HISTORY AND STRATEGIES OF
RESEARCH ON SOCIALTOUCH

Stephen Thayer

ABSTRACT: The history of research on social touch is discussed along with com-
parisons of different research strategies and techniques. Suggestions for future
research are proposed.

If intimacy is proximity, than nothing comes closer than
touch, the most intimate knowledge of another. The expression to
“know” someone in the Biblical sense is equivalent to having been
sexually intimate with them, to have known their body. To permit
another to come so close that bodies touch is an act of
vulnerability and trust. Qur personal space is a jealously guarded
commodity, connected in its most primitive sense with survival.
Because of this, of all the sensory systems involved in social in-
teraction, touch is the least frequently used.

The power of touch is also reflected by language which is
filled with expressions that underline the importance of the sense of
touch to communicate emotions as well as important subleties of
feeling and attitude—"‘a soft touch,” “a gripping experience,”
“gives me goosebumps,” ““deeply touched,” “to touch base”’ —the
list goes on and on. How is it that so many important impressions
and emotions are linked to touch and the different qualities of
touch and physical contact?

Frank (1957) captured it well: “Without tactile com-
munication, interpersonal relations would be bare and largely
meaningless, with a minimum of affective coloring or emotional
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provocation, since linguistic and much of kinetic communication
are signs and symbols which become operative only by evoking
some of the responses which were initially stimulated by the tac-
tile stimuli for which these signs and symbols are surrogates”
(Frank, 1957, p. 242).

Our bodies end with our skin, an impressive 18 square feet of
it, a vast surface on which to receive messages. And the skin is in a
constant state of readiness to receive messages. It cannot shut its
eyes or cover its ears; it is always on. Yet, even though the
messages carried by touch are very important, the occasions for
physical contact are few and far between.

Touch, as with all nonverbal behaviors, rarely has a unitary
meaning. Whether it is a tap, a shove, or a caress, the meaning or
message can profoundly change, depending upon a host of other
factors.

Consider the perceptual capabilities of the haptic system as it
is called, and the exquisite sensitivity of the skin and muscles to
variations in the sensory information it can pick up from touching
and being touched. Keep in mind the role these qualities play as
variables in the information communicated in touch: skin tem-
perature, texture, shape, softness, elasticity, and resilience. Con-
sider too the stimulus qualities of touch which can vary and alter
the meaning of a touch: duration, frequency, intensity,
breadth, continuity, rhythm, and sequence. Finally, consider the
body parts involved, the settings in which touch occurs, the
relation of touch to other communication signals, who initiates
touch, whether touch is reciprocated, whether an expected touch
is omitted, how a touch is responded to, and the relationship and
roles of the individuals involved.

A mass of information to process, and yet because touching
another’s body generates an immediate demand for a response, as
well as a very special intimacy or threat that is unique among com-
municative behaviors, touch is the most carefully guarded and
monitored of all social behaviors. For students of human behavior,
the circumstances, extent, and manner of touch in social in-
teraction both influences and reflects the nature of social relation-
ships between individuals.

Taxonomies of touch have been proposed, but they really
only capture the largest features of touch by categorizing ac-
cording to the roles and relationships of the individuals involved
(Heslin & Alper, 1982; Thaver, in Press).

What do we know about touch? How is touch studied? How
did research on touch begin? Touch is such a sensitive topic, that
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researchers have shied away from it because it seemed such an in-
frequent and spontaneous behavior and so many aspects of
touching were private and seemingly inaccessible. At the same
time however, a growing awareness of intimacy and the functions
of nonverbal behavior in the expression and regulation of in-
timacy, emotion, and social interaction encouraged attention to
the special roles played by touch in the balance of intimacy.

What follows is a look at the history of research on social
touch and the different stategies and techniques that have been
used to study touch.

EARLY BEGINNINGS

The origins of touch research can be described as a mix of
medical and psychological perspectives. The clinical literature
begins with Spitz (1945) who noted the physical and emotional
surrender that ate away at institutionalized infants who were only
rarely and briefly touched by their nurses. Marasmus it was called
in severe conditions, and the mortality rate for such infants was ex-
traordinarily high. Nature had intended for, or selected for, more
than just adequate nutrition. Without effective ““mothering,”
without adequate stimulation that comes from holding and
stroking, human nature did not develop normally. Food and
sanitary conditions alone did not adequately support life; touch
had been identified as a biologically necessary form of
stimulation, not just a sentimental and romantic human in-
dulgence (e.g., Casler, 1961; Korner & Grobstein, 1966).

The next major step in touch research provided the very first
scientific evidence about the role of touch in social and emotional
development. Infants were intentionally, experimentally deprived
of their mothers by a sophisticated and terrifying manipulation
that substituted artificial mothers for real ones. It could have been
human babies in some other world, but it was monkeys, primates
like us, that were used to drive home a point about the vital rofe of
touch and contact in human survival.

Harlow’s (1958) famous studies on maternal deprivation and
physical contact in rhesus monkeys was this landmark research
which established the need for physical contact as a drive as basic
as the need for food. The Harlows and their colleagues had iden-
tified an unlearned, biologically determined need for contact that
influenced both immediate and later forms of adaptive social-



15

STEPHEN THAYER

emotional and cognitive behavior (Suomi, 1984). Subsequent ex-
perimental research established that contact, movement and han-
dling were powerful forms of stimulation that enhanced normal
neurological and social-emotional development in human infants
as well (e.g., White & Castle, 1964). Moreover, contact also began
to be intensively studied for its role as a major component of ef-
fective social bonding and mother-infant attachment (e.g., Ains-
worth, 1979).

The next two attention-generating landmarks were lengthy
monographs on touch, each a gem of scholarship. The first, by
Frank in 1957, almost 30 years ago, was the flag-planting step that
defined a new and exciting research domain. The second, by Mon-
tagu (1971), sustained research interest by providing a broad
review of touch research and theory through the late 1960s, with a
second updated edition (1978). What these writers had done was to
pull together disparate bits of evidence—clinical, physiological,
cultural, and psychological —so that the importance of touch for
normal development was emphasized and clarified.

The next major push was given to touch research by Henley’s
early study (1973), and later book (1977), which tapped the
political-sexual side of touch with particular focus on the status
variable. Coming as it did during a period of increased sensitivity
to sexism and discrimination in general, a new face of touch had
been exposed, one that looked at touch as an expression of power
and dominance, status and control, with women generally in the
subordinate role with regard to touch liberties.

Recent research approaches have continued to contribute to
the literature by the variety of techniques and situations studied,
and smaller reviews have continued the tradition of pulling
literature together for general updating (Heslin & Alper, 1982;
Thayer, 1982) or special research interests (e.g., gender and touch,
Major, 1981; Stier & Hall, 1984).

A final element in the background of touch research has been
the “intimacy equilibrium hypothesis” (Argyle & Dean, 1965). This
idea seeks to explain how different intimacy behaviors are bal-
anced out by the interacting parties to keep the encounter at a par-
ticular level of emotional arousal comfortable for both. This per-
spective put touch into a larger conceptual category of behaviors
that were monitored and adjusted by the interacting parties to
regulate emotional arousal and keep intimacy within mutually ac-
ceptable boundaries.

How touch actually fits into the intimacy equation however
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has not yet been studied. In contrast to studies of mixed messages
that include words, facial expression, tone of voice, and so on (e.g.,
adults, Mehrabian & Ferris, 1967; children, Bugental, Kaswan,
Love, & Fox, 1971), touch has not been examined for its relative
contribution to the final impact of a message that contains either
congruent or incongruent elements. Certainly there are situations
that can be studied where touch alone, or manner of contact
carries a greater or lesser part of a message depending upon other
communicative behaviors.

What then are the strategies that can be used to study touch,
and what are the special concerns and options that are part of
touch research?

RESEARCH APPROACHES TO TOUCH

Research on touch can be divided into three strategies: (1)
self-report, (2) observation of natural or arranged situations, and (3)
controlled manipulations in a field or laboratory setting.

SELF REPORT

The self-report approach is best typified by jourard’s (1966)
classic questionnaire study about who touches whom where on the
body—a measure of what he called “body accessibility.” The
results he obtained with his respondents was the first systematic
attempt to look at the psychology of touch—that is, the relation-
ship correlates behind the variability and predictability of touch
behavior. Comparative body maps of touch accessibility were
devised which graphically and strikingly displayed the extent and
location of the different body areas of males and females that had
been touched in different kinds of relationships.

Why should these touch patterns be, and how did they get
that way? How soon were they evident, and what route did they
take throughout life? What role did touch play, and what functions
did touch serve at different ages?

Jourard’s research had raised a number of questions about
closeness, both physical and emotional, and the factors that tied
the two together. What was the connection between category of
relationship, self disclosure, and physical intimacy?

At the heart of his research were questions about emotional
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accessibility and openness, and the forces and factors that in-
fluenced these processes—touch in particular. With these first
sytematically gathered self reports, Jourard had created a begin-
ning data base relating gender and relationship to touch behavior.
In doing so, Jourard’s research also invited comparisons between
different decades (e.g., Rosenfeld, Kartus, & Ray, 1976) and dif-
ferent cultures (e.g., Lomranz & Shapira, 1974; Barnlund, 1975).

Similar comparisons are needed with different age groupings,
psychiatric and physical disorders and disabilities to add to our un-
derstanding of the role of touch norms in the lives of different
categories of people.

Self report was again used in another landmark study about
how men and women interpret different kinds of touch applied to
different parts of their body (Nguyen, Heslin, & Nguyen, 1975).
With this research shift, an important step had been taken beyond
frequency counts or the typical “touched” versus ‘““not touched”
coding dichotomy. Quality of touch was being considered. Here
for the first time was an attempt to consider the variety of touches
individuals used with each other from stroke to pat and so on, and
how they were interpreted. Although touching in and of itself was
important, how someone was touched often carried most of the
message. New research has extended this self-report approach by
considering a broader range of possible touch interpretations at-
tached to a wider variety of types of touch from two different per-
spectives —toucher or recipient (Pisano, Wall, & Foster, 1985).

A different sort of innovative method captured self report in
vivo by having respondents keep records of touch as they were
received (Willis & Rinck, 1983). Split personality or no, this
technique at least captured the immediate details surrounding the
touch encounter, rather than trust the more typical generalities
and errors of retrospective recall.

Recently, more studies have begun to code for quality of
touch as a dependent variable (e.g., Greenbaum & Rosenfeld, 1980;
Heslin & Boss, 1980), a practice long followed by ethologists (e.g.,
Hinde, 1972), and reflected most particularly by the elaborate
notational systems used by dance therapists for whom form is as
important as frequency (e.g., Davis, 1979).

Finally, systematic self report through questionnaire has also
naturally been the preferred technique for exploring matters about
touch that were too private or too personal. Indeed, details about
intimacies have been the topic of many studies aimed at surveying
contemporary sexual practices (e.g., Curran, 1975), marital
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satisfaction (e.g., Tolstedt & Stokes, 1983), and professional sexual
misbehavior (e.g., Holroyd & Brodsky, 1980).

OBSERVATION

Finding situations to observe is an interesting prospect that
raises three issues. The first is where to look? Without peeking
through windows one is limited to situations where touch and
physical contact are by definition, of a public sort. What kinds of
situations are these? The second issue is how to look at touch. That
is, which observational strategy to choose from those available?
The last issue is connected to the level of data analysis—what to
look at? That is, which touch behaviors to observe, at which level
of behavioral organization, and with what degree of observational
precision.

On the most basic level, no sort of sophisticated procedure is
needed for anecdotal reports about the nature of touch in
everyday life as people come and go about their business.
Hospitals and nursing homes, for example, were natural places to
observe the functions and power of touch since physical
examinations and procedures were so much a part of the depen-
dent patient’s circumstance while at the same time caring human
touch was rare and lost in the fast-paced business of efficient
caretaking. For this reason, sensitive nurses were among the first to
notice how important touch seemed to be in promoting patient
health and healing. Their casual observations (e.g., Aguilera, 1967)
and early attempts at data collection (Krieger, 1975) were the
groundwork for later, more rigorously controlled research on the
health-promoting benefits of touch (e.g. Whitcher & Fisher, 1979).

Anthropologists too have been prime sources of this descrip-
tive-impressionistic level of observation and continue to provide
valuable cross-cultural perspectives on the nature of touch in dif-
ferent circumstances around the world (e.g., greeting and
separation, LaBarre, 1947; child care, Mead & Macgregor, 1951).

More rigorous observational methods have also been used to
study these same naturally occurring touch situations. The dif-
ference is a more elaborated level of description and analysis of
the behavioral elements and sequences of entire events or en-
counters than is found in the familiar anthropological report (e.g.,
greeting, Kendon & Ferber, 1973). Other observational methods are
equally rigorous but are involved more in categorizing and count-
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ing touch in different contexts and for different relationships (e.g.,
cafe, Jourard, 1966; greeting and separation, Heslin & Boss, 1980;
beach play, Clay, 1966), than in more global and comprehensive
descriptions and analyses.

A compromise research variation observes a naturally oc-
curring social situation where patterns of touch are coded for in-
formation about touch quality (e.g., body part touched) as well as
for initiator and recipient characteristics (e.g., sex and race) (Smith,
Willis & Gier, 1980).

A final observational method seeks to create “‘natura
situations rather than wait for them to occur. By selecting different
populations to observe, and arranging for them to come together
where touch opportunities are possible, subject samples with dif-
ferent characteristics can be studied for differences in touch (e.g.,
conversations, Noesjirwan, 1978).

Infant and child behaviors have also provided rich op-
portunity for observing the role of touch in development. In fact,
developmental psychologists have been in the forefront of touch
research with their tradition of observing nonverbal social
behaviors especially as critical communication channels for
preverbal children (e.g., Bowlby, 1969; Stern, 1977).

Among the human ethologists, Blurton-Jones (1972) and
McGrew (1972) were the first to make systematic fine-grained mor-
phological-behavioral descriptions of natural social situations that
captured the forms and functions of touch behaviors in context
with other social signals. For young children in particular, physical
interaction was a frequent element in their social dealings with
peers and caretakers, even though peer touching dropped
significantly between one and two years of age (Swift, 1964). Pat-
terns of touch and contact have also been intensively studied for
the particularly critical role they play in attachment and bonding,
since touch and handling are predictive of a wide range of adap-
tive behaviors (e.g., Ainsworth, 1979).

Observational research of premature infants has also added
to a wider focus on the role of touch stimulation for these in-
cubator babies by showing how enhanced physical contact for the
premature infants may be both beneficial (e.g., Korner, 1984) or
harmful (e.g., Lucey, 1984) to these hypersensitive babies.

Observation of infants and young children interacting with
their parents has also tracked touch beginning soon after birth, as
one shaper of sex-role behavior (e.g., Leiderman, Leifer, Seashore,
Bartnett & Grobstein, 1973). Mothers and fathers have been ob-

ll/
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served for the different qualities and kinds of touch each tends to
use with sons and daughters, as well as for the different occasions
and activities when parents use touch with sons and daughters
(e.g., Lamb, 1977). Observational studies have focused on gender-
related touch behaviors between individuals beginning in early in-
fancy (e.g., Goldberg & Lewis, 1969) and continuing throughout the
life cycle. This approach is best exemplified by Willis” program-
matic series of observational studies that follow touch patterns in
natural situations through preschool (Williams & Willis, 1978),
early childhood (Willis & Hoffman, 1975), early (Willis & Reeves,
1976) and late adolescence (Willis, Reeves & Buchanan, 1976) into
adulthood (Willis, Rinck & Dean, 1978) and old age (Rinck, Willis,
& Dean, 1980). Willis’ fine beginnings are trailblazers that invite
additional research with a wider range of situations and subjects.

EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

The final strategy is one where investigators have controlled
or manipulated touch to examine its impact on behavior. We study
touch because it is so primitive, so physical, so private. Ethically it
is a hard area to manipulate experimentally in a laboratory setting
and still have the results mean much. At best it can describe reac-
tions to fleeting touch between strangers because it is hard to
create a legitimacy for contact in the laboratory. Touch other than
for attention or assistance is a rare act between adult strangers,
perhaps less so for children, and in most cases uninvited touch
from a stranger is experienced as offensive, intrusive, or
threatening (Sussman & Rosenfeld, 1978).

One of the earliest studies to wrestle with these problems was
the now famous field experiment that measured how a casual
touch by a librarian could shape borrowers’ attitudes toward the
library and its personnel (Fisher, Rytting & Heslin, 1976). The
results were startling. Here was the first experiment to show that
even a fleeting touch could influence attitudes and feelings be-
tween total strangers. The experimental gate to touch research had
been opened by this simple and elegant experiment.

For a while it seemed as though making skin contact as an ex-
perimental variable could accomplish just about anything. Ex-
perimentally manipulated touch for example enhanced prosocial
behavior (Kleinke, 1977), compliance (Willis & Hamm, 1980),
responsiveness to a marketing request (Smith, Gier & Willis, 1982),
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increased the size of a restaurant tip (Crusco & Wetzel, 1984), and
the good feelings between members of a personal growth group
(Cooper & Bowles, 1973), and willingness to help an overworked
college peer (Patterson, Powell, & Lenihan, 1985). Recently, touch
quality has been manipulated as an independent variable, adding
an important element of complexity and reality to the touch
stimulus situation (Paulsell & Goldman, 1984).

Were these results a commentary on the so-called ““skin
hunger” of many individuals cut off and insulated against human
contact in their depersonalized jobs in an impersonal society?
Could an accidental brush of skin break down barriers so fast, even
for a brief period of time?

A related experimental research track has been the impact of
touch in psychotherapy, the cure that traditionally only used talk.
Despite the advocacy of touch by eminent therapists (e.g., Reich,
1949; Lowen, 1966), touch has been largely avoided in modern
therapy because of sexual taboos in the highly self-disclosing in-
timate atmosphere of the treatment setting (e.g., Mintz, 1969).

The first experiment to chance manipulating something as
personal and ethically problematic as touch in a psychotherapy
situation was conducted by Pattison 1973. Her general intent was
to see how touch, in fact a very brief and light arm touch, might
break down discomfort barriers early in therapy and enhance rap-
port and patient self disclosure. Since this original study, other in-
vestigators have continued to use the format of slight touch as the
independent variable to study its impact on client disclosure and
progress (e.g., Alagna, Whitcher, Fisher, & Wicas, 1979; Hubble,
Noble, & Robinson, 1981).

Although healing by touch had a long and rich history among
many cultures and religions (e.g., Kaplan & Johnson, 1964; Murphy,
1964), modern evidence had been exclusively anecdotal. Indeed
the earliest observational studies of the positive effects of touch
by nurses were provocative in their conclusions but weak in their
controls (e.g., Aguilera, 1967). Subsequent quasi-experimental
work in a nursing setting (Krieger, 1975) encouraged study of the
benefits of touch and paved the way for later more rigorously con-
trolled research.,

The application of experimentally manipulated touch finally
gave empirical support to the value of the “laying on of hands.”
The appearance of Whitcher and Fischer’s (1979) experimental
study provided the first important documentation on the healing
value of touch. Particularly impressive and unique was the range
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of response measures they used —behavioral, physiological and
evaluative—as well as the extended time period over which they
monitored their patient-subjects.

Experiments on touching have also put ordinary people into
the role of judges viewing an encounter to assess how ex-
perimentally controlled variations in touching influence im-
pressions about the qualities of the people shown or the nature of
their relationship (e.g., Forden, 1981, with adults; Raiche, 1977,
with children).

A last, radically different perspective on touch research has
come from experiments on self touching, what Ekman and Friesen
(1972) called “self-adapters” and Freedman (1971) called “body-
focused movements,” where touch has been studied as a reflection
of cognitive processing and emotional state (e.g., Barroso, Freed-
man & Grand, 1980). Here the role of self touch has been examined
by manipulating the circumstances and states of mind designed to
affect self touching (Barroso & Feld, 1985). Although self touching
had long been observed in infant studies for its self-calming, self-
exploring, and self-stimulating effects, these were the first studies
to examine similar process in adults. Apparently touch served
some similar cognitive and affective functions whether it was done
by others or oneself.

A totally new face of touch was exposed by considering the
self touching behaviors of both parties in an interview
situation—in this case, a job interview —as these behaviors predict
impression formation and subsequent behavior (Goldberg and
Rosenthal, 1985).

CULTURAL FACTORS IN TOUCH

Throughout all of these findings, the spectre of culture cast a
long shadow. No experiment was safe, no conclusion secure,
unless cultural and ethnic factors were considered. Important dif-
ferences emerged from systematic laboratory (e.g., Noesjirwan,
1978) and field observation (e.g., Hanna, 1984) as well as clinical
(e.g., Huang, Phares & Hollander, 1976) and cross-cultural com-
parisons (e.g., Ramsey, 1984).

Culture provided a framework where intimacy and social
structure were expressed and maintained by norms and forms of
touch (e.g., Hoffer & Santos, 1977). Hall (1966) was the first to
speak of “contact” and “noncontact” cultures where touch was
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more or less common and acceptable as part of everyday life, and
early studies tried to back up these anecdotal impressions with
facts gathered by systematic observation of different situations
(e.g.,, Watson & Graves, 1966, conversations), and groups (e.g.,
Willis & Reeves, 1976, Blacks and Whites), but not without
challenge to overgeneralized stereotypoes (e.g., Shuter, 1976).

Sex and status also came in quite early as cultural reflections
of the power to touch another (Henley, 1973) as issues about the
greater liberty of higher status individuals (e.g., males, bosses) to
touch lower status individuals (e.g., females, secretaries) were
examined by observational (e.g., Goldstein & Jeffords, 1981) and
experimental work {Major & Heslin, 1982), and a recent major
literature review (Steir & Hall, 1984).

SOME IDEAS FOR THE FUTURE

Touch research is 20 years old now, just out of adolescence if
we mark its beginning with Jourard’s (1966) exploratory study of
body accessibility. During that time we have become more
sophisticated in our observation techniques and field experiments,
have paid increased attention to touch qualities and have selected
from an ever wider range of settings, populations and cultures.
Our understanding of status and gender aspects of touch is more
complex with better appreciation for the circumstances and func-
tions of touch. Age factors have been well explored, particularly
for the younger end of the age spectrum, although clearly more
work needs to be done with our ever increasing elderly population
for whom touch absence confirms isolation, physical deterioration
and loneliness.

Similar research needs are evident for the role of personality
factors in touch. After Schaffer and Emerson’s (1964) early ob-
servational dichotomy which characterized infants as ““cuddlers”
and ““noncuddlers,” with rare exception (Silverman, Pressman, &
Bartel, 1973), personality correlates of touch have been relatively
ignored. Recently a new line of research has appeared that seeks to
identify an adult version of this comfort/discomfort attitude
toward touching and being touched (e.g., Anderson & Leibowitz,
1978; Deethardt & Hines, 1983).

The domains of touch are open and inviting. We need a better
picture of friendly touch in adulthood to learn more about the
kinds of people who are more or less comfortable with touching
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and/or being touched in friendly, romantic and sexual relation-
ships. We need to learn more about how moods and other states
affect the initiation, interpretation and reaction to touch.

Body image and accessibility to touch is also an unexplored
area. Jourard’s (1966) sectioned, human figures showed which
areas had been touched in different relationships. If his male and
female figure-charts had been shaped in different body shapes
(like endomorph, ectomorph, and mesomorph for example), dif-
ferent touch experiences might have been reported by people with
different body types, body images or disabilities (e.g., Fisher, 1973).

Change over time in reactions to touch experiences might also
be charted for those going through changes in body image caused
by physical or psychological circumstance. Given the investment
people generally have in their own bodies, one would expect state
of health, appearance or general attitudes toward one’s body to
play a part in shaping perceptions and reactions to touching and
being touched.

A related question asks whether and in what ways attitudes
toward touch change with age? Do the meanings and in-
terpretations stay the same? And how might identity and ex-
periential factors be related to change and stability in these at-
titudes?

A last call for research comes from recent educational in-
terventions provided for children as preventative efforts against
sexual abuse. The consequences of these special programs on
childrens’ attitudes toward their bodies, sex or physical intimacy in
general is at some risk, as educators seek, for the first time, to
prepare children to discriminate between so-called “good touch”
and “bad touch.” Assessment of the impact of these com-
munitywide programs for children at different ages is necessary to
carefully evaluate the impact of these programs.

As a research area touch is unique. It is the touchstone of all
relationships. It is the gatekeeper of intimacy and remains the final
bond between people, even after words fail. Above all com-
munication channels, touch is the most carefully monitored and
guarded, the most vigorously proscribed and infrequently used,
and the most primitive, immediate and intense of all com-
municative behaviors.



25

STEPHEN THAYER

REFERENCES

Aguilera, D.C. Relationship between physical contact and verbal interaction between nurses
and patients. Journal of Psychiatric Nursing, 1967, 5, 5-21.

Ainsworth, M.D.S. Infant-mother attachment. American Psychologist, 1979, 34, 932-937.

Andersen, P.A, & Leibowitz, K. The development and nature of the construct touch avoidan-
ce. Environmental Psychology and Nonverbal Behavior, 1978, 3, 89-106.

Argyle, M., & Dean, J. Eye-contact, distance and affiliation. Sociometry, 1965, 28, 289-304.

Barnlund, D.C. Communicative styles in two cultures: Japan and the United States. In A.
Kendon, R.M. Harris, & M.R. Key (Eds.), Organization of behavior in face-to-face in-
teraction. The Hague: Mouton, 1975. Pp. 427-456.

Barroso, F., & Feld, J.K. Self-touching and attentional processes: The role of task difficulty,
selection stage, and sex differences. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1986, 10,

Barroso, F., Freedman, N, Grand, S. Self-touching, performance, and attentional processes.
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1980, 50, 1083-1089.

Blurton Jones, N. Categories of child-child interaction. in N. Blurton Jones (Ed.), Ethological
studies of child behavior. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1972. Pp. 97-128.

Bowlby, ). Attachment and loss. Vol. 1.: Attachment. New York: Basic Books, 1969.

Bugental, D.E., Kaswan, |.W., Love, L.R., & Fox, M.N. Child versus adult perception of
evaluative messages in verbal, vocal, and visual channels. Developmental Psychology,
1970, 2, 367-375.

Casler, L. Maternal deprivation: A critical review of the literature. Monographs of the Society
for Research in Child Development, 1961, 26, whole no. 80.

Clay, V.S. The effect of culture on mother-child tactile communication. Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation, Columbia University, 1966.

Cooper, C.L., & Bowles, D. Physical encounter and self-disclosure. Psychological Reports,
1973, 33, 451-454.

Crusco, A.H., & Wetzel, C.G. The Midas touch: The effects of interpersonal touch on
restaurant tipping. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 1984, 10, 512-517.

Curran, }.P. Convergence toward a single sexual standard? Social Behavior and Personality,
1975, 3, 189-195.

Davis, M. Laban analysis of nonverbal communication. Is S. Weitz (Ed.), Nonverbal com-
munication. Second Edition. New York: Oxford University Press, 1979. Pp. 182-206.
Deethart, J.F., & Hines, D.G. Tactile communication and personality differences. Journal of

Nonverbal Behavior, 1983, 8, 143-156.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W.V. The repertoire of nonverbal behavior: Categories, usage and
coding. Semiotica, 1969, 1, 49-98.

Fisher, S. Body consciousness: You are what you feel. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1973.

Fisher, J.D., Rytting, M., & Heslin, R. Hands touching hands: Affective and evaluative aspec-
ts of an interpersonal touch. Sociometry, 1976, 39, 416-421.

Forden, C. The influence of sex-role expectations on the perception of touch. Sex Roles,
1981, 7, 889-894.

Frank, LK. Tactile communication. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1957, 56, 209-225.

Freedman, N. The analysis of movement behavior during the clinical interview. In A.
Siegman & B. Pope (Eds.), Studies in dyadic communication. New York: Pergamon Press,
1971. Pp. 153-175.

Goldberg, S., & Lewis, M. Play behavior in the year-old infant: Early sex differences. Child
Development, 1969, 40, 21-31.

Goldstein, A.G., & Jeffords, J. Status and touching behavior. Bulletin of the Psychonomic
Society, 1981, 17, 79-81.

Greenbaum, P.E., & Rosenfeld, H.M. Varieties of touching in greeting: Sequential structure
and sex-related differences. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1980, 5, 13-25.

Hall, E.T. The hidden dimension. New York: Doubleday, 1966.

Hanna, J.L. Black/White nonverbal differences, dance, and dissonance: Implications for
desegregation. In A. Wolfgang (Ed.), Nonverbal behavior. New York: C.J. Hogrefe, 1984.
Pp. 373-409.



26

JOURNAL OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

Harlow, H.F. The nature of love. American Psychologist, 1958, 13, 673-685.

Henley, N.M. Status and sex: Some touching observations. Bulletin of the Psychonomic
Society, 1973, 2, 91-93.

Henley, N.M. Body politics. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1977.

Heslin, R, & Alper, T. Touch: A bonding gesture. In }.M. Wiemann & R.P. Harrison (Eds.),
Nonverbal communication. Beverly Hills: Sage, 1982. Pp. 47-75.

Heslin, R., & Boss, D. Nonverbal intimacy in airport arrival and departure. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 1980, 6, 248-252.

Hinde, R.A. (Ed.), Non-verbal communication. New York: Cambridge University Press; 1972,

Hoffer, B., & Santos, R.G. Cultural clashes in kinesics. In W. von Raffler-Engel and B. Hoffer
(Eds.), Aspects of nonverbal communication. Texas: Trinity University, 1977. Pp. 325-
329. .
Holroyd, ].C., & Brodsky, A.M. Psychologists’ attitudes and practices regarding erotic and
nonerotic physical contact with patients. American Psychologist, 1977, 32, 843-849.
Huang, L.T., Phares, R., & Hollander, M.H. The wish to be held: A transcultural study. Ar-
chives of General Psychiatry, 1976, 33, 41-43.

Hubble, M.A., Noble, F.C., & Robinson (1981). The effects of counselor touch in an initial
counseling session. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 28, 533-535.

Jourard, S.M. An exploratory study of body accessibility. British journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology, 1966, 5, 221-231.

Kaplan, B., & Johnson, D. The social meaning of Navajo psychopathology. In A. Kiev (Ed.),
Magic, faith and healing. New York: Free Press, 1964. Pp. 203-229.

Kendon, A,, Ferber, A. A description of some human greetings. In R.P. Michael & J.H. Crook
(Eds.), Comparative ecology and behavior of primates. London: Academic Press, 1973.
Pp. 591-668.

Kleinke, C. Compliance to requests made by gazing and touching experimenters in field set-
tings. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1977, 13, 218-223.

Korner, A. The many faces of touch. In C.C. Brown (Ed.), The many facets of touch. New Jer-
sey: Johnson & johnson Baby Products Company, 1984. Pp. 107-113.

Korner, A. F., & Grobstein, R. Visual alertness as related to soothing in neonates: Im-
plications for maternal stimulation and early deprivation. Child Development, 1966, 37,

867-876.

Krieger, D. Therapeutic touch: The imprimatur of nursing. Journal of Nursing, 1975, 75, 784-
787.

LaBarre, W. The cultural basis of emotions and gestures. fjournal of Personality, 1947, 16, 49-
60.

Lamb, M.E. Father-infant and mother-infant interaction in the first year of life. Child
Development, 1977, 48, 167-181.

Leiderman, P.H., Leifer, A.D., Seashore, M.J., Barnett, C.R., & Grobstein, R. Mother-infant in-
teraction: Effects of early deprivation, prior experience and sex of infant. Farly
Development, 1973, 51, 154-175.

Lomranz, J., & Shapira, A. Communicative patterns of self-disclosure and touching behavior.
Journal of Psychology, 1974, 88, 223-227.

Lowen, A. The betrayal of the body. New York: Macmillan, 1966.

Lucey, }J.F. The sleeping, dreaming fetus meéts the intensive care nursery. In C.C. Brown
(Ed)), The many facets of touch. New Jersey: Johnson & Johnson Baby Products Com-
pany, 1984. Pp. 75-83.

Major, B. Gender patterns in touching behavior. In C. Mayo & N.M. Henley (Eds.), Gender
and nonverbal behavior. New York: Springer-Verlag, 1981. Pp. 15-37.

Major, B., & Heslin, R. Perception of cross-sex and same-sex nonreciprocal touch: It is better
to give than to receive. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1982, 6, 148-162.

McGrew, W.C. An ethological study of children’s behavior. New York: Academic Press, 1972.

Mead, M., & Macgregor, F.C. Growth and culture: A photographic study of Balinese
childhood. New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1951.

Mehrabian, A., & Ferris, S.R. Inference of attitudes from nonverbal communication in two
channels. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1967, 31, 248-252.



27

STEPHEN THAYER

Mintz, E.E. Touch and the psychoanalytic tradition. Psychoanalytic Review, 1969, 56, 365-
376.

Montagu, A. Touching: The human significance of the skin. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1971.

Montagu, A. Touching: The human significance of the skin. Second Edition. New York: Har-
per & Row, 1978.

Murphy, ].M. Psychotherapeutic aspects of shamanism on St. Lawrence Island, Alaska. In A.
Kiev (Ed.), Magic, faith and healing. New York: Free Press, 1964.

Nguyen, M.S., Heslin, R., & Nguyen, T.D. The meaning of touch: Sex and marital status dif-
ferences. Representative Research in Social Psychology, 1976, 7, 13-18.

Noesjirwan, J. A laboratory study of proxemic patterns of Indonesians and Australians.
British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1978, 17, 333-345.

Pattison, ). Effects of touch on self-exploration and the therapeutic relationship. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1973, 40, 170-175.

Patterson, M.L., Powell, ].L., & Lenihan, M.G. Touch, compliance, and interpersonal affect.
Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1986, 10, 41-51.

Paulsell, S., & GColdman, S. The effect of touching different body areas on prosocial
behavior. Journal of Social Psychology, 1984, 2, 269-273.

Pisano, M.D., Wall, S.M., & Foster, A. Perceptions of nonreciprocal touch in romantic
relationships. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1986, 10, 29-40.

Raiche, B.M. The effects of touch in counselor portrayal of empathy and regard, and in the
promotion of child self-disclosure, as measured by vido tape simulation. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Maine, 1977.

Ramsey, S. Double vision: Nonverbal behavior East and West. In A. Wolfgang (Ed.), Non-
verbal behavior: Perspectives, applications, intercultural insights. New York: C.J.
Hogrefe, 1984. Pp. 139-167.

Reich, W. Character analysis. New York: Noonday Press, 1949.

Rinck, C.M., Willis, F.N., & Dean, L.M. Interpersonal touch among residents of homes for the
elderly. Journal of Communication, 1980, 30, 44-47.

Rosenfeld, L.B., Kartus, S., & Ray, C. Body accessibility revisited. Journal of Communication,
1976, 26, 27-30.

Schaffer, H.R., & Emerson, P.E. Patterns of response to physical contact in early human
development. Journal of Child Psycholo;gy and Psychiatry, 1984, 5, 1-13.

Shuter, R. Proxemics and Tactility in Latin America. Journal of Communication, 1976, 26, 46-
52.

Silverman, A.F., Pressman, M.E., & Bartel, H.W. Self-esteem and tactile communication.
Journal of Humanistic Psychology, 1973,13, 73-77.

Smith, D.E., Gier, J.A,, & Willis, F.N. Interpersonal touch and compliance with a marketing
request. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 1982, 3, 35-38.

Smith, D.E., Willis, F.N., & Gier, J.A. Success and interpersonal touch in a competitive set-
ting. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 1980, 5, 26-34.

Spitz, R.A. Hospitalism: An inquiry into the genesis of psychiatric conditions in early
childhood. In O. Fenichel (Ed.), The psychoanalytic study of the child. Vol. 1. New York:
International Universities Press, 1945, Pp. 53-74.

Stern, D. The first relationship: Infant and mother. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1977.

Stier, D.S., & Hall, J.A. Gender differences in touch: An empirical and theoretical review.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1984, 47, 440-459.

Suomi, S.J. The role of touch in rhesus monkey development. In C.C. Brown (Ed.), The many
facets of touch. New Jersey: Johnson & Johnson Baby Products Company, 1984. Pp. 41-
50.

Sussman, N.M., & Rosenfeld, H.M. Touch, justification, and sex: Influences on the aver-
siveness of spatial violations. Journal of Social Psychology, 1978, 106, 215-225.

Thavyer, S. Social touching. In W. Schiff & E. Foulke (Eds.), Tactual perception: A sourcebook.
New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982. Pp. 263-304.



28

JOURNAL OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

Thayer, S. Touch. In E, Barnouw (Ed.), International encyclopedia of communications. New
York: Oxford University Press, In Press.

Tolstedt, B.E., & Stokes, |.P. Relation of verbal, affective, and physical intimacy to marital
satisfaction. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1983, 30, 573-580.

Watson, O.M., & Graves, T.D. Quantitative research in proxemic behavior. American An-
thropologist, 1966, 68, 971-985.

Whitcher, S.J., & Fisher, ].D. Multidimensional reaction to therapeutic touch in a hospital
setting. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1979, 7, 87-96.

White, B.L.,, & Castle, P.W. Visual exploratory behavior following postnatal handling of
human infants. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1964, 18, 497-502.

Williams, S.)., & Willis, F.N., Jr. Interpersonal touch among preschool children at play.
Psychological Record, 1978, 28, 501-508.

Willis, F.N., & Hamm, H.K. The use of interpersonal touch in securing compliance. journal of
Nonverbal Behavior, 80, 5, 49-55.

Willis, F.N,, & Hofmann, G. Development of tactile patterns in relation to age, sex and race.
Developmental Psychology, 1975, 11, 866.

Willis, F.N., & Reeves, D.L. Touch interaction in junior high school students in relation to sex
and race. Developmental Psychology, 1976, 12, 91-92.

Willis, F.N., Reeves, D.L., & Buchanan, D.R. Interpersonal touching high school relative to
sex and race. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1976, 43, 843-847.

Willis, F.N., & Rinck, C.M. A personal log method for investigating interpersonal touch. Jour-
nal of Psychology, 1983, 113, 119-122.

Willis, F.N., Rinck, C.M., & Dean, L.M. Interpersonal touch among adults in cafeteria lines.
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1978, 47, 1147-1152.



