact, which in essence is attentiveness and perceptiveness. Human 

beings must first be paying attention to a certain behavior, realize its value, and perform the 

behavior to effectively, and repetitively continue to perform the action, or behavior. 
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Next, Thomas-Maddox (2003) conducted a study that analyzed the creation of perceptions of 

closeness in a classroom setting, between instructors and students, for the purposes of gaining 

compliance through the perceived immediacy. Thomas-Maddox (2003) describes touch and its 

role as a facilitator in a classroom setting. Touch can encourage students with a simple pat on the 

back, and can calm a rambunctious child with a simple touch on the shoulder. Thomas-Maddox 

(2003) explains that when touched, the teacher gains the students attention and such hepatics can 

immediately illustrate the perception of encouragement or discouragement (pg. 15). Research 

states that children are less likely to engage in destructive behaviors when a higher level of 

immediacy is perceived between the student and teacher, than when there is a lower level of 

immediacy (pg. 15). Immediacy (perceived psychological closeness), in the case of this study, is 

a result of the touch exhibited by the teacher to the student. When there is this level of 

psychological closeness present, attentiveness and perceptiveness are also at a higher level, thus 

the teacher’s methods seem more effective. 

Upon the conduction of further research on the dependent variable of attentiveness, Field, Lasko, 

Mundy, and Henteleff, Kabat, Talpins, and Dowling (1997) conducted a study titled “Brief 

Report: Autistic Children’s Attentiveness and Responsivity Improve After Touch Therapy”, in 

which Autistic students attend massage therapy sessions twice a week for a month. By the end of 

the duration of the study, the Autistic students’ attentiveness in the classroom, as observed by 

researchers as opposed to how they acted prior to participating in the study, increased, as well as 

their IQ scores remained the same, or some increased (pg. 338). Another study used  

 

Method 
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 This study is a quantitative study measuring the effect of the use of touch on people’s 

attentiveness and perceptiveness. To so this survey was administered to a population to fill in. 

The survey was made up of two scales. The first scale is a scale that measures people’s feelings 

about being touched as well as touching other people. The second scale was designed to measure 

people’s social behavior that appeared related to attentiveness and perceptiveness. This survey 

was then given to a population that was chosen in a sampling procedure. For this study the 

population was chosen from the larger population of communication studies students at West 

Virginia University. From this population, a subpopulation of one particular communication 

studies class was chosen to participate in the survey. In the end the population was a lower level 

communication class at the university.   

This population, which ended up having 34 participants, was perfect because it had a 

variety of demographics in it. Out of the population there was a fairly even split between the 

amount of males and females with 47.1 % (16) being males and 52.9 %( 18) being females. 

There was also a good deal of variation between the ages of the participant. The age ranged from 

17 to 51 years old with 5.9%(2) being 17, 38.2%(13) being 18, 26.5%(9) being 19, 14.7%(5) 

being 20, 8.8%(3) being 21, 2.9%(1) being 27 and 2.9%(1) being 51 years old. As far as the race 

of the participants was concerned there was a predominantly Caucasian sample with 88.2%(30) 

participants being of European American descent where as only 5.9%(2) were African American 

and 2.9%(1)being of other descent. Also there was one study were no response was given for 

race. The next demographic that the study looked at was the class rank of the students taking the 

survey. This demographic broke down into 52.9 %( 18) participants being freshman, 23.5 %( 8) 

being sophomores, 17.6 %( 6) being juniors and 5.9 %( 2) being seniors. Finally the study looked 
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at the relational status of the participants. The results showed that 50%(17) were single, 

47.1%(16) currently dating and 2.9%(1) person being married. 

For the first variable of the study which is the independent variable, the use of touch a 

likert scale consisting of 21 questions designed to measure people’s feelings about touching 

other people and being touched was used. The likert scale used asked 21 questions each with five 

responses ranging from (1) meaning strongly disagree to (5) meaning strongly agree. These 

responses were used to deal with questions regarding the use of touch. Some of these questions 

include opposite sex friends enjoy it when I touch them and I’d enjoy giving a massage to an 

opposite sex friend. There are also scenarios that deal with members of the same sex such as I 

like to touch friends who are the same sex I am and I wish I were free to show emotions by 

touching members of the same sex. 

For the second variable in the study which is the amount of attentiveness and 

perceptiveness people have a likert scale was also used. This scale was designed to describe 

social behavior that appeared related to attentiveness and perceptiveness. To do this scale asks 

eighteen questions designed to examine people’s attentiveness during a conversation. The 

responses to the question were on a seven number likert scale that ranged from (1) not at all like 

me to (7) very much like me. These scenarios include questions such as Often in conversations 

I’m not sure what to say, can’t seem to find the appropriate lines and Often I am preoccupied in 

my conversations and do not pay complete attention to others. 

Results 

  To test the research question a Pearson’s correlation was conducted.  The correlation 

indicated the use of touch was not significantly related to the amount of perceptiveness and 
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attentiveness(r = .301and.187 p = .094 and .306).  The small relationship between (touch and 

perceptiveness and attentiveness) accounts for (insert r
2 

value as the percentage) variance.   

 

Discussion 

` The goal of this research is too further understand how non-verbal communication can 

aid in the facilitation of verbal communication. Communication is an ongoing process, that has 

no beginning or ending. During this process, especially during verbal exchanges, nonverbal 

communication can be used effectively, and efficiently, to affect human beings’ physiological 

process of hearing. In this case, it is thought that the appropriate use of touch, by the source, 

increases receiver-based attentiveness and perceptiveness.  

As illustrated in the Methods sections, the study results were compiled from surveys handed out 

in Communication 100-level classes at West Virginia University. There were a total of thirty-

four people surveyed, with the small majority being women. The range of ages of those surveyed 

was quite large, however, the average participants were eighteen years of age. The racial 

breakdown illustrated that most participants were Caucasian or of European American descent.. 

Half of research participants were single, and the rest of the research population dating, with one 

married individual in the polling population, as well.   

Although the idea of the appropriate use of touch from the source increasing receiver-based 

perceptiveness and attentiveness sounds good in theory, the results of the surveys spoke volumes 

differently. The hypothesis was not supported. From the literature of past research on the field of 

nonverbal communication, especially hepatics, a certain level of discomfort is associated with 
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feeling another person touch them, especially between individuals of the same sex (Dolinski, pg. 

188). The research participants who filled out the surveys in the Communication Studies 100 

level classes could have felt psychological discomfort over this fact, which could have skewed 

such results.   

In addition, in Field, Lasko, Mundy, and Henteleff’s study, the level of attention given to the 

source was directly observed in the classroom setting, as well as was observed over a period of 

two weeks. The students’ attentiveness levels could have increased due to the intense stimulation 

of the touch over the course of the study, whereas the results were quite difference in this 

research on touch and perceptiveness/attentiveness, because the research participants were 

studied over the life of the study, and were both variables were measured and observed over the 

time of the study. The results of the research done at West Virginia University in 

Communication 100 level classes, in this particular study, were only the results of what the 

students wrote on surveys. At no point during this study did any of the researchers directly view 

the results of how touch affected the study participants attentiveness and perceptiveness. The 

results were all self reported in the surveys, thus relying on self-reporting in surveys. This new 

information can benefit in further research, in that it could change the ways in which research is 

gathered, and the methods use to gain that research. By not leaving it up to the research 

participants to directly report their experiences with touch and attentiveness, one could gain more 

valid research by manipulating the use of touch, and measuring the level of rise and fall in 

attentiveness/perceptiveness. 

Limitations 
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 Although this study did do an effective job in studying the correlation between the use of 

touch and the amount of attentiveness and perception a person shows, the study did have some 

limitations. For one the study was based on an anonymous survey that was simply passed out to 

participants to gather their responses. However no actual touching behavior was administered to 

the participants who were responding to the survey. With more resources and time the study 

could be conducted in a format that actually incorporates touching behaviors to the participants 

and measured their responses. For example in the Kleinke phone booth experiment of 

1977(Kleinke pg218), researchers actually did apply touching behaviors in their experiment to 

measure effect that the use of touch had on compliance. They did this by having a researcher sit 

at a phone booth and wait for a person to come to the phone booth next to them. When the 

unknowing participant was there, the researcher then asked them for a dime so that they could 

make a phone call. For some of these people the researcher implemented the use of touch when 

asking. For others they did not incorporate touch and instead simply asked the person for the 

dime. In the end Kleinke found that the participants who had been touched were far more likely 

to comply. However these results may have been different if Kleinke had simply passed out a 

survey and had people respond to whether they thought that touching behaviors affected their 

compliance. A lot of people are not even aware of the powerful affect that the use of touch can 

have on a person, this will cause them to think differently about a situation than they would 

actually behave if they were in that position. Due to this fact the study done on the use of touch 

and its effect on attentiveness and perception could greatly benefit by having actual touch 

behaviors take place. 

Another limitation of the study was that the participants all responded to the survey surrounded 

by a group of their peers. This can often lead to a number of different problems that can change a 
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participant’s response and skew the results. For one when a group of people, especially a large 

group of college students get together they can become embarrassed about their responses. 

Especially with a study that deals with touching behaviors. Many of these students may have 

been hesitant to respond positively to the questions regarding the touching of the same sex. 

Although many of these students engage in touching behaviors with the same sex such as high 

fives on a daily basis, they may have been afraid to say that they like to touch friends of the same 

sex in fear that their peers may consider it homosexual. Due to this fear of being labeled as a 

homosexual many of these students may have not looked at the question the way it was meant to 

be interpreted causing them to give a less than accurate answer, which in turn could skew the 

results. Also in a large anonymous group it is more likely for students to take a survey less 

serious than they would if they were by themselves. This was evident as many students gave 

responses that did not fall between the guidelines of the survey. In order to solve these issues it 

would be best to have each participant alone when they are filling out their surveys, this way 

they cannot be influenced by their peers.  

Future Research 

 After this study a lot of great research was collected on the correlation between touch and 

attentiveness and persuasion. However there is still a lot of future research that could be done on 

this topic. For one although the study did use to good variables to look at, perhaps the scales used 

in the survey could be different. Although the scales did deal with both of the variables in 

question, they really did not tie together. There were no direct questions on how the effect of 

touch could increase a person’s attentiveness. Instead the survey asked the participant first about 

how they feel about certain touching behaviors and then how attentive and perceptive the 

participant is when engaged in a conversation. At no point does the study deal with how a 
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person’s attentiveness and perceptiveness is directly affected by touch. Also the study has not 

specific context for the participants to consider while responding. As the study of 

communications will show the context or situation in which the communication behaviors are 

occurring can have a significant impact on how the communication is both administered and 

perceived. In order for future studies to get more direct results the study must not only directly 

ask how touch influences attentiveness but also provide the participant with a specific context as 

a frame of reference for their responses. 

Another aspect of the study that could be changed in future research is the population that was 

questioned. Although College student seem like a good population to conduct a survey, their 

responses are often tainted by outside factors. For one the participants are forced to take the 

study. This can cause them to not take the study seriously or rush through it to get it done. This 

can cause participants to fill in answers that do not necessarily reflect their actual beliefs. Also 

college student are easily influenced by their peers. This can also cause the participant to change 

some of their responses in order to fit into the crowd. In the future the study should be 

administered to willing participants who are there to increase research on the topic. Also an 

older, less influential population could help get more accurate responses. 

In communication studies researchers often examine the relationships between different variables 

in order to understand what makes us communicate the way we do. In this study the two 

variables being examined are the use of touch and the amount of perceptiveness and 

attentiveness a person has during an interaction. This study hypothesized that when the source of 

a message uses an appropriate amount of touch behaviors on the intended receivers of the 

message, receiver perceptiveness and attentiveness toward message content increases. However 

this hypothesis was not supported once the study was actually conducted. Although there is other 
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research that seems to support this hypothesis a number of different factors and limitations led to 

the study rejecting the hypothesis. Factors such as the sample group used, the scales used and the 

limited time and resources of the study can most likely be attributed to these findings. Even 

though this study did not turn out as expected, it did offer some good findings regarding the use 

of touch and its affect. Due to these findings it is safe to say that there will be future research 

done on the topic which could result in all new findings. 
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