
0DNLQJ�WKH�&RQQHFWLRQ��6RFLDO�%RQGLQJ�LQ�&RXUWVKLS�6LWXDWLRQV
$XWKRU�V���'DQLHO�$��0F)DUODQG��'DQ�-XUDIVN\��DQG�&UDLJ�5DZOLQJV
6RXUFH��$PHULFDQ�-RXUQDO�RI�6RFLRORJ\��9RO�������1R�����0D\��������SS�����������
3XEOLVKHG�E\��The University of Chicago Press
6WDEOH�85/��http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/670240 .
$FFHVVHG������������������

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

The University of Chicago Press is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend access to
American Journal of Sociology.

http://www.jstor.org 

This content downloaded from 171.67.216.22 on Thu, 4 Jul 2013 14:32:06 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=ucpress
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/670240?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Making the Connection: Social Bonding
in Courtship Situations1

Daniel A. McFarland and Dan Jurafsky
Stanford University

Craig Rawlings
University of California, Santa Barbara

Sociologists have long argued that the force of a social bond resides
in a sense of interpersonal connection. This is especially true for ini-
tial courtship encounters when pairs report a sense of interpersonal
chemistry. The authors explore the process of romantic bonding by ap-
plying interaction ritual theory, extended and integrated with meth-
ods from computational linguistics, to the study of courtship encoun-
ters and, specifically, heterosexual speed dating. The authors find that
the assortment of interpersonal moves associated with a sense of con-
nection characterizes a conventionalized form of initial courtship ac-
tivity. The game is successfully played when females are the point of
focus and engaged in the conversation and males demonstrate align-
ment with and understanding of the female. In short, initial hetero-
sexual courtship encounters are associated with a sense of bonding
when they reflect a reciprocal asymmetrical performance in which dif-
ferentiated roles are mutually coordinated.

INTRODUCTION

Social bonds are a central topic of sociology because they are the social glue
of society. What renders social bonds distinct from other forms of inter-
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1This article was prepared for presentation at the American Sociological Association
meeting in Las Vegas, Nevada, August 21, 2011. Special thanks to Rajesh Ranganath,
Sonal Nalkur, and Tanzeem Choudhury for assistance and advice on data collection and
Sandy Pentland for a helpful discussion about feature extraction. This work received
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personal contact is the significant value attributed to the relationship, a value
that is often forged through meaningful interaction ðScheff 1994; Fuhse
2009Þ.
To date, most explanations of social bond formation concern processes

of selection that occur at the outset of an encounter. These explanations re-
late how actors select partners who are not only homophilous and socially
similar but distinctive and have desirable attributes ðWebster and Driskell
1983;RidgewayandBerger 1986;McPherson, Smith-Lovin, andCook2001Þ.
Typically, persons form close relations with members of the same race and
class, as well as with those with the same lifestyles and attitudes ðRosenfeld
2005; Hitsch, Hortaçsu, and Ariely 2010Þ. They are also attracted to persons
with greater material wealth and desired physical characteristics like a low
body mass index ðBMIÞ, above average height, and symmetrical facial fea-
tures ðKurzban and Weeden 2005Þ. When it comes to intimate heterosex-
ual bonds, in particular, men and women seek different status characteris-
tics in their partners: men select thin attractive women, and women select
tall wealthy men ðEastwick and Finkel 2008; Fisman et al. 2008Þ.
Other explanations contend that persons form bonds in accordance with

their motives and skills ðBecker 1991Þ. The general argument is that bond
formation is a function of whether individuals want to forge a new rela-
tionship to begin with ðEastwick et al. 2007; Eastwick and Finkel 2008Þ
and whether they have built up experiences and skills at forging such ties
that can be drawn on in the current encounter ðe.g., habitus; for a review,
see McFarland and Thomas 2006Þ. But here again, we have a process of
trait selection: individual characteristics act as inputs that correspond with
and explain the likelihood of a social bond as an output. Because these mod-
els of trait selection focus mainly on the outset of an encounter, they ignore
or downplay the role of communication in bond formation.2

It may seem obvious that relating is more than a matter of selecting on
individual traits, motives, and experiences and that meaningful interaction
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2Other mechanisms of tie formation have been presented in social network research:
e.g., proximity ðpropinquityÞ, balance, and closure ðLubbers and Snijders 2007Þ. Proxim-
ity shapes ties by affording social opportunities for communication, whereas balance and
closure are network pressures present in triads and larger configurations of ties. In this
article, the focus is squarely on communication within the dyad, so mechanisms of bal-
ance and closure do not apply, and our use of pairwise, face-to-face encounters between
strangers renders propinquity irrelevant. Network theories of tie formation characterize
communication at a more abstract level than the more specific forms of dyadic commu-
nication ðlikemirroring or collaborative completionsÞdescribed in this article.Futurework
ðby the authorsÞ explores points of consistency and synergy across network and interac-
tionist depictions of relationships.

partial funding from aGoogle ResearchAward, a Spencer Foundation training grant, and
National Science Foundation awards 0624134, 0835614, and 1159679. Direct correspon-
dence to Daniel McFarland, School of Education, Stanford University, 485 LasuenMall,
Stanford, California 94305-3096. E-mail: mcfarland@stanford.edu
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plays a key role in forging a sense of interpersonal connection. However,
the large assortment of relationship guides ðGray 1993; Fein and Schneider
1995; Strauss 2005Þ and endless mass media discussions about how per-
sons can initiate and nurture desirable relationships are all a testament to
the fact that there is a great deal of uncertainty on what our signals mean
and how we can best forge a sense of interpersonal connection ðPentland
2008Þ.
In this article, we focus our attention on the process of bonding in het-

erosexual dating, arguably the relationship of greatest discussion and con-
fusion in the mainstream media. We explore a variety of interrelated ques-
tions about relating in heterosexual dates and, specifically, how some
encounters result in a sense of connection while others do not. The first
question we ask is, does interaction matter? We ask this because it is possi-
ble that our initial intuitions are incorrect and that our sense of interper-
sonal chemistry is merely a function of appearances and input factors that
act as a precursor to dating encounters. However, prior research suggests
that communication does matter ðBosson et al. 2006; Eastwick et al. 2007Þ,
so this leads us to our second question: what qualities of interaction cor-
respond with a sense of connection in initial relational encounters? Here
we draw on interaction ritual theory to help us identify qualities of inter-
action that are salient to social bonds ðDurkheim 1912; Collins 2004Þ, and
we assess whether various expressions of emotional excitement and inter-
personal alignment develop a sense of connection in pairs of actors.
Our third and final question concerns the activity of courtship itself. We

ask, whose interaction matters for whom—is there a coordinated pattern
of ritual expression, or convention of courtship, that corresponds with a
sense of interpersonal bonding across genders? Prior research on commu-
nication suggests that the interpretation and experience of ritual expres-
sions is contingent on the context and activity in which they are uttered
and heard ðGoffman 1974, 1981; Tannen 1993, p. 173Þ. As such, it is likely
that much of the confusion in heterosexual dating stems from incongru-
ent understandings of what the activity of courtship entails and how ac-
tors and partners are supposed to communicate with one another. To sort
this out, we study whether the sense of bonding corresponds with particu-
lar patterns of ritual expression that are sent and received by the actor.
For example, do participants approach courtship as a solo act and only re-
spond to the signals they send? Or is courtship a coordinated performance
in which actors respond to certain behaviors they send to and others they
receive from their partners? Do participants experience a connection when
they mirror actions or when they reinforce distinct roles? In short, we ask,
what is the game of courtship that participants seek out and respond to?
In order to explore these questions, we study over 2,000 reports of inter-

personal connection in speed-dating encounters using acoustic, transcript,
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and survey information. We use interaction ritual theory as a sensitizing
guide and apply novel methods from computational linguistics to iden-
tify forms of communication that most likely correspond with expressions
and experiences of social bonding. We use dyadic data analysis techniques
ðKenny, Kashy, and Cook 2006Þ to identify actor and partner uses of com-
munication that correspond with a sense of interpersonal connection. The
pattern of actor and partner communication effects across genders reveals
the courtship norms of heterosexual dating.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Social Bonding as a Communicative Experience

It is almost too obvious to state that a sense of interpersonal connection and
bonding entails some form of dyadic experience and dyadic perspective tak-
ing. It is this characteristic that sets bonding apart from mere attraction.
When individuals believe they have clicked or connected with another per-
son, they read the experience as something mutual and as existing in more
than just their own imagination. In contrast, when individuals find some-
one attractive, this perspective can reside solely in the head of the individ-
ual. As such, the perception of a social bond involves reading both one’s own
and the other’s behavior. But what qualities of actor and partner actions
most correspond with the experience of interpersonal solidarity?
A myriad of possible qualities could apply, and this is why we rely on so-

cial theory as a guide to sensitizing concepts. In particular, we follow a long
line of theoretical work from Émile Durkheim to Randall Collins, called in-
teraction ritual theory, that describes how interpersonal rites can forge a
sense of community and social bonding ðDurkheim 1912; Collins 2004Þ.
Durkheim pioneered the core concepts of this theory in his research on reli-
gious totems. He recognized that religious rituals directed at supernatural
forces were a powerful force that promoted social solidarity at the socie-
tal level ðDurkheim 1912, p. 196Þ. Central to Durkheim’s argument were in-
terpersonal dynamics that gave religious rites their power to unite persons.
The collective rites organized sense perceptions and representations, and
they allowed persons to interact on the basis of shared experiences and con-
cepts.3 Bymutual coordination and intensifying action in an encounter, par-
ticipants felt a rush of energy or collective effervescence—the “idea of social
force at its birth” ðShilling and Mellor 1998, p. 196Þ—and the source of this
energetic shared experience was attributed to the collective representations
targeted by the interaction ðe.g., totemsÞ. The value attributed to totems

1599

3The notion of synchronization is echoed in writings about “common conceptual ground”
ðClark 1996Þ, “shared intentionality” ðSearle 1995Þ, “forms of life” ðWittgenstein 1953Þ,
and “joint attentional formats” ðBruner 1983Þ. See Tomasello ð2008Þ for a review.
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retained force well after the ritual passed and thereby served to promote
solidarity. The totem worshipped was not a supernatural force but a social
force generated by the interaction dynamic of sacred rites.
Importantly, Durkheim noted that this process extended well beyond

religious rites. Even in day-to-day interactions, people still experience a
“rush of energy” evident in acts “that express the understanding, esteem
and affection characteristic of positive neighboring relations” ðDurkheim
1912, p. 215; Shilling and Mellor 1998, p. 197Þ. Contemporary sociologists
like Erving Goffman ð1967Þ built on Durkheim’s insight and identified
ritual forms of interaction in a variety of everyday social encounters, from
simple greetings and apologies to elaborate con games and face contests.
Randall Collins ð2004Þ synthesized and systematized Durkheim’s and Goff-
man’s views into interaction ritual theory and directly related it to the expe-
rience of social solidarity.
Collins’s theory affords guiding propositions we can use to identify

features of interaction most likely associated with a sense of interpersonal
bonding. He argues that focused encounters such as dinner parties and ro-
mantic dates are joint attentional formats that focus attention and coordi-
nate behaviors ð“mutual attunement”; see Scheff 1994; Turner 2002Þ. Suc-
cessful encounters are ones we embrace and from which we derive a sense
of solidarity. In order for the interaction to generate this experience, it has
to exhibit certain qualities. First, there must be a synchronization of in-
terpersonal moves into various interaction ritual chains. When this occurs,
interactions are smooth and predictable, and persons feel they understand
one another ðParks 2007, pp. 113–14Þ. When this synchronization is ac-
companied by increasingly positive emotional expressions—intensification
ðor excitementÞ—the two serve to generate a sense of connection, or sense
of social effervescence. This interpersonal charge has been referred to in a
variety of ways such as “interpersonal chemistry,” “having clicked,” or a
“sense of connection” ðMarkovsky and Lawler 1994; Eastwick et al. 2007Þ.4
In what follows, we describe emotional intensification in more detail and
draw on microinteractional research to describe synchronization as involv-
ing interrelated features of targeting, situational alignment, and interper-
sonal alignment.
Emotional intensification is an important element of social bonding

because it stamps the current interaction as important ðCollins 2004Þ. It
gives sacredness and value to an exchange that is otherwise mundane.
Prior work suggests that heightened emotional expression and enjoyment
is exhibited through changes of pitch, loudness, rate of speech, and even
laughter ðGregory 1986; Muehlenhard et al. 1986; Gregory, Webster, and
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4Conversely, an interaction that lacks coordination and fails to intensify emotions drains
emotional energy ðCollins 2004, chaps. 1–3Þ.
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Huang 1993; Goodwin 1996; Gregory and Webster 1996; Scherer 2000,
2003Þ. In many instances, the increased frequency of these prosodic signals
corresponds with a sense of solidarity ðKemper and Collins 1990Þ, com-
mon fate, and shared responsibility in pairs and groups ðMagee and Tie-
dens 2006, pp. 1704, 1714; Roth and Tobin 2010Þ.
Ritual synchronization refers to the coordination across turns of inter-

action. Synchrony can be accomplished in several ways. The first form of
synchrony concerns the coordination of interactional targets. Most micro-
rituals ðe.g., greetings, courtesies, and apologiesÞ target certain statements
and identities as the object of focus, and successful coordination of this
target across turns makes it stand out from the noise of random events
as a point of mutual focus ðGoffman 1981Þ. Many linguistic resources are
available to achieve targeting; among them are the use of pronouns and
other indexical forms that make reference to some object ðHalliday and
Hasan 1976; Gumperz 1982; Grosz, Joshi, and Weinstein 1995Þ. In dating
conversations, the synchronization of targets arises when pairs of actors
focus on one of the two participants and coordinate the use of “I” and “you”
pronouns. A lack of target synchronization might arise when parties fail
to consistently focus on a single participant and cue competing targets by
using the same pronouns ðe.g., both focusing on “I”Þ.
A second form of synchrony occurs through interpersonal and situa-

tional alignments. Interpersonal alignments are typically used to signal
support for another’s turn of action ðGoffman 1971Þ. In contrast, situa-
tional alignments are typically used to signal engagement in one’s own turn
ðHolmes 1986; Schriffin 1987; Fox Tree and Schrock 2002Þ. Interpersonal
alignments are frequently characterized by multiple coordinated turns, or
pair parts, and they can be expressed in positive or negative forms. In dat-
ing, participants frequently express positive forms of interpersonal align-
ments, such as when persons express appreciation and sympathy for one
another ðsee Goffman 1971, chap. 3, “Supportive Interchanges”Þ. These are
supportive interchanges because the speaker is responding to a prior turn
by aligning with the partner. By contrast, negative interchanges redirect
action and impose on others, for example, by interrupting in ways that
may violate speaking rights or by using questions that redirect the con-
versation and call on the partner to subordinate in response ðalthough, as
we will discuss below, the linguistics literature suggests that these con-
versational devices can sometimes be used in positive ways; Brown and
Levinson 1987; Cupach and Metts 1994; Pentland 2005Þ. It follows for
dating then, that the frequent use of supportive interchanges and infre-
quent usage of negative interchanges may be associated with a sense of
social bonding ðGoffman 1971, chap. 3; Grammer 1990, p. 210Þ.
Whereas interchanges link successive distinct parts, other forms of syn-

chrony can be performed in which persons play successive identical parts.
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These forms of alignment often entail the repetition of positive emotions,
like mimicked laughter or various forms of accommodation ðBilous and
Krauss 1988; Chartrand and Bargh 1999; Wiltermuth and Heath 2009Þ.
Recent work suggests that accommodation happens on a subconscious
level of prosody ðe.g., rate of speechÞ and word usage ðe.g., function words
like articles or pronounsÞ that persons are not immediately aware of ðGreg-
ory 1986; Niederhoffer and Pennebaker 2002Þ. The general finding is that
persons repeating the same style of interaction tend to like one another
ðNatale 1975; Gregory et al. 1993; Nenkova, Gravano, andHirschberg 2008;
Abrego-Collier et al. 2011; Ireland et al. 2011Þ. Therefore, for dating, it is
likely that repeating or mimicking the partner is a form of alignment that
corresponds with a sense of connection.
The focus on interaction rituals sensitizes our inquiry to situational align-

ments as well. When speakers align with the situation, they demonstrate
engagement with the conversation at hand. In general, engaged speakers
tend to speak louder and use more varied pitch ðLiscombe, Venditti, and
Hirschberg 2003; Mairesse et al. 2007; Gravano et al. 2011Þ. Speakers also
sustain engagement in a conversation by cueing their own talk or cueing
their partner’s understanding of her talk. Discourse markers like “I mean”
and “you know,” respectively, are used in these ways. Lay observers some-
times regard these markers as conversational ticks, but linguistics research
indicates they are interpersonal cues that signal self-engagement and other
engagement in the conversation ðHolmes 1986; Schriffin 1987; FoxTree and
Schrock 2002; Gibson 2010; Ireland et al. 2011Þ.5 Conversely, actors also use
certain discursivemoves to signal distance from a conversation or even from
their own remarks. Hedges and disclaimers are frequently cited as examples
of distancing markers ðStokes and Hewitt 1976; Schriffin 1987Þ. In dating,
we assume frequent expressions of engagement and infrequent expressions
of distancing correspond with a sense of interpersonal connection.

Dating Conventions

Prior work offers less guidance on the role that context and convention play
in defining communication and participants’ reaction to it.6 The activity of
dating not only defines which forms of communication are salient; its con-
ventions determine how communication should be configured across par-
ticipants so as to successfully forge a sense of connection.Works byGoffman

1602

5This and other features will be elaborated in the section describing variable construc-
tion.
6By “context,” we mean activity ðcognitive frameÞ, and by “convention,” we mean the
participation framework that defines the pattern in which participation statuses inter-
relate so as to accomplish an activity ðnormative frameÞ. This resultant pattern is often
referred to as a participation structure ðGoffman 1981Þ.
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ð1974, 1981Þ, Brown and Levinson ð1987Þ, Gumperz ð1982Þ, and Tannen
ð1993Þ all indicate that discourse strategies are polysemous, and their mean-
ing and true “intention” cannot be derived from the examination of their
surface linguistic features alone ðwhether lexical, grammatical, or prosodicÞ:
“In trying to understand how speakers use language, we must consider the
context . . . the speakers’ conversational styles, and, most crucially, the in-
teraction of their styles with each other” ðTannen 1993, p. 183Þ. The rele-
vance of context is easily intuited when we consider how the same inter-
personal ritual ðe.g., laughter or teasingÞ can have a positive effect in one
activity ðdatingÞ and a disastrous effect in another ðfuneralÞ. Therefore, the
meaning of human interaction rests on the interpretive framework in which
an utterance is expressed.
When it comes to dating, it is unclear whether the above expressions of

excitement ðintensificationÞ and synchronization ðcoordinationÞ are always
used and interpreted in the same way so as to generate close social bonds or
whether participants use and respond to them in certain patterns. At issue
is the participation framework and whether the activity of heterosexual
dating presumes that genders occupy different participation statuses that
have a particular arrangement. For example, do both genders experience
a romantic connection when men tease women, or is teasing mutually ex-
pected, or is it merely something the speaker responds to? Who is expected
to communicate how? If we knew the game of courtship, then we would be
able to infer what styles of interaction and their combination most corre-
spond with a sense of connection.
So what is the participation framework for heterosexual courtship? As

said earlier, the game of courtship and the means of successfully playing it
are not clear to most people and the mainstream media. People sense an
interpersonal connection when the game is played well, but they struggle to
articulate the game play that brought that sense of connection about. We
posit there are several types of patterns by which heterosexual interactions
could be organized so as to correspond with a sense of interpersonal con-
nection. We begin with the simplest case, or null hypothesis, that there is
no coordination game afoot in dating encounters and that participants
merely enact solo performances. Such a model is not very farfetched for the
most jaded daters. Most recollect dates in which their partner seemed self-
absorbed and made no attempt to coordinate their behavior or reciprocate
gestures. If dating is approached as a solo performance, then actors would
regard their expression of excitement and positive forms of alignment as
signs that they hit it off and their partner’s expressions as irrelevant.
Most research, however, argues that social bonding arises from recip-

rocal forms of association. The most commonly discussed form consists of
reciprocal symmetrical performances that occur in activities like march-
ing, choral speech, sharing a cigarette, or playing the same music together
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ðDurkheim 1912; Schutz 1964; Collins 2004; Magee and Tiedens 2006;
Wiltermuth and Heath 2009; Martin 2010Þ. For example, Wiltermuth and
Heath find that military drills and choral voices instill a sense of solidar-
ity among participants. Much like Durkheim’s studies of religious rites,
the emphasis is placed on mirroring and uniform collective actions. This
approach echoes the ideas of Dale Carnegie ð1937Þ—namely, that persons
can win and influence others by imitating their gestures. If this conven-
tion is true, then actor and partner expressions of excitement and syn-
chronization need to mirror one another before the actor and partner ex-
perience a sense of connection.7

Other research suggests that social bonding can arise in activity systems
in which participants assume reciprocal asymmetrical performances. In
such a system the coordination of complementary but distinct parts leads
to the successful performance of an enjoyable conversation, song, or even
dance ðGoffman 1967, 1971, 1974Þ. In certain regards, this notion is re-
flected in Mead’s characterization of games and how different positions
are coordinated in a larger social structural arrangement ðMead 1934Þ.
There, in a game like baseball, players perform different tasks, but they
are interrelated in certain patterns of participation.8 A similar argument is
at work in asymmetrical roles. For example, Brown and Levinson ð1987Þ
draw attention to differential ritual behaviors and find they often corre-
spond with differences in social power. They describe how higher-status
persons interrupt and speak more baldly to lower-status persons, and
lower-status persons speak more indirectly in return.9

For dating, it is unclear whether there is a power or status differential
and how that might encourage participants to perform reciprocal asym-
metrical forms of interaction. For example, Blau’s exchange theory ð1964Þ
argues that romantic relationships are often rooted in asymmetries of
power in which the more romantically invested member of the relation-
ship is at a disadvantage across a number of bargaining situations. But
does this favor men or women in initial encounters? Recent work suggests

1604

7There is something intuitively dissatisfying about the solo and mirror game. The solo
game eschews a long line of work on accommodation and interactional coordination
ðTomasello 2008Þ. And the mirror game only makes sense when we consider mutual
expressions of excitement. However, the mirroring of targets and of aligning actions
seems odd. Were that to occur, the conversation might resemble one of two children
playing “copycat” or two persons competing to talk about themselves ðe.g., both say “I”Þ.
8 In certain regards, the notion of solo performances reflects Mead’s notion of role play,
while games reflect reciprocal ðand often asymmetricalÞ forms of coordination ðMead
1934Þ.
9Many role systems rest on the mutual coordination of differential power, such as that
between teacher and student, parent and child, or even doctor and patient. Even strong
ties can commence in asymmetrical forms in which one party is more invested in the
relation than the other, and over time they balance ðSimmel and Wolff 1950Þ.
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that women are more selective in their dating partners ðKurzban and
Weeden 2005; Finkel and Eastwick 2009Þ. If this is true, then we might
expect heterosexual dating encounters to place women in favored inter-
actional statuses that are mutually sustained. As such, men and women
experience a sense of connection when they successfully coordinate align-
ments toward women and from men and when women are engaged in the
encounter.
Other research on gender suggests the opposite, however. Women expe-

rience prejudice and are subordinated in various social encounters, espe-
cially public ones ðR. Lakoff 1973; Tannen 1993; Ridgeway 2009Þ. Gender
ideals may be such that men are expected to dominate and women are ex-
pected to play supporting roles. Again, if this is true, then we might expect
daters to experience a sense of connection when they mutually place men in
a favored interactional status during the encounter. Understanding which
of these interaction scenarios actually corresponds with heterosexual dating
activity is an important question for understanding the formation of these
kinds of social bonds.

SPEED-DATING STUDY

In order to study the communicative bases of social bonding, we look to
initial heterosexual dating encounters—courtship situations—and the ex-
perience of “clicking” or forging a sense of connection. We ask three ques-
tions: Does interaction matter? What qualities of interaction ðritualsÞ mat-
ter? And in what pattern do these interaction rituals occur?
We address these questions in the empirical context of speed-dating

events. People attend speed-dating events so as to meet a large array of
strangers in an abbreviated time period for the purpose of finding a ro-
mantic partner ðFinkel and Eastwick 2008, p. 193Þ. Each date is typically a
fewminutes long, and when each is over, the men rotate on to the next date
for around 20 of these rounds. In most events, the participants fill out a
“score card” expressing whether they would like to exchange contact in-
formation with their partner. If the pair matches, then their contact in-
formation is exchanged. If they do not match, then nothing is exchanged.
Despite such artificial staging, speed dates still have many of the same
characteristics of initial romantic conversations in other settings: people
meet and greet one another, they try to reveal positive features of them-
selves and learn about the other, they engage in efforts to relate and con-
nect with one another, and they experience ðaÞsymmetries of attraction.
Speed-dating contexts have been repeatedly studied in social science re-

search papers ðsee Finkel et al. ½2007$ for a reviewÞ. These studies generally
use enormous samples of persons and seek to identify individual selec-
tion factors corresponding with mate selection. They almost invariably ig-
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nore qualities of communication. We see several advantages to using speed
dating as a context in which to study initial dating encounters and the ex-
perience of social bonding. First, unlike artificial lab contexts, speed dat-
ing is an activity that commonly occurs in the real world. Such events are
now so frequently held that individual companies that sponsor these events
have records totaling well over 58 million separate dating encounters.10

Second, speed dating often draws strangers, and this random assignment
of pairs helps researchers overcome selection issues ðFinkel and Eastwick
2008, p. 193Þ. Because of this, we are better able to identify communicative
mechanisms associated with bonding experiences. Last, speed dates are
brief initial dating encounters, and they allow us to observe a large sample
of initial pair experiences so as to identify factors most associated with a
nascent sense of bonding.

Data Collection

We ran multiple speed-dating events for graduate students at an elite
private American university in 2005 ðMadan, Caneel, and Pentland 2005;
Pentland 2005Þ. The graduate student participants volunteered to be in our
study and were promised e-mail addresses of persons with whom they re-
ported mutual liking.11 Each date was conducted in an open setting. All
participants wore audio recorders on a shoulder sash, thus resulting in two
audio recordings of each of the approximately 1,100 four-minute dates. In
addition to the audio, we collected pretest surveys, event scorecards, and
posttest surveys. This is the largest sample we know of in which audio data
and detailed survey information were collected on a natural encounter,
let alone an initial courtship encounter. The rich survey information in-
cluded date perceptions and follow-up interest, as well as respondent pref-
erences and self-reported age, height, and weight, hobbies and interests,
dating experience, and demographic information.
The data ðSpeed Date CorpusÞ also include audio files and transcripts.

Since both speakers wore microphones, most dates had two recordings, one
from the male recorder and one from the female recorder. We acquired
acoustic information by taking the acoustic wave file from each recorder
and manually segmenting it into a sequence of wave files, each correspond-
ing to one four-minute date. The wave files for each date were transcribed
by a transcription service, producing a “diarized” transcript ði.e., identify-
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10We learned of this large number of recorded encounters in correspondence with a
company called SpeedDate.Com.
11Speed-dating events usually cost a nominal fee. In our study, we merely required the
completion of our surveys.
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ing the speaker of each turnÞ that marked words as well as other conver-
sational phenomena like laughter, filled pauses, speaker overlap, and re-
starts. The transcribers time-stamped the beginning and end of each turn.
Because of ambient noise, the speaker wearing the recorder was clearer
on his or her own recording. The transcribers were instructed to base their
transcription on whichever of the two recordings sounded clearer and to
use the other recording to clear up unintelligible words in the primary re-
cording. A sample extract from the transcripts is shown below:

0:01:55.1 0:01:56.8 F: Well what about you, what are you passionate about?
0:02:05.7 0:02:11.8 M: Um, I am passionate about probably two things.
0:02:03.2 0:02:03.8 F: Uh-huh.
0:02:12.4 0:02:15.3 M: Well, many things, but two that come to mind straightaway. One

is travel.
0:02:06.8 0:02:07.3 F: Okay.
0:02:15.5 0:02:17.2 M: I like see different parts of the world—
0:02:08.5 0:02:09.2 F: Uh-huh.
0:02:17.6 0:02:27.9 M: —experience lots of different things. And I also— recently, I’ve

got into exercise, and, um, just different things, so riding a
bike, and swimming, and running.

0:02:18.5 0:02:20.1 F: Oh, okay. Uh-huh.
0:02:28.3 0:02:30.3 M: I did my first track run on the weekend.
0:02:21.7 0:02:22.9 F: Oh, you did? How was it?
0:02:31.9 0:02:33.0 M: It was hard.
0:02:24.3 0:02:27.0 F: ½laughter$ Yeah, I heard it’s really hard.
0:02:35.6 0:02:37.1 M: But I definitely recommend it.

Due to mechanical, operator, and experimenter errors, 19 dates were lost
completely, and for an additional 130 we lost one of the two audio tracks
and had to use the remaining track to extract features for both interloc-
utors.
The current study focuses on the 947 dates for which we had audio and

transcripts. These dates were on average 812 words long ði.e., on average
406 words from each speakerÞ and took on average 93 turns. Because some
of the participants did not provide Likert ratings for some of their judg-
ments ð38 of the participants, e.g., failed to complete certain attitudinal
items on scorecardsÞ, we ran multiple imputations and averaged our em-
pirical results in ensuing models ðfollowing Allison 2002Þ.

Dependent Variables—Having “Clicked” and Willingness to Date

We study two types of relational experiences actors have in their dates with
partners. The first concerns the actors’ sense of having clicked with their
partner during the date. This item is placed on the scorecard being filled
out by participants after each date. On the scorecard, actors report how
well they click with their partner on a scale of 1–10, from “not at all” to
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“very much.”We term this Clicking. The second item concerns whether the
actor wants to go on a date with a partner or not ð1, 0Þ. This item is also on
the scorecard and filled in at the end of each date.We term thisWillingness.
Prior research focuses almost exclusively on actors’ willingness to date

since it corresponds with notions of mate selection and “real preferences.”
However, Willingness is inadequate on its own as an indicator of social
bonding because it tends to be highly correlated with physical appear-
ance and the sense of attraction. The sense of having clicked is also con-
founded by appearances, but less so than Willingness. Moreover, Clicking
corresponds with the notion of having experienced a sense of connection
and bonding—a feature that entails reflection on both self and other within
an encounter. Therefore, our analyses focus on Clicking and illustrate how
speech acts are salient to the sense of bonding. Then we demonstrate how
mate selection ðWillingnessÞ is similar to Clicking, and the speech acts as-
sociated with Willingness are mediated by perceptions of Clicking.

Feature Extraction

For each conversation side ðone speaker in one dateÞ, we extract a variety
of features that reflect theoretically identified constructs of interaction rit-
uals—emotional intensification, targeting, situational alignment, and in-
terpersonal alignment. To detect these characteristics of ritual interaction,
we extract acoustic features from wave files and discourse and dialogue
features from transcripts.12

Emotional intensification.—In the linguistic and speech literature, in-
tensification has been associated with particular aspects of a speaker’s
prosody ðsee Scherer ½2003$ for a reviewÞ. Prosody is modeled via three
acoustic properties of speech: pitch, energy, and duration.13 For example,
intensified or positively valenced emotional speech is associated with high
or more variable pitch and with louder speech ðLiscombe et al. 2003;
Mairesse et al. 2007; Gravano et al. 2011Þ. The literature measures these
properties in a variety of ways, from their averages and variances to their
high-low range. We extract two groups of prosodic features from each
conversation side, using scripts in Praat—a software package commonly
used for extracting acoustic features ðBoersma and Weenink 2012Þ.
The first group of acoustic features we extract is related to high and low

pitch. Increases and decreases in pitch, as well as more variable pitch, are
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12For each feature, we discuss relevant research in linguistics that describes a feature’s
association to social bonding or experiences like it. In addition, we relate when the as-
sociation is inconsistent, suiting certain genders and contexts over others.
13 Instead of the technical term f0, we will often use the more intuitive term pitch. In all
cases, the reader should take the word pitch as referring to the acoustic measurement of
f0, rather than the perceptual category.
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related to emotional expression ðScherer 2003Þ. Our pitch features are
based on the fundamental frequency ðf0Þ of the speech waveform, the rate
of vibration of the vocal cords as measured from fundamental oscillations
in the sound wave. Since the start and end of each turn are time-stamped
by hand, each feature is first extracted over each turn in the conversation
side, and then averages and standard deviations are taken over the turns
in an entire conversation side.
We extract features related to the floor ðminimumÞ, mean ðaverageÞ, and

ceiling ðmaximumÞ for pitch, as well as a number of different measures of
variation in pitch. Thus, for example, the feature Pitch min ðminimum f0,
or pitch floorÞ for a conversation side is computed by taking the minimum
f0 value of each turn in that conversation side ðnot counting zero values of
f0Þ and then averaging these values over all turns in the side. For f0 we
extract the measure for the minimum, maximum, and mean values of the
conversation side ðPitch min, Pitch mean, Pitch maxÞ. No outliers are ex-
cluded. An example from the labeling by the Praat software is shown in
figure 1.
We code a number of measures of f0 variation, each one taking a slightly

different perspective on the variation in a speaker’s frequency or pitch.
The first is a standard deviation measure computed for each f0 variation.
Thus for Pitch min, Pitch mean, and Pitch max described above, we com-
pute their standard deviation; Pitch mean SD is the standard deviation
across turns from the global f0 mean for the conversation side, measuring
how variable the speakers mean f0 is across turns. We also compute a
within-turn measure: Pitch SD is the standard deviation within a turn for
the f0 mean, averaged over turns, telling us how variable the speaker’s f0
is within a turn. Pitch SD SDmeasures how much this within-turn f0 var-
iance varies from turn to turn, offering another measure of cross-turn f0
variation. Finally, we compute the pitch range. Pitch range is the differ-
ence between the maximum and minimum pitch for a turn. The variable
Pitch range is thus computed as f0 max 2 f0 min per turn, averaged over
turns. Pitch range SD measures how much the speakers pitch range var-
ies from turn to turn, giving yet another measure of cross-turn f0 variation.
We also extract a second class of acoustic measures associated with the

perception of loudness and softness. For these we extract the energy, com-
puted as the root mean squared ðRMSÞ amplitude of the speech wave-
form. From this basic value, we then compute Energy min, Energy max,
and Energy mean values by averaging RMS amplitude over all turns in
a conversation side. We then include a measure of variation in energy: En-
ergy min SD, Energy mean SD, Energy max SD. There are 18 raw acous-
tic features ðsee table 1Þ. While it is known that aspects of prosody like
pitch and loudness are important means of expressing emotional intensi-
fication and engagement, the literature affords multiple related measures
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of each with no clear single best metric. Acoustic features like average loud-
ness and maximum loudness are highly correlated. We therefore conduct
exploratory factor analysis to see whether latent dimensions organize the
pattern with which the features correlate. Six orthogonal ðuncorrelatedÞ
factors explain 85% of the variance in our 18 acoustic features. All have
eigenvalues over 1, and there is a break between six and seven factors in
the scree plot, suggesting that six is an optimal number to use. In addition,
nearly identical results hold when generating oblique ðcorrelatedÞ factors,
suggesting that the results are stable. The same factor pattern arises when
we run the models separately by gender. Only the order of the factors shifts.
The resulting six factors are then used instead of the 18 raw prosodic

variables in all further analyses. Table 2 shows the factor loadings for the
six factors. The factors are generally consistent with previous linguistic and
social psychological literature relating to excitement and emotion. Factor 1
is a measure of maximum f0 and also pitch range. It increases with higher
max f0, higher mean f0, and pitch range; in general, speakers increase pitch
range by raising their maximum f0. Prior work finds that heightened pitch
is associated with expressions of positive emotion ðLiscombe et al. 2003; Li
and Wang 2004; House 2005; Mairesse et al. 2007; Gravano et al. 2011Þ, as
well as with flirtatiousness in women’s voices ðPuts et al. 2011Þ. Factor 2
measures loudness; it increases with mean, max, and min loudness. Prior
work finds that softer speech is associated with more agreeable personali-

TABLE 1
Raw Acoustic Features

Description

Pitch min . . . . . . . . . . . Pitch min: minimum ðnonzeroÞ f0 per turn, averaged over turns
Pitch min SD . . . . . . . . Pitch min SD: standard deviation from f0 min
Pitch max . . . . . . . . . . Maximum f0 per turn, averaged over turns
Pitch max SD. . . . . . . . Standard deviation from f0 max
Pitch mean. . . . . . . . . . Mean f0 per turn, averaged over turns
Pitch mean SD . . . . . . . Standard deviation ðacross turnsÞ from f0 mean
Pitch SD . . . . . . . . . . . Standard deviation ðwithin a turnÞ from f0 mean, averaged over

turns
Pitch SD SD . . . . . . . . Standard deviation from the f0 SD
Pitch range. . . . . . . . . . f0 max 2 f0 min per turn, averaged over turns
Pitch range SD. . . . . . . Standard deviation from mean pitch range
Energy min . . . . . . . . . Minimum RMS amplitude per turn, averaged over turns
Energy min SD . . . . . . Standard deviation from RMS min
Energy max . . . . . . . . . Maximum RMS amplitude per turn, averaged over turns
Energy max SD . . . . . . Standard deviation from RMS amplitude max
Energy mean . . . . . . . . Mean RMS amplitude per turn, averaged over turns
Energy mean SD . . . . . Standard deviation from RMS amplitude mean
Turn duration . . . . . . . Duration of turn in seconds, averaged over turns
Turn duration SD . . . . Standard deviation of turn duration

NOTE.—RMS 5 root mean squared.
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ties, while louder speech has been associated with extroverted personali-
ties ðMairesse et al. 2007Þ. Factor 3 measures minimum f0; it increases with
minimum and mean f0 and its variance. Lower minimum pitch has been
associated with judgments of masculinity ðFeinberg et al. 2005Þ. Factor 4
measures variable loudness, increasing with the standard deviation on min-
imum, mean, or maximum loudness. Variable loudness has been associated
with extroversion ðMairesse et al. 2007Þ. Factor 5 measures turn length, in-
creased with the turn duration in seconds and its standard deviation. Lon-
ger turns reflect engagement and potential dominance of the conversational
floor ðEdelsky 1981Þ. Finally, factor 6measures f0 variation, increasingwith
the standarddeviation in pitchmean, pitchmax, and pitch range. Expanded
pitch range has been associated with likability and engagement ðGravano
et al. 2011Þ. Furthermore, women generally use larger ranges than men, sug-
gesting thatpitch rangeaswell ashigherpitchmay be related to projections of
femininity ðCollins andMissing 2003; Feinberg et al. 2008; Jones et al. 2010;
Puts et al. 2011Þ.
We constructed additional features reflecting excitement. First, for each

speaker we measure the average duration of the turn in seconds ðaverag-
ing over all turns in a conversation sideÞ and the total time for a speaker
in each conversation side ðsummed over all turnsÞ, and from that we de-
rive the speaker’s Rate of speech ðmeasured in words per second, aver-
aged over turnsÞ. Second, laughter is marked in all the transcripts by the
transcribers ð“½Laugh$”Þ, and we extract it as a count. Both rate of speech

TABLE 2
Rotated Factor Solution for Acoustic Features

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6

Turn duration . . . . . . . . 20 5 218 21 91* 221
Turn duration SD . . . . . 6 1 25 2 95* 27
Pitch min . . . . . . . . . . . . 234 12 84* 23 223 8
Pitch min SD . . . . . . . . . 216 0 91* 2 22 18
Pitch max . . . . . . . . . . . 92* 10 1 3 22 27
Pitch max SD. . . . . . . . . 275* 25 217 6 22 53*
Pitch mean. . . . . . . . . . . 59* 19 67* 21 26 23
Pitch mean SD . . . . . . . . 12 24 30 10 214 73*
Pitch SD . . . . . . . . . . . . 91* 28 221 1 23 20
Pitch SD SD . . . . . . . . . 234 210 21 5 220 76*
Energy min . . . . . . . . . . 21 51* 13 266* 210 20
Energy min SD . . . . . . . 25 22 8 66* 7 16
Energy max . . . . . . . . . . 9 91* 2 21 7 214
Energy max SD . . . . . . . 1 259* 0 70* 26 10
Energy mean . . . . . . . . . 4 94* 12 223 21 21
Energy mean SD . . . . . . 4 229 22 89* 29 5
Pitch range. . . . . . . . . . . 90* 5 225 4 26 28
Pitch range SD. . . . . . . . 274* 25 15 8 7 51*

NOTE.—18 variables reduce to six factors, explaining 85% of the variance.
* Loadings greater than 40.
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and laughter reflect excitement, so they are included in our eventual set of
eight intensification features ðsee table 3Þ. For dating, we expect that ex-
pressions of excitement will correspond with a sense of interpersonal con-
nection. However, as the aforementioned literature suggests, some of these
emotional expressions will have masculine and feminine forms, and speak-
ers may draw on different forms of prosody in expressing excitement.
Conversational synchronization can be identified in the coordination of

targets and engagement expressions across sides of a conversation and via
interpersonal alignments that take place across conversational turns. In
what follows, we will take each in turn and explain how each feature we
develop is a proxy for these forms of synchrony.
Targets.—Targets of communication are detected by examining refer-

ential expressions and the most central or frequent referent mentioned. The
most frequent referential cues, and the simplest to detect, are pronouns
(Chung and Pennebaker 2007). We assume that if one of the speakers is
the topic, he or she will be referred to more often pronominally in the con-
versation ðthe topical participant or “actor” says “I,” and the partner says
“you”Þ. We therefore developed features that detect all first-person singular
and second-person singular pronouns from simple word sets: “I”—I, me,
my, mine, myself; “You”—you, your, yours, yourself.14 Prior work finds that
pronoun usage acts as a contextualization cue and places persons in active/
passive roles ðGumperz 1982Þ. In dating, it is possible that both parties want

1613

TABLE 3
Prosodic/Intensification Features

Description

F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . Higher max and mean f0 and pitch range
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . Higher mean, max, and min loudness
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . Higher min f0 and its variation and mean f0
F4—variable loudness . . . . More variable min, mean, max loudness
F5—turn duration . . . . . . . Longer turns
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . More variable f0 mean, max, and pitch range
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . Number of words in turn divided by duration of turn

in seconds, averaged over turns
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Count of laughter in conversational side

14We also explored a wide variety of lexical features, following the psychological and
computational literature ðPennebaker and King 1999; Mairesse et al. 2007; Pennebaker,
Booth, and Francis 2007Þ and the literature on computational sentiment analysis ðPang
and Lee 2008Þ, which finds that word usage is often indicative of social meaning.
However, we found that few of the lexical sets corresponded with daters’ sense of
bonding. Moreover, we realized early on that an infinite number of word sets could be
proposed, and eventually some would correspond, and many would lack sensible ex-
planation. In the end, we decided to develop features of interaction rituals because the
theory was relevant and the features seemed to predict bonding experiences.
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to be the target of discussion, or they may coordinate their pronoun usage in
certain directions mutually targeting one gender over another when experi-
encing a sense of romantic connection.

Interpersonal alignments.—Interpersonal alignments are typically ex-
pressed via successive turns in interaction. We focus on two forms of in-
terpersonal alignment: complementary andmirrored forms. Complementary
forms of alignment are sequences of interaction in which speakers assume
distinct but interrelated parts. We often observe synchronization across
distinct parts in ritual interchanges and dialogue acts. Such synchronized
dialogue acts are structured into two or more turns of interaction across
speakers. We extracted a variety of these alignment features, drawing from
conversation analysis, sentiment analysis, and computational dialog act lit-
eratures discussed below.15 We extracted forms of alignment that tend to
be supportive and positive ðaligningÞ as well as those that might have a
negative or controlling ðdistancingÞ function.
Questions and interruptions are dialogue acts that cue an interchange

via a first-part pairing and, depending on the situation of use, may either
redirect conversations ðEdelsky 1981; West 1985Þ or express engagement
ðEdelsky 1981; James and Clarke 1993, p. 259Þ. We therefore code both
questions and interruptions in all conversations. Questions are common
in speed dates; indeed, about 21% of all turns are questions. Transcribers
were instructed to place question marks on all questions except those that
were cut off or interrupted. We then extract questions by looking for all
sentences ending with question marks and use additional patterns to find
cutoff questions without marks by looking for cases of auxiliary inver-
sion ðdo you, did you, are you, can you, could you, etc.Þ. The variable thus
codes the total number of questions used by the speaker in the conversa-
tion side. Prior research interprets questions in opposite ways. On the one
hand, some studies argue that questions indicate interest in the interlocu-
tors and their emotions ðCameron, McAlinden, and O’Leary 1989Þ. On the
other, studies find that questions control the floor and redirect the topic of
conversation and impose on the partner’s face ðEdelsky 1981Þ.
As with questions, prior work has found mixed results on the valence of

interruptions in talk ðTannen 1993, p. 175Þ. Some of it finds that inter-
ruptions are control efforts used by men to commence topics ðZimmerman
and West 1975; West 1985Þ, while other work finds that women are just
as likely to interrupt as men and argues that interruptions are often used
to create shared meaning signaling alignment and engagement ðJames and
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15We explored a variety of other features, e.g., the total amount of talk ðnumber of
wordsÞ, positive emotion words, negative emotion words, but found few were related to
perceptions of clicking.
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Clarke 1993, p. 259; Tannen 1994; Coates 1996, 1997Þ and a collaborative
floor ðEdelsky 1981Þ.
There are a variety of methods for defining and coding interruptions

and overlaps. Like most researchers, we attempt to distinguish between
overlaps in talk that are violations of the speaking rights of the interrupted
speaker and those that are nonviolating overlaps. Our methodology is
closest to that of Zimmerman and West ð1975Þ, who defined an interrup-
tion as simultaneous speech that constituted a violation of the turn-taking
mechanism of Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson ð1974Þ. Zimmerman and
West ð1975Þdistinguished two kinds of simultaneous speech.What they call
overlaps ðnonviolationsÞ result from mistiming errors: the second speaker
slightly miscalculates the end of the first speaker’s turn and speaks a few
syllables too soon. By contrast, they defined interruptions as true violations
of the turn-taking rules, when a new speaker speaks at a nontransition
place in the current speaker’s turn. Their definition of interruptions thus
excludes simultaneous speech for acknowledgment tokens or back chan-
nels like uh, huh, and yeah, which do not constitute true turns at speech.
Other researchers offer more context-sensitive definitions of interrup-

tion. Tannen ð1994Þ and others, for example, point out that the discourse
role of interruptions is important in defining what constitutes a violation
of norms. Thus “procedural” interruptions like “Don’t touch that” or “Pass
the salt” may not be perceived as violations. Murray ð1985Þ suggests that
whether an interruption occurs depends on many details of speaking rights,
such as the exact place in the discourse where an interruption occurs, or
how fully a point has been made, or who has authority to speak on a par-
ticular topic. He proposes a scheme that distinguishes multiple classes of
violations, from severe violations like interrupting a speaker midclause in
his or her first turn of the discourse to less severe interruptions like break-
ing into a later utterance in the discourse or marginal violations like inter-
rupting after a turn-ceding discourse marker.
Despite their differences, the syntactically defined Zimmerman-West

model and the more contextually defined methods have significant com-
monality. Okamoto et al. ð2002Þ compared interruptions coded by the Zim-
merman and West criteria with those coded by culture experts using full
context to mark what they perceived as an interruption. Their factor anal-
ysis found a single factor underlying both measurements of interruptions,
suggesting a common underlying understanding of interruptions, but also
found some differences between the two kinds of coding, as well as individ-
ual differences between coders based on their gender and conversational style.
A more nuanced coding of interruption would thus also take into account
these subtle issues of gender and conversational style ðfor both coder and
speakerÞ. Finally, a definition of interruptionsmay alsowant to include what
James and Clarke ð1993Þ call “silent interruptions,” wherein the second
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speaker interrupts the first speaker exactly at a word boundary and the first
speaker cuts off, resulting in an interruption with no overlapping speech.
We coded interruptions in a two-step process that draws mainly on the

intuitions of Zimmerman and West, although we also draw from other
researchers. Our transcribers first marked potential interruptions in two
situations: ð1Þ when the first speaker uttered a complete turn but the sec-
ond speaker’s turn overlapped acoustically with part of it and ð2Þwhen the
first speaker’s turn was perceived as cutoff or incomplete due to the sec-
ond speaker either overlapping or exactly latching with the first speaker’s
turn. Thus, following James and Clarke ð1993Þ, we included as interrup-
tions those silent interruptions in which the first speaker cut off her speech
in between word boundaries just as the second speaker began speaking.
We then coded a specific subset of these potential interruptions as true

interruptions. Following Zimmerman and West, we excluded overlaps
within one word of a transition-relevance place, which we defined as a sen-
tence boundary or, following both Zimmerman and West ð1975Þ and Mur-
ray ð1985Þ, as a discourse marker with turn-relinquishing function ðso, um,
uh, or, well, butÞ. We also did not code the second speaker’s utterance as
an interruption if it consisted of a back channel ðacknowledgment tokenÞ or
similar utterances of one or two words, most of which are tokens of Yeah,
Uh-huh, Okay, Right, or Oh, really? or appreciations like That’s great. The
set of interruptions we coded were thus inspired by the previous literature,
with the goal of excluding mistiming and back channels but including si-
lent interruptions. Because we were not able to differentiate the procedural
interruptions of Tannen ð1994Þ and did not distinguish overlaps on the ba-
sis of their position in the discourse, our interruptions as coded would pre-
sumably include at least some situations that a coding scheme following
Murray ð1985Þ or Tannen ð1994Þ might call noninterruptions.
Thus in the following example, the female interrupts the male:

Male: Do you really get a lot of information from—
Female: It’s really in the development stages so far so I haven’t applied it to a

field application at all.

In this case the woman is coded as having a single interruption, and our vari-
able for interruption codes the total number of interruptions taken by the
speaker in the conversation side.

In the case of both questions and interruptions, it is unclear whether
they will be features that correspond with a sense of connection or fea-
tures that undermine it. If they are negatively associated with clicking,
then we will find evidence that they are negative rites that disrupt the
tendency toward synchrony, and if they positively correspond with click-
ing, then we will find evidence that they express interest and engagement.

American Journal of Sociology

This content downloaded from 171.67.216.22 on Thu, 4 Jul 2013 14:32:06 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Should both genders use them in the same way, we can view their usage as
symmetrical across sides of a conversation. If they are used and expected
of the partner in a directional manner ðsay only for menÞ, then we can view
their usage as reciprocal and asymmetrical.
Extracting richer dialog acts such as supportive interchanges requires

more complex algorithms.16 One such dialog act is an assessment, a con-
versational turn that expresses the actor’s sentiment toward the partner’s
recent utterance. We code two types of assessments: positive assessments,
often called “appreciations,” and negative assessments, which we called
“sympathy” since they often have a sympathetic stance. Negative ðsym-
patheticÞ assessments are phrases like “That must be tough on you” or
“Well, that sort of sucks”; the following exchange shows an example in
context:

Female: Where do you go with that? Like where does that— ?
Male: Well, I could, . . . probably into management consulting, which is

the last thing I want to do.
Female: Oh, that’s too bad.

Positive assessments ðappreciationsÞ are phrases like “That’s awesome!” or
“Good for you!” or like the following example in context:

Female: I played in the orchestra.
Male: Oh that’s cool.

We extract assessments by designing regular expressions, formal descrip-
tions of word sequences that can be embedded in software scripts to auto-

1617

16In this article, our focus on dialogue acts mostly concern what Goffman termed “sup-
portive interchanges” ð1971, chap. 3Þ. Supportive interchanges are positive interpersonal
rites that are affirming and show interest in the other ðe.g., greetings and apologies as
signals of courtesy, ratification, and reassuranceÞ. Like discourse markers, these are nor-
mative moves because when someone offers a sign of alignment and interest in another,
it behooves the recipient to show that the message has been received and appreciated.
Many cases of supportive interchange are pair sequences in which an initiator begins
with a positive attribution aimed at the recipient, and the recipient confirms its reception
ðGoffman 1967; Brown andLevinson 1987Þ. Some place emphasis on the initiator, or first
pair part, and his or her identity claim. In other interchanges, the response, or second pair
part, has greater influence. Recent work suggests that indirect efforts at inducing a sup-
portive second pair part ð“fishing for compliments”Þ may be less risky in cases of “social
jeopardy.”Everyone knows of times when persons fish for compliments and lure positive
interchanges. Because there is greater definitional power in the second pair part, drawing
a compliment or positive attribution is often of greater strategic value than claiming one
for yourself ðLeifer 1988; Leifer and Rajah 2000Þ. Luring positive interchanges may thus
lead to more successful behavior than an overt claim. This latter form of interaction ritual
thus may lead to more of a behavioral configuration than an overt claim ðWest and
Zimmerman1987, pp. 134–35Þ. The acquisition of appreciations and sympathy is likely an
instance of this.
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matically extract instances. We design the expressions on the basis of the
literature on assessments ðGoodwin and Goodwin 1987; Goodwin 1996;
Jurafsky et al. 1998Þ and computational analysis of the positive assess-
ments ðappreciationsÞ in a publicly available hand-labeled database of con-
versations, the Switchboard ðJurafsky, Shriberg, and Biasca 1997; Calhoun
et al. 2010Þ. These previous studies and our analysis of the Switchboard
corpus suggest that both positive and negative assessments often have the
following form:

pro term1 copula1 ðintensifierÞ1 assessment adjective:

We build regular expressions on the basis of these classes, using assess-
ment adjectives from the Switchboard corpus and from a first investiga-
tion of the Speed Date Corpus. A negative version of this regular expres-
sion extracts examples of Sympathy like “It’s very weird,” “That’s kind of
weird,” or “Oh, that sucks”; a positive version extracts Appreciations like
“That’s amazing,” “That’s so logical,” or “That’s really cool.”We also hand
label some of these instances, allowing us to augment the regular expres-
sion with assessments displaying other kinds of structures ðe.g., “Amaz-
ing!” “Awesome,” “Good for you!” “I can imagine,” for Appreciations, and
“Oh no,” “Oh dear,” “I had the same problem,” for SympathyÞ. Notably,
these expressions presuppose a prior turn by partners in which they ex-
press a complaint ðSympathyÞ or brag ðAppreciationÞ. As such, the expres-
sions capture the second part in a reciprocal asymmetrical interchange.
The literature on supportive interchanges suggests they are used in an ef-
fort to align and connectwithpartners ðGoffman 1967, 1971Þ, when speakers
forge a sense of trust through exchanging expressions of deference and de-
meanor.
Another, perhaps even older, line of research suggests that persons feel

connected when they mirror turns of interaction ðCarnegie 1937Þ—a pro-
cess described as accommodation or entrainment ðGiles, Coupland, and
Coupland 1991Þ. As summarized earlier, actors adjust their linguistic pro-
duction in a number of ways to make their utterances more similar to ðor
occasionally more different fromÞ their partner, and this accommodation
is positively associated with feeling a sense of connection or liking. Previ-
ous speed-dating research has also shown a relationship between accom-
modation and romantic attraction ðIreland et al. 2011Þ. Drawing on this
literature, we construct several indicators of actor accommodation to the
partner’s speech: Rate of speech mimicry, Function word mimicry, and
Laughter mimicry.17 All these features concern subconscious aspects of
speech and likely reflect deeply held intentions and sentiments that the

1618

17We examined a variety of different metrics for mimicry, and few came up significant
ðpitch mirroring, energy ½loudness$ mirroring, content mimicry, etc.Þ.
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speaker may not even be aware of ðNatale 1975; Nenkova et al. 2008;
Abrego-Collier et al. 2011; Beňuš, Gravano, and Hirschberg 2011; Levitan
and Hirschberg 2011Þ.
Rate of speech mimicry is a measure of how similar an actor’s rate of

speech is to the partner’s rate of speech. Recall that the rate of speech for a
given turn is the number of words the speaker uttered per second, using the
turn boundaries labeled by the transcribers to compute turn duration in
seconds and the transcript to compute the number of words. For each
speaker, we compute a vector of these rates of speech for the turns in their
conversation side. We then compute the Pearson’s correlation between the
two vectors of successive turns. A high correlation indicates that actors
change their rate of talk as their partners change their rate.
Function word mimicry measures how often speakers use a function

word that was also used in their partner’s previous turn. A function word
is a word like an article or preposition that plays a strong grammatical role
and a weaker topical role in a sentence, as opposed to content words like
nouns or verbs. Following prior work, we use a list of 193 such function
words ðNiederhoffer and Pennebaker 2002; see table 4Þ. For each function
word w in a given speaker’s turn, if w also occurs in the immediately pre-
ceding turn of the alter, we count w as an accommodated function word.
The variable function word mimicry is then the total number of these ac-
commodated function words over every turn in the speaker’s conversation
side.
Finally, we compute Laughter mimicry by summing over all turns in

which a speaker laughed and his or her partner also laughs in the imme-
diately preceding turn.18 As with function-word mimicry, we assume these
are both forms of interpersonal alignment in which speakers mirror their
partner. If these alignments target one gender over another, then there is
evidence of asymmetrical coordination in which one side is placed in an ad-

1619

18We extracted a variety of other dialogue features but found they were unrelated to
clicking. An obvious one is the total words spoken in a side. This variable had little re-
lation to the outcome and was correlated with some variables, so it was dropped. How-
ever, its inclusion or omission did not affect results.Other features include ð1Þ clarification
or repair questions: these are turns in which a speaker signals lack of hearing or under-
standing and have also been called NTRIs ðnext turn repair indicatorsÞ in the literature
ðSchegloff, Jefferson, and Sacks 1977Þ—What? Sorry, Excuse me, Huh? Who? Pardon?
Say again?What’s that? ð2ÞWe extracted two different laughter variables on the basis of
the position of laughter in the speaker’s turn. Initial laughterwere cases of laughter that
occurred at the beginning of the turn ðor the entire turnÞ. We hypothesized these would
be cases of laughing at the alter. Turn-medial/final laughter were laughs that occurred
in the middle or the end of a turn. We hypothesized these would be cases of speakers
laughing at themselves. ð3Þ Content mimicry is effectively the same measure as function
word mimicry, except that we use all the nonfunction words ðas a proxy of topic uptake;
Nystrand 1997Þ. ð4Þ We also tried disfluencies ðum, uhÞ, backchannels ðuh-huhÞ, nega-
tions, etc.—all to no avail.
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vantaged participation status. Should the alignments be used consistently
across genders, then there is evidence of symmetrical coordination.

Situational alignments.—More complex forms of dialogue can be used
to align or distance persons from the situation. One such mechanism is the
use of discourse markers, which bracket talk and help the speaker and
hearer jointly make sense of what has been said.
We investigate two classes of discourse markers that reveal how speak-

ers align with or engage in the situation and their own talk: Self-markers
andHedges. “Y’know” and “I mean” are self-markers with complementary
functions of maintaining attention on what the speaker says. “Y’know” in-
vites hearer attention and assessment of what the speaker says, displays
the speaker’s orientation to the same remark, and is associated with nar-
rative and opinionated talk ðHolmes 1986; Schriffin 1987, pp. 309–11; Fox,
Tree, and Schrock 2002Þ. “I mean” displays the speakers’ orientation to
their own talk, projecting an upcoming reassessment, and invites the hear-
er’s assessment of what was said.

Male: Yeah, I’m like you know one step at a time . . . .
Female: Yeah. Definitely. It’s exciting. I mean once I decide, it will be fine

TABLE 4
Function Words

Words

Auxiliary and copular verbs . . . able am are aren’t be been being can can’t cannot could
couldn’t did didn’t do don’t get got gotta had hadn’t
hasn’t have haven’t is isn’t may should should’ve
shouldn’t was were will won’t would would’ve wouldn’t

Conjunctions . . . . . . . . . . . . although and as because cause but if or so then unless
whereas while

Determiners, predeterminers,
and quantifiers . . . . . . . . . a an each every all lot lots the this those

Pronouns and Wh-words . . . . . anybody anything anywhere everybody’s everyone
everything everything’s everywhere he he’d he’s her him
himself herself his how how’d how’s I I’d I’ll I’m I’ve
it it’d it’ll it’s its itself me my mine myself nobody nothing
nowhere one one’s ones our ours she she’ll she’s she’d
somebody someone someplace that that’d that’ll that’s
them themselves these they they’d they’ll they’re they’ve
us we we’d we’ll we’re we’ve what what’d what’s
whatever when where where’d where’s wherever which
who who’s whom whose why you you’d you’ll you’re
you’ve your yours yourself

Prepositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . about after against at before by down for from in into near
of off on out over than to until up with without

Discourse particles . . . . . . . . . . ah hi huh like mm-hmm oh okay right uh uh-huh um well
yeah yup

Adverbs and negatives . . . . . . just no not really too very
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Both “Y’know” and “I mean” function to draw the partner’s attention to
the speaker’s talk ðand faceÞ. Both markers signal a willingness to align
and suggest that the speaker has been allowed to render his or her self and
face a point of concerted focus.19

In contrast with engagement markers like “I mean” and “Y’know,”
speakers use a variety of discourse markers to signal distance from what
they say. These hedges allow the speakers to represent themselves in two
roles—one as animator and another as the author who is distant from the
statement ðGoffman 1981Þ. Hedges are words or phrases that weaken the
force of assertions or indicate uncertainty, marking that some sort of cri-
terion for category membership is weak or lacking ðG. Lakoff 1973Þ. A
hedge can be an adverb that modifies adjectives ðe.g., “a little” in “a little
easier” or “a little closer”Þ or a premodifier that quantifies nouns ðe.g., “a
little hiking”Þ. Like the disclaimers studied by Hewitt and Stokes ð1975; “I
know this sounds stupid, but . . .” or “I realize I’m being anthropomor-
phic”Þ, hedges have a distancing function. But whereas disclaimers act only
to “ward off . . . negative typifications,” hedges distance the speaker from
the force of any kind of utterance, not just those utterances that “serve as
the basis for typifying them” ðHewitt and Stokes 1975, p. 3Þ. Moreover,
unlike disclaimers, hedges are extremely frequent in natural conversational
speech.
The hedges in our data tended to be used as verb phrase or sententialmod-

ifiers, expressing the speaker’s lack of commitment to an entire proposition.

I’m sort of just finishing up some work right now . . .
It’s sort of a different side of the education scene
Yeah, I kind of know that area
It was actually I guess really nice . . . Yeah, that’s kind of awkward I guess . . .
It’s going to happen I think.

The pragmatic distancing in hedges functions as a metapragmatic com-
ment on the situation of an utterance. This distancing leads us to suspect
that hedges are a sign of asynchrony and misalignment in the conversation.
Hedges have an alternative function, however, as devices for mitigation

or downplaying. This mitigation or softening function allows hedges to act
as a marker for both positive and negative politeness ðBrown and Lev-
inson 1987; Miskovic-Lukovic 2009Þ. This may lead them to be associated
with less strident assertions and more modest positions, which might be
associated with positive bonding. Holmes ð1990, 1993Þ also finds that
hedges like sort of and kind of can be used affectively to reduce social dis-
tance by expressing “the speaker’s desire for a relaxed relationship with the
addressee” (Holmes 1993, p. 101). Brown and Levinson ð1987Þ suggest that

1621

19We use simple regular expressions based on surrounding context to automatically
eliminate cases of the verb “know” and extract only the discourse marker “Y’know.”
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hedges are less likely to be used by empowered actors speaking to subor-
dinate partners. Understanding whether the mitigating/affective function
or the distancing role is more significant in these dating interactions is
important for modeling the early stages in social bonding. See table 5 for a
list of our speech variables that code linguistic features related to targeting,
situational alignment, and interpersonal alignment.

Individual and Dyadic Traits

One of our goals is to assess whether speech characteristics are significantly
associated with participants’ sense of connecting net of other individual
and dyadic traits. Hence, we include a variety of individual and dyadic
traits in our models as controls. Most of the individual traits reflect char-
acteristics that prior work has identified as status characteristics, motives,
and skills ðsee table 6Þ. Foreign birth is included as a control for speech
differences. It would require an entirely separate study to explain how
foreign speakers alter their speech acts. Also included is a variable in which
participants retrospectively report on the amount of time it took them to
come to a dating decision on each partner ðTime to matchÞ. We include
this variable to illustrate how our dependent variable is associated with
decisions that require communication.
We also include a variety of dyadic traits in our models to test for

homophily, prior familiarity, and event fatigue. They too have straight-
forward coding ðsee table 6Þ. In sum, we use a variety of control variables
to account for other explanations and reasons why persons might report a
sense of clicking. Clearly, there are many other variables we could con-
struct and include, but these proved most relevant. Given that our sample

TABLE 5
Speech Variables

Example/Description

“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I, me, my, mine, myself
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . You, your, yours, yourself
Self-marker . . . . . . . . . . . . Y’know and I mean
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I guess, probably, sorta, kinda, etc.
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . Wow that’s great!
Sympathy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . That’s tough, you must be sad
Question . . . . . . . . . . . . . . “?’s”
Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . Violating interruptions
Speech rate mimicry . . . . . . Correlation of actor rate with preceding partner rate
Function word mimicry . . . Correlation of actor function words with preceding partner

function words
Laughter mimicry. . . . . . . . Sum of actor’s turns laughing right after the partner’s laugh
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is finite and our statistical power limited, we decided to only include con-
trol variables that were either significantly related to the outcome or the-
oretically relevant.20

METHOD—DYADIC DATA ANALYSIS

We use dyadic data analysis to predict when subjects in the speed-dating
experiment report having clicked with their partner and when they report
a willingness to date their partner. The extracted features of each actor’s
speech and individual traits are used as independent variables. The class of
models we employ is known as the actor-partner interdependence model
ðKenny et al. 2006, chap. 7Þ. These models are becoming increasingly com-
mon, especially in the study of relationships, because they distinguish in-
trapersonal “actor” effects from interpersonal “partner” effects, while al-

1623

20An obvious variable to include is age or even age difference. Another is race homo-
phily. We tried including these variables in our models, but none were significantly
associated with the outcomes of clicking and willingness to date. In part, this is likely
due to the fact that most participants were of similar age. Also, our sample of 110 per-
sons does not allow for much racial comparison. Foreign born became a proxy for an
assortment of racial and linguistic differences, and it was included. Even though our
sample is large for a data set on communication ð∼2,000 datesÞ, it is relatively small in
comparison with studies on comparative traits in which every combination of racial
matching is had in samples of hundreds of thousands of persons. Because of this, we
are somewhat limited in the types of tests we can perform.

TABLE 6
Individual and Dyadic Traits

Example/Description

Individual trait:
Male gender . . . . . . . . 1, 0
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . In inches
BMI. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Body mass index 5 ðmass ½pounds$ % 703Þ / ðheight ½inches$Þ2
Foreign born. . . . . . . . If born in another country, then 5 1, 0 if a U.S. native
Dating experience . . . . How often they date from 1 to 7—never to several times a week
Looking to date . . . . . If they reported they were looking for a serious relationship or

to get a date at the event 5 1, 0 if they had casual interest
Time to match . . . . . . After each date ends, they report on the time it took to decide

whether to select that partner or not ð1 5 immediate,
2 5 first minute, 3 5 second minute, 4 5 third minute,
5 5 fourth minute, and 6 5 later in the evening ½they came
back to it later in the event$Þ

Dyadic trait:
Order . . . . . . . . . . . . . Order in the evening ð1–20Þ
Prior familiarity . . . . . Control variable for how well they know the partner ðfrom 1 to

6—never met to very familiarÞ
Hobby difference . . . . Sum of difference in Likert scale on 17 different hobbies
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lowing for complex correlation structures. The approach is particularly
well suited to explaining when men and women think they clicked with
one another because it allows the researcher to distinguish between actor
and partner effects—that is, when certain behaviors correspond with an
actor believing they clicked or when those behaviors predict the partner
believing they clicked. For example, an increase in the actors’ pitch may be
associated with their believing they clicked with a given partner, but it
may have no association with whether the partner believes they clicked.
In addition, these models allow us to incorporate systematic gender dif-
ferences to examine when certain actor or partner effects are contingent on
gender.
Figure 2 illustrates how this approach pertains to a given dyad in the

Speed Date Corpus. It shows a male-female dyad and the relationship be-
tween a speech behavior ðXÞ during the date and the subsequent report
of having “clicked” after the date ðYÞ. Each member of the dyad is both
an actor and a partner in the model, so that there are two actor effects
ðdenoted by arrows labeled “a”Þ and two partner effects ðdenoted by ar-
rows labeled “p”Þ. If we consider actor 1 as male and actor 2 as female, then
the effect of a11 is the male actor effect in this dyad so that a certain ante-
cedent speech behavior ðXÞ may be positively or negatively related to a
male believing he clicked with a female partner. The same speech behavior
may also have a positive or negative male-female partner effect ðdenoted
p12Þ. These effects may be consistent for the female actor effect ða22Þ and the
female-male partner effect ðp21Þ, or these effects may be contingent on
gender. The model incorporates two correlations—one for the predictors
ðrepresented by the line between X1 and X2Þ and a second for the residual
nonindependence in the outcome variable ðY1 and Y2Þ.
We employ multilevel models—also known as mixed or hierarchical

models ðsee Singer 1998Þ—to estimate our dyadic approach ðKenny et al.
2006, pp. 158–61Þ. These take the general form of a two-level model in

FIG. 2.—Actor-partner interdependence model
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which the first level estimates an actor believing they clicked as a function
of both actor and partner speech patterns:

clickedij 5 b0 1 b1ðactor speechÞ1 b2ðpartner speechÞ
1 b3ðfemaleÞ1 b4ðactor speech % femaleÞ

1 b5ðpartner speech % femaleÞ1 rij;

ð1Þ

where the intercept is the predicted probability of clicking when all pre-
dictors are zero ðwhich, because of mean centering, is the average for the
entire speed-dating sampleÞ, plus a vector of effects for an actor’s speech
patterns, his or her partner’s speech patterns, an overall gender effect, and
interactions between gender and speech patterns.
The level 2 model provides a random component to account for the

nonindependence of actor and partner effects and a measure of the intra-
class correlation—the degree to which clicking varies from dyad to dyad af-
ter accounting for the effects of speech patterns and gender:

b0 5 g00 1 u0: ð2Þ

Individual actor scores are treated as repeated measures within the dyad,
and compound symmetry treats the variances of the intercepts for the
members of each dyad as equal.21 Models are estimated using restricted
maximum likelihood. The same model is used for Willingness, except that
the outcome is binary and we use a multilevel logit to estimate the odds of
actors reporting their willingness to contact a partner for a date.
Our sample has some missing data ð∼10% for certain survey itemsÞ. To

treat this concern, we use multiple imputation techniques ðAllison 2002,
p. 27Þ. Multiple imputation uses information gleaned from other variables
and respondents in the data set to create predicted values for missing cases.
In this manner, values are as close as possible to what would be there if all
respondents fill out the questionnaire. We impute five samples from the
original data set and run predictive models separately on each, averaging
the results across them. Nonimputed results with list-wise deletions pro-
duce very similar values. As such, imputation does not change our story
but affords results less biased by missing data.
Last, for ease of presentation, we standardize all coefficients. We do not

standardize the dependent variables but mean center Clicking for the sam-
ple. Hence, coefficients are read as follows: for a 1 standard deviation in-
crease in X from the sample average, there is a predicted change in Y
ðClickingÞ beyond the sample mean of b. For the dyadic logit models, it is

1625

21Repeated measures are used because partner and actor variables can be positively or
negatively correlated, and random effects models only allow for positive correlations
ðKenny et al. 2006Þ.
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read as follows: for a 1 standard deviation increase in X from the sample
average, there results a predicted change in the odds of Y ðWillingnessÞ.
The only exceptions to this are BMI and Height, which are mean centered
within genders, so their effect is relative to the mean of their gender. Also,
Foreign born is a dummy variable and not mean centered, so it merely
denotes the effect of being foreign born in comparison to being native born.

RESULTS

Table 7 presents descriptive statistics. Here we see the array of features we
intend to use in the ensuing multivariate dyadic models. It is important to
reiterate the fact that we distinguish genders and actor-partner features in
their dates. In this manner, for each gender, we are able to assess the ef-
fects of both the actor’s and the partner’s traits and styles of speech on the
actor’s sense of connection and mate selection.
Tables 8 and 9 present our core results for Clicking and Willingness,

respectively. Three models are presented in which the effects for men and
women are separately related.22 The first presents simple bivariate regres-
sions in which each feature is regressed on the dependent variable without
controls. This offers some sense of the main effect and correlation each trait
has with the outcome. The second model includes only the speech features
of the actor and partner. We run this model because we are especially in-
terested in the effects communication has on perceptions of connection and
mate selection. In the third and final model, we include precursor and se-
lection factors like individual and dyadic traits. Notably, we do not include
the partner’s attitudes. We omit them partially in the interest of parsimony
ðthey fail to have an effectÞ but also because we thought it sensible that the
actor is unable to perceive the partners attitudes except through the
partner’s speech, which we include in the model anyway.
There are many specific associations in these tables that deserve remark,

but we will limit our discussion to the general pattern so a clear narrative
emerges. Let us begin by summarizing the results of Clicking in table 8 and
figure 3. First, the intercepts for each gender show a marked difference
from the sample means. In the multivariate models, men and women differ
in their reports of Clicking by 1/3 ðmodel 1Þ to 3/5 of a unit ðmodel 2Þ.
Women notably report lower rates of clicking than men do. This is con-
sistent with prior work that found women are more selective than men,
and this suggests there may be a power differential that favors women.

1626

22These models show main effects for each gender. In supplemental models, we also
tested whether genders have significantly different slopes. Those results support obvious
differences in tables 8 and 9: when male and female main effects and significances differ,
their slopes almost always are significantly different.
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Second, traits clearly matter. Actor and partner traits all have larger stan-
dardized effects on Clicking than does most every speech characteristic. In
supplemental models, we find that traits explain nearly twice as much var-
iance as features of speech ð15% of the variance explained vs. only 7.5%Þ.
Looking to model 3, we see that a man reports more of a connection when
he is tall, motivated to date, experienced at dating, and U.S. born. Men re-
port more of a connection with women who share their hobbies and, es-
pecially, with women who are thin. Similarly, a woman reports clicking
more with men when she is motivated to date, experienced at dating, and
U.S. born. Distinct from men, women report more of a connection when
they have a higher BMI than average. Therefore, on average, a man in our
sample reports greater connection with the opposite sex when he has a
higher status characteristic ðtaller heightÞ, but a woman reports greater
connection when she has a lower status characteristic ðheavier weightÞ.
This suggests that women may open themselves up more when they depart
from the physical ideal and that men are more attracted when women
approach it.
Women seek additional characteristics in their partner thanmen do. Like

men, they seek ideal status characteristics of appearance ðtaller height, but
only mildly soÞ and men with whom they share hobbies. However, differ-
ent from men, women sense a connection with familiar partners and those
they encounter early in the evening before they become fatigued. Both
genders’ sense of connection correlates with expected motives, experience,
and the search for ideal status characteristics and homophilous interests
ðvertical and horizontal preferences of status and homophilyÞ. Bodies are
a point of focus for both genders, but there is a mutual positive response to
male height, while there is an inverse response to female weight. Moreover,
while women are more selective, they appear to connect more with men
who are familiar.
Third, the results indicate that both genders feel they connect more when

it takes longer to decide whether to select their date. A 1 standard devia-
tion change in Time to decision ði.e., from deciding in the first minute to
deciding in the second or third minuteÞ results in a .4 and .6 increase in
perceived Clicking for men and women, respectively. This result is very
significant and suggests that Clicking is not solely a function of traits and
is greatly associated with interaction. In fact, the longer it takes actors
to decide, the more they report having a bonding experience with their
partner.
Net of actor, partner, and dyad traits, we find significant effects for char-

acteristics of speech. Even though traits explain 15% of the variance in
Clicking, speech characteristics still bring an additional 7.5% of explained
variance—and this is within the narrow time period of four-minute dates.
In supplemental models using only the first minute of each date, the effects

1627
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TABLE 7
Descriptive Statistics

ALL MEN WOMEN

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Dependent variable:
Clicked. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.69 2.14 5.00 2.10 4.37 2.13
Willingness . . . . . . . . . . . . . .47 .50 .56 .50 .37 .48

Actor speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.01 .01 .76 2.01 1.21
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .99 .00 1.09 .00 .88
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.01 2.02 .93 .02 1.08
F4—variable loudness . . . . . .00 .99 2.01 .97 .01 1.02
F5—turn duration. . . . . . . . .00 .99 2.06 .95 .06 1.02
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . .00 1.00 2.02 .90 .02 1.10
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.19 .15 1.34 2.15 .99
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.95 21.31 2.67 1.31 4.55
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 10.43 2.73 9.73 .73 11.05
Self-marker. . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.95 .07 3.09 2.07 2.80
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.18 .04 1.19 2.04 1.17
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .42 .00 .42 .00 .41
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.74 .21 3.81 2.22 3.66
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.38 .10 3.42 2.10 3.34
Question. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 5.42 .66 5.78 2.67 4.95
Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.87 2.06 1.82 .06 1.92
Function word mimicry. . . . .00 12.46 2.33 12.40 .34 12.51
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . . .00 .96 .01 .93 2.01 .98
Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .17 .00 .18 .00 .16

Actor trait:
Male gender . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.00 1.00 .00 21.00 .00
Body mass index ðBMIÞ . . . .00 2.56 .00 2.10 .00 2.95
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.52 .00 2.55 .00 2.48
Foreign born. . . . . . . . . . . . .25 .44 .32 .46 .18 .39
Looking to date . . . . . . . . . .00 .49 .11 .46 2.11 .50
Experience dating . . . . . . . . .00 1.34 2.05 1.14 .05 1.51
Time to decision . . . . . . . . . .00 1.41 2.03 1.31 .03 1.50

Partner speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.01 2.02 1.21 .02 .76
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.00 .00 .89 .00 1.09
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.00 .02 1.07 2.02 .93
F4—variable loudness . . . . . .00 .99 .01 1.01 2.01 .96
F5—turn duration. . . . . . . . .00 1.00 .06 1.03 2.06 .97
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . .00 1.00 .02 1.10 2.02 .89
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.19 2.15 .99 .15 1.34
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.94 1.30 4.54 21.31 2.66
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 10.53 .76 11.19 2.76 9.76
Self-marker. . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.96 2.06 2.81 .06 3.10
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.18 2.04 1.17 .04 1.19
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .42 .00 .41 .00 .43
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.76 2.21 3.68 .00 3.82
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 3.38 2.10 3.33 .10 3.42
Question. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 5.43 2.68 4.96 .68 5.79
Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 1.86 .07 1.93 2.07 1.80
Function word mimicry. . . . .00 12.50 .34 12.59 2.34 12.40
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . . .00 .96 2.01 .98 .01 .94

This content downloaded from 171.67.216.22 on Thu, 4 Jul 2013 14:32:06 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


of speech are greatly diminished. With each additional minute of commu-
nication, we find that speech gains in salience and effect. The more com-
munication is performed, the more interaction breaks the scope condi-
tions of trait explanations. As such, the longer operation of feedback loops
builds up collective effervescence and supports the suggested relevance of
interaction ritual theory.
Table 8 shows how each speech feature corresponds with a sense of

having clicked. The first set of speech features reflect emotional intensifi-
cation. Both men and women experience a sense of connection when they
express forms of excitement, but they seem to draw on slightly different
gender ideals. For example, men use laughter, vary their loudness ðF4Þ, and
reduce their pitch variance ðF6Þ. This reduction in pitch variance is con-
sistent with the generally narrower use of the pitch space by men in
American English, suggesting that this reduction has the role of leading the
man’s prosody toward a masculine ideal. Women also signal excitement
but toward a feminine ideal ðCollins andMissing 2003; Feinberg et al. 2008;
Jones et al. 2010; Puts et al. 2011Þ: they raise ðF1Þ and vary their pitch ðF6Þ,
speak softer ðF2Þ and vary their loudness ðF4Þ, and take shorter turns ðF5Þ.
Women use more forms of prosodic expression than do men, and their use
of a wider pitch range is also distinctive.
The second set of speech features ð“I,” “you,” self-markers, hedgesÞ are

chosen to reflect targeting and situational alignments. We hypothesized
that a consistent use of pronouns would indicate whether one speaker is
the target of conversation and that self-markers and hedges would be
markers of social engagement and social distancing, respectively. We found
that women ðbut not menÞ sense a connection with their dates when they
render themselves the target of conversation and when they align with the

1629

TABLE 7 (Continued )

ALL MEN WOMEN

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .17 .00 .16 .00 .18
Partner trait:
BMI. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.55 .00 2.93 .00 2.11
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 2.52 .00 2.48 .00 2.56

Dyad trait:
Order in evening. . . . . . . . . .00 5.33 2.16 5.27 .17 5.38
Prior familiarity . . . . . . . . . .00 .47 .00 .46 .00 .48
Hobby difference . . . . . . . . .00 10.90 2.05 10.92 .05 10.89

NOTE.—N 5 1,883 sides, 947 dates, and 110 individuals ð56 men and 54 womenÞ. All
variables are grand mean centered and represent the sample average, except for BMI and
height, which are gender mean centered. Therefore, many variables and their effects begin
with an average person in the sample and then account for unit increases from there. Data are
from the Speed Date Corpus.
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TABLE 8
Dyadic Model Predicting Actor’s Sense of Having “Clicked” with Partner

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð3Þ
BIVARIATE MODEL SPEECH MODEL FULL MODEL

Men Women Men Women Men Women

b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE

Intercept . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10 .16 2.22 .16** .16 .23 2.45 .20***
Actor speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . .15 .101 .19 .06** .11 .12 .12 .07 .11 .12 .25 .06***
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . .05 .06 2.14 .081 2.05 .07 2.20 .09* 2.07 .07 2.20 .09**
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . .12 .081 2.03 .07 .04 .09 2.02 .07 2.01 .09 2.02 .07
F4—variable loudness . . . . .17 .07* .51 .07*** .15 .08* .39 .08*** .21 .08** .39 .08***
F5—turn duration . . . . . . . 2.10 .07 2.11 .07 2.04 .11 2.25 .10* 2.03 .10 2.25 .09**
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . 2.11 .08 .18 .06** 2.20 .09* .16 .07* 2.20 .09* .17 .06*
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . .04 .05 .06 .07 .12 .06 .01 .07 .11 .06 .01 .07
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25 .03*** .25 .02*** .30 .04** .08 .02 .31 .04** .10 .02
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10 .01 .27 .01*** .12 .01 .13 .01 .12 .01 .22 .01*
Self-marker . . . . . . . . . . . . .06 .02 .26 .02*** .01 .03 .23 .03** .01 .02 .22 .03**
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . .04 .06 .01 .06 .01 .06 2.05 .06 .01 .06 2.01 .06
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18 .16* .17 .17* .11 .17 .10 .17 .09 .17 .09 .15
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12 .021 .16 .02* .06 .02 2.04 .02 .01 .02 .05 .02
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.05 .02 .14 .021 .05 .02 2.03 .02 2.12 .02 2.15 .02*
Question . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.07 .01 2.20 .01** 2.02 .01 2.32 .02*** 2.02 .01 2.17 .01*
Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.04 .04 .09 .04 2.13 .041 2.10 .04 2.12 .04 .00 .04
Function word mimicry . . . 2.01 .01 .28 .01*** 2.11 .01 .17 .011 2.15 .01 .08 .01
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . .17 .07* .20 .07** 2.02 .12 2.06 .11 .03 .11 2.08 .10
Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . .01 .40 .13 .421 .01 .41 .10 .42 .05 .40 .10 .381

Actor trait:
BMI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .02 .03 .28 .02*** 2.01 .03 .21 .02**
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20 .03** .05 .03 .25 .03*** .04 .03
Foreign born . . . . . . . . . . . 2.04 .07 2.09 .09** 2.26 .17*** 2.33 .19***
Looking to date . . . . . . . . . .15 .15* .19 .14** .13 .161 .33 .14***
Experience dating . . . . . . . .22 .07** .07 .05 .20 .07* .19 .05***
Time to decision. . . . . . . . . .36 .05*** .60 .04*** .44 .06*** .60 .04***
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Partner speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . .20 .06** 2.03 .10 .14 .071 .02 .10 .14 .071 .04 .10
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . .12 .081 .06 .07 .09 .10 .00 .07 .12 .10 .07 .07
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . .10 .07 2.05 .08 .09 .08 2.02 .09 .12 .07 2.01 .08
F4—variable loudness . . . . .09 .07 .28 .07*** 2.05 .08 .09 .08 2.01 .08 .08 .07
F5—turn duration . . . . . . . .05 .07 2.08 .07 .18 .111 2.02 .10 .10 .10 2.09 .09
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . .04 .06 .16 .08* .04 .07 .12 .09 .03 .07 .04 .09
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . 2.02 .07 .08 .05 .02 .07 2.11 .05 2.01 .07 2.06 .05
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15 .02* .24 .03*** .08 .02 2.01 .04 .04 .02 2.08 .04
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19 .01** .16 .01* .24 .01* .01 .01 .21 .01* .01 .01
Self-marker . . . . . . . . . . . . .12 .021 .12 .021 .05 .03 2.13 .021 .01 .03 2.09 .02
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . .14 .06* .24 .06*** .08 .06 .16 .06* .06 .06 .16 .05*
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11 .17 .23 .16*** .08 .17 .16 .16* .09 .17 .12 .151

“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16 .02* .33 .02*** .11 .02 .11 .02 .08 .02 .15 .02*
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.11 .02 .20 .02** 2.22 .02** .07 .02 2.17 .02* .04 .02
Question . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12 .011 .01 .01 .12 .02 2.23 .01** .13 .02 2.14 .011

Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . .05 .04 .26 .04*** .01 .04 .16 .04* 2.03 .04 .17 .04*
Function word mimicry . . . .00 .01 .24 .01*** 2.12 .01 .07 .01 2.04 .01 2.02 .01
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . .17 .07* .25 .07*** 2.10 .11 .16 .11 2.11 .11 .21 .10*
Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . .01 .42 .03 .39 .01 .43 .04 .38 2.02 .42 .05 .35

Partner trait:
BMI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.33 .02*** .05 .03 2.23 .03** .04 .03
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .00 .03 .14 .031 .07 .03 .13 .031

Dyad trait:
Order in evening . . . . . . . . .04 .01 2.12 .011 .03 .01 2.19 .01**
Prior familiarity . . . . . . . . . .06 .16 .19 .15** .07 .15 .20 .13**
Hobby difference . . . . . . . . 2.05 .01 2.33 .01*** 2.13 .011 2.29 .01***

NOTE.—Full model N5 1,883 observations within 947 dyads. Unconditional models show that 8.5% of the variance occurs within the dyad, and 91.5% occurs between them.
Many other variables were explored with no effect ðmimic content words, back channels, alter is foreign born, etc.Þ. Model covariances help identify degree to which actor and
partner variance is explained: 14% and 4% for speech and 30% and 12% for full model. Data are from the Speed Date Corpus.

1 P < .10.
* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.
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TABLE 9
Dyadic Models Predicting Actor’s Willingness to Date Partner

ð1Þ ð2Þ ð3Þ
BIVARIATE MODEL SPEECH MODEL FULL MODEL

Men Women Men Women Men Women

Odds SE Odds SE Odds SE Odds SE Odds SE Odds SE

Intercept . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.24 .10*** .74 .10*** 1.25 .11*** .64 .15***
Actor speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . 1.13 .10 1.24 .06** 1.17 .14 1.21 .08 1.20 .15 1.46 .10**
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . .95 .06 1.03 .08 .92 .08 1.02 .10 .99 .09 1.00 .12
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . 1.11 .07 .89 .061 1.07 .09 .85 .081 1.05 .10 .82 .09*
F4—variable loudness . . . . 1.06 .07 1.25 .07** 1.11 .08 1.30 .09** 1.20 .101 1.31 .10**
F5—turn duration . . . . . . . .88 .071 1.16 .07* 1.12 .12 1.04 .11 1.16 .12 1.09 .12
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . 1.00 .08 1.21 .06** .92 .09 1.24 .08* .96 .11 1.28 .09**
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . .89 .051 .91 .07 .95 .06 .81 .09* .98 .06 .81 .10*
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.37 .03*** 1.11 .01 1.25 .051 1.08 .02 1.38 .05* 1.15 .02
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.03 .01 1.28 .01*** 1.05 .01 1.17 .01 1.12 .01 1.37 .01**
Self-marker . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.06 .02 1.21 .02** 1.10 .03 1.15 .03 1.09 .03 1.13 .04
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . .94 .06 .84 .06* .89 .06 .78 .07** .88 .07 .79 .08*
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.04 .16 1.06 .16 .96 .18 1.09 .18 .95 .19 1.08 .20
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .99 .02 1.12 .021 .95 .02 1.03 .02 .95 .02 1.16 .03
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .85 .02* 1.25 .02*** .88 .02 1.16 .031 .85 .031 1.05 .03
Question . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .93 .01 .74 .01*** .91 .01 .73 .02*** .92 .02 .84 .021

Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . .97 .04 .89 .04 .94 .04 .78 .05** .89 .05 .82 .051

Function word mimicry . . . .93 .01 1.21 .01** .97 .01 1.02 .01 .91 .01 .91 .01
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . 1.23 .08** 1.06 .07 .95 .13 .92 .12 .95 .13 .86 .13
Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . .96 .37 .99 .41 .98 .41 .95 .47 1.00 .43 .94 .53

Actor trait:
BMI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .95 .03 1.22 .02** .86 .041 1.13 .03
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .78 .03*** 1.09 .03 .77 .03** 1.13 .04
Foreign born . . . . . . . . . . . 1.05 .07 .93 .09* .97 .10 .89 .13*
Looking to date . . . . . . . . . 1.17 .14* 1.18 .14* 1.08 .18 1.41 .19***
Experience dating . . . . . . . .90 .06 .97 .05 .90 .08 1.05 .07
Time to decision. . . . . . . . . 1.58 .05*** 2.01 .05*** 1.63 .06*** 2.17 .06***
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Partner speech:
F1—max pitch . . . . . . . . . . 1.08 .05 1.01 .10 .96 .07 1.01 .13 .93 .08 1.02 .16
F2—loudness . . . . . . . . . . . 1.05 .08 1.15 .06* .96 .10 1.12 .08 1.08 .12 1.21 .09*
F3—min pitch . . . . . . . . . . 1.07 .06 .93 .07 1.06 .08 1.02 .09 1.09 .09 1.03 .10
F4—variable loudness . . . . .98 .07 1.17 .07* .87 .081 1.05 .09 .92 .09 1.09 .10
F5—turn duration . . . . . . . .90 .07 1.12 .07 .84 .10 1.17 .11 .85 .11 1.10 .13
F6—variable pitch . . . . . . . 1.03 .06 1.14 .081 1.09 .07 1.10 .10 1.08 .08 1.01 .11
Rate of speech . . . . . . . . . . .96 .07 1.03 .05 .98 .08 .90 .06 .97 .09 .98 .07
Laugh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.15 .01* 1.12 .03 1.08 .02 1.19 .05 1.07 .02 1.17 .05
“I” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.22 .01** 1.06 .01 1.56 .01*** 1.05 .01 1.51 .01*** 1.07 .01
Self-marker . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.05 .02 1.08 .02 1.06 .03 .99 .03 1.12 .03 1.03 .03
Appreciation . . . . . . . . . . . 1.15 .06* 1.11 .06 1.08 .07 1.05 .06 1.08 .07 1.07 .07
Sympathy . . . . . . . . . . . . . .96 .16 1.12 .161 .93 .18 1.05 .18 .91 .19 1.01 .21
“You” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.07 .02 1.15 .02* 1.06 .02 1.00 .02 1.07 .02 1.01 .02
Hedge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .87 .02* 1.07 .02 .80 .03* .98 .03 .84 .031 .97 .03
Question . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.30 .01*** 1.09 .01 1.27 .02** 1.01 .02 1.15 .02 1.19 .021

Interruption . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.06 .03 1.20 .04** 1.04 .04 1.20 .05* 1.02 .05 1.25 .05*
Function word mimicry . . . .90 .01 1.26 .01*** .86 .01 1.16 .01 .90 .01 1.07 .01
Laughter mimicry . . . . . . . 1.35 .08*** 1.06 .07 1.16 .13 .89 .12 1.16 .13 .93 .14
Rate mimicry . . . . . . . . . . . 1.03 .40 1.04 .38 1.07 .45 1.05 .43 1.11 .48 1.04 .48

Partner trait:
BMI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .59 .03*** 1.00 .03 .60 .03*** 1.02 .04
Height . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .89 .031 1.21 .03** .87 .04 1.29 .04**

Dyad trait:
Order in evening . . . . . . . . .84 .01* .99 .01 .78 .01** .92 .02
Prior familiarity . . . . . . . . . .92 .15 1.07 .14 .93 .17 1.14 .17
Hobby difference . . . . . . . . 1.06 .01 .68 .01*** .99 .01 .64 .01***

Model fitness:
Scaled deviance . . . . . . . . . NA NA 11,563 10,203
Change in deviance . . . . . . NA NA 1,076 2,436

NOTE.—Full model N5 1,883 observations within 947 dyads. Baseline model deviance5 12,639; odds5 expðbÞ, or odds of selecting Y due to a 1 SD shift in X. Data are from
the Speed Date Corpus.

1 P < .10.
* P < .05.
** P < .01.
*** P < .001.
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situation. The use of “I” and self-markers ð“Y’know” and “I mean”Þ and
avoidance of hedges correlates with the female’s sense of connection. A man
also reports connecting with a woman when she exhibits some of these fea-
tures.
A post hoc investigation of the corpus reveals that the use of “I” and self-

markers in speech tended to occur in very engaged narrative situations,
when daters were passionately telling stories ðrather than just answering
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FIG. 3.—Predicted actor-partner effects for men ðAÞ and women ðBÞ; circles =
variables for actor speech; triangles = variables for partner speech.
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factual questions about their hobbies or backgroundsÞ. We can see this in
these randomly selected turns by different women who rely heavily on “I”
and self-markers:

Female 1: And no one ever asked questions and everyone was confused and
no one would ask. And, you know, I’m thinking why didn’t I ask
questions back then, like, I’m sure everyone else—

. . .
Female 2: Yeah. I mean I’m proud of my craziness. I mean like, I define it as

free and, you know, full of passion. And my best friend is very the-
atrical herself.

Our results counter the view that, because hedges are politeness markers
that soften and downplay claims, they thereby potentially correspond with
a successful dating conversation. The negative association between hedges
and clicking is instead consonant with Ranganath, Jurafsky, and McFar-
land’s ð2013Þ finding that increased use of hedges is associated with judg-
ments of awkwardness or situational discomfort. Ranganath et al. ð2013Þ
suggest that the function of hedges, indicating a lack of commitment to a
proposition, extendsmetalinguistically to the pragmatic or social sphere and
indicates the speaker’s lack of commitment to the conversation as a whole.
The reduced frequency of women’s hedges in dates that click is also conso-
nant with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) finding that empowered speakers
speak baldly toward lower-status individuals.
Our results from the first two sets of speech features indicate that men

click with women who express excitement ðe.g., raised pitchÞ, are engaged
ð“I” and self-markersÞ, and avoid hedging. These results suggest that women
and men sense a connection when the female is rendered the target and is
engaged in the situation. The male does not mirror the female’s moves but,
rather, reinforces the mutual coordination of their distinct participation sta-
tuses ði.e., a reciprocal asymmetrical performanceÞ.
The third set of speech features was chosen to reflect interpersonal align-

ments the participants take up with one another. Here, our constructs all
reflect either the first or second part in pairwise interactions or ritual in-
terchanges. Were these to show up as significant across genders, it would
suggest that alignments are used in reciprocal symmetrical ways like a copy-
cat game, and we see no evidence for this. Instead, we see that the features
are significant mostly for one gender over the other ði.e., for womenÞ. First,
we observe women connecting with male partners who assume a second-pair
part in supportive interchanges. They connect with men who use more ap-
preciations and sympathy and who accommodate and mirror the woman’s
laughter. These results are consonant with the increased use of self-markers
and first pronouns by women; as the more selective party, women connect
with men who support them as the focus of conversation, talking about their
topics and aligning with their turns. As such, social bonding is greatly a
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function of performing a reciprocal asymmetrical performance via the coor-
dination of targets, engagement, and interpersonal alignments that place the
female in favored participation status.
One unexpected finding is that women feel they click with male partners

who interrupt them. As discussed above, previous results on the role of
interruptions show conflicting tendencies, some scholars finding that they
act as negative rites in which an imposition is made on the partner and
others finding that they appear as a sign of engagement and turn overlaps.
We therefore selected the female conversation sides associated with the
highest value ðthe top decileÞ of the clicking variable ði.e., those conver-
sation sides in which the woman felt the most clickingÞ and labeled the
conversational function of the first 100 of the 327 total cases in these con-
versations in which her date interrupted her. We found between 80 and 90
of these 100 cases of interruption to be supportive turns in which the man
interrupts as a way of demonstrating understanding. Men used a number
of ways of demonstrating that they understand and share interests.
The most common function of interruptions was as part of a joint cre-

ation of meaning, in which men share similar stories to the one the woman
just told, or extend an idea that the woman had, or bring up shared stances
or opinions, or even complete their sentences collaboratively. Coates ð1996,
1997Þ, in her study of conversations among women friends, found that
simultaneous speech of this sort was very common as they worked together
to produce what she called “shared meanings” or a “shared text.”Here is an
example of an interruption from the speed dates:

Female: No. I think the most amazing thing about the ½unintelligible$ is the
architecture, and then the gardens themselves. But no actual—

Male: And it was so nice outside.

Shared meanings can be built very explicitly when a speaker completes
another’s turn in what has been called a collaborative completion ðLerner
1991, 1996Þ or joint construction of an utterance ðCoates 1996, 1997Þ, such
as these examples in our data:

Female: So are you almost—
Male: On my way out, yeah—
. . .
Female: I’m feeling a little silly. This is like—
Male: A little silly. It’s fun.
. . .
Female: —crazy like that? Ah, no, I—
Male: not crazy.

Finally, a shared meaning can arise from offering a shared perspective,
opinion or history, as in these examples:
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Female: I didn’t used to like it but now I’m—
Male: Oh same for me when I came.
. . .
Female: ½laughter$ Yeah. Yeah, I went there last year for Radio Head be-

cause they’re like my all time—
Male: Oh yeah, Radio Head is great.
. . .
Female: Yeah and listen not devoting your full attention. Kind of like—
Male: ½laughter$ Exactly. Yeah I had those thoughts.

In addition to shared meanings, interruptions can demonstrate shared
understandings by explicit assertions of understanding:

Female: Not necessarily male. I mean it happens to not necessarily be my
thing, but there are plenty of—

Male: No, no, I understand your point.

Or interruptions can demonstrate shared understandings by doing what
Clark and Schaefer ð1989Þ call “demonstration”; repeating or reformulat-
ing the interlocutor’s utterance to demonstrate understanding and ground
the utterance, as in these examples:

Female: We’re still on the low part—
Male: The low part, okay—
. . .
Female: So I’ve seen you at meetings and I feel like I’ve seen you at ½unintelli-

gible$ stuff like that and been like, I know who that guy is and—
Male: I recognize that guy.
. . .
Female: I don’t know ½laughter$. It just started. My undergraduate—
Male: you’re like as a little kid, like your parents tell you ½unintelligible$

like just—

In summary, we find that in the speed-dating scenario, these instances of
interruption are used by men not as a means of conversational control and
redirection but as a means of alignment and shared understanding in a
collaborative floor ðEdelsky 1981Þ, and that is why women feel a sense of
connection with them. It may also be significant that this conversational
style of building a shared meaning or shared text is also exactly the one
used by women friends among themselves ðCoates 1996, 1997Þ.
What about questions? The literature on questions finds that they can

act either as a positive alignment strategy or as a negative mechanism for
controlling the conversation. Our results show a negative association be-
tween questioning and clicking. Women feel disconnected when they have
to ask men questions or when men ask them questions. We therefore ex-
amined some of these cases in which questions were linked with lack of
bonding in our dates. We found that questions were used by women to
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keep a lagging conversation going, and they were used by men who had
nothing to say ðe.g., “Where are you from?” “What major are you?” “How
many brothers and sisters do you have?”Þ. By contrast, successful dates
were associated with coherent outputs of narratives from the two partners,
with long runs of high-energy, shared stories and few questions.
Figure 3 affords a visual summary of results for each gender. In this

figure, the Y-axis reflects the effect magnitude ð1 SD change in X from the
sample mean results in the presented change in YÞ, and the X-axis reflects
the level of significance ðe.g., absolute t-valueÞ. Circles represent variables
for actor speech, and triangles represent variables for partner speech.
Many of the aforementioned effect patterns emerge in these visuals but so
do a few new ones. First, the circles have greater significance and mag-
nitude than the triangles in both images. This means that while both actor
and partner features matter, the actor responds more to his or her own
speech than that of a partner.23 Second, figure 3B has more significant
speech features than does figure 3A. This shows that women give off and
interpret more communicative signals ð10 actor : 6 partnerÞ than do men
ð3 actor : 3 partnerÞ. Third, looking across figures we see comparable sets
of variables across genders that suggest shared views ðe.g., reciprocal
symmetry on variable loudness; reciprocal asymmetry on “I,” “you,” self-
markers, hedges, max and variable pitch, appreciation, and sympathyÞ.
Last, the remaining differences suggest gender ideals are being taken up
ðe.g., females question less, take shorter turns, and speak quieter, while men
speak monotoneÞ.
In sum, then, we find that men and women are using a variety of ritual

maneuvers to establish alignments, targets, and synchronization—and
they reveal a pattern reflective of heterosexual norms of dating. Both gen-
ders express excitement when they connect—but often by different means
that correspond with gender ideals ðWest and Zimmerman 1987Þ. Men
vary their loudness, increase laughter, and becomemonotone.Women raise
and vary their pitch and vary their loudness. Our results for alignments
suggest that both genders experience a sense of connection when they mu-
tually render the female a point of focus and men act in a supporting role.
Women sense a connection when they are engaged, they express them-
selves, and men support and understand them. Both parties avoid signs of
disconnect like questioning and hedging. In sum, the pattern of results
suggests that dating is a reciprocal asymmetrical performance in which
both genders express excitement according to gender ideals, and both sus-
tain women in a favored participation status.
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clicking. This can be considered a second-order reflection on mutual solidarity that
arises when both sides project their own feelings on the label of a relationship.
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Table 9 presents results for Willingness. Here we observe fewer signif-
icant associations, but most are consistent with the relations seen in table 8.
For example, as before, women are significantly less likely to select a
partner than are men. There are some differences, however. For example,
male speech characteristics are far less relevant to their selection of a date
than to their perception of clicking with their date. By contrast, women’s
results remain more consistent across models of Clicking and Willingness.
This implies that men experience the activity of mate selection differently
from women. Whereas women experience a greater significance for com-
munication, men experience less of one, and neither may be fully aware of
how they operate. Much like the prior literature suggests, male speech
corresponds less with their decisions to date, and much of their choice is
tied up in the woman’s appearance.
Looking at the effects of traits, we see that an average man is more likely

to pick females when he is taller and takes longer to make a decision, and
men are especially attracted to women with lower than average BMI. By
contrast, an average woman is more likely to select a man when she is not a
foreigner, she is looking to date, and she takes longer to make a decision.
Women are especially attracted to men who share their hobby interests and
are taller than average. Hence, again, we see persons selecting on gender
ideals and interest homophily.
With regard to speech, a man signals his intent to select a woman when

he laughs and uses variable loudness, and he is drawn to a woman who
renders herself the target of conversation ðwomen who say “I,” “me,” “my,”
“mine,” and “myself” more than averageÞ. Female mate selections are far
more associated with speech characteristics than are men’s selections. A
woman signals interest in a man when she raises and varies her pitch ðF1,
F6Þ, varies her loudness ðF4Þ, uses the pronoun “I,” and avoids using
appreciations. In general, the woman signals excitement and expresses self-
engagement. Women are attracted to a man who speaks loudly and in-
terrupts them ðinterruptions that, as we show above, are used mainly to
demonstrate alignment and shared understanding, are similar to the
shared meanings created by women friends talking among themselves, and
are hence a positive sign of alignmentÞ.
Models of Willingness provide less insight on the experience of social

bonding than do models of Clicking. Not only are men less selective than
women, but they act as if they are playing a different game. Men appear to
pick more women and on the basis of appearance, while women appear to
pick fewer men unless they fit masculine ideals ðtaller and louderÞ and
excite and engage them.
In a final set of supplemental models for Willingness, we introduced

the actor and partner reports of clicking. We did this so as to determine
whether the speech features associated with mate selection are mediated
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by a sense of dyadic effervescence, or bonding. Upon introducing Click-
ing into the model, we observe that only the actor’s ðperceiver’sÞ sense of
bonding matters, not the partner’s. A 1 standard deviation increase in the
actor’s sense of clicking is associated with 5.74 and 4.06 greater odds of se-
lecting a partner for men and women, respectively. This effect is five times
greater than any other feature, and it holds net of reports on the partner’s
perceived attractiveness. Moreover, clicking mediates all the speech fea-
tures, and they drop from significance in the model. By contrast, the effects
of individual traits are not mediated by a sense of clicking. This pattern of
results suggests that participants’ sense of connection is more a function
of communication than individual traits and their comparisons.
In sum, we believe mate selection in speed dates is an insufficient proxy

for social bonding. The “game” of selecting a date is different from the
game of experiencing a connection. Women have greater say, but neither
party views matching as terribly serious. Given that most persons were
matched with multiple individuals, only half of the matched dates actually
followed up with an e-mail contact. By contrast, the sense of having clicked
seems consistent with notions of social bonding and, especially, with expe-
riences of social bonding and dyadic effervescence. The construct of Click-
ing is scaled continuously and affords greater variance to be explained than
does Willingness. In addition, reports of having a connection seem to ren-
der communication a salient feature without displacing the effects of indi-
vidual trait selection processes. The fact that clickingmediates speech effects
on mate selection is further evidence that when bonding experiences mat-
ter for selection, the perception of clicking and the ritual features driving it
are of great importance.

CONCLUSION

In this article we described how social bonding arises within initial court-
ship encounters. We interrelated theories of individual attributes and in-
teraction rituals so as to provide a broader account of the social bonding
process in courtship encounters. In particular, we highlighted communi-
cative actions that correspond with a sense of dyadic effervescence, or the
social force behind social ties. In this manner, we attempted to reveal how a
key integrative mechanism of society can be forged communicatively.
While prior research has emphasized individual ðstatusesÞ and dyadic

characteristics that bring couples together, our results reveal the impor-
tance of a courtship situation in which a sense of connection is had when
both parties experience intensified emotions and mutually render the em-
powered individual the focus. We find that mutual excitement is associ-
ated with a sense of interpersonal chemistry but that this excitement is ex-
pressed in distinct ways for each gender. For example, men laugh and vary

1640

American Journal of Sociology

This content downloaded from 171.67.216.22 on Thu, 4 Jul 2013 14:32:06 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


their volume, while women raise and vary their pitch. We also find that
participants in courtship encounters feel a sense of connection when they
assume complementary parts and keep the empowered party’s self in fo-
cus. When the subordinate suitor ðmale, in this caseÞ reinforced this focus
and aligned with the superordinate, and the empowered suitor ðfemaleÞ
was engaged, they both regarded the encounter as a success and enjoyable.
This occurred when men expressed sympathy and appreciation of their
dates, and women targeted themselves as a subject ð“I”Þ and engaged the
situation ðe.g., by using self-markersÞ.
We believe this sort of encounter—with differentially empowered indi-

viduals, complementary parts, and mixed motives—is actually quite com-
mon. Our findings likely share some semblance with encounters between
employer and employee, doctor and patient, and teacher and student and
even encounters between individuals with complex combinations of status
characteristics ðsee Duneier andMolotch 1999; Duneier 2000, pp. 188–216;
Pentland 2008Þ. While there will be differences across contexts, some of
the same logics will hold when the coordination game is one of maintaining
focus on the superordinate and acquiring mutual excitement ðsee Gregory
et al. ½2000$ and Roth and Tobin ½2010$ for examplesÞ. Whether this is
beneficial to these relationships is another matter, as they likely reflect
societal inequities. But, as with speed dates, thesemay also reflect politeness
and deference displays that are specific to certain types of interaction or-
ders and encounters ðGoffman 1983Þ and, therefore, dependent on the
definition of the situation and the cued roles that frame them. Future em-
pirical work on asymmetrical roles and situations and their bonding ex-
periences is needed to establish this generalization.
In summary, our work has advanced prior research in several regards.

First, we broaden accounts of bond formation by placing attention on the
social interactions and communicative efforts in initial courtship encoun-
ters. We do this through a unique study of speed-dating events in which we
acquire large-scale, rich information on dating encounters in which both
selection factors and communication come into view. Second, we synthe-
size prior accounts of courtship interactions and propose a conceptual
framework through which initial courtship encounters may be understood
and potentially expanded. Our approach identified the convention of het-
erosexual courtship, how it is a reciprocal asymmetrical performance, and
how interaction rituals appropriate to it forge a sense of social bonding.
Third, we further interaction ritual theory by showing that the mutual
focus of attention differs by social situation: that is, dyadic interchanges
are different from the church services and political rallies discussed in the
Durkheimian model. This is particularly distinctive when the focus is on
whether persons in a temporary dyad are concerned with whether they will
establish a longer relationship ði.e., their mutual focus is on something in
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the interaction itselfÞ. On one level this is asymmetrical with a focus on the
female, but on a second level—what matters for interaction ritual theory—
is the mutual focus on the same object or target and the recognition that
each other is focusing on that.24 Last, we bring to bear on the study of inter-
action the methods of computational linguistics. Our application of com-
putational linguistic techniques allows us to explore the role of emotional
expression, mimicry, ritual interchange, and discourse markers in bonding
and, on equivalent empirical grounds ðin terms of generalizability and va-
lidityÞ, to selection variables and measurements.
Our results have several limitations and should be regarded as a first

step forward in a line of research. First, our data were limited. Noise is
common in our sample, and our time stamps are not fine grained enough to
cleanly capture turn overlaps. Current techniques of online speed dates us-
ing video cameras and headsets would afford higher-quality audio. Auto-
matic transcription alignments and additional funding for manual tran-
scription would also improve data quality. Second, our audio recordings
may miss certain communicative features that are very important to the
sense of clicking and mate selection. In particular, we did not acquire video
data, so we cannot determine whether perhaps women signal interest by
laughing silently or whether interest is best conveyed by body positioning
and physical gestures ðsee Grammer 1990Þ. Third, we lack streaming per-
ceptual data, so it is ultimately difficult for us to fully establish whether
interactions cause attitudes or whether attitudes cause interaction. For this
reason, we refrain from using causal language, and we believe it reason-
able to argue that persons find certain interaction attractive and that it
in some way leads them to sense a connection. When more fine-grained in-
formation is had, or more careful experimental conditions are established,
the causal direction will be more fully established.
Last, our characterization of women as more selective has multiple po-

tential explanations that we are unable to disentangle with the informa-
tion at hand—the prime issue being that certain gender ideals are staged
in speed-dating events ðWest and Zimmerman 1987; Ridgeway 2009Þ.
First, the encounter is named “speed dating” and is thereby clearly iden-
tified as a cursory exploration of romantic relationships in a convention-
alized encounter. Interactants arrive at the events with this framing in-
mind. Second, the dating encounter is partially scheduled and organized
for the participants. All the dates entail opposite sex pairings, so gender
distinctions are institutionalized in the dating structure. All the dates also
have men move from one woman to the next, placing men in a social po-
sition of seeking women and women in the position of selecting men.
Male rotation likely drove asymmetrical perceptions ðFinkel and East-
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wick 2007Þ.25 Finally, speed dates call on participants to evaluate aspects
of one another’s attractiveness and performances using scorecards, and
this is likely to further highlight in participants’minds how dates compare
to gender ideals. In short, evidence from a wide variety of studies of gender
in interaction suggests that, because the staging of the speed-dating con-
text is meant to give participants a socially “safe” sense for what is and is
not out of place with regard to courtship, this will favor conventional gen-
der roles in which the man has less power in romantic selectivity.
This sort of gender staging likely extends well beyond speed dating and

into many other natural settings like bars and, now, even to ubiquitous
online dating sites. The foregrounding of one gender over the other is highly
context dependent, and situations cue the salience of different forms of gen-
der display ðRidgeway 2009Þ. In the case of speed dating, we believe the
staging hyperritualizes gender ideals—even for our highly educated grad-
uate student sample. If the events were held at an all women’s college and
the women rotated across dates, then it is likely that the seeming appropri-
ateness of certain gender ideals would change, and gender asymmetries in
role performances could also shift in favor of the male role.26 Regardless of
why the power differential exists, the fact remains—in our results and in
other studies—that one gender is more selective. Because of this, our story
remains that social bonding in ðtheseÞ speed dates arises from successfully
playing a reciprocal asymmetrical performance focused on the woman.
Future work in this area would benefit from building off our article’s

empirical shortcomings. However, there are also various new directions in
which researchers could proceed. For example, in performing this study we
came across a large self-help literature focused on dating. Erving Goffman
spent a great deal of his effort studying etiquette manuals, and it is likely
that dating manuals are also worthy of study. We saw circumstantial evi-
dence in support of our characterization of initial courtship encounters in
these manuals. Distinct perspectives are consistently afforded each gender
ðGray 1993Þ. Male dating manuals come across as misogynistic and pred-
atory with the goal of being attracted ðe.g., with titles like “The Game”;
Strauss 2005Þ, and female dating manuals come across as describing means
of being more attractive to the right sort of partner ðwith titles like “The
Rules”; Fein and Schneider 1995Þ.
Future research could also explore the processes by which ties form in

initial encounters, develop, and then transition to other states ðParks 2007Þ.

1643

25Finkel and Eastwick ð2009Þ ran speed-dating events in which they asked either men
or women to rotate, and they found that the positional bias in which men are less
selective occurs only when the men rotate.
26We are unable to assess other explanations like evolutionary psychological models
based on evolutionary forces ðTrivers 1972Þ or rational choice models based on income
disparities in households ðBecker 1993Þ.
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Little work has looked at changing power dynamics in such transitions, and
a focus on communicative acts may be very insightful. Some initial work
ðDahlander and McFarland 2013Þ suggests that the mechanisms forging
social bonds ðdatingÞ may be different from the mechanisms that lead to a
sustained and healthy relationship ðmarriageÞ. Such work may help us bet-
ter understand how power relations in courtship can flip toward those de-
scribed in traditional heterosexual marriages ðSprecher and Felmlee 1997Þ.
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