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. related information and a-smaller amount of~certainty-related .

- ~ ABSTRACT

_ This dissertation exannned the view that certainty- and '
uncertainty;oriented indfvidua]é are.indtviduals for whom certainty
and uncertainty,;respectively,care cognitiyely re]evant‘(Sorrentino,
Short,"& Raynor, in press). Study 1 examined wpether certainty- B

related behavioral descriptions about another were better remembered - -
» . f . .

- by certainty-oriented subjects than_uncertaintyéoriented subjects,

as a construct acce§§1b11ity mode1 of differences in the relative
accesstbility of certointy- andIUncertainty-related cgnstructs_
would predict (e.g., Higgins & King, 1981). Distortions of
evaloative1y ambiguous and eva]uative]y unambi glious deséripttons
were also exam1ned The data supported a cogn1t1ve structural view
of 1nd1v1dua1 differences. in uncertainty or1entat1on in terms of .
knowledge structures based on past exper1ence (or schemata) which
conta1n both certainty- and uncerta1nty-re1ated 1nformat1onl/yat is
both d1fferent1a11y accessible and d1fferent1a11y eva]uated by
certainty- and uncertamty—omented 1nd1v1duals'For example,
uncerta1nt¥-or1ented subJects are seen as having knowledge structures
composed of a large amount of pos1t1ve1y-tagged, uncertainty- °

Pe]
information that is, neoativeiy-togged or viewed -in a negative mamner.

A b1polar model of schemata.in the uncerta1nty-certa1nty domaln

therefore was- propd%ed to account for the resu]ts of‘Study 1.

A second study examined the re]at1ve ut111ty of two cogn1tive
structural views of d1fferences in, uncertainty or1entation. one in
terms of differences in 1ntegrat1ve comp1ex1ty (Schroder, Driver, &

ifi



- . T ) ' . ., "

StreUfert;—1967)-and the-other in terms of differences in se]t-
.schemata (Markus,1977) Compared to lTow need" for. uncerta1nty !
1nd1v1dua1s, high. scorers in "need" for uncerta1nty-tended to have
- more highly differentxated cognjtive structures and to display
better overall memory'for information about another. Uncertainty-
oriehted individuals had better relative memory than,certaintyg
-oriented indivtdua]s far accessib]e versus inaccessible behayioral
describtions about another oVer time; bot ‘the reverse was found on
an 1mmed1ate recall measure.. A general process1ng mode 1 1ncorporat1ng

both the integrative comp]ex1ty and self-schemata approaches was
- proposed to account for the observed re]dt1ons between unterta1nty
orlentation, "need" }or uncerta1nty, degree of cogn1t1ve structure
T in the’ 1nterpersona1 domain, and the process1ng of 1nterpersona1

" information. In summary, both stud1es supported a cogn1t1ve structura]

view of differences in uncerta1nty or1entat1on and revea]ed that

- this var1ab1e has important effects on the processing. and

4

emembrance of‘1nformat1on about others., .

Ty
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_CHAPTER ONE S L

A COGNITIVE APPROACH TO UNCERTAINTY OQIENTATION IN

TERMS OF BOTH CONTENT -AND STRUCTURE
. . o

3

(1) Introduction -

An important way in which individuals differ from one another

¥ ‘/////s:in their degree of uncertainty orientation. Uncertainty-oriented
3

7

individuals supposedly focus on the novel and unfamiliar; uncertainty
and uncertain s1tuat1onsrare’thought,todbe cogn1t1ve1y relevant to
them (Sorrentino, Short, & Raynor, in press). In contrast, certainty-

oriented individuals find familiarity and certainty to be cognitively

" relevant (Sorrentino et al., in press). Since many situations in our

daily lives involve some degree of certainty or uncertainty.as to
the outcome (e.g., meeting someone for the first tine, going to a #Bb
1nterv1ew, making a dec1510n) and srhce many of the trait-labels we
use reflect certa1nty— or uncerta1nty—re1ated behav1ors (e.g.,
careful,. adventurous, indecisive, tolerant), individual differences
in uncertainty orientation can be seen as potent1a11y hav1ng
1mpor'tant *fects on both our perceptmn and se]ect1on of s1tuat1ons
and on the way we perce1ve others. Research by Sorrent1no et al.

(in press) has, in fact, shown that'differences in- uncertainty
orientation have strong effects ondgerformancé in &chievement-
related situations (which, by defin?tion, invp]ve.sohe degree of
uncertainty as to the outcome). However, there has "been nOnresearch

on whether and how individua] differences in uncertainty orientation

affect our percept1ons of others and, most importantly, there has

" been 11tt1e research examining Sorrentino et al.'s (1n press) view

—a
Q




that unzértaﬁgyﬁforiontation is a'éognitive variable rather thon a
motiVa@iona] one. .This, then, was the focué of the’oresent résearch:
tossee whethor uncertaigty orientation can be viewed as a cognitive
variable that affects the'processing of interpersonal ihtormatioh.
More specifica]]y, this disseridtion had two main aims. These were . |
(a) to examine whether individual differences. in oncertainty

" orienthtion could be viewed in terms. of differences in chronically
access1b1e constructs, and (b) to examine the utility of a cognitive
structural app;oach to uncerta1nty or1enfat1on. In terms of the .
second aim, this research exam1ned the re]atjons between uncertainty
oriéhtation and the two cognitivé structural variables of integfative
compliexity (Schroder, 1971§ Schroder, Driver, & Streufert, 1967)
and\self-schemata (Markus, 1577), and attempted to determine which

Nl O

of these two cogn1t1ve structural variables, if any, prov1ded a
better basis for a more deta1]ed cogn1t1ve oonceptua11zat1on of
uncertainty or1entat1on than has currently been proposed These two
~var1aoles were chosen because they have received a fair degree of
atténtion in the 1i£orature, and because they appear to be highly |
related, in theoretical terms, to the variable of unoertainty |
orientation. - i

According to Atkinson and Sh1ffr1n (1968), the memory system can
‘be seen as involving (a) contro] processes that are under voluntary
control and which may differ considerably from one s1tuat1on or task
to another (e g.s rehearsa1 operations and research strategies); and
(b) permanent structural features that 1nc1ude both the physical

system and the built-in processes that are fixed and unvarying across

situations (e,g.. the short-term memory store). In terms of Atkinson.

<
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and Shiffrin's (1968) classification, the present researchfexemp]ified

"a cognitive structural approach. However, processing was also a

concern here since both proposed structural conéeptions of -uncertainty
orientation hold that structure affects information processing in’
certain ways (as_wi]l be discussed in this chapter).

The first study in this dissertation examined whether, individual:

. {
differences in uncertainty orientation could be viewed in terms of

differences in chronically aecessible éonstructs’(e.g;, Higgins &
King, 1981). ft therefore exemihed the phocessing consequences of a
cognitive approach to uncerta1nty orientation. The nature of
information recalled about another (or the tontents of memory) was

the variab]e of 1nterest here. More spec1f1ca1;;, thlS study

examined whether certa1nty- and uncertainty- or1ented subJects differ
in both-their memory for and distortion of certaanty- nd uncerta1nty-
relaQed behav1ora1 geser1pt1ohs of anotherA For exampte, according

to construct accessibility theory (e.g., Higgins & King, 1981),.

certainty-priented subjects should remember more. certainty-related -~ _

than uncertainty-related descriptions about another because cepfainty®

related constructs are more accessible (i.e., comé more easily to

' mind) than uncertainty-re]ated ones, Sihilar]}, qpceh@ainty-oriented

individuals shcu]d reca11 more uncerta1nty-re1ated descriptions

‘than certa1nty-re1ated descriptions because uncerta1nty-re1ated

constructs are more accessible. Support for this pred1ct1on, and

' others, would suggest that construct access1b111ty mediates- individual

differences in uncentainty orientation -and would have important
implications for a cognitive model of uncertainty orientation..

The second study in this dissertation Fddressed the major issue

)

o

)




of the relations between the thtee~persona1}ty variabtes of iﬁterest«' B
(uncertain%y orientation, integratiye complexity, ang self-schemata
in.the certainty-uncertéinty domain5 and also examined whether
Lintégrative complexity or self-schemata }n‘the certainty-ﬁn;ertaiﬁty
aéhain provided -a better match ‘to uncertainty orientation in

terms of simitar processing of accessible vs, inaccessib]é trait
information. In a study by Higgins;'King, and Mavin (1982)\individuals
10Q in level of cognitive structure in the interpersonal domain (as
measured by'Zajoﬁc”s (1960) variable of differentiation) digblayed4
signjfiéantly weakeg retative memory for accessibié versu§ }naccessible
interpersonal information than did iqdividua]g who were high‘in level
of cognitive structure. Consequently, in the present study, low

»

levels.of cognitive structure were.expected to be related to weaker
acces§1b1]ify effects than were high 1eve}s of:cognitive structure.
S1nce the st1f-schemata and 1ntegrat1ve complexity approaches to
uncerta1nty or1entat1bn lead one to expect relatively weak access1~
bility effects for d1fferent groups of subjects in uncertainty
'or1entat1on (the moderates in uncertainty or1entat1on and‘ceptawnty-
oriented subjects, respectively), this study was thought to provide

a clear-cut test of the self-schemata and 1ntegr6tive comb]exity
structura] approaches. Thus, the, importance of this second study was
that it attempted to prov1de evidence in support of e1ther a self-
schemata or an integrative complexity conceptua]1zatjon of uncertainty -
orientation, both of which have importgnt imp]ica;ions for.a cognitive
model of differencés in uncertainty orientation. Since there has been
little research on individual differences in construct chessibi]ity"

and on the nature and consequences of individual differences in ’




%“; uncertainty orientation, the present research was thought to be an

important and meaningful contribution becausé it attempted to
integrate these two dioerse areas. ) | s
The.format of this oissertation is as fo?lows 1n the present
. chapter, the var1ab1es of uncerta1nty or1entat1on,~1ntegrat1ve “’5
comp]gx1ty, and self-schemata are 1ntroduced and discussed one at a
time,-and then the theoretical and empirical relations béiween the »"’
three are considere&. In the second chapter, the h&potheses, method, |
and results of Stuoy 1 are presgntedrand the findings are discossed.
"The next chapter contains the predictioné,"méthod, resultsa\égq,@‘
discussion for Stuéy 2. The last chapfer--Chapter Four--integrates

. the results of the two investigations, presents general conclusions,

and suggests several directions for future research. ' ‘

.
5

-(2) The Major Variables of Interest | oL

(i) Uncertainty Orientation

As initially conceptua11zed uncertainty orientation was -

-
v

conéerned with one's des1re to either approach and master or to
avo1d s1tuat1ons where the outcome of one's actions is uncertain
(50rrent1no, Short & Raynor, Note 1) Uncerta1nty orientation

was viewed as aJpr:mary orwgeneral ;%%ive aroused in all situations
(becdbse all situations involve some degree oficeftainty,or
‘oﬁceriginty'as to oUtcome).that‘ioteracted dith seoondary motiveg
§uoh as achievement, affi]iatioo, and power (that are‘aroused

By particular situations). However, this'mot€vationa1 conception

» has“bden modified in recent ye@rs In ‘their most recent paper

v : on uncertainty orientation, Sorrentino Short, nd Raynor (in

> #
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g IR - i \‘, 6.
press) state that a cogn1t1ve c‘hceptual1zat1on of th1s variable seems
to fit the data best At p?esent, however, there is little direct - ‘
ev1dence regardlng the utility of a cognitive approach (A study by
Sorrentino and Hewitt«(Note 2) has provided some evidence that
uncerta1nty-or1ented subJects are more cogn1t1ye1y attuned to situations

1nvo1v1ng new information than are certa1nty -oriented subJects ) Ne

turn now to a discussion of Sorrentino et al.'s (in press) performance

data, which invo1ve the variables of uncertainty orientation (alsS\\\.
called resultant uncertainty orientation because it is composed of
two separate measures)‘andvachievement motivation.

+ Sorrentino et al. (¥n press) conducted three stud1es test1ng the
proposition that 1ndlv\dua1 d1fferences in uncertaznty or1entat10n w111
differentially affect penformance in achievement s1tuat1ons More ‘
specifically, they‘hypothesized that thefoften~found pattern of inter-

. action between task difficulty and achievement‘related mptivés onty'ho1ds
for uncerta1nty-or1ented.bersons Thig pattern of interaction between
task difficulty and ach1evement-re1ated mpt1ves-1s as foliows: Character-

istic differences'in performance due to achievement-re]ated motives

(h1gher performance for success—or1ented than fa11ure-threatened persons).

.~ are found to be greater at tasks of intermediate d1ff1cu1ty than at

very easy or very d1ff1cu1t tasks (e g ’ Karabeneack &«Yousseff 1968)
In the first study,‘where the number of comp]ex ar1thmet1c prob1ems '

correctly so]ved was the performance measure Sorrent1no et al (in-

1ntermed1ate 1n d1fficu1ty (p 5) when they were also Ui ertainty-

>
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; v or1dnted whereas the b1ggést dnfferences between success- or1ented.and x

failure- threatened persons Qccurred atlvery h1gh {pe= 2) and Very 1ow

levels qf least uncertainty or most certainty).
The second and third studies conducted by Sorrentino et al. Sin
nress)'teéted'predictions from Raynor's (1969; [1974) elaborated theory
df achievement motivation'which takes‘into account the relevdnge of .
future goals .to present performence on a task.| According ¢o. Raynor's
| e]abnrated theory, the charactéristic‘differe es. due td achievement- -
’ re1ated mot1ves are enhanced when subJects periceive that the opportunity
to engage in a future task depends upon success at the immediate, task
(cqntﬂngent path). Therefore, it was prédicte that syccess$-oriented ]
peréons shou]d’haue highér performanqe'and fai ure threatened persons
1ower performance 1n a cont1ngent than in a no cont1ngent path
because success implies still further ach1evement-or1ented act1v1ty and
th1s is positively mot1vat1ng to success- oriented persons. but negat1ve1y
mot1vat1ng to fa11ure«threatEned persons. Once Pgain, s1nce ach1evement
situat1ons, by definition, 1nvo]ve some uncertainty as to the outcome

(McC]elland 1961), individual differences in uncerta1nty or1entat1on

. ' 4
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Figure 1. Mean number -of problems correct for success-orﬁeﬁtéd O

(S/O) versus fa11ure threatened (F/T) persons as a funct1on of -

resu]tant uncertainty or1entat1on X probab111ty of success 1eveLs (P)

g\

in Study 1 by Sbrrent1no, Short, and Raynor (in press) L
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should affect performance. Since the contingent path condition implies

facing futdre situations with an-uncertain outcome, it should be of

- greater relevance to uncertainty-oriented than certainty-oriented persons.

Conversely, certaihtyzoviented personslshould find greater relevance

when there is no future s:tuat1on (noncont1ngent cond1t1on) Sorrentinp

A . ) 13

et al. therefore expected'a three factor 7nteractlon on performance (#

of complex ar1thmet1c probiems correct}y so]ved) as a funct1on of. achieve-

ment-related motives X resu1tant Uhcerta1nty orientation X .conditions,.
4
since a conceptua11y s1m11ar 1nteract1on was pred1cted and found in %

Study-1, The results of th1s study c]ear]y supported the hypothesis. In

the uncerta1nty or1ented -group, success or1ented sUbJectifperformed

*v 2

" better than failure- threatened subJects, and th1s d1fTerehce was greater

in the contingent than noncont1ngent path. For-the certainty-or1ented
group, however, the reverse pattern occurred w1th the success- or1ented
subjects perfonn1ng better than the fallure threatened subJetts in the

noncontingent condition, and this diffefence be1ng gredter than in

~ the cont1ngent condition. . - L a

The third study by Sorréntino et al. was aifiefd,study aimed at
replicating the results of the preVious‘study'(aﬁd also a study by Raynor,
1970), and thus providing some external validity to thein theoretical
notions. Subjects were classified. as either high_pr Tow in percetyed .
instrumentality of their tntroductory psychology course. Psrceizsd.instrur
mentality was determined by asking subjects how important dr re]eQént ‘
the course was to their future career‘plans. Mid-term and fina} exam
grades, and final course grades, served as ﬁbasures of perform;nce. On all
three measures, a three-way interaction was taund tn the predicted

/
direction. That is» uncertainty-oriented subjects who were also success-
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oriented had higher grades than those who were also failure-threatened,

and the difference was greater when the course was perceived as instru-

. mental than when it was not, Once again the reverse pattern was found

for the certainty-oriented group._The three‘studiéé that have been dis-

s

cussed theﬁefore'pﬁovide strong support for the proposition that indiv-
idual differences in resultant uncertainty orientation interact with ach-
ievement-relatad motives and experimental conditions to affect performance.

According Sorrentino et al. (in press), various aspects of thedr

L

. , J ]
‘. ddta suggest that a cognitive or tognitive-affective conceptualization of

N s 4 '
‘l” ~uncertainty orientation may make more sense than a motivational one.

4
. ~

. " Fot example, one major inconsistency conterns the fihding that

fai1ure~threatened subjects who are also -Certainty-oriented perform

better at -tasks with an‘%nfermediaie probability of SuUCcess (p = .5)
n than at veryseasy (p = .8) or very difficult (p = .2) tasks
(as seen‘in\Figuré 1). From é motivational viewpoint, one would
expect these subjecfs to avofd~uﬁcqrtafﬂiy and éheréfore to
perform worst at a task involving a higﬁ amount of uncertainty
_as to the outcome, whereas in fact they pgrform best at such akﬁask.
Thus, {f avoidance~wa§ really involved (as a motivational vieWw ho]dé?
one would expect the worst performance from certainty-orienfed,

failure-threatened subjects at tasks having a high amount of ]

dncertaihty as to the outcome:’ In addition, the pattern of achievement

)

'_ X uncéftainty X condition interaction found in the three studies by

‘Sorrentino et al. (in press) can be inferpreted in cognitive terms.
- : ]

For certainty-oriented persons, the biggest differencgs between those
who are success-oriented and those who a}e failure-threatened occur

at p = .2 and p = .8, which-are essentially certain situations. At

+

/
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p =-.2, one is almost certain to fail at the task, whereas at p = .8,
one is virtua]]j guaranteed to succeed. Conversely, for uncertainty-
oriented subjects, the biggest diéference between those who are
success-oriented and those who are failure-threatened occurs at p = .5,
wheré the outcome is most uncertain. Thus, the biggest differernce '
between subjects who are extreme on the secondary potive oécurs in
“the type of situation that is considered to be the domain of focus
fbr\those individuals according to a cognitive viewpoint (i.e.,
uncert;}n Situations ﬁpf:uncéftainty—oriented subjects and certain
situatioﬁs for certainty-oriented‘subjects), The second study in this
dissertation eXamined‘the uti]ipy of two different cognitive ‘
structural corceptualizations of uncerfainty orientation--the Airst
in terms of integrative compiexity and the second in terms of

self-schemata in the-certainty-uncertainfy domain.

(ii) InteGrative Complexity

The caognitive ‘structural vafﬁab]e of integrative complexity has

‘figured prominently in the research by Schroder and his colleagues

—

(e.g., Schroder, 1971; Schroder et al., 1967). Leyel of integrative

complexity or level of conceptual structure refers to the way an
individual receives, stores, processes, and transmits information.

In other words, integrativé cemplexity refers to individual

-

differences in information brocessing. According to Schroder‘et al.
(1967), integratively simple individuals look externally for rules

to avoid unberta%pty'and alternatives; are charactérized by rigid,

-

concrete thought structures and black-white thinking; are unable to

—y

take more than one perspective; have overgeneralized perceptions of

-—



others; and are intolerant of ambiguity. Integratively complex

individua]s, on the otherhand, exhibit exploratory and creative

'behavior; Took for diversity; have a flexible, adaptiye orientation”

t¢ stress; can combine and integrate schemata so that new relation-

12

ships are generated and uncertainty increases in the sense that more
\ -

“alternatives become availabﬁe; and have a'higher.CEpacity to take

"past conceptions of flekib

the perspectives of others than do individuals low in integrative
complexity. : .
Schroder et al. (1967) point out a number of 1mportant

differences between their concept1én of integrative comp]ex1ty and

ityy\rigidity. First of all, integrative
complexity is viewed as a structukal, information processing .
variable rather than as a content ‘variable. Second, .it i5 not

viewed as a general trait or cognitive style vatﬂable that affects

functioning in all contenht areas. Acc:;?eﬁa\te Schroder et al. (1967).,.
integrative eomplexity is specific tosa particular content domaih,

and therefore a person canbe integratively simple .in some areas and.

complex in others. Third} level of information’ processing in a given

4

area is not necessarily static over time. Situational variables -
. > ! :

“are assumed to affect the level Qf processing that a person displays.

" o.

As mentioned above, integrative c0mp1exi?y is viewed as specific
to a particular bgntent domain. The most Qide]} used measure is the.
Paragraph Comp]etion Test (PhereS‘& Schroder, -1969) which measures
structure in the area of social interaction. This contept drea 1s

relevant to the present investigations since tﬁey are congerned with
e Ty

the constructs one employs in categorizing the behavior of others,

memory for social 1nformat1on, and social Judgments The Paragraph

L]
o+
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Completion Test contains the following five sentence stems: "when'
. someone disagreés with me ...", "When I aﬁ in doubt ...¥, "When
others criticize me it usually means ...", "Rules ...", and
4 “Gonfusion ...". Subjecté'ar‘e asked to write two or three sentences
in respon§e to each stem and are given two minutes to do so. Their
responses to each stem are*scored on a seven-point scale from Tow

N (1) to high (7) levels of integrative comp]ex1tya~The criteria

employed in scoring subjects’ protocoi§ in terms of structural

- fbmplexity are outlined in a scoring manual by Phares and Schroder
(1969). In general, the rater scores responses using ru1e§ such as
the follgwing: Can it.be inferred that the respénse was generated
by a conceptual structure which failed to produce alternate
interpretations -of “the event?; If a number of alternative perceptions

i - occurred,. were they‘simulfaneously held in focus and compared?;

Was conflict, uncertafﬁty,'or ambjguity viewed as unpleasant? .
Two averages are generally obtained for each §ﬁbjecti the mean
scale score over the five sentences and'the mean of the top two

~ scores. However, both measures are highly corré}gzga’and both. are

satisf;ctory for experimental purposes‘(Schroder et al., 1967).
Schroder et al. (1967).rep6rt that the Paragraph Completﬁoq\
Test has been found to_correlate siénificant]y.wi%h scores oﬁ
Adorno, Frenkei Brunswik Levinson, and Sanford's}k1950) measure of
¢ ,author1tar1an1sm. The correlatton with author1tar1an1sm has ranged
from about -.25 to - Sﬁgower var1bus samples (Schroder et al., 1967).
Thus, 1nd1V1duals wﬁo are‘h1gh in integrative complexity tend to be
i . 10w.authori;arian§; and thase- low in iptegrative cqmp]exity tend to

e - be high authoritarians. Integrative comple.xity als& correlates
- s 4 ) 4

L




negatively (with borderline significance) with Rokeach's (1960)
Dogmatism scale (Schroder et aL§,.1967).‘Schroder et al. (1967) aTso
report that althougﬁ integ?ative complexity has been found to be
-significantly positively related to intél]iéénce (correlations
range from .15 to .45 over a number of samp]es),~it is not ré]ated
to either social desirability (Edwards, 1957) or verbal fluency ’
(the length of sentence completions). |
With regard to construct ja]idityy integratively complex persons
(in terms of interpersonal stimuli) have been found to score. higher
on role-taking pgrformance than integratively simple persons (Wolfe,
1963). They therefore appear to have a greater ability to empathize
with others, which i§ in line with the theoretical conceptualization.
The effects of individual differences in conceptual structure on
. informatioﬁ'processing and perfqrmahce have‘also beén examined. . ,
Schroder et al. (1967) found, for ‘examp]e, that the integrative
chan&dterisfics of infhrmation processing in task performance
inoreased as the integrative ﬁomp]exity of personality (in fhé domain
of uncertainty and interpersonal conflict) 5ncreased. Thus,
integratively complex subjects tended to,jnferre]ate the task
information in different ways in order to ggnerate new perspectives
towards the task whereas integratively simple subjecﬁé'tended to
view the task in a static aﬁd unidimensionai manner. In addition,
Tuckman'({?66) found that integratively cohp]ex individuals were the
most creative on a sgfies_of tasks measuring ‘creative perforﬁance
whereas 1ntegr5¥ive1y simple individuals were the least creative.

These findings are also in line with Schroder et al.'s (1967) '

conception,

14



111Q\Se1f Schemata N
Accord1ng to Markus, self-schemata are cogn1t1ve structures or -
cognlfﬁve generalizations about the self, derived from past {
experience, that organi}e and gqide the processing of self-related |
information" (Markus, i§77, p. 64). Thus, self-schemata represent
the differentiation and articulation of the self in memory and are
the result of a person's attempts to organize, summarize, and explain
his/her behavior in a particular domain (Markus, 1977). From the
above definition, it .is apparent that self-schemata are cognitive
- structures that are a;tivated by thé presence of information
relevant to the self;in a particular content area (such as dependence-
independence). This view of self-schemas as cognitive structures
follows from the conceptualization of Echemas as systematic
frameworks used during the processing of inforhation (Neﬁsser, 1976;
Palmer, 1977). )
According fovMarkus, individuals only have schemas for behavioral
dimensions that are importént or distiﬁctive to theﬁ'in some way
(Mérkus, 1977; Markus & Smith, 19é1). Individuals for whom a pgrticu-
" lar behavioral dimension is of little or no importance are termed .
Asphematics since they have not developed a schema or knowledge
structure in order to explain or under;tand behavior in that ared. .
Schematics have been shown to d{ffer from Aschematics in their
performance on.a number of cognitive tasks in the following ways:
(15 Schematics in a particular domain have shérter,resﬂonse latenéfes'
in judging adJect1ves relevant to that domain as self-descriptive

than do Aschemat1cs, (2) Schemat1cs'}(s\33}ter able to retrieve

behavioral examples for a particular domain than are Aschematics;

i
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(3) Schematics can'cdnfihent]y predict‘futﬁre behavior on schema-
related dimensions; and (;) Schematies are more resistant to
inférmation that.iqicognter to the prevailing schema than are
Aschematics (Markus, 1977). In sum, self-schemata or cognitive

Structures about the self have been shown to affect the processing

o
‘pf information about the self (judgments'and decisions about the self)

in a number of ways.

(3) Theoretical and Empirical Relations Between Uncertainty

'0rientation, Integrative Complexity in the Domain of Social Interaction,

\ .
and Self-Schemata in the Certainty-Uncertainty Domain

(1) Uncertainty Orientation and Integrative Complexity

_ We now turn to a discussion of the theoretical and empirical
relations between the three personality vafiab]eg that have been |
introduced. First of.a11,ithe theogeticai relationship between '
uncertaipty orientation and integrative complexity in fhe-domain ofy
sociai,interaction éhouid be obvious. Uncertaintyfoniénted iQdividhals :
are fhought to be individuals for whom uncertainty-related informétion
and uncertain situations are highly relevant and Schroder et al.

(1967) describg integratiVé]y.compTex in&ividua]s as being attracted .

to new and uncertain situations. Certainty is thought to be highly

]

. relevant for csrtainty-oriented individuals and, similarly,

integratiygiy simple individuals 9ttempt to avoid uncertainty and are
intolerant of ambiguity. §ince the currently-used measure oi
resultant uncertainty'orientation is a motivational one that combines
"need" for uncertainty (scored using the TAT) and "fear" of

uncertaintJ—imeasured by the Byrne and Lamberth (1971) authoritarianism

N .




- scale), the significant negative~c6rre1ations between integrative

complexity and Adorno et al.'s (1950) meééure of authoritarianism
(reported by Schroder et a].,8§967) can be viewed ag support fpr“
the notion that -integrative complexity aﬁd uncertainty orientation
are theoretically related. -

Pilot data also proxjde support far ;he.proposed theoretical
relatfon between uncertainty orientation and integrative comp]exity‘
in’the domain of social interaction. In a pilot study involving
131 subjects, a significant (although small) correlation was foupd
be tween resp]tant uncertainty ‘scores and integrative complexity scores
(r(130)= .26, p<.001 one-tailed, for fhe mean overall measure of
complexity). Thus, these data indicate that uncertainty orientation
and integrative compfexity in the domain of social interaction are:
significantly related in an empirical sense, and supports the
theoretical relation between the %wo variables that was outlined

o

earlier.

(ii) Uncertainty Orientation and Self-Schemata in the.Certainty-

Uncertainty Domain

We now turn to a discussion of uncertainty orientation in terms
of self-schemata in the certainty-uncertainty domain. As pointed out
'previously, there are some prob1ems_wﬁth a motivational conception
of uncertainty that.indicate thag it may be better to view uncertainty
in cognitive terms. A cognitive structural conceptualization in

terms of Markus' (1977) nofion of self-schemata wouid view

17



uncertainty-oriented individuals as uncertainty Schematics who

have well-articulated schemas‘for self-relevant behavior in the
domain of uncertainty. Certainty;oriented individuals wpu]d&be
certainty Schematics, individuals for whom certainty is important
and who have. developed wg]]-prganized seif-schem&s_in this
behavigréa domain, Individuéls for whom neijther certainty'or
uncertainty is important would be termed certainty-uncertdinty
Aschematics. Unlike'the Schematics, the Aschématics would have
no facilitation forprocessing information in the certainty-
uncertainty domain Pecause they lack a well-organized and integrated
self-schemata, The present research will examine the validity of |
a conceptua]ization of uncertainty orientation in terms of -
uncertainty and certa1nty schemata. T

- An interesting question arises regarding the Aschemat1cs Are
these individuals the same as those who have moderate scores in
various behavioral domains? Sorrentino and Short (f§77) have
presented strong evidence of a pervasive incﬁnsistency in the .
behavior of individuals who obtain moderate scores on various
motive measires. Tﬁat_is,faathough'one would expect thF moderatés

on some motive to fall 4n betweer the highs and lows with respect

o’

. to the behavior being assessed (the nomothetic trait view), they

often exhibit the highest or lowest amount of the behavior. A
study by Sorrentino and King (Note 3)- attempted to assess whether
the "moderates phenomenon” cowdd be explained by hypothesizing .

that moderates are more cross-situationally variable in their

J
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behavior than highs qr‘1ows due to the importance‘éf situational
variéb]es in.dete?mining their behavior. A]so; on thecbas{s of
some data she collected, Markus (1977) has suggested that Schematigs
on a'particu]ar~behavibra1 dimension may‘be‘more likely than
Aschematics- to display a correspondence between the way they
describe_them5e1ves and their behavior, and therefore may be more
likely to exhibit crosé-situational.consistency'on that dimens%on. ‘
It fo116Q;, then, thaf thé Aschematics, whq;are more likely to ‘
exhipif variabl; behavior across situations, may be the individuals
who score moderatefy qn'a personality variabie. This also makes.
sense from a conceptidn of persoqa1i¢y or trait scores as measures
of the probability of behavior (e.g., Reed & Jackson, 1975).
According to this probabi1js%ic viéy, a high'score on a trait or
motive scale indicates a high probability of a non-test_behavior .
belonging to the same dimension as that sampled by the éca]e, a low
score indicates a h{gh probability of behavior not belonging.to the
'dimensioﬁ,.and a moderaté score indicates an almost eqﬁal probability
. of behavior reflecting the trait or motive -and behavior not reflecting
“the ;r;1t or motive, Thus, a modgrafe'score esﬁentialJy indicates the
'aﬁsence of;é we]]-arficu1atéd schema ‘on a- behavioral dimension--the
individual is neither "aggressive™ (a high score) nor "nonaggressive/

passive" (a low score), but somewhere between these two extreme%,'

indfcating that the dimension is not a relevant one for him/her (i.e.,.

LAY - [ d
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one on which he/she is'Aschematit): In su@,’there are a'numBer of”

‘ reasons for proposinb that mdderates in uncertainty"arefAscnematic in,

the certalnty uncertaﬁnty doma1n ' ' "
A f1na1 and most important (i.e., most conv1nc1ng) reason for

-‘éipectxng a re1at3qn between moderates and,Aschgnat1cs has to do with

the way in which Markus has classified subjects‘as §chematie or Aschematic.

Markus.(19;7l'asked subjects to rate themse]res on tne‘Gough-Heilirun

Adjecfive Check List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965) and on severalosemankic

dif?erential scales describing a number of behavioral domains, including

the one of interest. Subjects also were asked td.rate the semantic-

di fférentjﬂ scales in terms of their importance to tne‘ir'self'- S

deseription. Individuals who ratedfthemse]ves“in the middle range

(points 5-7 on an ll-point sealez on the semantic differentja]»sca]es '

relating to the behavioral domain. of interest, and who fell in the lower

portion of scores on the‘importanCe sca]e} and who did ndt}check~the )

re]evant,adjectives on the"adjective check list.as se1f—descrip;ive

" were c]assdfiédias'Aschematic. Thus, there~were two criteria for

Judging a person-as Aschématic: an extremity criterion and an importance

cr1ter1on According to Markus (1977), these two cr1ter1a make it,

pOSSTble to separate Aschematics from individuals who d1s;13y behav1or

character1st1c of one type of Schemat1c (e.g., independent behav1or)

in certain kinds of situations and behavior character1st1c of the

opposite type of Schematic (e g., dependent behev1or) in other classes

of s1tuat]ons. and do so cofsistently. Thus, thenwaord1fference between

the method of determinind modérates on a dimension and Markus' (1977)

method of determ1n1ng Aschemat1cs is her use of an 1mportance cr1ter1on '

in addition to an extremity criterion It appears, then; that‘aHJarge

. ¢ 4
"
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number of moderates would also be Aschematics since only a few would -
]

v W

be excluded. from the Aschematxc c]ass1f1cat1on by v1rtue of the
importance-criterion. There are a number of important implications‘of

a relation between moderates and Aschematicg in" the certainty-uncertaihty
domain. Not on]y\wduld‘it support a cognitive sfructura] reinterpretation
of uncertainty ordentation, but it also may lead ;o-aﬁ expfanat16n of

the moderates pheﬁomenoﬁf In othe; words, conceptualizing modefates

as individuals without schemas may provide {mportaht insights into -

the variability.in the moderates' behavior that is often observed.

(ii1) Self-Schemata and Integrative Complexity

| The re]at1on between self- schemata and 1wtegrat1ve comp1ex1ty, both
of which are cogn1t1ve structural var1ab1es that affect information
-procéss1ng, remains to be considered. So far we have proposed a recon-
ceptqallza¢1on of uncerta1ntyor1entat10n1n terms of both self-schemata
and integrative comblexity. Is it possibfe for both of these regpqcept-
'uaTizations to be valid? In othe; words, .need the acceptance'of one

“reconceptualization result in the rejection of the ather?

Accord1ng to Markus (1977) Schematics (1. e., both uncertainty
Schemat1cs and certa1nty Schemat1cs) have equally well-organized and
we11-art1cu1ated cpgn1t1ve structures for processing informatjon about
the self, whereas Aséhematics lack these.well-prganized cognitive
’structures. Singe integrative comp]exity'refers to the degree of

. ’strué&ure in a ceriain behaviofal domain (Schroder et aT., 1967),‘one
would expect ‘the - Schemat1cs at both extremes of a behavioral domain to
be high in 1ntegrat1ve complexity and the Aschematics to be Tow in

integrative complexity. In faqt, Schroder states that "increasing levels
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‘ of inférmation processing involve the emergence of more complex and
inter tﬁied schemata" (Schroder et al., 1967,-p. 20). Although
intéﬁrative complexity exp]icit]y‘reters to the set of rules a perso;:‘
uses to combine information. in various ways (i.e., "how" a person
thinks), with iﬁtegratirely simple individuals characterizeg by'simp1e, ‘
static rule structures with fixed rules and integratively complex
individuals.characterized by emergent rule structures enabling 4
integratively comp1ex thought, it is assumed that there is a gradual
1ncrease in the number of dimensional attributes perce1ved with h1gher
structural levels (1.e.,_"what" a person thinks).
An additional reason for expecting a relationship between self-
schemata and integretive complexity is that indivi®uals high in integrative
] complexity or level of information processing are assumed to process
information faéter (and are able to process a larger amount of %nformation
in a given period of time) than individuals low in level of information
processing (Schroder.et al., 1967). Similarly, Markus (1977) has found
that se]f-scﬁemata:faci]itate the processing of tnformation about the
self. Therefore, there is strong reason to expect Schematics to be
integratively compTex and Aschematics“to be 1ntegrat1ve1y simple. In
fact, Markus (1977) herself suggests a cognitive’sty1e reinterpretation
of self-schemata, with Schematics being Qifferentiated and Aschematics
Being‘undi#ferentiated but then rules odt this reinterpretatien of her
-data on the grounds that seIf-schemata refer to a part1cu1ar behav1ora1
’ domann whereas cognitive sty]e is a general personality varxab1e It is
7,1mportant to note that integrative complex1ty, as cpnce1ved by Schroder

" et al. (1967), is not a genera] cognitive sty]e but ms specific to a

aq *
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If Schematics are in fact integraggvely complex and Aschematics

‘ . ! .
are integratively simple; it would seem to be impossible for both

reconceptualizations of uncertainty orientation to be Va1id: The
reasoning is as follows: whereas.uncertainty-oﬁienxed individuals
may bé both integratively complex and uncertainty Schematic;, ®

. certainty-brientéd individuals may not be both integratively simple
and certainty Schematics, since ;o bé a Schematic implies a well-
organized and well-articulated cognitive structure whereas to be
integratively simble implies the opposite. (Tﬁe-pilot data presenped |
.previously support the view that only uncertainty-oriented individuals
are integrativé]x complex and seem to rule out the conceptualization
in terms of se]f—séhemat; but a rep]%cation-of this finding was
obviously necessary and no data had--at this point--been gathered
with regard to the'self-schema conceptualization.)

‘ To summarize this section on the relations between the three
major personality variables of interest in the Qresent research,
uncertainty oriehtation has been theorefical]y and empirically
linked to twofdifferent cognitive structural variables that hopefully
will provide a Bétter understaﬁding.of-uncértainty orientation and
its effect on performance. One important point to note ig that
whereas self-schemata pertain to specific behaviors, integrative
complexity is determined with respect to a specific domain, and
uncertainty orientation‘is v%ewéd as a genePaT variable that affectsr

performance in all situations, since all situations involve some
degree of uncertainty or certafnty with regard 'to outcome (Sorrentino

et hl., in press). Therefore, in the present investigations a more s

narrow~gjew was taken of uncertainty orientation since the focus was

-

]
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“on certainty and uncertainty in the realm of social behavior,
Similarly, a more general class of se]f§§chemata was involved in
,t@is dissertation than is generally examined because of the more )
global nature of certainty-orie;ted and uncertainty-oriented
behavior, as compared to independent and dependent behavior, for ‘
example. Thus, the faree variables of interest were examined with
regard to a middle 1eve1‘of’specificity--with respect to a specific
domain, | |

In conclusidn, the first study in this dissertation examined
the utility of .a cégnifive view of uncertainty orientation in terms
of construct accessibility. The rationale undef]ying this study was
that if construct accessibility me&iates the perfbrmance‘of
uncertainty-oriented and certainty-oriented subjects, then differences
should be found both in the way they encode and label ambiguous
'matgria1.and in the{¥3reca11 of unambiguous, certainty-related and
uncertainty-related 55%eria1. The second study examined the empirical
re]at%ons among the variables of interest, and provided an experimental
test of thé two proposed reconceptud1jzations of uncertainty orienta- -
tion in terms of relative memory for accessible versus inaccessible

trait information.

-,




. CHARTER TWO ¢
AN INFORMATION PROCESSING APPROACH TO UNCERTAINTY ORIENTATION IN
TERMS OF CONTENT: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN CHRONICALLY ACCESSIBLE
CONSTRUCTS AND EVALUATIVE BIASES IN THE PROCESSING OF AMBIGUOUS

AND UNAMBIGUOUS SOCIAL INFORMATION @4

(1) Introduction

The purpose of Study 1 was to exam1ne the ut111ty of viewing
differences in uncertainty or1entat1on in terms of differences in
- chronically accessible cdnstructs. Iﬁ thié study, then,'d‘cognftive
'approach was taken toward a variable trad1t:;;;}1y thought to be
mot1vat1ona1 in nature Such an approach exemp11f1es much of the
current research in social cogn1t1pn, which attempts to prov1de
a better understanding of social phenomena such as impression forma-
tion;vﬁémory for social information, and person perception by |
employing cognitive or information processing'techniqueszand variables
(e.g., Ebbesen & Allen, 1979; Hamitton, Katz, & Leirer, 1980;
Haétie, 1980b). Howeve;, in contrast to most of the research in

this area, the present study représénted an.attempt to view a

personality variable, as opposed to a spcia]'phenbmenon,:in infor-

¢

mation proce s1ng terms, . ' N
The specific™gim of the study was to relate d1fferences in
uncertainty or1entat1on tQ d1fferences in the }abe111ng and recall
- of person 1nformat1on as mediated by the processing variable of
construct access1b111ty, Uncertainty-oriented and certa1nty-
or1ented 1ndiv1dua1s are thought to be concerned w1th uncerta1nty

and certa1nty, reSpectlvely (Sorrent1no et al., in press) I other

»~
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words, the§é two aomains are thoughf to be differentially relevant

fdr thesg two types of individuals._Differences'in construct ' ' )
a;pessibility therefore may have developed for these two groups as a
result of their focus on certainty or uncertainty in the outéoﬁés 6}
sjtugﬁgons as well as on the certainty- or uncertainty;related | .
behaviors of dthers.?jhus, di%ferent accessible constructs may have

. &
developed through cognittve differences in the judged relevance of

certainty or uncegtainty. Alternatively, differences ;nacanstruct

accessibifity may have developed through past selective exposure to

uncertain‘and certain situat{ons. This would be a motivational .

view of the deve]opment of access1b1e constructs From either .

”deve]opmenta] viewpoint, one could argue that uncertainty-oriented
individuals have developed eva]uat1ve1y positive accessible constructs

for uncertainty-related behaviors (e.g., "adventurous", "daring",

“"open t; change"); whereas certainty-oriented inqividqgls have
develobed'evaluat{veiy positive acce§sib1e constructs for certaihty-

related behaﬁiors (e.g., "cautious", "nof'?eck]ess", “ca;;ful").

In addition, one might expect that uncertainty-oriented individuals

have eva]uat1ve]y negative accessible constructs for certa1nty-

related behaviors (e.g., "timid", "boring", "stubborn"), whereas

‘certainty-érienéedﬁ%ndividua]s have evaluatively negat1ve accessible ’

constructs for uncertaintxfrelated behaviors (e.g., "réckless",
"noséy",'“indecisive"): IR L

The point made above is that present differences iﬁ the relevance

of certainty or uncertainty are thought to be mediatéd by individual

differences 1n-construct4adcessibi]ity that originated in the past

(i.e., historically). Theréefore, the predictions for this finst

\




‘study follow from his&gpica]iy—determined differences in construct
'acgessibi]ity..This brings up an important(distinqtiop regarding

‘the causes pf behavior: Beﬁaviqr éan be seen as having both historical
(i.e., past) and dynamic (i.e., present) determin;nts, and these
determinants can be either c&gﬁitive_or affective in nature.gThus, it
is. important to consider both the historical and the dynamic causes L
of behavior, since an h%s}orica] cognitive determinant (e.g.,

construct accessibi]ity) can beloverridden by @ dynamic, affective
déterminant (e.g., active set); a§ discussed by Hiégins and King.
(198}).'Since both hfsto;ica1 and dynamic.determinants can be either
cognitive‘ar affecfjve,in nature, four possible combinations of past °

and present causes of behavior can occur: (15 histbrica]]y cognitive

and Qynaﬁically cognitive, (2) historically cognitive and dynamicaily

~ affective, (3) ﬁ?sto}ically affective and dynahically affective, and .

(4) historib;11y affective and dynamically cognitive. In Study 1,

the first combination (i.e., historicaily cognitive and dynamically
cognitive) is seen as underlying the predicted effects. In other words,/

_ the predicted effects are assumed to be due %b present differences in
coﬁstruct accéssibﬁlity that have an historical basis (ifé., chronic

'individual differences in .construct accessibility). (As an aside, -

'ii should be noted thét although hiétorica]]y-determined differences
in con§‘¥ugt accessibility are seen as underlying present differences,
tﬁé historical differences in ﬁonstruct accessibility could themselves
be due t@"hffective'reasdns, e.g., needs, goals,, motiyapién (Higgins

& King,-1981)--it depends-how far back one wants to go.) S{nce
subjects %n this study were given aﬁ essay to read about another

ﬁerpon and were asked only to reproduce this essay, no current
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influences due to moti;ation were expecféd. Hoqever, if subjects
had been asked'to form»an %ﬁpression of the target person, then
dynﬁpic, affective,.or motivational jnf]uences on behavior would
' haQe been expected. This is due to tHe fact that'the goal of forming—
an impression can give risg to an active set to view the target

person in a particular manner (Higgins & King, 1981). In sum,

the‘historical-dynamic distinction is an important one to keep in

\

mind-with regard to the predictions made in this dissertation.

- We turn now iQ a discussion of the three major'séfs of predidtions
for Study 1. These predictions,involved analyses of subjects'
reproductions of an.essay éontaining 12 behavioral déscriptions of a
target person, énd anafysé; of the labels subjects used when asked
to overtly characterize the ambiguous descriptions using a sihgle’ ~
wprd.-TH; essay that subjects were given Eo read contained four
ambiguous descriptions thét could be.seen in either a positive o;

é negafid& 1ight~(two_cérthinty-re1atnd and two-uncertdinty-related)
and eight unémbiguous descriptioné'(fOur evaluatively pesitive and ’
four evaluatively negative, withAéqua1 numbers of‘bota.pested within
the certainty—re)ated vs.'uncértdinty:rélated classification).
Reﬁroductions of tﬁé 12 behavioral destr?p;ions Eontained in" the
stimﬁius essay were scored in terms of the foﬁr coding categories .
employed By Higgins and Rholes(1978)--deletion, reproductjon

without distortion, positive distortion, and negative diétgrtion.
In.addition to completingnreproductian, over§ charactérization, and
attitude measures in an initi#l session, subjects completed the

réproduction and attitude measures once again in a second session

held ‘one week after the first. The detailed method of Study 1 will

o



follow the présentation of the predictions.

(i) PfedictionS‘Involving Distortions of Ambiquous and Unambiguous .

Descriptions

Since it was tﬁought that positive constructs come to mind for
uncer?ﬁinty-oriented subjecti in uncertain situatiéns and when faced
with uncertainty-related behaviors (sihce uncertainty is highly
re1evént~to them), whereas positive constructs éome to mind for
certainty-oriented subjects §n certain situations (since cértéiﬁty
is highly ;é1evant to them); it was predicted that uncertainty-
orienteq individuals would make more positive distortions of
. uncertainty-related -behavioral descfiptions than of eertainty-
related descriptions whereas the reverse would be true for certainty-
oriented 1ndividuaﬁs. This prediction was examined using a relative
measure of positive distortions: number of positive distortions of
‘certainty-related descripfions minuﬁ,ﬁumbef of positive distortions
of uncertainty-related descriptions. Certainty-oriented subjects
were expected to have significantly higher scores on this measure
than uncertainty—orien;ed subjects. |

Negative yistortion54were also of 1nte f. It was thought that
uncertainty-oriented individuals would be more likely to distort
certaiﬁtf—related descriptions in a negative manner than in a positive
mannéf since they may have'dévé1opéd evaluatively négative labels
for certainty-related behaviors (e.g., "overcautious“,"timid") as
"a'conseqyence of viewiné uncertainty-related behaviors in a positive
light (cf. Kelly's (1955) notion of bipolar constructs); I;,contrast,

certainty-oriented individuals were expected to make more negative

0
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_distortions of uncertainty- than certainty-related descripfions.
Consequently, uncertainty-oriented subjects were expected to havé
vsignificant]y higher scores than certainty-oriented subjects on a )
re]at%ye measure of negative distortions (# of negative distortions
of -certainty-related descriptions minus # of negative distortions of
uncertainty:re?ated descriptions).

Positive and negative disiortions‘also were examined‘in a single
index. Since it was thought that uncertainty-oriented individuals
~ have eva]uative]y'positive accéssib]e'constrqcts for uncerta{nty-,
related behaviors and evaluatively negqt%ve acceSs%bJé'ggnstrucys for.
certainty-related behaviors wherea;‘certainﬁygéﬁienggqaihdfv{&JZIS;
have eva]uati§e1y positive acdessib]éjconstructsi?ﬁr‘certajnty-.
related behaviors and evaluatively hegative aceessible constructs
for uncertainty-related behaviors, positive distortions were expected
when there was a match between a subject's orientation and the'.
content domain of the behavioral descriptions and negative distortions
were expected when there was a mismatch. This overall prediction )
was tested using a'relat%ve distortion ﬁeasure that reflected amount
of positive distortion in the certainty-related direction plus
a@punt_of negative distortion ih the uncertaiﬁty-re]ated direction
coﬁparedﬁto amount of positive distortion in the uncertainty-
related direction Elggﬂaméunt"of negative di§tortion in the certainty-
re]aféd direction., Certainty-oriented subjects were expected to have
high scores on this measure whereas uncertaintyaorigpted subjects

<

were expected to have low scores.
Y
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(1) Predictions Involving Deletion of Unambiguous .Descriptions
Relati?e memory for certainty- and uncertainty-related descrip-~
tions was examined using unambiguous descriptions only since Higgins
and Rholes (1978) state that unambigdbus behavioral descriptions ‘
(as opposed to ambiguous ones) best reveal the effect of construct
acces;ibi1ity on recall of information. Also, when ambiguous
descriptions are deleted, one doesn't know whether this is because
of the%r conteﬁt (certainty-related or uncertainty-related) or
‘because they wereriewed in a pqsitive or'negative‘manner. If differ-
ence; in resultant uncertainty orientation are mediated by diffeﬁénce§
in.construct accessibility, then the certainiy-re]ated unamb{guéus

- e

i b descfiptions should be more accessible for the certainty-oriented
subjects whereas the uncertainty-related unambiguous descriptions
should be more accessible for the uncertéinty—oriented subjects.
Consequently, it Qas predicted that certainty-oriented subjects
would delete more uncertainty-related than certainty-related
descriptions in their reproductions (since the latter are more
- accessible to them than the. former), whereas the reverse would be
true for uncertainty-orienteq subjects. This prediction was examined
dsing a relative deletion measure that reflected number of defetions
of certainfy-related unambiguous descriptions compared to number
of de]etjons of uncértainty—rejated unambiguoﬁs descriptions.
Uncertainty-oriented subjects were expected to have high scores on
this measure (indicating more deletion of certainty-rélafed
descriptions) whereas ggrtainty-orieﬁted subject; were expected to
have low scores.

. - v e
Relative deletion of positive unambiguous and negative unambiguous

*
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descriptions also were examined separately. It was expected that
certainty-oriented individuals would delete more positive uncertainty-
related &escriptions than positive certainty-related déscfiptions,
whereas the reverse would beltrue for uncertainty-oriented individuals.
The prediction for the deletion of the unambiguously negative
descriptions was not as clear-cut. One might argue that all uncertaiﬁty-
related constructs--both positive and negative--are more .accessible
than certainty-related constructs for the 'uncertainty-oriented
individual. However, one could é]so argue that negative certainty-
related constructs (e.g. "timid") are relatively more accessible
to this type of individual than are negative uncertainty-related T,
constructs (e.qg. “indecis{ve"). Tentatively, thever, it was -
'preaicted that certainty-oriented individuals would delete more
negative uncertainty-related descriptions than négative certainty-
retated descriptions, whereas the reverse would be true for
uncertainty-oriented individuals.

In terms of memory effecfs over time, both the predicted
deletion and distortion efﬁpcts were expected to become stronger over
time, as had been found by Higgins and Rholes (1978). If the-
predicted deletion and distortion effects did in fact become stronger
over time, this would Brovide additional support for the view that '
construct accessibiiity mediates the predicted differences in recall
for certainty- and unce;tainty-oriented subjects. According to
construct accessibility theory (e.g., Higgins & King, 1981), the
effects of construct accessibility on memory should increase over

time because the individual forgets the details of the stimulus

information and, consequentl;, his/her accessible constructs should
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have a greater impact on memory. If st?ongerjde1etion ana distortion
effects were found on a delayed reproduction measure, then one l
important implicat%on of viewing uncertainty orientation in terms of
. congtruct accesédbility'would be that uncertainty- and certainty-
oriented individuals have greater long-term than short-term biases
to view the unce?tainpy— and certainty-related behavior of others in

»

manners consistent with their own orientations. .

.

(iii) Predictions Involving Overt Characterizations and Evaluations

of the Target Person

+ So far, we have discussed the effects of differences in construct
. accessibility for uncertainty- and certainty-oriented subjects in

terms of distortions and deletions on a reproduction measufe. Higgins

", et al. (1977) found that homentary differences in construct accessi-

bility ki.e., "primed" differences) had a-strong effeéf on‘subjects'
characterizations and eva]uations of a stimulus person. Three-
quarters of\the1r subJects were asked to overtly characterize each
of the descr1pt10ns in the st1mu1us essay with a single word. In
add1t1on, subjects were asked to take all of the 1nformat1on in the
essay into account and then to rate the target person, Donald, on a
10-point scale ranging from extremely undesirable to extremely
desirable. _

Subjects' characterizations .and evaluations of the stimulus
person were also obtained in the present study. With‘regard to -
overt.characte?izations,'uncertainty-oriented sybjects'wéré expectedﬂ

to apply positive labels (e.g., “adventurous") to the ambiguous ,

uncertainty-related descriptions (because positive, uncertainty-

S
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related constructs wére fhought to be écc?s;ible for these subjects), |
and nééative labels (e.g., “timid")'fp the ambiguous: certainty--
reJafed descriptions (because nééati&e, certaiﬁty-related.constructs
were thought‘é)be re{atiVely more acééssible than positive,, certainty-
related constructs for these subjects), whereas certainty-oriented
subjects were expected to apply positive labels (e.g., "cdrefui”) to
the ambiguous, certainty-related descriptio&s and negative labels
(e.g., "reckless") tp the ambiguous, uncertainty-related descriptions,
These predictions were examined usfné the following three measures:

a relative measure of positive characferizations i# positive labels

used to characterize the certainty-related, ambiggpﬂs descriptions

minus # positive labels used to characterize the uncertainty-related, -

ambiguous descriptions), a relative measure of negative character-

izations, and an overqi] relative characterization meésure that took
both positive and negaii&e labels into account.

‘Since subject§ weke.ﬁxpectedatq apply positive labels to the
ambiguous descriptions that matched-fheir orientation and negat%ve
labels to those that didn't, and since there were equal numbers of
positive and negative unambiguohs descriptions, subjects were
expected té view the stimulusﬂpefson in a neutral manner when asked .
tb rate thgir-attitude togprds Donald (i.e., approximatefy 0 on an T
11-point scale, wheré +5 reflects an extremely positive attitude). -
Since Higgins, King; and Mavin (1982) found subjects' expressed '
liking of a target person to~be highly related to the overall
judged desirability of their written impression, we;Wondered whether
éttitudes would be related é% distortions of behavioral'desériptions

in the present study. Higher scores on a measure of relative

Y
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distorttons (# of pos¥tive distortions minus # of negative djstortions) :
were expected to be rellated to more posikive attitudes towa}ds Donald.

In other prdS, the overall nature of a subject's distoftion of the
behavioral déscriptions was‘expected to be related to the overall
evaluative ihpression that he/she formed of Donald..
Ianummary, Study 1 took a cognitive apbroqch toward uncertainty

orientdtiqn and attempted to demonstrate that differences in
construct accessibility for certainty- and uncertainty-oriented
subjécts resulted in different encoding and‘rec;11 biases for’
materia] iﬁ the certainty-uncertainty domain, Research by Markus
(e.g., Markus & Smith, 1981) and Kuiper (Kuiper & Rogers, 1979;

~ Kuiper & Derry, {981) has deﬁonstrated that the way we view ourselves
§nd our.own behavior has implications for the way in which we view
others. Similarly, Study 1 hopefutly will demonstrate that uncertainty-
and certainty-oriented subjects differ in the recall and distortion

of uncertainty- aéﬁ cgrtainfy-re]ated information about others. (a:;

to the assumed mediation of differences in construct accessibility).

)
L

(iv) List of Hypotheses .

(a) distortions .

(i) Uncertainty-oriented subjects will make more posit{ve
[ distortions of unéertainty;rqlated descriptions than of certainty-
Qre]ated,descrigtibrys in'thefr reproductions of the sgimulus essay !
whergas the reverse will be true for certainty-oriented subjects. .
;(2) Uncertainty-oriented subjects will make more negative

distortions of certajnty—relﬁted descriptions than of uncertainty-

s
<,
?

relaféd descriptions in tcgir reprddhctionsfof the stimulus essay

et
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whereas the reverse will be true for certainty-drﬁéﬁtea sub}ects.

) (3) Uncertainty-orientéd ;ubjééfs‘will have signifiééntly lower
scores than certainty-oriented subjects on an overall measure of
relative distortions in the certainty-related direction (# positive

distortions of certainty-related descriptions plus # negative

distortions of uncertainty-related descriptions miggg # positive -
distortions of-uncertainty-related descriptions plus # negat1ve

distortions of certainty-related descr1pt1ons)

(b) deletions

(1) Uncertainty-oriented subjects will delete more certainty:'
refated than uncertainty-related descriptions in their reproducfions
of the stimulus essay whereas the reverse will be true-for certainty-
oriented subjeéts: ' .

(2) Uncertainty-oriented subjects wi]i delete more positive
certainty-related than po;itiye uncertainty-related descriptions in
their reproductions of the stimulus essay'whereas the reVersg.wil1
bg true for certainty-oriented subjects. | |

(35 Uncertainty-oriented subjects wi]]'de]éte_more negatiQe

. certainty-related than negative uncertainty-related descriptions in
their reproductions of the stimulus essay whereas the Feverse will ‘
be true for certainty-oriented subjec}s.' “

(c) effects over time : ‘

(1) The predicted distortion and'?eletion effects wi]] be stronger
on reproductions made i_week after reading the essay than on ' -~
reproductions made after a 15-minute filler task.

(d) overt ;haracterizations

(1)'In terms of overt characterizations, uncertajnty-briented .

-
1




~

subjects will apply more positive labels to the ambiguous, uncertainty-
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related deScripfions than to the ambiguous, certainty-related
descriptions whereas the ;everse will be true for certainty-oriented
”subjecﬁs.

(2) Uncertainty-oriegted subjects will apply more negative labels
to the ambiguous, certainty—re]atgd descriptions than to the ambiguous,
uncertainty-related deséript%ons whereas the reverse will be true fpr
certainty-oriented subjeqts. '

(3) Uncertainty-oriented sdbjects will have significantly lower
scores than certainty-oriented subjects on an overall measure of
relative 6haraéteriéations in the certainty-related direction (#
positive labeis applied io certainty-related, ambiguous descriptions
ﬁ]us # negative labels apb&ied to uncer£ainty—re1ated, ambiguous
descriptions minus # po;itive 1abg1s app1iedmto uncertéinty-related,

- ambiguous descriptions plus # negéﬁive labels -applied to cerfainty—
reTated, ambiguous déscriptions).’J '
() attitudes -
(1) .On average, the target~persbn will be viewed as neutral in .
likeableness, 1 | | '
~ (2) Subjects who make more positive than negative distortions
of the behavioral descriptions wi]f have positive aftitﬁdes towards

ADbnald whereas subjects who make more negative distortiems than

positive will have negative attitudes towards Donald.

(2) Method
Ninety-two University of Western Ontario undergraduates partici-

pated as subjects in this study. The study involved two sessions held



one week apart. The first session lasted one and a/half hours, and
the second lasted one half hour. Subjects were run in five groups of
approximétley 20 subjects eacH. One subject was omitted from the
analyses for failing to return for the second session. Complete data.

\<( therefore were obtained for 91 subjects (a]though some subjects
failed to complete certainlmeasures). Appendix I containé

)

questionnaires without coh&rights that were used in this study.

In the first session, sugjects were told thqt they were parti-
cipating in a study concerned with personality and‘psycﬁb]inguistics.
More specifically, they were told that the expérimenter was interested
in the relationship between a number of personality and cognitiv;
style variables and the interpretation of language. Consequently,
they were going to‘f111 out a number of personality and cognitive
sty1e'questionnaireé, and also were going to be given some material
to read for psycho]inéuistic purposes in both the present session and:'

*  the half hour ;essioh in the folldwing week. Subjects then were given.
a projective ﬁeasure of "need" for‘dhcertainty that was “administered
following standard ﬁrocédures (Atkihson'g; 1958, Append{i II1). Nge
traditionally-used, fmotivatipna1" measdre of uncertainty orient§tion
’waé used in this thesis. Thefmore appropriate cognitive measure has
yet to be deve]oped;gin fact; this was one aim of the present |
reSearch--to see whether cogﬁitive structural measures can adequately
tap the notion of uﬁcertﬁint& orientation.)

The TAT measure contained a number of different sentence leads,

P )
one of which was the fol}owingé‘"A person is sitting, wondering

about what may happen ...". This sentence lead has been used in




% N 4

previous research and has ‘been found to pave predictive validity

in terms of performance differances for high and Tow sggiars in

"need" for uncertainty (e.g., Sorrentino et al., in press).

Subjects cdhp]eted the next measure at their own speed. This wasl

the Byrne and Lamberth (1971) acqu1escence ~-free measure of
author1tar1an1sm (used to determine the second component of;uncertain-

|
ty orientatﬁon). y

. \ ‘ ’
Next, subjects were given a one-page &ssay to read describing .
! 3 ’ - o

a persén nahed Donald. Four different random orders of the descriptions -

in this essay were used and one of.thase essay forms is presen§e¢rin

Table 1. The essay contained 12 behavioral aescriptions: four

: ambigqous ttwo certainty-related and two uncertainty—reiated), four-
certainty- ;elated ambiguous desaript{ons (two pos1t1ve'and Iwo

negat1Ve),‘and fo:;uﬁ;é?rta1nty#réTated unamb1guous desck1pt1ons

(two pos1ﬂ1ve and two negat1ve) Therefore, it contained equal amounts

of pos1t1¢e and negative, uncertainty—related information an&

positive and negat1ve certainty-related information so that overall .

valence and content were control]ed for. The ambiguous descriptions -

were ong$ that could be viewed in either a positive or negative

light (e:g., the sample of behavior cou]d‘be considered “"adventurous"

or "reckless", "cautious” or "fearful") whereas the ynambjguoﬁs , .
descriptions were clearly positive or negative in nature. Extensive |

piloting ;as requfred to choose the actual descriptions used in the

essay. Those that‘were'se]ected met the criteria déscribed by Higgins

and Rholes (1978). For example the ambiguous descriptions. were

moderately likeable rathe?\:than neutral , and the positive and »



Table 1 . ~

One Form of the Uncertainty-Certainty Eésay Used in Study 1
S

.

e

v Donald's interests and ideas have not changed much during his
> years in university. His interests are still confined to a small set °
of activities and it is difficult ‘to get him interested ir anything
new (narrowminded, C-R -ve*). Donald is not the type of person who
. forces his ideas and views on others. He feels that there is no one
\ correct ‘way of doing thirgsor no one correct point of view, and so
he accepts and respects other people's beliefs and,pract1ces (tolerant,.
U-R +ve). Donald realizes that there is usua]]y more than one way of
"Tooking at any problem and so he isn't up$et when he runs across
material with more than one possible interpretation. Donald feels it
_isp't necessary, and may even be harmful, to take a clear-cut, definite =
. pOGsition when researching a pfoblem (intellectualy.openminded, U-R v
+ve). Donald spends_a great amount of his time in search of what he
likes to #all excitement..He has already climbed Mt. McKinley, shot
. the Colorado rapids in a kyack, driven in a demolition derby, and . .
piloted a jet-powered boat - without Knowing very much about boats. - .
He has risked injury, and even death, a number, of times. Now-he is in
search Hf new excitement. He is thinkipg, perhaps, he will do some
skydiving or maybe cross the Atlantic in a sailboat (adventurous vs.
v, reckless, ambiguous U-R}. While some people pay little attention to
money matters, Donald manages his monéy wisely and with sound judgment.
. -. - _HWhen_he was left some money by hi's -grandfather, Donald only-decided - .-
. where to invest it after a good deal of thought and a thorough
cons1derat1oq of the various options (cautious/careful, . C-R +ve)-
Donald is overly interesteg in the affairs of others. A]though he
doesn't know the people in his dorm too well, he tries to find out -
about their activities and relationships by ask1ng many unwe]come
questlons and he sometimes-listens, in on conversations that aren't :
-really any pf his concern (nosqyl;u R -ve), Donald often has troub1e
making up his mind about what activities to do because he doesn't .
. have very ztrong opinions about things. After a good deal of thought,

" he will finally make up his mind, but then change it almost immediately,
much to tgb annoyance of others (1ndec1s1ve, U-R ve) Donald eften
wearies others by'.talking on and on about the samé old things And by
repeat1ng things he has previously said (bor1ng, C-R--ve). ald is

. able 'to change his character and way of acting to suit different .’
. s1tuat1on§ and circumstances. He therefore adjusts easily towchange$ .
in" the envﬁronmént, with ‘the_result that he can appear one way one C
_ moment and "the opposite way the next (adaptab1e vs. inconsistent/ N
-~ flighty, ambiguous U-R). Donald prefers to stop and think before he = - * -~
©acts, even on trifling matters, because he is concerned about the -
pesstb]e negative consequences of his actions (caut1ous vs timid/ ..
fearful, amb1guous C R) Once Donald makes up his mind CONT. N

-

-
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' Table 1 (Cont.)

4

‘to do something it is as good as done, no matter how long it might
take or how difficult the going might be. Only rarely does he change
+ his mind, even when it would have been better if he had (persistent
vs. stubborn/obstinate, ambiguous C-R). Donald is the type o
person who follows the old saying; "a place for everything and’
everything in'its place". He can find almost anything at a moment's
notice {orderly, C-R +vg). 7 ’

&

o ',‘ i

[}

* . .
these labels were not included in the actual stimulus

o essays
. C-R= certainty-related - ,
‘ . "U-R= uncertainty-related .

-
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negative poles of these descriptions wére elicited from pilot subjects

with®approximately equaijfrequency in an overt characterization

task. The unambiguous descriptions were clearly positive or ﬁégatiVe

in nature. . - A . ' .
Ehe overt charactegization véj.no overt characterization |
manibu]atiq.,occurred aifer SUbjectsjhad read the esiay. Squects.in.

three of the five groups (N=52) were randomiy ‘selected to receive.
the overt tharaéterization task. In this;tésk, the éZ shbjécts -
were asked to characterize each of tHe féur'ambiguous des¢riptions. of
Donald using a single word'(e.g.;."Considéring only Dona]d;s

attitude “towards mountain-climbing and sky-diving, how mfght one
character%ze witH a single word this aspect ofqhis EFrsona]ity’"
and "Cons1der1ng only, Donald's behavior after he makes up his m1nd

to do someth1ng, how might one character1ze, with a s1ng]e word, i

this aspect of ‘his personality?")..They then were given a 15-minute,

nonverbal, interference task (Raven's Advanced Progressive Matrices) -~

m.ﬁ‘*’

in order to rule out the effé;ts of short:terﬁ'memoryi The Raven's
was administered using standard procedures and instructions (Raven,
Court, & Raven, 1277) in order to prov{ﬂé a re]iéb1e and*yalid
measure of inte]]igencé, as well as being used as a filler task. The
39-subjects not giVEn the overt characterization measure were given
the Rayen's immediatély after reading the Dgﬁhlq essay..ﬁfter
qomplgting the Raven's,_a]l subjécts were g;ven a reproduction
measure in which they were asked to rewrite exact]y, word for word,

the paragraph about Dona1d anally, they were asked to rate how ”

Tikeable they considered Donald to be on an 11-point scale ranging
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. :
from -5 (extremely unlikeable) to +5 (extremely likeable). In the

second session held one week later, subjects once again completed
the reproduction and attitude measures, in that order. Subjects were

thanked for their participation and debriefed.

(i) The Measure of Uncertainty .Orientation

Uncertainty,orientétion is a composite variable based on the
‘authoritarianism and "need” for uncertainty measures. Scores .on ,
foth measures are individually transformed into z-scores and then a
subject's authoritarianism z-score is subtrjcted from his/her "need"
for uncertainty z-score to obtain his/her sqe;e’in uncertainty

orientati:;‘($orrentino et al., in press). The "need" for unceﬁtainty

measure used in this study was based on the following TAT sentence -

lead: -"A person is sitting, wondering abzut‘what may happen ...".
One rater scored each subject's storf written in response to this
sentence léad for the presence of uncertainty imagery. Thié was
done using a scoring system developed b# Fredrick and Sorrentino
(Noté 4) to assess the amodnt of uncertainty imagery in stories

written in response to sentence leads., In previous scoring sessions,

this rater had had rank-difference correlations of above .90

- with the'rankihgs made by an expert scorer. (These rankiﬁgs reflected

the amount of“unéértainty im?gery contained in the stories;) A
second r;ter scored 20 random]y-seiected protocols and ranked them
éccording to :’!E;t of imagery; The rank-difference correlation.

(or rho) between the ranks of the two raters for this set of stories
was .87. After détermining “need" for uncertainty scbres, the

tﬂipsformattan procedure described above was followed to get subjects'

o
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scores in uncertainty orientation. A tertile split was then performed
on these uncertainty orientation scores to yield the uncertainty-

oriented, moderate, and certainty-oriented subgroups.

(ii) Computation and Description of the,DependEﬁﬁkyariab]es

Each subject"s immediate and‘delayed reproduction of the stimu]us‘
essay was scored in terms of the following four coding‘categories--
deletion, reproducfion without distortion, positive distortion, and
negative dfstorgion. A second rater scored 20 randomly-selected
protécols from eech of the immediate and delayed feproductions.

The Pearson Product-Momeﬁ% correlations between the scores of these
two raters were .93 for the deletion category, and .80 for, the other
three cod1ng categor1es combined.

On the basis of the four ¢ coding categor1es, the following-
measures were calculated for each subject for both his/her immediafe
aed delayed repnodﬁttions: three relative characterization measures

(positive, negative, and overall), three relative distortion

measureé.(positive, negative, and overall), and three relative

" Heletion measures . (positive, negative, and overall). High scores on

the relative characterization and relative distortion measures

reflected more distortion in the certainty-oriented dfrection

> 4.

compared'to distortion in the uncertainty-oriented diréétion,

, whereas h1gh scores on the relative deletion measures reflected better

-

memory in the uncerta1nty -oriented direction than in. the certa1nty-

‘hented d1rect10n. The nature. of these measures, the1r method of

computation, and their meaning are presented in detail in Table 2,

The three relative characterization ﬁeasures were computed for
.‘ . ’
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Study 1: Description, Method of Computation, and Meaning of the

Relative Characterization Measures, the Relative Distortion

Measures, and the Relative Deletion Measures

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

(A) RELATIVE CHARACTER-
TZATION MEASURES:

(i) Positive Character-
ization Measure
(relative positivity
of certainty-related
vs. uncertainty-
related character-
1;ations)

(i#-) Negative Character-
ization Measure
(relative negativity
of certainty-related
vs. uncertainty-
related character-
izations) |

(iii) Overall Character-
ization Measure
(overall character-
jizations in the
certainty-oriented
vs. uncertainty-
oriented direction)

(B) RELATIVE DISTORTIO
MEASURES: '

(i) Positive Distortion
Measure (relative
positivity of
certainty-related vs.
uncertainty-related
distortions) *

PO

~ METHOD OF COMPUTATION

*
# +ve C-R character-
jzations minus # +ve’
U-R characterizations

# -ve C-R character-
jzations minus # -ve
U-R characterizations

]

# +ve C-R plus # -ve
U-R minus # -ve C-R
plus # +ve U-R

# +ve C-R distortions

minus # +ve U-R
distortions

MEANING OF HIGH -
SCORE .

high= more *ve
characterizations -
of certainty- _
related ambiguous
descriptions.

> -

high= more -ve ’
characterizations
of certainty-
related ambiguous
descriptions

'high= more char- ~

—

acterizations in
the certainty-

oriented .direction -

\ ' ~

high= more +veé
distortions of
certainty-related
descriptions. -,
(ambiguous and -
unambiguous)

CONT.




Table 2 (Cont.)

DESCRIPTION OF MEASURE

(i)

(iii)

(C)

(i)

(i)

(ii1)

Negative Distortion
Measure (relative
negativity of
certainty-related vs.
uncertainty-related
distortions)

Overall Distortion
Measure (overall
distortions in the
certainty-oriented vs.
uncertainty-oriented
direction)

RELATIVE DELETION
MEASURES:

Positive Deletion )
Measure (relative
memory for +ve
uncertainty-related *
vs. tve certainty-.
related, unambiguous
descriptions)

Negative Deletion
Measure (relative
memory for -ve
uncertainty-related
vs. -ve certainty-
related, unambiguous
descriptions)

Unambiguous Deletion
Measure, (relative -
memory for uncertainty-
related vs, certainty-
related unambiguous
descriptions) '

-

METHOD OF COMPUTATION

-

# -ve C-R distortions
minus # -ve U-R
distortions

s

# +ve C-R plus #-ve
U-R minus # -ve C-R
plus # +ve U-R
distortions

# deletions of +ve
C-R unambiguous
descriptions minus
# deletions of +ve
U-R unambiguous
descriptions

# deletions of -ve
C-R unambiguous
descriptions minus

- # deletions of -ve

U-R -unambiguous
descriptions’

# deletions of C-R
unambiguous
descriptions minus
# deletions of U-R
unambiguous
descriptions

-4
-
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MEANING OF HIGH
SCORE

* high= more -ve

distortions of
gertainty-related
descriptions
(ambiguous and
unambiguous) .

high= more
distortions in
the certainty-
oriented
direction

high= better
memory for
positivé;
uncertainty-
related,

.unambiguous

descriptions

high= better
memory for
negative,
uncertainty-
related,
unambiguous
descriptions

high= better
memory for
uncertainty-
related,
unambiguous
descriptions

- R '
C-R= certainty-related

U-R= uncertainty-retated
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those subjects who received the: overt characterization'hanipu]ation
(i.e., those subjects who were asked to charactérize each of the ~
ambiguous descriptions with a single word). For example, these
subjects were asked the fol]owing: *Considering only Donald's attitude
towards mountain-climbing .and sky-diving, hdw might one characterize,
‘with a single word, tHis aspect of his personality?" The three
chéracterization measures all reflected the number of overt
‘characterizations of certaintyjre1ated vs. uncertainty-related,
ambiguous descript}ons. One measure taﬁped the number of positive,
certainfy-re]ated characterizations compared to the number of positive,
uncertainty-related characterizations or labels (the positive
characterization measure), another tapped the relative number of
negative characterizations of certainty-related and uncertainty-
related, ambiguous descr1pt1ons (the negative characterization
measure), and the third was an overa]] character1zat1on measure wh1ch
took both positive and negative characterizations into account.

A word néed§‘to be said about the method used to decide )
whether or not a given overt characterization was positive or negative
in nature. This was a two-stage process. First, a decision was made
.as to the applicability of the word used by the subject to characferize
a given certa1nty‘re ed or uncertainty-related, amb1guous

e -
"description. This decision was made pr1mar11y on the basis of words «

-

used,py subjects in piloting sessions, who were asked to characterize
ambiguous descriptions one at-a time (rather’than after reading a
12-descr1ptioé essay, a; in the bresent stuay). A thESagrps also was
used to generate appliicable 1abels; Second, the positivity vs.

negativity of the applicable labels was decided using both Anderson;s

»




(1968) Tikeableness ratings and mean positivffy ratings made by
pilot subjects who used a particular label.

The relative distortion méasures were simi]ér ip nature to the
re]ﬁtjvefcha%acte?ization measures except fhat they dealt with the
evaluative distortion of the behavioral descriptions (both ambiguous
and unambiguous) rather than the evaluative nature of trait labels
apb]ied to the ambiguous desc}iptions. The positive distortion
measure tapped the number of posiéive, certainty-related distortions/
compéred to positive, uncertainty-related distortions. The negative
distortion meﬁgyre taﬁggd the relative number of negative‘distortions
of certainty-re%éted descriptions cbmpgred to the number of negat}ve
distortions of‘ﬁncertainty-related descriptions. The YTast measure,
the overall distortion measure, took bgkh posifkve and négative
distortions intco account‘in order to test the,overé]l prediction
that.subjects would positive]y'distort descriptions matching their
orientation and negatively distort descriptions.that did not match,
This measure was composéd of number of poéifive distortions of
certainty-related descriptions plus number of negative distortions
of uncertainty-related descriptions minus the opposite (i.e.,’
positive, uncertainty-related distortions plus negatfve, cerfainty-
related distortions). ) ; - : |

The three deletion measures were concerned with fec%l] of
unambiguous description$ only (i.e., descriptiops that are clearly
positive or negative in nature). They therefore focused on a subset
of the information tapped by the distortion ngsures siﬁce-thé
latter involved.distortions of ambiguous,descripgfons as well as

distortions of unambiguous.descriptidhs. One of the deletion

48




measures looked at re]ative\recall for the positive, unambiguous-
descriptions; another looked at relative reca11 for the negative,
unambiguous descriptions, and the third looked at recall of all

unambiguous descriptions (both positive and negati!e).

(3) Results ' o /

4

The characterization, distértion; and detetion results for

uncertaanty orientation will be presented in separate sections. The |

» —

character1zat1on measures were analyzed us1ng one-way analyses of
variance with extreme groups in uncertainty orientation as the
between-subjects factor. Time was not a factor in these analyses

since overt characterizations were on]y obtained in the first

. session. The d1stort1on and deletion measures were analyzed us1ng

repeated measure ana]yses of var1ance, with characterization

(overt character1zat1on vs. no overt characterization) as a between-
subjects factor, extreme groups in uncertainty or1entat1on as* a
between-subJects factor, and time (immediate vs. de1ayed) as*the

repéated measure factor Mu1t1vaggate ana]yses of variance

(MANOVAs ) were performed for each type of dependent variable in

‘ -

order to control for the effect of mu1t1p1e measures<n1Type 1 error

rate It should be noted that all these ana]yses 1nvo]ved extreme

groups in uncertalnty ofientation since the focus of this study was on

. how uncertainty-oriented and certainty-oriented subJects d1ffer in »

[y

1nformat10n process1ng Moderate scorers were deleted so that d1rect

compar1sons between extreme group subJects in character1zat1ons,

, d1stort1ons. and reca11 cou]d be made w1thout being concerned that

wh &

sign1f1cant effects were obscured by the variable behav1or of the

moderates (Sorrent1no & Short, 1977). -

, ’ ' )
. - ) . ) . . ra
. ‘ - s
, .

;!

)
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(i) Characterization Measure Results

| A multivariate analysis of QEriance'(MANOVA) cog}d only be
performed appropriately on the positivé chqracterizétion measure
together with the negative charécterization freasure since including v ‘
the ove?a]f characterization measure resylted in linear dependence
among the depehdent variables. (This overall mea§uré was, in fact; a
composite of the other two méésures;) The MANOVA on the positive

-

characterization and negative characterization measures employed

’

extreme groups in uncertainty orientation as a between-subjeéts
factor and only showed a trend towards significance (Hotelling's I?=
4.50, F(2431)= 2.18, p<.13). Thus.~effec£s for uncertainty

orientation on positive and negative characterizations perhaps v

should be viewed as capita]%;ing on chance in the following univariafe
ANOVAs. However, one could argue that concern with Type 1 error

@

rate is not an issue here since it was predicted a priori that
uncertainty- and certainty-oriented subjects would differ in both '
. their positive and-negatiVé characterizations. For a priori planned

comparisons between two'groups that are relevant to a single hypothesis,

the hypothesis is traditionally viewed as the canceptual unit %or
error rate (Kirk,‘1968, p;?SS).‘
The.one-way ANOVA on positive chqracterizatﬁons with extfeme
- groups in uncertainty orientationﬁas the between-subjects factor was‘r
margimally significant, F(1,32)= 289, p<.10. Contrary to e;péctatjon,
‘. ~ uncertainty-oriented subjects pbn&ed to make moré positive character-
izations in the certaiﬁty;brﬁenteé direction on fhis relative .

measure (M= ,06) than did certainty-orien€bd subjects kﬂ; -.50).

e

Higher scores on this measure reflect more positive characterizations

. ¢
P ;::’ . re?

e
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. (F(1,32)= 4.35, p<.05) and once again Tevealed the opposite pattern

. certainty-related descriptions and more negative characterizations:of

- . | . , J 5 1
» o N ¥ . :" . ”
of cerﬁainty;ré]ated than uncertainty-related descriptions and lower

°

scores reflect the reverse.
. The one-way ANOVA on negative characterizations with extreme
groups in uncértqintyvoriehtat%éﬁ~5§ the between-subjects factor
‘also was marginally significant, f(l,32}= 3.62, p<.07. It was .
predicted that uncertainty-oriented subjects would make more negative
" characterizations og the certainty-related, ambiguous descriptions -
than of the uncertainty-related, ambiéuous deséfiptions whereas the
reverse would be true for cergainty-oriented subjects. Exdbt1y the
opposite was found,éas had been- the case for positive characteriza-
tions. Uncertainty-oriented subjécts tended to make mbre negati&e
characterizations in the uncertainty-oriented direction than in
the CErtainty-oriéhtéd direction (M= -.33) whereas.cértaintys
oriented su?jects tended to make more negative characterizations
in the certainty-oriented rather than uncertainty-oriented direction -
(M= 13). - . m
A one-way'ANOVA involving extremé groupslin anertainty |

L}

orientation was also ﬁe;formed on an ove;%11 characterization
measure in order %0 test the overall prediction that subjects would
positively distort descriptions matching their orientation and

negatively distort those that didn't. This ANOVA was significant

to expéctation. Uncertainty-oriented subjects had higher scores on

this measure (M= .39) than did certainty-oriented subjec;s (M= -.63).

* . L3 .y - » 3 - L] *
Since higher scores reflect more positive characterizations of f

uncertainty-related descriptions whereas negative scores reflect the

’ Tt 2%
7
' ‘ }




e
opposite, uncertainty-or{ented subjects actually made erra]] ,
characterizations in the diréctfon expected for certa1nty—o}iented

subjects and\cenxainty-oriented subjects made overall characterizations

in the direction expected for uncertainty-oriented subjects.

(ii) Distortion Measure Results

A multivariate repeated.measure ana]xiié/gﬁxgariance (MANOVA)
involving characterization (overt characgarization vs. no overt
characterization) as a between-subjects factor, extreme groups in
uncertainty orientation as a between-subjects factor, and time
(immediate vs. delayed) as the repeated measura factor was performed
an the‘positive distortion measure and the nebative distortion
measure. (The overall distortion measure was excluded from this, ..
MANOVA since it was a linear composite of the othér‘two measures. )

Tha MANOVA revealed only a margfnaily significant interaction
between uncertainty orientation and time (Hotelling's T%= 5.88, F(2,54)
= 2.89, p<.06). This marginally significant multivariate F indicates
that we-can be reasonably confident that employing a number of
distortion measures doesn't lead to significant univariate fs due to
an increase in Type 1 error rate. In other Qoads, we éan be
reasoaab1y‘;onfident that an} interactions found between uncerta?nt&
o ; , R
~orientatjon and time on the distortion measures are not spuriop;]y‘
significant due to " capitalization on chance. o
The repeated measure ANOVA on positivé diétortioﬁs--invﬁ]vjng
éharacférization VS, 90 overt characterization, high vs. low groups"

N

jn uncertainty orientation, and time (immediate vs. delayed) as

~

factors--revealed a sigﬁificant unée;tainty,orientation by time



~/

.

interaction, F(1,55)= 3.87, p<.05. On the immediate positive
distorfion‘measure, uncertainty-oriented subjects made more relattve
distortions in the certainty-oriented direction (M= -.10) than

did certainty-oriented subjects (M= -.30). On the delayed measure,

t

howeve}, this pattern reversed and’the uncertainty-oriented subjects
made fewér relative distortions in the certainty-oriented direction
(M= -.62)--or more relative distortions in the\hhcertainty-drjented |
direction--than did the certainty-orienfe& sbbjecfs (M= -.Oé). Since
it wasapfedicted that differences between uncertainty- and certainty-
origntqd-subjects W%H]d be stronger on deiayed pgsitive distortiéns,
T1 and T2.differehces between subject groups were exgmined using )

Dunn's Mﬁ]tip]e comparison procedure for planned comparjisons (Kirk, Q

1968, p.'ZQ)..Dunﬁ's procedure conEro]s‘for Type 1 error rate by

il

J~<sp11ttiﬁg up= among a set of p]annedﬂcpm arisons. Using this procedure,

uncertainty-‘and certainty-oriented shbjects were found to be
significantly different from one another only in delayed pos1t1ve
distortions (D= .59, p<.05). Thys, as predicteds uncertainty-
or1ented subJects made more pos1é1ve distortions in the uncertainty- _
or1ented d1rect1on than in the certa1nty -oriented d1rect1on on
de]ayed reproduct1ons whereas the revegag,was true for certa1nty-
vriented subjects.

‘A repeated measure ANOVA was also performed on negafive ;

disiortion_scdres.‘This ANOVA revea}ed'aumarginally éignificaht !
uncertdinty orientation by time interaction, F(1,55)= 2.91, Eé.OQ.

. On the immediate negative distortiﬁn measure, uncertainty-oriented
subjects ‘tended to make more negative distortions in the uncertainty-
oriented direction (M= -;48) than did certainty-oriented subjécts

‘ O -

L)
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(M= -.37). Once aga1n, however this pattern reversed on the delayed:
negative d1stort1on measure and the uncertainty-oriented subJects _
tended to make Tewer re]at1ve'd1;tort1ons in the uncerta1n£§-
_oriented d1rect1on (M- - O7)--or moré negat1ve distortions in the

certainty-oriented direction--thar’ d1q the certainty-oriented

ASutdgcts (M= - 23) ' ‘ . .

>

Finally, a repeated measure ANOVA-was performed on overa]]
eistortaqns. This ANOVA\reyea1ed a significant uncertainty or1entation
by time interaction, F(1,55)= 5.61, ~p_<.02---as hed been found for
positivg dietortiods (significaht) and negati&e distortions (marginally
significant). 6n the immediate overall distortion heésure, contrary '

\]

to prediction;‘uncertaintj-orienteq'subjeefs made more relative
d{stortions in the certainty-oriented direction (M= .3?) thgn did
certainty-oriented subjects {M= -.10). On the delayed measure,

however, the eipected pattern of overall eistortion emerged, Here
uncértainty{oriented sdbjects'made'more relative distortions in

the uncertainty-oriented direction-(M= -.55) than did certainty-
oriented’§ubjects (M= .20). Usihg Dunn's mdﬁtiple comparison
proceeqfe, the two groups of subjegéé were found to be significantly
‘differeht only in delayed overall .distort‘ions (D= .75, p<.05)..

Thus, as predicted, on the de]ayed recafl meaéu:e uncertainty-
oriented~ind{viduals’maQe.more relative, distortions in the unalrtEinty-
orientedihimeCtion (more ;ve distortions of uncertainty-related
deschiptions and mgre -ve.distprfions of certainfy-related descriptions ,
combined than of the reverse);whereas certainty-orjentedjsubjects

on " b S . ’ , -
made more relative distortions ghﬁfhe certainty-oriented direction

'(more +ve distortions of certéinty-re]ated descriptions and more -ve

-
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"distortions of uncertainty-related descriptions combpined than of the ' ¢

re%pfse).

2

-~ (d49) Deletion Measure Results

A multivariate repeated meésure analysis; of variance (MANOVA)

¢

ﬁnvo]v1ng character12at1on VS, no oyert char cterLzht1on extreme
- P
groups 1q\encerta1nty or1entat1on and time as factors was performed

- on the positive and negative delet10n measures. (The overa]l

-

G.iet1on measure was exc]uded from thws MANOVA since it was a

Tinear composite of the other two measures ) This MANOVA. revea]ed ‘

. b

~ - a significant main effect for t1me (Hote111ng s Tz- 10.09,-F§2,54)=
. "o, 95 ;yt 01) and a marg1na11¥ s1gn1ficant uncerta1nty,or1entat1on
}bx\character1zat1on condition 1nteract1on (Hotelling's I?= 5t67,
_F(2,54)= 2.78, pg.07). Once again, then, we gn_ be rea‘sonably
confieent'that significant unieariatekeffects‘para11eling the

mu1t1var1ate ones g1ven above' are not }puraous]y s1gn1f1cant

. ,_,’ 5 F1rst, a repeated measure ANOVA was. pqrformed on subjécts'

o pos1t1ve delet1on 5cores This ANOVA reve51ed a significant main 'g

¥ effect for time (fﬂ1,55)=*9.97, p& .003) "in which fewer delet1ons .

of positive eertainty-re1hted than positive uncertainty-related
' .descriptions Qere found at T (M= - 32) than at T (M= - 02)A Thus, o
subjects made approximately Equgl numbers of de1et1ons of both .
types of positive descr1pt10hs at T1 but had better memory for*the
“ positive, certainty-related descr1pt1ons-than.§he pos1tqve,
' " . uncertainty-related descripfions whef rech]ling:QHE'stimq1Qs essay il

e - .one week later. The ANOYA on positive deletions also revealed a ff '

signjficiﬁt'uncertainty\oriegtatiqn by characterization condition -
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' interactfon F°(1 55)= 5. 04, p<.03. In the characterization condition,
the uncerta1ntx;or1ented°sub3ects made more relative deletions of
pos1t1ve,.uncerta1nty-re1ated descrtpt1ons (M=_-.50) than did the -

. cértaimtykortented subjécts (M; .00). Thus, when asked to overt]j:“
characterize the ambiguous descriptions,~uncgrtainty-oriedted-
subjects had bettdt re]ative.memory for positive, unambiguous,
certeintyére1ated descriptions than dio lhe'1ow scorers in uncertainty
‘orientation. Howeyer, when no’overt characterization was involved,
uocertainty-oriented subjects made ‘fewer relative deletions of
positive, uncerta1nty -related descr1pt1ons (M- 20) than their

. counterparts (M= - 18) §1m1lar1y, a s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on betweeﬂ
level of uncertalnty or1entat1on and character1zat1on on the overall
de]et1on measure (F(l 55)* 4.10, 23: 05) showed that uncertainty- ‘
or1ented subaects had worse relative memory for uncerta1nty related:'
oescr1p§gons\(ﬂf .71)_than\certa1nty oriented SubJeCtS (M= 1.28)
under the charqcterization‘cond1t1on but better relativé memory for
| uncerta1nty-re1ated descr1pt1ons (M= 1. 25) than certainty- orrented
subjects (ﬂj .64) under the no -characterization cond1t1on No
signif}caht effects were found for the négative de]et1on measure

In summary, when no character1zat1o; task -was given, uﬁcerta1nty-
or1ented subJects had better re]at1ve memory for uncerta1nty-re1ated
descr1pt1ons (particutarly p651tive ones) than did low scorers 1n

uncertainty orientation (as,expected), whereas the reverse occurred

under the chéracterizagion manipulation.

’ ) \ L

’
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(iv) Attitude Measure Results

(a) 1n1tia1 attitudes and attitude change

- First, the reader should note that, as expected, subJects v1ewed
‘the target person in a neutral manner on both their innediate and
de]ayed evaluative judgments. (M= -.59 for_both immediate and deiayed
attitudes). Thus the stimulus essay appeared to be neutral in
“overall evaluative content as desired. In addition to the immediate
and the delayed attitude measures, an attitude change score was
Zaiculated for each subJect by'subtracting his/her immediate attitude '
score from his/her de]ayed attitude score (after Higgins et al., 1977{.
Only 40 out of the 91 subJects in:this study (or approximateiy 44%)
changed their attitudes over tihe. Despite this general effect of .
constancy in‘impressions over time (M= -.59 for injtiai attitudes
and M= ;.59 for de]ayed attitudes), a significant negative correlation
was found between iritial attitude scores and the attitude change
scores (r(90)=-.56, p<. 0001 two- taﬂed) Since high scores on both

measures reflect more positive attitudes " the negative correlation

indicates that pOSitive initiai attitudes were assoc1ated with -

‘negative change over time and vice versa (i e., negative initial
attitudes were associated with p051tive change over time). Time
Jthérefore had a moderatihg influence of-attitudes; botk positive
and negative attitudes became less extreme over time.. It is qyite
pOSSibie' however, that this change over.timé was not true change
but rather was “due to regress;pn effects (e g., Payne & McMorris, 1967).

(b) attitudes and distortions “a

It was predicted that more pgsitive attitudes towards Donald

would qe associated with more positive than negativé distortions of

. e, -
. N el
.
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tne deocriptions of Donald. This prediction was examined using an
evaluative distortion measure consisting of the nunber of positive .
distortions (both'certainty— and uncertaint}-re]ated) minus the -

" number of negative distortiong (both certainty- and uncertainty- | ‘
re]ated)._Tnus, unlike the other relative distortion measures which
were concerned with both the content (certainty- or uncertainty-
related) and evaluative direction (positive or negative) of distortions,
thetevaluative djstortion measure was oOncernéd only with the [atten.
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed oetween immodiate
and délayed attitude scores and immediate and delayed evaluative
distortion scores. Both immediate and delayed attitudes were found
to be significantly correlated with de]ayed evaluative distortionsA

~only, although these corrglations were small (r(89)= .18, p<.05
one-tailed, and r(89)= .20, 2;1.03 one-tailed, respectively). Thus,

as predicted, more positive attitudes were relpted to more positive

than negative distortions on the delayed reprodu ion measure and

L4

_more - negat1ve attitudes were re]ated to more negat ve than pos1t1ve
delayed d1;tort1ons. e
We also wondered whether subjec;s' attitudes would be related
to the content as well as evaluative direction of the1r d1stort1ons.
For examp]e would more pos1t\\o attitudes be assoc1ated with more
'pos1t1ve, uncertainty -related djstort1on§ than positive, certainty-
related distortiono or vice vefsa? Accordingly, Pearson product; ‘ A
moment corre1at1ons were computed between immediate and delayed
natt;tude scores and 1mmed1ate and delayed pos1t1ve d1stort1on scores

as well as 1mmed1ate and de]ayed overa]l dlstort1on scores,

S1gn1f1cant (although small) c°rre1at1ons were found between attitudes
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and the delayed overall distortion measure (3(90)=:i.?5, p<.02
two-tailed and r(89)= -.20, p <.05 two-tailed for.iﬁ&eQﬁéte,gnd delayed
attitudes, respgctively). (Thgse correlations are tﬁﬁ;lgilgd-becauée'
the directions of the relations were not predicted. ) Sig;é higher
~attitude scores reflect more.positive attitudes, and since‘hidhér .
scores on the overall distortion meésure reflect more relative '
distortions in the certainty-oriented direction;ftaglnegat{ve correl-
ations indicate that both pdsitiVe initial attithdes and positive
delayed attitudes were associated with relative distortions in the
anertainty-oriénted direction (and vice versa). In sum, positive
attitudes were.related to uncertainty-orienteﬁ distortion and

. negative attitudes were related to certainfy-oriented distortion.

(4) Discussion

(i) Overview of Discussion

In this section, the results pertaining to the specific predictions

for uncertainty orientatién'wi]l be discussed. .-The findings for

étti;udes will be discussed in the'general discussion chapter--Chapter -
Four. The pﬁésent‘discussioﬁ sectioﬁ will conclude ‘with the present- '
ation of a model for undergtandfhg and explaining the findings for '’
uncertainty orienfation. This model of biﬁp]ar‘certainty and unéertafnty
schemata is used to account for the distprtibn and deletion of

congruént and incongruent infbnnation found in the present study.‘Thea
reader should note that none of the resutts to be discussed here .

wére mediated by intelligence s%nce anal&sestof covariance contr@]]ing
:for the effect of intelligence (measured by Raven's Progressive

Matrices) were not différent from the analyses of variance.



(ii) Specific Predictions for Uncertainty- and Certainty-

Oriented Individuals

N

In terms of overt characterizations, it Qas predicted that
upcertainty-oriepted subjects would apply more positive 1abe]§ to
uncertainty-related, ambigpous descFiptions, whereas certainty-
oriented subjects would apply more positive labels to the certainty-
re]ated, ambiguous‘descriptions. In addition, uncertainty-oriented
subjects were expected to apply more negative labels to the certainty-
ré]ated, dmbiguous deseriptiens than to the uncertainty-related,
ambiguous -descriptions, whepeas the reverse yd% expected tor ce:}sinty-
priented subjects. Marginally significant resutts were found for both
positive and negative characterizations (p<.10 and p<.07, ‘respect- |
ively) that were completely opposite to expectatien. Udcertainty-
oriented subjects tended to make more positive characterizations in
the certainty-oriented direction compared to‘the uncertainty—oriented
direction and mpre negative characterizations in the uncertainty-
oriented direction compared toii:; certaipty-oriented direction than
ddd certainty -oriented subjecte An overall characterization measure
wh1ch took both positive and negat1ve character1zat1ons 1n]p account
revea]ed the same pattern of f1nd1ngs in a s1gn1f1cant analysis

(Ej( 05) Thus, uncerta1nty-or1ented supgects 1abe]1ed the amb1guous

behavioral descr1pt10ns in the manner expected for certa1nty or1ented

- subjects$ and certa1nty or1ented Subjects d1sp1ayed the eva]uat1ve

*

‘biasas in 1abe111ng expected for. uﬁcertainty-or1ented subaects

Similarly, opposite resuTts to thbse expected were fOund on

immediate distortions (but nat on de]ayed d!stort1ons): It, was

predicted that uncertainty-orientqd suhjéctsfxoq1d disp]ay a positive

60
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‘_ and overall d1stort1ons of the two subJect groups at T1 and T2 In

. , 61
bias in the distortion of uncertainty-related descriptions, whereas

certainty-oriented subjects would show a similar bias in -the distortion

-

of certainty—re‘ated descriptions. Compared to certainty-oriented

subjects, high scorers in uncertainty orientation made more positive

4

distortions in the certainty-oriented direction at Tlf(opposite to

1 expectation), but more positive distortions in the uncertainty-

oriented direction at T,, as p_redictedl (p<.01). It was also

predicted that uncertaiﬁty-erfented subjects would make more negative
distortions of certainty—re]dted descriptions than of uncertainty-
related ones, whereas the reverse‘would'be true for certainty-

oriented subjects.‘A margindJ]y/significant interaction was found °
(p<.09) that para11e1ed the positive distortion f1nd1ng Thus, the J
opposite effect tended to be found at T whereas the predicted
direction of difference tended to be found at TZ.»F1na11y, the same
pattern was found on a measure combining positive and negative
distortions (p<.02). Since it was predicted that the expected
distortion effects would be stronger on subjects' delayed reproductions,

Dunn's multiple qpmparison procedure was used to compare the positive

both cases, only the delayed effects were s1gn1f1cant (p< .05 for both
d1stort1on measures) Thus, the reversa]s at T1 were not significant "

in themselves whereas the expected differences at T2 were in fact

s1gn1f1cant . ‘ | . \gr

In terms of’de]etions, uncertainty—oriented subjects were

@ -

- expected4¢o delete more certainty-related than uncertalnty re]ated

unanibi guous descriptions, whereas the reverse was: expected for

certainty or1ented subjects. The expected delet1on effects were found

-

® . , ' - | 3



-only in the no characterization condition for both unambiguous

descriptions qﬁd positive,'unambiguous,descriptions: In the character-
ization condition, the results were again totally opposite to P
- expectation (p< .05 for unambiguous descriptiong and p<.03 for, 2
y ’ F

positive descriptions). One could argue that the overt characterizationh 1

- task leads to "biased" deletion results (as wi]] be discussed

~

short}y) and that the predicted effects therefore only occur in the. . - =
absence of this task. . ‘ s Y *
3 In’ summary, the expected results for uncerta1nty or1entat1oﬁ - ol JRad
‘ %A" ~

occurred only on the de1ayed reproduct1on measure (for d1stort10ns)

and in the no overt character1zq}10n\§9nQ1t1on (for dejet1ons).‘ 1:‘: B A
Resu]fs totally oppdsite to expectation were found in,jmmed{éte ;f
'reproduct1ons.and charag;eruz::1ons and for subjects 1n.;he ovért
character1zat1on cond1t1on One cou]d argue that f1nd1ng.e1ther

predicted'effects or more significant effects on delayed measures can

be seen as support for the construct aécessibi]ity modé] of Higgins J

and King (1981), s1nce accessible constructs are tbought to have a

/
s not explain the reversals at Tk and in the characterization

i:onger mﬂuence on memory and distortion over time. However, th1s
“condition. We now turn to the discussion of a preliminary model of
uncertainty and certainty schemata that attempts to explain both the

expected and unexpected distortion and deletion effects. . ‘ §!




(iji) A Model to‘Account tor the Findings of Study 1: Bipolar. Certainty

and Uncertadinty Schemata and the Distortion and Deletion &f Congruent’

and .Incongruent Information C )
X I Q .

{a) “description .of the model

o W

According to the mode] to be presented here, uncertainty- and
v certa1nty -oriented 1nd1v1duals d1ffer in their cogn1t1vg representa-
t1ons of uncerta1ntyt‘and certa1nty-re1ated 1nf0rmat1on Positive
uncerta1nty—re1ated 1nformat10n is thought to b& most accessible for

an uncertainty or1ented person, but negative certajinty- re]ated
mformatmn 15 a]so thought td’ be relatively accessible due to
d1mens1ona1 connect1ons (cf the semant1c network and spreading ,
activation research by Collins and Loftus (3975) and Neely (1977)).
- In contrastf?ﬁositive tertainty-related information is thought to
be,moet acdessib]e for a certainty-oriented person, and‘negative

uncertainty-related information is also relatively accessible due to

dimensional connections. These differences in ehronicalry accessible

constructs are viewed as arising from past exoeriences in situations.

ary1ng in degree of uncerta1nty as to the outcome. ﬁ , , ’
So far, nothing new has been sa1d about the cogn1t1;e represent-

atlons of certainty- and uncerta1nty-or1ented 1ndiv1duals The

? thron1c accessibility d1fferencesout11nedabove are precisely those

that were thought to 1eadzto memory differences in the»present study.

HoweVer,‘construct'accessibility theory--at Jeast: as presént]y

out11ned (e g.; Higgins & King, 1981)--15 conicerned on]y w1th the

confent of cognitive representations. Cognitive representat1ons of a |

particular domain (e.g., independent-dependent behav1or) also have a

structural component--which refers to the amount and/or degree of ' .

. .::. L
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articui?tioh of stored information in that domain. For example,

‘Markus (1377) views self-schemata ae cognitive representatibns about

' the self in some behavioral domain that are highly differentiated

L

and. well-articulated. The notions of content and structure are both

v

important in the present model of cognitive differences'in orientation

to certainty or uncertainty, since uncertainty- and certainty-
orientation are viewed in terms of bipolar schemata that differ in-

the degree of differentiation and the nature of the affect associated

* wifh the cectainty and uncertainty poles. Thus, both structyre and

o
©

content (including related affect) are seen as haVing implications

' ’for the effiCiency of processing congruent, incongruent, and irrelevant

[

information. This idea is not new. Markus (1977) and Schroder et a].t

(1967), among others, hcve’argued for a relation between structure
and process,)and Tiave provided evidence of this relation. Nhatﬂis_new
in this model, however, is the explicit integration of schema
theerx'(Markgs, 1977) and‘construct accessibility theory (Higgins &
King.'1981;‘Hi§§ins et ai.,‘I982; Higgins & Rholes, 1978). The

present model incorporates Markus' structural notions and views

. construct accessibility as the mechanism whereby: schemata influence

the processgng of relevant information. . o »

More speCifically, relative differences in the degree of
differentiatioq of. certainty- and. uncertainty—related information
in memory are seen as related to the relative accessibility of
¢ertainty- and uncertainty-related tonstructs. fhus, structural
differences ref]ect the relative importance of these two types of

information and lead to differences in their relative accessibility.
" - -wq'

‘ Affect is a}so a crucial part %f this model "Positive -affect is
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thought to be associated with theemore differentiated or more
‘1mportant po]e of the certa1nty uncertainty d;mens1on, and the
constructs in the less d1ff§nent1ated pole are thought to be taggiﬂ
with negat1ve affect. Due toothese connections between the cognitive
and affective systemsﬂ(cf. Zé}onc, 1980), then, negative affect is
ihp]icaied in the processiné of incongruent information (i.e.,
certainty-related informatibn for uncertainty-oriented individuals

and uncerfﬁinty-re]ated information for certainty—orienteduind%vidua]s).

_In support of this bipolar schema model, there is some evidence

that cong:uent and incongruept information-are both processgd

faster and more efficiently than irrelevant information (e.g., Hastie
& Kumar, 1979; Judd & Ku]ik,'1980; Kuiper, 1981; Smith, 1973). For
- instance, Kuiper (1981) fouﬁh that self-ratings of adject%ves that
were ext;eme1y-]ike or'unlike the self had shorter latencies than
judgments of modérately self-descriptive terms. Thus, both congruent
information and incongruent information were processed more efficienf{y
than irrelevant: information, which led Kuiper (1981) t0'suggesf

that both types of ihformation are cognitively represented in memory
(pf. Judd & Kulik, 1980). There is also evidence that fncoﬁgruent
information is sonétines recalled best of af] Hastie and Kumar (1979)
_found that recall was h1ghest for behaviors 1ncongruent with a
persona]1ty-tra1t 1ﬂmress1on and. that irrelevant or uninformative
information was least wel] recal]ed They in fact suggested that
. either a depth—of~process1ng model1 (Craik & Lockhart 1972) or a |
schema model could be developed to accdunt for their resu]ts

In schema terms, one’can 1nterpret these studies as show1ng that

information that “f1ts" one's schema or organizing knowledgé structure
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for making sense out of information (i.e.y congruent or incongfuen;
information) is‘recalled better and processed fasier than information
‘ tha; dogsn't fit oqe"s schema (i.e., irrelevant 1nformatipn). This.
has been shown for various types' of information and knowledge
structures: memory for-lists of congruent,. incongruent, ahd'ngutra1
personality-related beha:%Oral desgription§ as a fuﬁcgioﬁ of';ssoci-
ated trait labels (Hastie é Kumar, 1979); reaction times for "describes
me" or “"doesn't describe\'me" responses to trhit-adjéﬁtives as a
function offéatjngg ofitheir se]f-descriptiveness (%.e., éxtremely
like, moderately 1iké, and extremely unlike the self) kK;iper, 1981);
and, memory and reaction times fér attitdde statements as-a function
of their previously-obtained :agreement fatings (i.e., eitreme]y
agree, moderately agree, and extremeTy d%sagree) (Judd & Kulik, 1980).
The schema ﬁode] formd]ated here oWés much to the reseafch and
theori\zing of Hastie and K‘umar (1979), Judd and Kulik (1980), and
Kuiper (198f). It i$ a preliminary model that attempts to account for
.the ehéractérizat{on, distortion,.an% dg]etidn results for uncertainty !
orientation as parsimoniously as possible. The reader should keep |
in smind, hoﬁéver: that this model 1ikely will have %o Ej;pmdifded
as research in this areaAprogressés. ‘

- As previously méntionéd, un;ertainty— and'tertaintyroriented
individuals are thought-tb differ in their scﬁemas repreSeﬁtiﬁg
uncertainﬁy- and certainty-related situations, fra{ts, and Behaviors.
These schemas may in fact be self-schemas reflectiné knowledge of
one's past behaQior in situations “involving varying degrees of

certainty as to the outcome (cf. Markus, 1977). If this is the case,

the uncertainty-oriented indiyidual can be seen as having a knowledge

-,
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structure ceeta1n1ng a large amount’of positive, uncerta1nty -related
1nformat1on wh1ch is self- descnqpt1ve ané a 1esser amount of negat1ve,
certa1nty -related 1nformat1on (and perhaps some negat1ve, uncerta1nty-
re]ated 1nf0rmat1qn) ‘which def1ne§~what he or she is not 11ke. In
contrast the certainty- or1ented 1nd1v1dua1 can<be seen as having a .
schema containing a large amount of positive, certainty-related
informatiqn (e.g., "1 am cautious and-careful“) and a smaller amount
of negative, uncertainty-related information (e‘g ; "1 am not a
foolish risk- taker") This parailels Ku1pe§ s (1981) proposal that
‘se1f schemata contain. 1nformat1on about whaf/fhe person is not like

'

as well as what he or she is like. Thus, the self is def1qed in

¥

reference to two\heles:‘ Tike'me" and "not 1ike me". For example, the
. uncertainty-orieﬁted'indiViduai may defihe‘gimself or.heraelf,as
beind "adventurous”‘(a positive, ancerfaietylrelated‘trait)'andﬂ
as "not narrowm1nded" (a negat1ve certa1nty related tralt)--and
pBrhaps as "not indecisive" (a negat1ve uncerta1nty re]ated tra1t)
These self—schemata therefore conta1n congrueht 1nformat1on that is
’tagged with positive affect (which def1nes what ;he person is_like
in this dqmain)’ahd ipcongruertfinformation that 4s'tagged with »
'negative affect (which defines:what t%e persoa is not 1ike). Thus,
thi?'msaej incorporatesuboth structuralyand affeetive notions
How can th1s model account for . the resu]ts‘*or uncerta1nty
‘ or1entat1;n7 In terms of memory for'unamb1guous 1nt|rmat10n in the ,
stimulus essay, the expected difference between uncertalnty- and

* certainty-oriented 1nd1v1dUaJs was found in the no character1zat1on

condition and a reversal ‘was found in the characterization cgndition.

o

This was true for memory for both posifive descriptions and for

;

.
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positive and negat1ve descriptions comb1ned but not for negative
descr1pt1ons a1one Thus. in the absence of the overt char&cterwzat1on
' task, subjects showed better memorynfor pos1t1ve, congruent
informatioq than for positive, incongruent“1nformation,_as one
bwou]d'expect ffithey'have se]f;échemas characberized,by.ﬁbsitive]y-'
{taggee, congraent traits ‘and %hrases: The assumption here is that”
self-schemata eaable echema-consistent information about other; to
_be processed more efficieﬁt\g}LMarkd§'& Smith, 1981) or, more 7
specifically, that accéssible constructs defiﬁing the self enable
related infbrmation about'others to be better recalled (Hibginse&
King, 1981) To account for the reversals in the overt characterization
cond1t1on, wé%have to posit that someth1ng about the act of prov1d1ng
trait-labels for the behavioral descriptions in the overt character-
jzation task made the schema-inconsistent” information (i.e., positive .
incéngruent and negative. congruent information) mbfe salient or .
distincttve. These findings.are soneyhat’bara11e1'to Hastte am -
Kumar'si(i979) finding that descrﬁp¥ggas that are incongruent with
a persona]ity-tfa%t iﬁpres;idh are often best recalled after a
‘short.delay peridd However, in the b}esent case, it is not material
that doesnot#1t W1thfone s 1mpress1on that is best remembered; E
rather it s mater1a1 that s 1ncons1stent w1th one's self—schema
In terms of d1stort1ons, uhcerta1nty~or1ented sub;ects were
found to make more re]at1ve distortions in the certa1nty—or1ented

f
direction than certainty-oriented subjects at Tl’ and more relative

[

distortions in the uncerta1nty-or1ented d1rect1on than certalnty-

orfented subJects at T2 This. pattern was found for pos1t1ve

d1stort1ons,anegative dﬁstortlons (marg1na1), and a11 d1stort1ons

' (* . .
Sw . ’
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L combineo. The de]eyed distortion findings are thought to'reflect
“the processing benefits of bipolal schemata composed of positive,
congruent ‘and negattve, 1ncongruent constructs and 1nf0rmat1on,
(8 R 4\ _,___ﬁ___\
since both groups of subjects madetmore positive dfstort1ons of
congruerit mater1aTvand more negative d1stort1ons of incongruent
materihl The regersals at T1 (i e., more negative distortions~ef
congruent mater1a}-and more positzve drstortwons of 1ncongruent

mater1a1) can not s&mp]y‘ﬁe attributed to .the fact that schema-

| 1ncon94§tent information (1.e., negatjve congruent and positive

incongruent information) is more, salj or dlstlnct1ve when

- B

presented a]ongs1de scheme cons1sten e?ia] If, th1s was the

\\
, case one would expect only better ipitial memory for the schema-

-

:~e\1nconsqstent, unambiguous descr1pt1ohs--not more d1stort\ons “of the
descr1ptlons in a schema 1ncons1stent manher. Thus, it seefis most ”
reaSOnabTe to argue that someth1mg aboot subJeéts ex1st1ng
cogn1t1ve representat1ons of certainty- and uncertannty reiated
1nformatlon made s:hema 1nconslstent 1abe1§ more accessible when
1n1tia11y categ0r1zrng the stimUlus 1nformat1on This can perhaps be
seen more clearly in subjects overt character1£et1ons of the |

R _. d evaluat1vely ambiguous beh?viora1 g‘lrr1pt1ons. Here subaefts
tended to app]y trait.labe}s to the descr1ptﬁons in a schema-

’ 1ncons1stent manner Lposit1ve labels to 1ncongruent dbscr1ptions J:
and negatlve labeﬂs to congruent degcr1pt1ons) 3? T

ln sum, the, results at TZ and 1n the no characterization

condition are entjrely opnsistent nith the hfpolar seIf-schemata

-

o llodel propo.sed here'uugh and Tow sﬁorers in uncertafnty orien.tation
x' displnyed dhstorttuns and deletrdns of 1nforu;tiou about anather '

I3
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make . schema-inconsistent distortions and tp focus on the schema-

v * * ) ] -' . , »
1ncons1stent descriptions. This is not thought to be a consc1ous

; T;\ . o ; . ‘
- , i * °, .‘ - ' ,L 70
hat f1t with the view that they have self- def1n1ng knowledge

structures containing positively-tagged, congruent 1nformat1on ’

that ‘defines what they are like and: negat1ve1y tagged, 1g\engruent'

1nformat1on that def1nes what they are not like (cf Kuiper, 1981).

The mOst reasonable explanat1on at present for_ the reversa]s seems

*tﬁsbe that certa1nty- and uncertainty-oriented SUBJecfg are 1nterpreting

-

the stimulus material with reference to themselves when first

_exposed to. 1t and wheﬁ asked to overtly character1ze the amb1guous
. behavioral descriptions.. For example the upcerta1nty-or1ented

1nd1'ndua1 who thinks of h1mse1f or herself as adventurous-(a

pps1t1ve, uncerta1nty-re1ated trait) as not narrowminded (a - v

. . . a 8 "
negativé, §ertainty-related trait) may somehow decide that the Lo

>

stimulus person is "the opposite of me" which leads htm/her to

ey

Judgment. but rather an unconscious activation of, perhaps,

"non- se1f" know]edge §tructure that s denotat1ve1y and connotat1ve1y

f opposite to the "self" structure representtng the certainty- uncertainty

domain. For the uncerta1nty-or1ented 1nd1v1dua1,-th1s "non-self” ¢

.

‘structure ‘can be séen as conta1n1ng p051t1ve, certa1nty-re1ated N

'45' constructs (e. g;, cautious) and negative. uncerta1nty-re1ated

’ -

- constructs te g., 1ndecistve). It is too ear]y to specu1ate why ’

+

"these evMuativeTy-opposite schemata are activated at Tb and by. the '

overt character1zat1on task It cannot simp]y be that schema- ;-‘

. _inconsistent descriptians are more sa11ent or dist1nctive (after

'Hastie & Kumar, 1,979) since this does not accoun‘ for the schema- .

1nconststent distort1ons. Thus, sone type of‘knouledge structure

.'o L4 - ‘
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negative distortions of ingongruent and congruent information,

o L

-

seems to be p]ay1ng a role by making schema 1ncons1stent trait- labels
temporar11y more accessible. The schema- cons1stent material is,
however, being passivetly processed at the same time and shows its
effects on the dgjayed measures. Over time, then, bipolar certainty-
uncértainty schehata composed of chronically accessible constructs
and information revnal their'effects or™memory and the séhema—
/1nconsist;nt trait labels and information ane forgotten.

Attthis point, the reader should note that subjects aré not

simply trying to form a coherent impression at T, and.in the overt

1
characterization conditjon. If subjects were trying to form a

- coherent impression, then one would expect that the recalled

information would be all in one domain (i.e., certainty-related

-» . . . .
or.uncertainty-re]gteq)*or all positive or all negative. This was

.not the case. Subjects recalled positive incongruent information A

and negative congruent information and made positive distortions and

respectively. Thus, these results cannot be accounted for by impression

forméthnfat'Tl that fades over time so-that the influence of self-

" schemata on information processing is’ then revealed, We turn now LT

*
”,

to a d1scuss1on of a number of f;Rdtngs that support the ut111ty of
a bwpéﬁar schema mode, rather than a mot1vat1ona1 modeI in |

expTa1n1ng the resu1ts of. Study 1. , ".' l}'f
(b) support for the MOde1 ' ‘ R T .

There are, a number of reasons why a bipolar schema model<fits - .

t

| therdata better than a motivatdpnal model (Please note that we

are taIking about a- -motfvational mode] that ho ds that motivation - °"C_
has a’ g 1nf1uencg On subjects' reproducti ons = is entﬁr!ly f '

A . , N S . M
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plausible that'nistorinal mot;vational differences may have created
the schema differences that ayre seen a§ directly responsible for
the nbserved effects ) Tu begin w1th the stronger--and predicted--
d1stort10n effects that were found on the delayed reproduct1on
measure are most pars1mon1ous1y accounted for by the cogn1t1ve K
mode1 proposed here. A propqnent of a motivationnl model would
probably have to argue that motivation affects ghe‘initial encodjnb
of the Stimu]us,informatinn and thaﬁ chronic coghitive differences

between certainty- and-unce%tainty-orieniéd individuals, show their

effects one week later because it doesnotseeﬁ'plausible‘td

account for the delayed reproduttion'effects’in other than cognitive

terms. - © : ; ;

What abbut the: initial reversals in aistortions, then? .
Can they be ?cnounted for fnofivationall y? This does not ;eem to. be
the case‘becausé subjects made positive distortions of incnngqyent

descr1pt1ons and negative d1stort1ons of congruent descr1pt1ons at

72

T1 From a mot1vat1ona] v1ewpo1nt, positive dlstort1ons of 1ncongruent

information would not be expected s1nce subJFcts;shou1q, if anyth1ng,'

be avoiding incongruent infoPmation, §jmi]arly, the congruent

infoA?atipn shou]q(have'been positively distorted rather than b

" negatively distorted, accdrding'to ) motjyatioﬁa1 viewpoint, As

argued previousTy,,the 6n1y way. tb account for.the initial diStortions

'and deletions seems to be. in,terms of a temporar11y activated "non-

. self” _knowledge, structune or bipolar schemaﬂ Finally, a-cognitive

: exp]hnation of the reVérsals for uncertainty orientat1on makas most
“ sense because it. parallels Hast1e and Kumar* s (1979) and Kuiper s
‘“(19817 cognitive explanations.of their datu |

e
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In conclusion, a hfpolar eéhemata modet of . certainty- and
uncertarnty-related information appears te make most sense of the
“ data. It can account for. all of the major f1nd1ngs in Study 1:
the stronger and pred1c d d1stort1on effects at T2’ the reversa]s‘on

1nnpd1ate character ations; and the deletion effects in the

characteriiation and 'o.overt<characterizatiqn conditions. In
addition, the basic bropositions of the model regarding the role of -

affeét, -the relation between structure and process, the determinants

of construct, acceesibility differenéeéfland the efficiency of

°

proce551ng séhema-cons1stent d&nd schema- 1ncons1stent 1nformat10n

)

. are all supported by current research and theory in. the area of

social ‘cognition,

a%
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CHAPTER THREE
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES: IN CONSTRUCT ACCESSIBILITY AND ACTIVE
VERSUS PASSIVE PROCESSING: A TEST OF TWO COGNITIVE ST;UCTURAL

- T

APPROACHES TOZUNCERTAINTY ORIENTATION

(1) Introduction ‘ ‘ : ™

it

This study was essentially an extension of a study by Higgins,
L)

King* and Mavin (1982) which examlned the effects of individual

d1fferences in copstruct access1b1l1ty on person memory-and soc1al

~ Jjudgment., "Construct accessibility" refers to the “"readiness with

which a stored construct is utilized in information pcocessingl
(Higoins & King, 1981, p. 71) and the accessibility of a construct‘ls
thought to be influenced by such factors as gxpoctatéons, motivation,
recency of activation, frequincy ofﬁa&tivation, saljence, and

relation to other accessible constructs\(Higgins & King, ¥981). In

some cases, the’ influence on.a construct’s accessibility -is_momentary -

(as when retenf’petivation~of a construct through "primingf or

" unobtrusive exposuré to a relevant personality trait term increases .

the accessibility of the associated construct temporaﬂ\ly, as was
the case in a study by /’gglns et al., 1977). In other cases the
influence on access1b111ty is prolonged (as when long term goals

result ‘in prolonged increases .in acgess1b1l1ty). Furthermong,

construct acceésibility can be mediated by active, contro}led .

»

processing or by passive uncontrolled processlng (Higgins & King,
1981). Posner and Warren l;bsner & Harren. 1972 Harren, 1972, .
Posner. 1978) have prot/dod a usefal and much negdbd distinctjon"

-

between ;ctivenand pqtkiva processing. Accqrding to these researchers. o
4 .

e .
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act1ve processing involves conscious, de11berate strategies and

S~

Eontro] whereas passive process1ng 1nvo]ves unconscious, automatic

processes that are uncontro]]ed Posner has proposed three criteria

for automatic or pa551ve processing: “"the process may occur

uithout.ihtention' without givino rise to conscious awareness, and

w&thout produc1ng 1nterference with ether ongo1ng mental act1v1ty“.

(Posner, 1978, p. 91). o . - S
In the Higgins et al. (19822~study on the effects of ihdividua] |

conStruct apcessibility; it is important to distinguish‘betweeh

chronic \individual differences #n construct‘accessibi1ity, which

pgimerily involve the passive, automatic activdtion of constructs,

and active set,, an acttveaprocess in which conscious attent1on is

deﬂqberately directed toward the etpected event (Posner, 1978),

this study, subJects~were g1ven individually-tailored e$says to

redd that described various behaviors of a stimu]us'oerson. One-half

of the behaviors exemplified accessible traits for that subject

whereas the remaining description exemplified inaccessible traits. #

-
AS

And1yses revealed that whereas subjects, in geheral, recalled
'significant1y more accessible than inaccessible ﬂescriptions tn

“their reproduct1ons of the stimulus ‘information, as expected no
{ >
such accessib:lrty eFfect was found for. subJects low in 1nterpersona1

~

d1fferent1at1on 1n the1r use of the st1mu1us 1nforﬁet1on on an

[

1mpress19n, measyre. nggins et al. (1982) hypothesned that Tow .. .

d1fferent1atton subJects have an act1ve set to form pos1t1ve impressiogs
of othersgamich overrides the pr1mar11y passive effects of chronic ,

1nd1vidua1 differences in construct accessibtlity, Post hoc analyses

Nt
b

’ provided data in support of this notion since low different1ation

» a » - .

(.f .
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subjects were found t0'form ofimari1y.positive impressions of others.
A number of studies in the differentiation Titerature have.

1nd1cated that Tow d1fferent1at1on or low comp]ex1ty subjects tend

-to form univa]ent‘impressions of others. For\example, Nidorf_and’ o
Crockett (1965) found that E%gh:eomp1esity\§qgéects tended to form p
integrated impressions of a‘targeé oef30g described in conflsctdno

or incongrueot'ferms (i;e.. they saw the target 'as both positive

‘and negative) whereas low complexity subjects tended to }orﬁ uninte-
grated or univalent impressions. Vannoy'(196§) examined‘the relations

:between cognitive eomp]exfty and a oumoer of -ather measures using

a factor ana]&tic appfoech and found‘a numberfof factors, one of

(wh1ch he 1abe1]ed "black vs. white" categor1zat1on Both intolerance

-of trait 1nconswsten¢y and low scores on B1er1 s (1955) measure of

cognitive comp]exity wefe fbund to Joad on the same pole of this

factor, indicating that there is { relation betweem 1ow 'difi’qrent'iafm

'tion]éoﬁple;i;y and intolerance of trait inconsistency. In cohjunction

with Nidorf aod Crockett's (1965) fihding, these results suggesi

fthat Tow differentiation subjects form univalent iTpressions because *

they oan't tolerate traiQ'inconsistency.‘Sehroder et al. (1967) ’

have similarly stated thét a low 1eve1'of integra}ive complexity is

' charaEterized by an intolerance_of.aﬁbiguity.‘lf we'assume. as do.

Schroder et al. (1967). that a person who is iow in differentiation

is also low in 1ntegrat1ve complex1ty, then low d1fferent1at1on

subjects may str1ve to form evaluat1ve1y congruent 1mpressi°ns in
order to avoid ambiguity. Rokeach (1960) also presents evﬂ@ence-of

'eValuqt{veconsis;eneyin the impressions of dooma;ic (or loﬁ;_

differentiation) individuals. Compared to open subects, clpsed

L
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“impression of the stimulus person (either becquée they can not tolerate

‘ambiggiﬂy or trait incon;f%tégcy. or because they lack higher-order

. identical to that of the second study conducted_by'Higgins et.aI:'
M .
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subjects were found to eXpress less ambivalence toward their parents

and toitdolizé them more, Thus; according to Rokeach (1960), closed (or
low differentiation) individdals are more 1iab1e to distortion in yemmry
than are open (or high differentiation) individaals. F1na11y, Crockett
(1965) #ho views comp]exity as “a functwn of differentiation and
h1erarch1c organ1zat1on has»suggested that complex subjects shou]d more
often use both pos1t1ve and negat1ve attributes 1n the1r descriptions .
of othe#s than should low complex Subjects. The' reason for this,

according to Crocketf’(1965). is that complex subjects have superordinate

“canstructs which provide a rationale for the presence of two qualities

of opposite valence in one person's behavior, Thus, there is ample reason

to believe that low differentiation subject;’do not exhibit an-accessi-

bi]ity‘effedt in impressions chduse they attempt to form a univalent

g

integrating constructs) and so employ prédominant]y positive or nq'atite‘
traits 'in their 1mpress1ons (regardless of whether they are access1b1e
or 1nacce554t1e In fact, H1gg1ns et al (1982) found evidence of a
part1pu1ar-typevof univalent b1as—-a positivity bias--in thg 1mpressansA

of low dtfferent1at1on subjects. -

L

(a) es1gg

" The method of §tudy 2, discussed in detail<shdft]y. was almost
. IE

(1982)--the 'study mentioned above. The major differente.was that the
present study attempted to extend the previous findings over time.

'Approximately one weéf_after-comp1eting the'reproduction,'impression,

aqd attftudé'néagdres, subjects were asked t0‘c6mp1ete tﬁese measures

. ' * )\ p\
;L L oy
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once again. In add1t1on, the following persona11ty measures were

: *. obtained for each subject: resuttant uncetta1nty orientation,

: '1ntegrat1ve comp]ex1ty, self- schemata in the certalnty uncertainty

-domain, 1nterpersona] d1fferentlat1on, and d1ffereht1at1on 1h the

3 [

certa1nty uncerta1nty doma1n

(b) Bred1ct1on§ . -

t

\'f This: study examined the validity of two cogn1t1ve structura]

"cohcethaltfations of uncertainty orientation. It'wés,thought to be
0 i . ". ﬂ \ . ' . .."

an -unambiguous test,of whether an fintégrative compleXity model or

a schema model provided a béiter basis for a cognitive conceptualiza--

PP

© _tion of uncertainty'otientatiqn. As mentioned in the introductory-

section on the‘interte1ations'between the variables. ofsinterest,

it 1s theoret1ca11y 1mposs1b1e for both models to be valid smnCe a

certa1nty -oriented subgect caq not -be both 1ow in 1ntegrat1ve conmNex-

ity and a certainty Schemat1c, Thts is because to- be,a Schemat1c
) N p ! N 4

implies a ue1l-organiied and well-érticulated cognitive structure

Wee e.g., Markus,i 1977; Markus & Sent1s, 1982; Markus & Smith, 19§1) v

whereas to be integratively simplé 1mpl1es just the opposite.
" 1. Predictions for the impression measure

]be pred1ct1ons associated with a conceptuafhzat1on of uncertalnty
or1entat1on in terms of .integrative complexity will be consrdered
first. S[nce 1ntegrat1ve-€omp1ex1ty and d1fferent1at1on are close]y
re]ated variables (Schroder et al., .1967), one'would expect subJects
1ow in integrative complexity to funct1on llke 10w dlfferentIat1on
subJects and dlsp1ay a posit1vity bias--an active set to fonn a
. positive 1mpression which overr1des the passive accessib111ty effect.
Ina pilot study, a correlation of .34 (25( Jb3 n= 66) was - found



between 1ntegrat1ve comp]ex1ty and differentiation. This corre]atwue f |
supponts the not1on that 1ntegrat1vely complex individuals aqg hwgh
in differentiation whereas 1ntegrat1vely simple 1nd1V1duals ;re

low in differentiation.

With regard to hypotheses, a conceptua]1zat1on Qf'unterta1nty

J

orientation in terms of integrative comp]ex1ty wou&%ﬁ?e supported
v1f (1) uncerta1nty -oriented subjects tend to be iﬁgh scorers 1h
integrative complexity and certainty-oriented subjects tend to be
low scorers in integrative complexity (as has been shown in pilot y
;cata) and (2) both certainty-oriented and integratively simple
’subJects dlsp1ay a pos1t1V1ty b1as rather than an accessibility
effect .in the1r impressions. Accord1ng to this reconceptua11zat1on, t
then; low levels of cognitive structure are thought to be associated
with an affective bias that'is fbdiated by active precessing.

A conceptua]ization‘in terms ct’Markus' notion of self-schemata

in the domain of certainty- uncerta1nty dobs. not involve the notion

[ 4

of an affective b1as in impressions ‘hat is med1ated by active
processmg A]tbough a number ofn résearchers had d1scussege role
of affect in self-reference, in part1curar the view that the self
structure contains both a cogn1t1Ve and an affect1ve system (e g., -
Markus & Sent S, 1982 Rogers, 1981), these researchers have

been discussing an affective systerh character1zed by passive as
'oppcsed‘to adtiée prfcessing. For exampie, Markhs and Sentis (1982)
state that incoming data are automatical]y processed for se]f-

R re{euance. In the present study, the term "affect1ve bjas" is used & .

to refer to an active process such as set or expectancy. Since no

active processing is explicitly involved in a schema viewpointl \

»

\ - '

S

S,
.......
........



(Y8

”«’irocess1ng

® .
80
one would expect passive prggessing (i.e., construct accessibility)
- ; ¥

to mediate subfects' impressions “(cf. Posner, 197§). Although Markus
views the information processing consequences of Se1f-schemata as
due to the we]l-articu]ateesaﬁd well-differentiated nature of these
self-schemata (Markus, 1977; Markus & Sentis, 1982; Markus & Smith,

4

1981), it also is possible to view the faster processing of self-

relevant information, the better ability to retrieve behavioral

examp]es; etc.,‘of Schematics (compared to Aschemetics) as due to
differences in construct accessibility. Thus, Schemat1cs in a
particular behavioral domain can be seen as individuals w1th accessible
constructs in that domain, whereas Aschematics are individuals

without accessible constructs in that eomain. It follows that a
conceptualization of uncertainty orientation iﬁ te;?figirself-

schemata would be supported ifY (1) uncertainty-or ented subjects

are uncertainty Schematics, certainty-oriented subjects are certainty
Schematics, and moderates in uncertainty orientation are Aschematics,i

and (2) subjects high and low in uncertainty orientation, as well

a§~both types of Schematics and the Aschematics, display passive

. accessibility effects. Thus, according to this conceptualization,

there should be no differences between the uncertainty-oriented and °

certa1nty-or1ented subjects in termsﬁbf active versus pass1ve ’

-7

2 Predictions for the delayed impression measure

For the delayed 1mpress1on measure, the same passive processang

predictions are made for a conceptua11zat1on of uncerta1nty orienta-

tion in terms of self-schematd in the certainty- -uncertainty domain,

but the effects are expected to be stronger Bartlett (1932)

&' a
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suggested that the delayed influence of categoeration on reprodug-

t1on and judgment may ‘be greater than the immediate influence,

since the actua] st1mu1us 1nformat1on is likely to‘be forgotten more

rap1d1y than the categorization ‘of the information. A number of
stud1es by H1gg1ns (e.q., Hdgg1ns & Rholes, 1978; Higgins et a1

1977; H1gg1ns & King, 1981) have found greater delayed than 1nngd1ate
effects, For example, in the first study by Higgins et 51. (1982)
there was a much stronger effect of 1nd1vrdua1 differences in

construct accessibility on delayed reproq“ct1ons, although both the

h1nned1ate and-delayed effects were S1gn1f1cant. Thus, according to

an interpretation in terms of se]f-schgmata, the preq4cted
accessioility effects for both uncertainty-oriented and oertainty-

*

oriented subjects should be stronger over time.
With régard tp the integrative complexity conceptualization,
the predicted accessibility effect for uncertainty-ariented subjects

should be stronger on the delayed measure since, as mentioned

~ above, the categorization of information in terms of one's accessible

"constructs'should exert more 1nf1uence on 1mpress1ons (and reca]])

over t1me (e g., Bartlett,,1932). However, it is not c]ear whether

the p051t1v1ty bias predicted for—22?;a1nty oriented sdbjects in

o

'y

impressions W1]1 become stronger over time or even remain constant
Although subJects may forget the details of the stimulus informatitn
and have to rely on their positive 1mpre551on of the st1mulus person,

i e.. their categorlzat1on (cf. Bart]ett 1932; Higgins eq al.,

1977), it is also possible that subJects may gend to discount their -

"e

posit1ve impression as a biased one and recalI the more “objective

information they had qot efmloyed previously when foming thei’

- ' - -




. . -V '
impression (Higgins et al.; 1977;-Havland, Lumsdaine & Sheffield, '

. AN . .

-

1949) For'example, Higgins et al. (1977) found ewdence that
subJects d1scounted their 1mpress1ons and recalled more "obJectwe
/ ‘ 1nformat1on but it shou]d be noted that this gnly occurred onan_
immediate 1mpress1on measure “and not on a delayed measure.

In conclusion, Study 2 exammed the re]atwe va11d1ty of ‘

I

. - two cogmtwe structura"l conceptuaﬁzatwns of uncefrta'mty ormentatlon,

-

both °of whmh have mportant 1rrphcat1ons for the theory of uncertainty-
orientation. If the mode] based on ScKroder's notion of integrative
e ,complexity' receives s%pport, then an,important processing di fference .

will have been. found *For subJects h1gh and Tow” m uncertamty )
 J omentatwn So‘far, no individual d1fferences in actwws

e Y / .
passive processmg have been uncovered tlat were predicted a priori, °°
CT" e
and so ‘this fmdmg cou]d have a 1ar/ge 1mpact on the f1eld of ~
' - -
) ‘ social cogmtwn Even if the, conceptuahzatlon in terms of mtegratwe
[ s / ' a .

. \corrplexn_y is not SUpported rephcatmg the processmg d1fference ' .

t‘,

for subJects h1gh and- 1ow in d1fferent;.at1on will be van 1mportant .
f1nd1ng Since thére has been 11tt1e research on indivigual® | . .

| d1ff€rences m construct atce551b1hty and on the natureﬂand
v 1]

consequences of uncertainty omentat:on, the present researj:h- should B

be an mportant ang'meamngfu} contr1but10n beqa«(?‘ﬁt. atte\mts to

‘ mtég:ate these two d1verse areas. : '»,'\ v’

+ , #(_ri'} ' R ' . )

(1) If the 1ntegra't1ve complex ty mode1 of uncertamty orien.tatwn

3 L1st of pred1ct1ons

“is correct: (a) The‘ré ehould be 2 ignificant correlation between
uncertainty orientation and, 1ntegr1tive cowlekity scores. _

) Certdnt,y-oriepted ?nd 1ntegrat1ve]y simple: subjécts ' )
) FoLh . s , ) e
- - o .. Lo \ D .
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should d1sp1ay weaker access1b111ty effects in their impré8sions
" (4. €.y 1ower re1at1ve recall or use of access1b1e vs. inaccessible
- descr1pt1ons) than should uncertdinty-oriented agal1ntegrat1vely )
complex subaects,érespect1ve1y . -
. (c) Certa1nty-or1ented and 1ntegrat1ve1y simple subJects
should make impressions higher in overall judged positivity than
should uncertainty-oriented and 1ntegratiye1y complex subjects, N
respéctively.g o
(2) If the self-schema model of unCertainty\prientation‘is
correc%: (a) A chi-square analysis should reveal that uncertainty-
orienfed subjects are uncertainty Schematics, certainty-qriented
subjects are certainty Schematics, and moderates in uncertainty
orientation are ‘chemat(cs . |
(b) Subjects high and low in uncertainty or1entat1on -as
qe]] as both types of Schematics and the Aschematics, should
dispPa& accessibility effects in tpeir impressions.,
(3) Rccessibi]ity effects should be stronger at Tz,than at Tlf S

" (84) Low differentiation subjects should have weaker accessibility

effects in their impressions than should high‘differentiatioﬁ subjects.
(5) Low scorers in»dncertainty-certaiﬂty.djfferentiatioh should T

have weaker_accessibility'effects’in their impressions than should

high scorers in unceftéﬁﬁty;ceftainty differentiation. . ‘
. " SRR ° -
(2) Method - . e ; S
Ninety-five University of Western Ontario undergraduates
participated as subjects in'this study. One épbject was omitted from

the analyses for failing to return for the third session, The study
4 . , . .

e W . T

L 4
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\iqvolved three sessions held one week apart. The sessions lasted %

one and a ‘half hours, one hour, and one half hour,'?espectively.
Subjects were run in 10 groups of apprd*imate]yllo subjectg'each.
Quéstionnai?es and materiais used in this study that are without
cobyrights are included in Appendix. 1. |

Subjécts_were led to believe that they were particiﬁqting in
two supposedly unrelated studies céﬁducted by two different
éxper%henters{ This two unrelated stud{és paradigm also was used
by Higgins et &l. (1982). Subjects were told by the first experimenter
(a male) that his study--ostensibly concerned with the relations
among different measures of'personality and cognitive style--would
involve one.session, whereas the sécond study-=ostensibly concerned

. with pgycﬁo]inguistics--wou]d involve the other two sessions. The
cover‘;?‘%g'was that the two experimenters were interested in- . .
K\;$e4atfﬁ§31he results of the two studies. That is, they were interested

in eiamining the relations between persohality and the 1ntefpretation
of wfitten material ii.e., psycholinguistics), and so they wanted
subjects to participate in both studies. Ibe different nature of the’
tasks reinforced the notioﬁ’that thre weré in fact téo separate
studies and enhanced the credibility of the cover story.

In the initial session, the experimenter first administergd two \‘
timedtests--theprojective measuyre of “neéQSZfor uncertainty,'
followed by 3cprodef et al.'s (1967) measuré.of integrative complexity.
Subjects then éompleted four questionnaires at their own pace, in

the following order: (1) a modified form of Zajonc's "(1960) measure

|
of interpersonal differentiatiQn. in wh1ch‘subjects were asked to

list the traits of'various types of persons (a j&pe that they liked,




a. type that;they disliked, a type ;;;E\Eﬁéylsought.out. a type

that they avoided, and a type that they frequentiy encountered), and
.which was used to determine subjects' accessible constructs as

well as their level of different1atron, (2) a modified form of the
" Gough-Hei1brun (1565) Adjectfye Check List (modified to include
more'uncerfainty-iend certainty-related adjectives),\which was used
to determine se]f-schemata,,(3)‘;he Byrne and Laeeerth (1971)
acquiescence-free measure of authoritar%gnfsm, and (4) a measure
assessing both subjects' positions on various persoha]ity*dimensions
and the 1mportance of these d1meas1ons to their self- descr1pt10ns,
after Markus (1977) (See Appendix 11 for & detailed descr1pt1on of
this latter measure and its method of development.)
In the second session, whfch wes run>by 5 second experimenter

(a female) and which was ostensibly the beginning of a second,
two-sessien study, subjects were giQen an individually-tailored,
one-page essay to read. Each essay contained 12 descriptions of
various‘behaviors of avstimulus person. Of these 12 descriptions,
six exempiified~a given subjecf's'accesﬁible constructs in the domain
| of interpersonal perception, and the other six exempIif inacqessib1e
constructs for that person. A subject's accessible trai!dwere
- determined on %the bas1s of the traits elicited in the first

'session using the/ mod1f1ed form of Zajonc's (1960) card sorting

/
~ technique, and av/accessible trait was defined as the first
char;cteristic yﬁstéd by a supjeet. One -accessible trgit came from
each of the four affect questions in“the Zajonc task (11ke; dfslike,
seek, and avoid) and two traits‘came from the freqéent1y encounter

question. The inaccessible traits of one subject were selected from

65



theaccess1b]etra1ts of the other subJects (see Higgins et al., 1982).

After reading their 1nd1V1dua}1y-ta;Tored essays, subJects
performed a 15-minute, nonverbal, interference task (Raven.s- . \\;

) » 4 . |
Advanced Progressive Matriges), that also was used to obtain a
.‘ N

measure of {nte11igence:for each subject. Subjects Fhen completed

a réproduetion measure, followed by an impression'meesure and an

attitude measure (with.the order of the impression and attitude

measures.countgrbalancedracross subjecté). The reproduction and 3

-attitude measures were_ described ’?n the method for Study 1. The.

impression measure involved havﬁnb subjects write down, as fully

as they could, the sort of persoe they thought the target person'was.
In the third session, subJects were asked to comp1ete the * 7 ¢

reproduct1on, impression, and attitude measures once again. Each

subjecfﬁfeceiyed the latter two measures in the same order as they.

"~ were given in ihe pregﬁoue session. As a final tesk, they were

giQen a measure of differentiatien in the uncertaintx:certainty

domain. This measure involved having subjects form an impression

of a‘job applicant from a job interview transcript,'and then haying

them 1ist characteristics of this applicant on a separate sheet .

_of paper (fo1quing the procedure used by Zajohc (1960)). The job

interview transﬁript contained statements by the applicant about'

his/her behavior and job climate preferences that exemp11f1ed

certa1nty-re1ated\and uncertainty- -related personality tra1ts from

the Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1974)( {The uncertainty- .

: =

certainty differentiation measure and its method of construction

are described in more detail in Appendix III.) Subjects then were

vthanked for their participation and debriefed.
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(i) Content Analysis of Independent Variables

Two 1ndependent-variab1es in thi's study required content analysis

-"need" for uncerta1nty (measured by the TAT) and 1ntegrat1ve

" complexity (measured U? the Paragraph Completion Test) The "need"

for uncertainty measure used in this study was determined on the

El . J ° .

basis of the fo]]owing TAT sentence lead: "A person is sitting,
wonder1ng about what may- happen ...". One rater scored each §ubject's

story wr1tten in response to this sentence lead for the presence of

~uncertainty imagery. This was done using a storing system deve]dped

by Fredrick and Sorrentino (Note 4). This particular rater had a

rho of over .90 with the rankings made by an expert scorer on a

number of story sets A second rater scored 20 randomly;selected
protocols to check for, scor1ng re11ab111ty The rank- d1fference
correlation (orrho) between the ranks of tfe two raters was .88,

One rater also scored a]] the‘Paragraph Comp1et1on Test
protocols aécording to'Schroder et al.'s (1967, Appendix,Z).
structural scoring system, A secdnd rater also scored the Paragraph h
Completion Test responses of 10 randomly-se1ected subjects (a total
of 50 ratings): The correlation between the two raters’ scores
on the mean overall measure of integratdve complexity was .82, Thus,
each'subject's integrative complexity score reflected the average.
comp]ex1ty of h1s/her responses to the five sentence leads in the

Paragraph Complet1on Test.

(11) Descriptlon of Measures

The fo]]owing var1ab1es were indepefident variables in this

study: "need" for uncertainty, uncertainty orientation, 1ntegrat1ve

oM

’
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complexitys self-schemata in the certainty-uncertainty domain,
differentiation, and uncertainty-certainty differentiation. Thus, all

o - individual difference variables were treated as independent. variables

A\
L

whereas the deletion and attitude measures weve.the dependen

4 -

. variables in this study. - ¢

(a) the schema measure

" After extgnsjve»pi]oting'and'h féctor anF1ysis of subjects"
position ratings on a measure of the impoftance of various bibelar
scales (de5cr1bed'in\detai1 in Appéndix II'), ameasure of self- u
schem;tg in the cergainty-uncertainty domain was cdmputed.‘This‘

z

measure is described.iﬁ detail in Appendix II and will be only

brief]y descgibed here. Following the procedure for determining
Vschemat& driginal1y_used by Markus (1Q77),-subJECts'had‘begn giveq, ,‘
an "Importance Measure" in which théy indicated both where they -y
fell on 10 bipolar scales with certainty-reléteg,and ungertainty-: )
related poles, and the iﬁportance of each‘of these dimenéions:tO“ / ]
the%r self-description. They aiéq’hgd been given a modified -form
of the Gough-Heilbrun (1965)‘kdjective Check-=List in which they
indicated the self-descriptiveness of 10 certaiﬂty-re]ated'and_lo
uncertéintyfrelated words (in a list of 200 words). Based on the
results of a factor ;nalysis of subjects' position ratings on the
1mpprtance‘measure (see Appendix II), on]y.eiéht ;cales in the
importance measure were involved in the determinafion of self- .
schemata. Also, only the eight adjectives in the checkllfst that
')matcped 't_he pc'ﬂ'es Qf' the scales selected by fé&tor }ma1 ysis were )
i . .

used in the.classification procedure.

Subjects were classified asvpnce?tainty Schematic 1f they had




~ ’ v
extreme pasition ratings (points 1-4 or points 8-11 on an 11-point
scale) and extreme importance ratings (points 8-11 oo an ll-point
scale) on at least ggg.hore undertainty—re]ated scales than
certainty-related scales, and if they checked at 1e§st two more
uncertainty-re]ateﬂ adjectives than certainty-ré]ated adjectives

as se]f-descriptive.‘(This criterion of a majority of two scales

of one type was decided on a priori as a genera1 rulte. A majohity of
two seemed both reasonable and not overly strwngent ) Slm11ar1y,
subJects were classified as certainty Schemattc if they had

extreme pos1t1on rat1ngs and extreme 1mportance ratings on at least
two more certa1nty-related scales than uncertainty-related sco}es,-'
and if they checked at least two more qertainty-reloted adjectives
than uncertainty-re1ated adjectives as self-descriptive Subjects
.were classified as Aschematic if they had moderate position rat1ngs

(po1nts 5-7 on an 1l:point scale) and 1ow 1mportance ratings (points

1-6 on an 11-point scale) on at least three of the eight dimensions,

£

and if they did not check eithe;.%wo more uncertainty-re]ated than
certainty-related adjectives or two more certainty- related than
uncerta1ntyere1ated adjectives as self- deicr1pt1ve

(b) computat1on and descrspt1on of the dependent variables

Each subject's 1mmed1ate and de]ayed }eproduct1on'of hlslher
individually-created essay was scored 1h terms of number of de]etions
of-éccessible descriptions and’numoer of de]etions of inaccessible
descriptions. The same procedure was followed for each subJect s
immediate and delayed 1mpression of the person described in the
stimulus essay. A second rater scored 20 random1y selected protocols

from eath of the four sets (immediate reproductions, immediate

¢
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(3) Results™ .

"impressions, delayed reproductions, and delayed 1mpress1ons) he

corre]at1ons between the scores ‘f the two raters were .90, . Q,..87,

-

—_—

and 81 for. the 1nned1ate reproductlons, delayed- reproduct1o s,

immediate 1mpress1ons, and delayed impressions . respectively

f
o
f

}

é L4
i

j

. The results perta1n1ng to the préﬁ1cted relations between uncer-

L}

A tainty or1entat1on self-schemata in the uncerta1nty certa1Zf§'d0ma1n,

and 1ntegrat1ve complexity will be presented first. The delttion
results’ for reproduct‘io*and the de]metwn results for 1mpre§'s1ons will
then be presented for each of the above variables (and for "need" for
uncertatntyf-one component of uncertainty or:entation). Reproductipnv
and impression'dedetions were analyzed using repeated measure ana]yses .
of variance, with accessibility (accessib]e vél inaccessib]e descrip-.
tions) as a within- subJects factor, extreme groups on a var1ab1e {high
vs. Tow) as a between- subJects factor, and’t1me (.mmed1ate VS. delayed)
as the repeated measure factor. Multivariate-repeated meausre analyses

of variance (MANOVAS) were performed for each individual difference

variable deparately in order ta examine the effect of using two types

of dependent var1pb]es (reproduct1on and impression de1et1ons) on Type

"

1 error rate, These repeated meausre analyses 1nvolved extreme grbup

splits on an 1ndependent'var3ab1e (except in the case of the seif:

schemata‘measure) since the focus was‘ on whether’the ‘high and Tow -

"

'scorers on a var1ab1e d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y in- the strength of their

accessibility. effects, Auxi]iary ana]yses 1nv01v1ng the var1ab1es of

d1fferentiat1on and uncerta1nty-certainty d1fferent1at1on are presented

in a separate section. as’ are non-predicted f1ndings 1nvolv1nF

attitudes, averall memory, and relative memory for accessibleivs,

’
I3 ot
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inaccessible 'descriptions.

. - o’

(1) Predicted Re]ationsnAmong Variables

Since significant effects tended to be found only for "need" for
uncertainty.rathen"than uncertainty orientation, only xhe.findjngs for
- the former will be presented in this sectionr This can be justified on -
'tne grounds that Sorrentino et al, (in press)'fOund highly similar
resu]té fur both variables. A tertile split was performed on "need" for
uncertaintx scores to form the-;unﬁortunate1y quite unequal--high (n=

13), moderate (n=20), and low (n=61) "need" for uncertainty subgroups.’

(a) “need" for uncerta1ntyﬁand integrative comp]exygy

Accord1ng ta the integratijve complexity reconceptua11zat1on of
uncertainty or1entat10n one wou1d expect a pos1t1ve correlat1on
between "need" for uncerta1nty and 1ntegrat1ve complexity scores.. No
s1gn1f1cant correlation was found. ﬂowevem, a marginally significant,
tentile groups chi-square was found between'these two variables
(lz 4)\= 9.04, p<.06): The 'contingeney'table on which this
ch1 square was based 1s presented 1n Table 3. Look1ng at Table 3,

khneed"

- one can ‘see ev1dque of a curvilinear relat1on between

for uncerta1nty and 1ntegrat1ve compiexity. High "need" for:

. " uncertainty subjects tended to nave high scores rather than 1on

scores in integnative*COMp1exit'. Moderates tended to have low scores

"rather than moderate $CO ow "need" for uncertainty subjects
tended to have moderate :jégztfi;§;>luw scores 1n 1ntegrat1ve o

complexity. Thus, high "need" for uncértawnty subaectsstended to be

high in 1ntegrat1ve.comp1ex1ty. as e%pected accord1ng to the

_ 1Q:egrat1ve complexity model, but mod rates in “need“ for uncertainty ‘

j ' ‘ L . $




Table 3 °

R -
i

Study 2: Contingency Table for High,sModerate,. and Low

Levels of "Need" for Uncertainty as a Function of,Leve%gwgé

. ¥
. Integrative Complexity (Mean Overall Measure)

: , o : Integrative Complexity

- "Need" for Uncertainty
High . Moderate

»

High 6 (4.43" 4 (a.01),
Moderate 6 (6.81) 2 (6.17)
- Low 20 (20.77) 23 (18.82)"
P
n ® - .29
. -+,
:

and expected frequencies
g

Low ' n

*
3 (4.56) 13

Q

12 (7.02)" 20

*
18 (21.42) 61 .

3 . 94

expected cell frequencies appear in brackets

* . ,
cells with largest discrepancies between observed

92
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'tended°to be 10w.in integ?atiee compiekdty, and Toy "need" eubjects

’ tended to be moderate in -integrative comelexity.

| (b) “need"‘for uncertainty and self-schemata in the certafnty-

hd .
‘uncertainty domain

According to the self-schemata onceptualfzetion of uncertainty
orientatieh, one wod]d expect high "need" for uncertainty subjects 0
to be uncertainty Schematics, low "need" for uncectainty subjects’
to be certa1nty Schemat1cs, ‘and moderate "need" for uncertainty
subjects to be Aséﬁemat1cs A s1gn1f1cant chi-square ( 3&? 4)=.12.47,
p<.02) was in fact found between the "need" for uncertainty measure
and the schema measure. The contingency table on which this chi-
square analysis Wes based {s presented in Table 4. As can be seen
in fﬁis table, high "need" for uncertainty subjects tended cc be
uncertainty Schematics, as expected, but moderates in "need" ‘for

|

uncertainty subjects tended to be Aschemat1cs
. . ‘ ; '

uncertainty tended to be certa1nty Schematigcs, and low “need" for .

(i1) Deletion Results for Uncertainty Orientation : . .

A multivariate repeated measure analysis of variance (MANOVA)

was performed on reproduction and impressicﬁ deletions together. ' .
This MANOVA employsd accessibility (accessible vs. inaccessible -

descriptions), extc;me groups in uncerfainty oriéntacion_(high,vs.

low),’ahd time (immediate vs. delayed) as factors. It revealed'the ‘

following significant effects: a main effect foc time (Hotelling's ;,,,;Lf/*/////

2. | S

T°= 71.69, F(2,55)= 35.21 'Bﬁf 00001), a main effect for access1b111ty

(Hotelling's T2= 70.70, F(2,55)= 34.72, p<.00001), and a three-

way ‘Interaction between uncertainty orientation, accessibility, -and



« Table 4 -

‘\
Study 2: Cont1ngency Tab1e for Hig Moderate and Low
- Levels of YNeed" for Uncerta1nty as a Funct1on of Levels of. o

Self-Schemata in the' Certainty-Uncertainty Domain
’ . . [ ]

}

Self-Schemata

R
"Need" for Uncertainty A .

’ o High Moderate Low n
. e . . . . ..\= -

“ - *v . . *
High : . 4 (2.33) "~ 3 (3.50) 0 (1.17)y 7
a .: . ‘ '. l . [N * )
Moderate - 3 (2,67) 1 (4.00) + ,4 (1.33) 8
ST L Low " 5(7.00) 14 (10.50)". 2 (3.50) 21

N 4 : ) .
v o 12 18- 6 36

a expected cell frequencies appear in brackets

ce]ls with largest d1screpanc1es between observed
and expected frequencies

‘ »




time: (Hote111ng S T 6. 43, F(2 55)= 3,16, p<.05), Thus, significant
. univariate effects para11e11ng those abeve can- be cons1dered not
| to be spurious. i
The univariate'repeated measure ANOVA on.reproductiod deletions
s revea1ed a main effect for t1meﬁ*\TI 56)= 48 55 95: 00001) This
main effect” for t1me 1nd1cated that fewer de]et1ons were made at
v T (M= 2.89) than at T, (ﬁf 3.46). A main effect for access1b111ty ‘
s also found (F(1,56)= 27.57, p<.00001), which showed that subject¥

made fewer deletions of accessible descriptions (M= 2.59) than of

e

inaccessible descriptions (Hf.3.76); Finally, a significapt
.three-way interaction was found between uncertainty‘orieetatien, -
| accessibility, and tihe on repreduetion deTetions‘(F(1‘56)= 6.27, p< '
¥ 02) According to the 1ntegrat1ve comp]ex1ty conceptual1zat1on of
uncerta1nty or1entat10n one would expect an 1nteract1on betqeen
uncertainty or1entat1on* access1b111ty, and time.on impressions, but‘
‘ .not on reproduct1ons as was the case here ‘The cell means for this
three-way 1nxeract11' are presented in Table 5. Look1ng at Table 5
" one can see that uncertainty- or1ented subJects had weaker acce551b111ty
effects’ on the immediate measure (M= 2.28 for accessible de]et1ons
and qi 3.24 for inaccessible deletions; gf .96) than 1owfscorers 1n--\
uncertainty orient&tiohr(ﬂg_Z.ZI for accessible deletiofis aed‘ﬂf 3.83
for inaccessible deletions; D= 1.62), whereas low scoref's had’
weaker accessibility effects oh the delayed measure (M— 3.14 and M=
4,10 for accessrb1e and 1nacce551b1e deletions, respectively; D= 96)
than h1gh scorers 1n uncertainty or1entat1on (M= 2 72 and M= 3.86
for accessible and 1naccess1b1e de]et1ons, respect1ve1y, D- 1 14).

Were these differences significant however? That- is, did uncertainty-'

]




Table 5 .

Mean Reproduction Deletion Scores in the Uncertainty

Orientation X Accessibility X Time Interaction

» -
Mean Number of Mean Number of Difference
Deletions of ‘Deletions of Between - .
Accessible :  Inaccessible Mean Number
Descriptions/ - Descriptions. of Inacces- *
. ‘ sible and
~ ' Accessibile
" Deletion$
Uncertainty- . e ’ ) .
Oriented . 2.28 - 3.24 .96
Immediate Subjects (n=29) : :
Reproduc-
< tions Certainty- -
Oriented - 2.21 © 3.83 1.62
Subjects (n=29) : .
. 3
Uncertainty- .
Oriented . - 2.72 3.86 1.14
Delayed Subjects (n=29) . .
Reproduc- - ,
tions Certainty- .
Oriented 3,14 4.10 .96

Subjects (n=29)
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oriented subjéc%s displax signif%cant]y weaker accessibi]ify“effects‘ '
%han certainty-briented subjects af‘Tl, but significantly stronggr
accessibility effects at Tz? Sincg e*amination of the relative
strength of accessibility effects wa;‘planned, and sincé‘ft was

predicted that retative differences would be stronger at T2’ compari- -~

3.8
v

sons were performed using Dunn's multiple comparison procedure

(Krrk, 1968, p. 79). Spgéialized linear functions of the meang-fo}
high and- Tow sorers in uncertainty orientation were examiﬁed at
both Tl and Tz. Theseprthogona]cnmparisons‘tested the null
hypothesis that the difference pet@een the number of acces;iple and

J

inaccessible deletions for one éroup of subjects was equal to the

B

difference between number of accessjb]e and inaccessible deletions
for the other gneuﬁh.bnly the comparison between uncertéinty- and
certainty-oriented.subjects ét T1 wag found to be significant
(Q?'-.BG, p<.05 two-Wmiled). Thus, uncertainty-oriented subjects
displayed sigﬁ%ficantly weaker accessibility effects than certainty-
orienfed subjects in their immediate reproductions. The reversal
at T2 was nonsignificant, .

A repeated megiyre ANOVA employing extreme groups in uncertgﬁnty
orientation, acces;?%i1ity, and time as factors was also performed on

impression deletions. This analysis revealed both a main effect

" for time (F(1,56)= 15.27, p<.0005), in which fewer deletions

were made at T, (M= 4.03) than at T, (M= 4.48), and a main effect
for accessibility (F(1,56)= 68.41, p<.00001), which showed that
subjects made fewer,déletions of acceséib}e descriptions (M= 3.69)
than of inaccessible descriptions (M= 4.82). No s{gnifiéant

interaction between uncertainty orientation and accessibility was — -
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found on impressions, although such an interaction had been‘predic%ed '
according to the integrative complexity mode] of uncertainty

orientation,

(111) Deletion Results for "Need" for Uncertainty

A MANOVA, employing extreme groups in "need" for uncertainty,

v

accessibility of despriptions,.and time as factors was performed on
reproductibn and impression deletions fogether. It revealeg the
following significant multivariate effects: a main effect for ti$e
(Hotelling's I?= 39.88; F(2,65)= 19.64, p<.00001), a main effect

for accessibility (Hotelling's I?: 39t61, F(2,65)= 19.50, p<.00001),

2. 6.6, F

a main effect for "need" for uqcértainty (Hote1ling's T
(2,65)= 3.27, p<£.05), and a marginally significant "need" for uncertain-
2= 4.97, F(2,65)= 2.45, E<)09)

The un1var1ate repeated measure ANOVA on reproduction de]et1ons

ty by time interaction (Hotelling's T

revealed all of the above effects Subjects made more deletions

at 12 (M= 3.65) than at T1 (M= 2,93), as oné would expect (F(1,66)=
30.94, p<.00001). A'strbng acééssibi]ity‘effect was also shown
(£(1,66)=‘13.67..p_<.0005)3 with subje'ct»s n;aking more deletions of'
1nacces§ib]e descriptions (M= 3.77) than of accegsib1e descriptions
(M='2 81). The unexpected-main effect for "need" for uncertainty
(F(1,66)= 6.57, p<.01) revealed Tt high scorers in, “need" for
uncerta1nty made fewer de]et1ons~?M- 2.83) than ‘the 10w scorers (M-ﬂ
3.40). Finally, a significant "need"- for uncertainty by t1me '
interaction (F(1,66)= 4.97, 955.03)--margina11y significant in the
MANOVA--showed that high "need" subjects made fewer deletions on

1nneaiaté reproductions (M= 2.65) ahd.on delayed reproductions (M}
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3 00) than Iow need“ for uncerta1nty subjects (M= 2 99 and M= 3.80°
for immediate and de1ayed reproduct1ons, respectively). A posté¥1or1
ﬁPmpar1sons between the two groups at T1 and T2’ using Scheffe s
procedure (Kirk, 1968, p. 90), revea]ed that the difference
between nigh and Tow "need" for uncertainty subjects”in number of
de]etione was significant only on the detayed reproduction.measure
(F(1,66)= 14.88, p<.05).

A'repeated measure ANQVA emp]oying extréme groups in_“need"

for uncertainty, accessibility, and time as factors was also

performed on impression deletions. Only a main effect for time (F(1,66).

= 10.69, p<.002) and a main effect for accessibility were found ) : .
(F(1,66)= 39.60,‘Qf:.00001): Subjects made more deletions at T2‘

(M= 4.43) than at T) (M= 4.00), and more deletions of inaccessible

descriptions (Me 4,81).in their fmpressions than of accessible

descriptions (!;/3{3332 2 ‘ ’ ' N

e -
«/ ' ' | 7>

(iv) Deletion Results for Integrative Complexity

As was_the case for the other variables of_interest, a MANOVA

-

- was performed on the reproduction and impression deletions together.

This extreme grbups in integrative complexity X.accessibility X'

time MANOVA showed' a main effect for time (Hotelling's T°= 89.38,

E(2,57)= 43.92, p<.00001), a main effect for accessibility

2

(Hotelling's T°='85.77,-F(2,57)= 42.14, p<.00001}), and an interaction

between'integrative complexity and accedsibility (Hotelling's I?= 6.84,
_F_(Z '57)'_' 3. 36’ E( 004)-

. I

The univariate repeated measure ANOVA on reproduction deletions |

showed a main effect for time (F(1,58)= 53.42, p<.00001), in.which

<



o

eaccessfbility effects in this interaction (M= 3.83 for-accessible

100
fewer deletions were made at Tl,(ﬂf 2.84) than at TZ (M= 3.53), and
a main effect for accessibility {F(1,58)= 16?58, E}{:OOOI);ghn which
subjects made fewer deletions of accessible descriptionsV(ﬂfh2.72):‘ﬁ;
than of inaccessible descriptions (M= 3.65). No other efTeéfs we§%f¢'
found on reproducfions. . : |

The ANOVA on impression deletiong also showed the two main

effects for time (F(1,58)= 26.02, p<.00001) and aécess{bijity
(Eﬁ1,58)= 85.54, 95:.00001)%‘Subjecf; made more deletions at T2
(M? 4.59) than.atx\T1 (M= 4.01) and they deleted more inacceésible

descriptions (M= 4.90) than accessible ones-(ﬁf 3.70). According to

- the ihtegratiye complexity structural model proposed hé(e,‘it was

expected that low scorers in intéggétive complexity would display
weaker accessibi]ify effects in their impressions than would high

i 1
scorers in integrative complexity. This predicted interaction

| bétwaen integrative complexity and acces&iEiTity was found (F(1,58)=

A ~

5.96, p< .02). The_celi means in this interaction are presented in

S

Table 6. Low integrative gomp]exity subjects showed weaker

deletions, and M= 4.72 for inaccessible ﬁeletion{; D= .89f than the
highs (M= 3.57 for accessible deletions, and .M= 5.08}f0r.inaccessib1e '
deletions; D= 1.51). Since this interaction had géen.predicted, a
t-ratio (Kirk, 1968, p. 73) was used to determine’ whether high

scorers in‘integratiye compiexity had signifi;ant]y stronger acces-

sibility effects than low scorers in integrative complexity. This

planned orthogonal comparison tested the null hypothesis that the

. difference between number of accessible and inaccessible deletions

-

for integratively complex subjects was equal to the difference

4

’ a
'
AR




Table 6

.

Mean Impression Deletion Scores in the Integrative

Complexity X Accessibility Interaction

Mean Number of Mean Number of

o ) Deletions of Deletions of
: Accessible Inaccessible

- Descriptions Descriptions

High Scorers in : .
Integrative - 3.57 5.08 :
Complexity (n=30) A

- .
e — 4

Low Scorers in . o
Integrative . 3.83 4.72
Complexity (n=30) - '

- Difference

Between
Mean Number
of Inacces-

Sible and

Accessible

Deletions

1,51

189
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iy between number of accessible and iMaccessible deletions for
,\‘*“ﬂ(‘ﬂ ' | - *
f’{' ! ,: -y integratively simple subjects. As predicted»according to:the )
. r -, -
15.' - integrative complexity model, this p\anned-cdmparison revealed

that 1ntegrat?ve1y complex subjects d1sg]ayed significanthy
stronger access1b111ty effects in the1r 1mpress1ons than
integratively simple subjects (tﬂ58)- 1.69, p< .05 one-tailed). v

(v) Deletion Results for Self-Schemata in the Certainty-Uncertainty .

Domain

A MANOVA performed on reproduction and impression deletions -

revealed a main effect for time (Hotelling's T°

= 25.18, F(2,29)=
12.17, p<.0001), a main effect for accessibility (Hotelling's T2=
22.97, F(2,29)= 11,10, p<.0005), and a marginal schema by -
accessibility interaction (Roy's Largest Root= .25, 95:.07).‘Neiturn .
now to the univariate ANOVAs, . | ) -
The repeated measureiANOVA on reproductinns employed tertile,
groups in self-schemata (uncertatnty Schematics, Aschematics, and?
certainty Schematics), time, and accessibility as factor. Signjfitant
min effects for time (F(1,30)= 17.72, p<.0002) and accessibility -
(F(1,30)= 12.93, 95:.001) indicated that subjects made more de1etions
';t.T (M= 3.62) than T, (M- 3.02), and more inaccessible
aescr1pt1on de]e;1ons (M=-3.76) than accessible description deletions
(M= 2.88), respectively. A marginal schema by accessibjlity interaction
was also found on reproductipns (F(2,30)= 2.58. p<.09). No such

interaction had been predicted according to the proposed self-schema

mode of uncerta1nty ortentat1ona This 1nteract1on showed that.the-

. v

3 .

Aschemat1cs tended 'to have weaker accessibility effects (M= 3.21 and




,pr1mary variables of interest

* LA S
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M= 3.71 for access1b1e and 1nacc§§sab]e deleinons respect1ve1y,

D= 507 than e1ther the uncerta:ity Schemat1cs (M= 2¢ 82 and M= 3. 55

respectively; D= 73) or the certa1nty Schematics (M= 2.70 and -

M= 3.60, respe£t1ve1y; gf t90). No a posteriori comparisons

were perfofmed because qf the marginal nature of this intéraction. .
The ANQOVA on impressions revealed only a main effect for time

(F(1,39)= 7.84, p<.01) and a main effect for accéssibility

. {F(1,30)= 21. é6, p<.0001). As was thé case in all previous analyses,

subjects de]eted more descr1pt1ons in their delayed impressions ‘3\‘
(M= 4, 53) than :in their 1unmd1ate 1mpress1ons (M= 4,05), and more

inaccessible descriptions (M= 4.91).than accessible ones (M= 3.67).

o
-t

. e " .
(vi) Auxiliary Ana]ysgg Involving the Variables of Differentiation

and Uncertaﬁnty-CefiEin§y~Differentiation

‘ (a) relations between the d1fferent1at1on measures and the

a high, positivé correlation (r(93)= .34, p< .0001) was %ound

4

1. The differentiation Vqriab]es and :"need" for uncertainty
Relations are presented here with "ngéd“ for uncertainty

rather than with uncertainty orientation because significant

_results tended to be found only for "need" for uncertainty. The

reader sHbu]d‘dlso*thé that the measure of interpersonal differenti-
ation was mo¢erate1; related to the more specific measure of

interpersonal differentiation in the uncertainty-certainty domain:

" between the two meaures. .

As one would expect according to the inteérative complexity

model of uncertainty orientation, "need" for uncértainti was ' )




W corretated (although marginalTy), with both differentiation .('g‘(sié.'){-' ‘
. ’f ‘4 ,16; p< .06 one-tailed) and dn;ertainty%certainty differeﬁtiaiion 2t
. {r(93)= .15, p}f.O?Obpe-tailte: Thu;, Higher scores in "need" |
'fbr‘uncertaintyytended toiﬁelaggoc' ted with more differeﬁtiated N
cognitive structures in iﬁe in%erpensonai domain and the more -

specific uncertainty&certainty, 1nterpersona1 domain. Because these

correlations were rathgr Tow, thever, chi-square anaiyses were

performed in order to see 1f curv111near reiations existed between

the variables. These chi- square analyses revealed that "need" for

ncertainty‘wagﬂglgn*ficantiy related, in a curv1]1near manner, ‘;

to both di erentiation (]&?(4 11 04, p}f 03) and uncertainty-
certainty differentiation C}&?(4 16,26, p<. 003). The contingency
table for "need” for uncertainty and differentiation is presentdd
. . in. Table 7. Looking at this table, onhe can see that high "need" for
’uncertainty individuals tend to be moderete in differentiation
_ mere often than expected, that~moderetes tend to be high in .,
differentiation and that low "need": for uncertainty 1ndiv1duals tend
'to be. Tow in differentiation. The cont4ngency table for "need"
f ‘for uncertainty and uncertainty-certainty differentiation is presented
'.1n Table 8. Here, one sees that high "need“ for uncertainty, subjects

tend to be high in uhcertainty-certainfy~differentiatioﬁ, moderates

tend. to be Tow in uncertainty-certainiy.differegtiatio;, and Tow
"need"‘for'uncertainty subjects tend to be mo&erate in uncertainty-
- certainty ditferentiatibn more eftén than expected. A
2. The differentiation~vd}iab1es_and iq}egrative'cOmplexity S
* Contrary to'expeotationoand a significant correiagien (r(66)="

.34, p<.003 oné-tai]ed) found in a pilot study, interpersonal '

[
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M s . Table 7 ) _
' q'_ * T \\ -
N . el T , ‘ ‘ )
Study 2: Contingency Table for High, Moderate, and-Low -
Levels of "Need" for Angertainty as.a Function of Levels of
B ) ' T
Interpersonal Differentiation -
4-'#“ i .
- ‘ ¢ .
. . : . . N -
- \ : - ‘i .. - Differentiation’s -
"Need" for Uncertainty . e
) . . High Moderate . Low T
. - ‘ a x x .
. High . L0 (4§56) 7 (3,87) ‘1»(4,5§) 13 N
i . ) Y
. . . . *
) Moderate 10 (7.02) 6 (5.96) 4 (7.02) .20. .. &
l : . * * | *
. Low . . .18 (21.42) 15 (18.17) 28 (21.42) 61
n 33 28 . 33 94 °e
N | ,
' ‘ . i —a expected cell frequencies appear in’ brackets
*
cells with Targest ‘discrepancies betweenepbserved
and expected frequencies // K
\ | - 7 :
’ / h“ ‘lN “
. - K
N : , -
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... Tables |

‘Study 2:-Contingency Table for High, Moderate, and Low
Levels of "Need" for ynteftainty as a Function of Levels of

Uncertainty-Certainty Differentiatiop * |

- v ‘ -

Uncertainperertaingx‘Differehtiation
s e T . e
"Need" for UnEertafqzy,.~;': S o
P ) © . b3 ‘ - \
» s . High -.Moderete Low n
—_— . ' a* " P 6 *
High- - 7 (3.60)% ... 5 (4.98F * 1 (4.43) 13
. * . : * *
* Moderate 4 (5.53) 3 (7.66) - 13 (6.81) 20
Low 15 (16.87) 28 (23.36)" 18 (20.77) 61
. T . L. ’
n 26 36 32 . 94
a expected cell frequencies appear in bfackets., -,

1

ce]]s with 1argest discrepancies betwee\ observed

and expected frequencies 3 I A
-

LR
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dif%eréntiation and the mean overalTl meaSure of integfative
complexity showed ho're]ation whatsoeVér.(ng3)= -.002, n.s.).

The uncertainty-certainty differentiation measure showed only a
marginal correlation with the measure of integrative complexity
(r(93)= .14, p<.09 one-tailed). Thus, higher integrative .complexity
scores tended to be related to.higher differentiation scores in

the uncertainty-cgrtainty domain. Spi-square.analyses bétween

the differentiapion variables and integrative comp]eXity_were'not

significant. .

| 3. The differentiation variab]gﬁ and self-schemata in the certainty-

4
— -

uncertainty domain
| The relations between the differentiation variables and self-
'schemapa in the}qertainty-uncertaihty'QOmain were'examfned with
contihgeﬁcy tables only since the schema‘meésure is a cétego}ical
’ “ . :

rather than contintous variable. Neither chi-square analysis reached

significance.

(b) deletion results for differentiation .
: ' - - : ,
A multivariate repeated measure analysis of variance (MANOVA)

involving extreme groups in differentiation, accessibility, and

-~

“time as factors revealed a significant multivariate -F for time

(Hotelling's T2= 88.327 F(2,56)= 43:38, p<.00001), for accessibility
T E P

(Hotelling's T2= 95.92, F(2,56)= 47.12, p<.00001), and for

-~ differentiation (Hqtelling's T= 13.65, F(2,56)= 6.70, p<-.005). Both

univariate ANOVAs revea1ed'%hQ§g three main effects.

The ANOVA on reproduction déle?ions showed the main effect for
time (F(1,57)= 69.05, p<.00001), in which fewer deletions were
made at T1 (M= 2.86) than at'T2 (ﬁf 3:55), aﬁa the main effect for

a

s



+ p<£.04), in which hiQh differentiation subjects mﬁde fewer
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accessibility (F(1,57)= 21,98, p<.00001),,in which subjects made ,

more dg1etion§ of inaccessible than accessible descriptions (M-

3.75 and M= 2.65, respectively). Of mdst interest was the obtained

main effect for differentiation (F(1,57)= 13.64, p<.0005) in

wpich high differentiation subjects were found to make fewer

deletions (M= 2.90)--or to have better overall 6emory for interper-

sonal information--than low differentiation subjects (M= 3.50). -
Sim%lar]y,‘the ANOVA on impression dé]etions revealed a main

effect for time (F(1,57)= 15.96, p<.0002), with more deletions”

. made at T, (M= 4.45) than at T, (M= 3.99), a main effect for

accessibility (F(1,57)= 95.86, p<.00001), in which more deletions  w_
of in;ccessib]e de;:rip;ions were made (M= 4.87) than of accessible
descriptions, and a main effect for dif%erentiation (F(1,57)= 4.60,

A

deletions (M= 4.04) than low differentiation subjects (M= 4.39).

On both reproduﬁtions and.impressions; then, high differentiafion
subjects disp]éyed better qvéra]] memory for and use of inte;per;onél
information than subjects low in differentiation. H}ggins et'a1:"

(1982) had found a differentigtion by acpessibiliyy interaction in
subjeét;' impressions and the same had been predicted in the présent

study. Contrar} to prediction, no such interaction was found on

either impressions or reproductions in the present study. -

(¢) deietion results for uncertainty-gertainty differentiation

| The MANOVA for extreﬁg:groups in uncertainty-certainty
differentiation‘shpwéd sigﬁificant multivariate F's only for
time (-Hoteﬂi‘;g's, 12; 85.23; F(2,49)= 40.29,4p,<.00001) and -
%Eéessibjlity.(Ho@e]]ing's I?; 81.68, F(2,49)= 40.02, p<.00001).

-
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For both reproductions and impressions, the univariaﬁe ANQVAs

& revealed a main effect for time (F(1,50)= 72.35, p<.00001 for
reproductions and F(1,50)= 10.95, p<.002 for impressions) vin which . h
more deletions were made at T2 (M= 3:57 and M= 4,41 for reproductions.

and impreésions‘_respective1y) than at'T1 (M= 2.78 and M= 3.99,

. respectively). Both ANOVAs also revealed main effects for accessibility .

(F(1,50)= 48.95, p<.00001 and F(1,50)= 68.29, p<.00001, respectively),

_ with subjecf?’making‘more deletions of inaccessible descriptions -

]

(M= 3.91,and M= 4.85, respectively) than of-accessib1e descriptions
(M= 2.43 and M= 3.56, respectively). No other significant effects
were found.

(d) deletion results for differenyiation X integrative complexity

Since the predicted interaction with accessibility had

been found for integratiVe complexity, but not for differentiation,’

, we wondered whether the differentjation by accessibility interaction
found by Higgins et al. (1982) may have been due' to the low
scorers in both differentietion and integrative compiexity--rather
than the low scorers 1n-differentiaeigxﬁj;;\;e. In other words,
we reasoned that differeﬁ;iation and integrative complexity may have
been higﬁﬁy'gerrelated-jn the study:by Higgins et'a1.a(1982)~-as they

“were in a pilot study for the present research--and that the absence

of a correlatnon between the two variables may be underlying the
absence of a d1fferentwat1on by accessib111ty interaction in )
1mpress1ons 1n the pre&ent study. Accord1ng]y, analyses were performed
using extreme groups in d1fferent1at1on. extreme groups in

integrative complexity, accessibility, and time as factors. The MANOVA

" on reproduction and impression deletions revea]ed significant - 'Qb

/ -
‘

4
v
.
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multivariate F's for the same main effects and interactions found to
be sigﬁificanl in the analyses for differentiatqn'and for integraﬁivé
complexity alone. In,addiiion, however, a significant four-way
1ﬁteraction was found between differehtiatibn,.inkegrativé comp]exity,'
accessibility, and time (Hotelling's T°= 8.04, F(2,38)= 3.91, p<.03).
This fqdr—way interaction was found on reproduction deletions (F(1,39)=
5.16, p<.03)--not impression deletions, as had been expected, |
The cell means for this }nteraction are presented.in Table 9.

Usihg Dunn's mu]tip]e‘éomparison procedure (Kirk, 1968, p. 79), the

strength of the acces§1b111ty effects for the h1gh -high vs. low-low

- groups 8f subjects were examined in order to determ1ne whether

‘there were significant'differences between these groups at T1 and :

-

>

at T,. Thus, "each of these planned comparisons tested the null

2

“hypothesis of no difference in the number of inaécessib]e minus

accessible de]etion§ for high differentiat{on-higb integrative
complexity subjects compared to low differentiation;low integrative
coﬁﬁTé&fty subjécts. Only the “comparison at T2 was found to bg
signjficaﬁt (D= 1.29, p<.01). High scorers”in both differentiation
and integrafive complexity therefore displayed stronger accessibility

effects on delayed reproductions than low scorers in both differ-

 entiation and integrative complexity--who actually recalled more

L e

inaccessible descriptions than accessible ones.

L

(vii) Auxiliary Anak!!Es Involving Relat1ons Between 0vera11 Memory

and Memory for Accessible Versus InaCCﬁss1b1e Descr1pt1ons

According to the integrative comp]exity model of uncertainty

oriegtation, Tow differentiation subjects were eRpected to have




Table 9
- e
Mean Reproduction Deletion Scores in the Differenfiation
X Integrative.Comp1exity X Accessibility X Time Interaction

b4

Mean Number of Mean Number of Difference

Deletions of - Deletions of Between
» Accessible- Inaccessible Mean Number
Descriptions Descriptions of Inacces-
' sible and
Accessible
Deletions
High .Diff.- ‘ * '
High Complexit 2.00 - 2.85 .85
Subjects (n=13 '
High Diff.- . ,
Low Complexity 1.70 3.20 1.50
Immediate, Subjects (n=10)
Reproduc- ,
tions Low Diff.- : .
High Complexit 3.00§ 3.90 ' .90
Subjects (p=10{
: Low Diff.- :
P Low Complexity ~ 3.10 3.50 T .40
Subjects (n=10) :
High Diff.-
High Complexit 3.00 -~ 3.69 ~ .69
Subjects (n=13{ . .
High Diff.- 3
. Low Complexity 2.20 4,10 1.90
Delayed  Subjects (n=10) . '
Reproduc-
tions Low Diff.- ' ‘
y High Complexit 3.30 4,40 1.10
Subjects {(n=10 '
Low Diff.- 4 .
Low Complexity 4.20 3.60 =.60
Subjects (n=10) . r




. @
4 ) ! 112
.0 3 . .-
weaker accessibility effects in impressions than high differentiation
subjects. Although an interaction between "need" for uncertainty and
accessibility on impressioﬁ deletions wasn't explicitly predicted,
such an interaction also would have been expected according to thj§

R

model. Interactions with accessibility were not found for eijther .
'variable. However, low differentiation subjects were found to have
worse memory than high differentiétion subjects, and low scorers
in "need" for uncertaintynwere found to have worse memory than
high scorers (particu]ar]y at TZ)‘ This -led u§ to wopder,whether :
overall memory was related to relative memory for accessible vs. =~
inaccessible desqriptions. In order to make this kind of comparison,
two different kinds of scores were calculated. First of all, a
relative memory for accessible vs. inaccessible description%
measure Qas computed for each'subject by subtracting Ehe number of
accessible deletions from the number of inaccessible deletions.
Higher scores on this measure therefore indicated better relative
memory for accessible descriptions (or accessible constructs).

" Second, straiéht memory scores were calculated by simply adding
together the nbﬁbe? of accessible and inaccessible dg]etion; for
each subject. Higher scores on tﬁis measure therefore.indicatea
more deletions, or worse overall memory. .

Looking first at subjects' reproductions of the stimulus essay,
the memory measure for 'delayed reproductions was found to be

'significantly cgrre]ated with the relative accessib%]ity‘measure
for immediate reproductions (r(84)= -.23, p<.04 two-taf]ed){ And

" marginally c&rre1ated with the ré ative accessibility mgggbre for

delayed reproductions (r(84)= -,19, p<.08 two-tailed). These

{



negative cérre]atfons indicate that fewer deletions on delayed

" reproductions--or better memory on this measuref-was‘re1ated to
stronger accessibifity effects on both immediate and delayed
reproductions, Sigge the memory measure was composed of both
vaccessible and inaccessible deletions, one would expect significant

. correlations with separate measures of accessible and 1naccéssib1e
deletions, but one would not expect a relation- between overall
meméry and relative memory for accessible versus iﬁaccéséible
inférmation.

As was the case for delayed reproductions, the memory measure
for delayed impre§sion§ correlated signiffcant]y with the relative
accessibiﬁity measure for delayed impressions (r(84)= -.28, p< .0l
two-tailed). Thus; higher overall memory in delayed impressions was
related to stronger accessibility effects in delayed %mpressions.
In both delayed impressions and dé]ayed reproduétions,'then,

stronger accessibility effects were related to better overal]

memory. In addition, stronger accessibility effectg in immediate

reproductions were related to better memory in delayed reproductions.

(viii) Auxiliary Analyses Involving Attitudes

As in Stud& 1, an attitude change score was calculated for
each subject by subtracting his/her immediate attitude score from
his/her 2$1ayed attitude score (after Higgins et al., 1977). Despite
a gengral constancy in attitudes over tiﬁe (M= .44 for initial

g attitudes and Mf'.44 for delayed attitudes), .a significant
negative correlation was found between initial attitude scores and

the attithde change scores (r(91)= -,25, p<.02 two-tailed). A

N\
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similar correlation was found in_ Study 1. Since high scores bn
. both measures reflect more pos1t1ve attitudes, the negative
correlation indicates that positive initial attitudes were assoc1ated
with negat1ve change over time and vice versa. A significant, | ‘
positive éorre1ation between delayed attitude scores and at£itu§e
change scores (§ﬂ91)¥ .26, p< .01 two-tailed) also indicated that
positivé deTayed attitedes were associated with positive chanée
over time. Thus, time did not 3ust have a moderating influence ‘
on attitudg; in this study, as it did in Study 1. Positive initial
att1tudes/became less pos1t1ve over time, and neoat1ve attitude '
change wés related to more negative att1tudes at T2, converse]y, T
negat1ve initial attitudes became more positive over time, and “
positive attitude change was related to more positive attitudes -
at T,. These results indicate both a moderating effect over fime
and a slight crossever at T2 (bear in mind, hqwever, that the initial
~and delayed attitude measures were positive]yvcorrelated, r(91)= .87,
p<.0001 two-tailed). OFf course, one has to be careful in how these
effects are interpreted s%hce it is likely that regression effects ;
may have led or contributed to the results.

Since both weaker accessibility effects and positivity biases
had been expected in the impressions ofléubjects Tow in level of
cognitive structure according to the infegrative«éémplexity mode
of uncertainty orientation, the overall relation between attitudes
towards Don;]d and relative accessibility scores was examined.
Negative correlations were expected since these would indicate that

weaker accessibility effects were associated with more positive

attitudes. Contrary to expectation, significant positive correlations
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were found between the relative access1b111ty measure for 1mmed1ate
reproductions and initial attitudes (rﬁ93) 21 p< .05 two- ta11ed) i
.and between the same relative accessibility measure and delayed
attitudes (r(91)= .24, p<.02 two-tailed). Both positive initial
attitudes and positive delayed attitudes therefore were associated
with stronger accessibi]ity;;;fects in immediate rebroddctions, and
negative attitudes were assoéiated with weaker accessibi]jty effects

-

on this measure.

(4) Discussion ‘of Results Relating to Specific Predictions for

Uncertainty Orientation, Integrative Complexity, and Self-Schemata

in the Certainty-Uncertainty Domain ' , '

This studj had a somewhat different focus than Study 1. The -
f1rst study was concerned with the processing of persona11ty re]evant
information (certainty- re]ated and uncerta1nty re]ated) that was

_congruent or incongruent with an individual's gemeral orientation
towards certainty or uncertainty whereas the present study was
concerned with the effect of individual differences in accessible,
interpersonal constructs on memory for trait-related 1nformat1on
The emphasis here was therefore on the~r01e played by cogn1t1ve
structure rather than content in the processing of accessible vs.

7,, : inaccessible information. Despite these differences in focus, the

two §tudiee lead to simiiar conc]usionslregarding the cognitive
structural nature of uncertainty orientation. A general processing
model that integrates the results of theﬂtwo studies will be

presented at the end of the present chapter. The basic find%ngs of
' .

Study 2 are discussed next. As was the'case in Study 1, the reader .
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should note that noné of the results to be discussed Here were
mediated by intelligence since analyses of covariance céntro][ing
for tﬁe ;ffect of intelligence (measured by Raven'¢ Advanced’
Progréssive Matriées) were not different from the analyse§ of

variance.

(1) Accessibility Effects in Reproductions

According to the integrative complexity model of uncertainty
orientation,‘wéaker accessibility effects were expected in the
impcessighs of Tow ﬁcorers--compared to high scorers--in uncerté%nty
orieptétion and integrative complexity (as Qe]l as in diffefeq}iation
anq uncertainty—certainty differentiat{on). More specifically, low
levels df Eognitiye structure in the interpersopa1 domain were
thouéht to be re]ated to an acti;e set or bias to view others in
a positive -manner, which overrode the primarily passive effects
of chronic differences jn‘éccessibility and resulted in weaker
relative use of acéessib]g versus inacce;sible informaf%on in
impressions. As pre&icted according to this model, low integrative
complexity subjects did +in fact display sigrificantly weaker
., accessibility effects in their impressions than did integratively :
-complex subjects (p<.05).

" However, a number of variables displayed interactions with i
accessibility on reprodudtions rather than impressions. A three-way
“interaction between uﬁcgrtainty orientation, accessibility, and timé ’

on reproduction de]efions‘sﬁowed_that certainty-oriented subjects
had stronger‘accessibility effects than uncertainty-oriented subjects

at Tl’ but that uncertainty-oriented subjects had stronge

’a .ooe T @
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accessibility-effects at T (p<.02). A marg1na1 1nteract1on

—!between se]f-schemata and access1b111ty (25: 09) was also found

on Yeproduct1ons Thws 1nteract1on showed that Aschematics in the

) certa1nty uncertalnty domain tended to have weaker access1b111ty
gffgcts than the certa1nty and uncerta1nty Schemat1bs. Finally, an

’ 9uX11iary analysis explorjng the absence of #he eipected differenti-
~_$tfon by gccessibi]ity interaction revegled a four-way interaction
.?etween&differentiation, integrative compTexity, accessibility;,

and time Qg(.OB), in which 1§w differentiation-low integrative
tompTexity subjects*displayed significantly weaker éFcessibility

' effécﬁgythan high differentiation-high integﬁative compléxity sybjeFts
_in 'delfxyéci _:rfep‘roductions (p<.01). S%nce the ir;tegrat%ve complexity .
mo&e[ predicted interactions be;ween cognitive structural variables
and, accessihility only on impressions, and the se]f-s;hematq model
led us to expect only main ef%ects for accessibility on both
Dreproduciioﬁs agd jmpressions, the obtained data on reproducfions .
does not fit with eikher proposed model and‘]ead§ us to a new.
intefpfetation of the effects of cognitive structure in a domain

on memory fdr behavioral instances in that domain., This new
interpretation will be discussed in detail after the brédictions and
resu]ts for tpe two proposed conceptua11zat1ons of uncertainty

]
or1entat1on are considered. . . e

.(ii) Two Possible Conceptualﬁzations'@f Uncgrtainty Orientation

(a) a cbhceptua]izatioq,ih terms of self-schemata

Two predibtions followed from a structural apbroaeh to uncertainty

. orientation in terms of self-schemata. First, for this conceptualiza-




.tion to'bé valid, uncertainty- anetcertainty-oriented subjects _ |
should be'uncertainty anq'certainty Schematics, respectively, andk
moderates je uncertainty orieﬁtation'should'be Aseheﬁatics. A
significant fe]atiqﬁ was found between the schema measure and "need"
for uncertainty (p<.02); but not between self-schemata and .
uncertainty orientation. High "need" for uncertainty subjeqi: tended
to-be uncertainty Schematics, as expected, but the'moderatesnjh

"need" for uncertainty -tended to be certainty Schematics and the Tow
"need" for uncertainty subjects tended to be Aschematics. Thus, the
moderate scorers in "need" for uncertainty.tended to be certainty
Schematics (rather than Aschematics, as had been expected) whereas

the low scorers in "need" for uncertainty tended to be Aschematics.

At first glance, -one might think that this reversal is due to

" "moderates effects", the tendency for moderate scorers to fa&]

e{ther above high scorers or below fow scorers in level of performance
or}beha&ibr on some other variable (Sorrentino & Short, }977). Howevef,
this exp]anationlis not too likely in thig case because of the

nature of se1f-schemata: Uncertainty Schematics, Aschématice, and
certainty Schematics do not comprise a behavjora] continuum of

any sort. }tlseems more reasonab[e to.accounf for this reversal by
arguieé that low scorers in "need" for uncertefnty reflect the *
absence of en wicertainty schema rather than the presence of a
.certainty schema. If the TAT “"need" for-uqfertainty measure is.

viewed -as a measure of uncertainty conseruct accessibility, then low

scores mean that uncertainty is not an accessib]e construct. In more

general terms, 1t could be argued that moderates on a bipolar

variable are Aschemat1c in that domain (as in the case of uncerta1nty
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orientation, which'is a resultant measure based on "need" for
ancertainty and authoritarianism), whe;eas Tow scorers on a unigo]arl
variable are Aschematic {as in the case of "need" for uncertainty).
Th{s tfes in with the view that beinQ Aschematic in a domain

indicates that the domain is unimbortant. Moderate scores on a

bipolar variable can be’seen as indicating that neither pole is

. relevant. However, moderate scores on a unipolar variable can be

- seen as repreéenpfnéoghmoderate amount of some trait or behavior,
and Tow scores as indicating the re]ative.unimportance of the same
trait or pehavior: Markhs (1977) has suggésted that Aschematics
ﬁay.disp}ay the Rgst variable behavior of all, and the view thaf
Aschematics = moderates‘= the most variable individuals was discussed
“in Chapter One. It js interesting to note that the schemata -
domains Markus has jnvestigated are a]i bipo]gtrin'nature (e.g;:
independence-dependence, mascu]inity-fémininiﬁy, %at-thin).,One

would therefore expect a relation between being Aschematic and

being a moderaté'scorer only on a bipolar dimension.

In line with the arguhenf that low scorers on a unipoiar ;
variable are Aschematic, McClelland and Liéerman (1949) examined the
'identificatioh thresho]déiof success and failure words for high,
moderate, and 1ow_§corers in need.for achievement (a Qnipo]ar
variable) and concluded that ﬁoderate need for}achievement individuals
were concerned with ;voiding failure. They argued that 1§w4need for
_-achievement individuals are unconcerned (i.e., Aschematic) with
respect to success or failure and‘that increasing levels of motivation

first.lead to an avoidance of failure and then to a concentration

on success. The parallels with the present arguhent are obvious.

*
‘
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_However, although the argument that low scorers in "need" for
. uncertainty:are Aschematic makes conceg}ua] sense and can account
‘ for the pattern o% results in the preseﬁt study, it'shoy1d be ,noted
that Sorrentino and Short (1977) found "moderates" effects (i.e.,
1nconsisteﬁc1es in*ihe behavior of the moderates) for thé moderates
6n other presumab]y\unipo1ar variables, such as.need for achjevement
and need for affiliation. If it is the low scorers on unipolar ®
" variables that are Aschgmatic, then variable behaviof would be
expected for these subjects and not for the moderates. Thus, the
arguhent presented here is not tetally consistent w%th existing
data and needs to bé explored further. The questions that need to
be resolved concern the nature of these "moderates" effects: Are
theyvdde to statispical artifacts regu]ting from performing
- tertile splits on a variable or are they psychologically meaningful
effects?; Is the unipolar vs. bipo]ar distinction a meaningful one?;
Are moderates effects found for cognitive as well as motivat%ona]
- variables? .

In conclusion, there is evidence that high "need" for uncertainty
individuals tend to Qe uncertainty Schematics, as one would expect
according to the self-schemata model .of cognitive differences‘in
unéerfainty brieﬁtation. It was suggested that the discrepant resu1ts.
obta1ned for moderate and 1ow "need" for uncertainty individuals may
be best accounted for in terms of a.distinction between un1po]ar
and bipolar measures.

The second prediction from a self-schemata conteptualization

. wWas that high and low uncertainty orientation subjects and all

Schematics and Aschematics should display on1y'aCCessibi11ty effects

2k
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in th?ir impressions. As predicted, only main effects for accessibility
Qere found in impression analyses invp]ving uncertainty orientation,
"need" for uncertainty, and schemaéa as independent variables, Al
three types 6f analyses revealed a strong overall accessibility A
effect on impressions (95:.0001). Thus, the impression results for
s uncertainty érientatibn, "need" for uncertainty, and self-schemata do
support a conceptualization in terms of se]f-;chemata in the certainty~‘
uncertainty domain rather than an integrative complexity interpret-
ation. Howéver, relatively weak accessibility effects were found on >
reproductions for high scorers in uncertajnty orientation (at Tl)
and Ascheﬁétiﬁf (in a marginal analysis). These results were not
expected from a schema approach to uncertainty orientation--but neither
were they eipected according to the integrative complexity model.

(b) a conceptualization in terms of integrative complexity

Two predictions were é]so made from the pbint of view of a
conceptualization in terms of integrative complexity. First, a
significant correlation was expected between complexity and uncertainty
orientation. A significant correlation was not found between
uncertainty orientation and integrative complexity (r(93)= -.01, n.s.)
a]fhough a sign{ficant correlation had been found in a pilot study
(r(130)= .26, p< .001 one-tailed). However, a mafgina] curvilinear
relation igg:.OGl was found between "need" for uncertainty and
integrative complexity in a chi-square analysis. High "need" f;r
uncertainty subjects tended to be high in integrative compiexity,
moderates tended ‘to be low in complexity, and low "need" for uncertainty

subjects tended to be moderate in complexity. Thus, the moderates

in "need" “for uncertaint} were Tower than the lows in integrative
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comp]exity.-It is possible that~this.reversa1.was due to the moderates ,
phenomenon (Soﬁrentino.& éhort, 1977). At -any rate, eQen thoﬁgh '
the Qbove re]piion wasn't lipeédr, higﬁ "need” for uncertainty :
individuals were h%gh~ih‘intégrative complexity,’as predicted.
The 1deﬁtica1 pattern to that giyen abové was also fouhd in a
chi-square analysis between-"nEEd" for uncertainty and differentiation
in the cerféintyfuncertai?ty domain (p< .003).

"'Contréry to pred%ction and to a significant cbrreﬁ{jﬁ%&iﬁund
inﬁé pilot study (r(65)= .34, p<.003), differentiation and integra-
tive complexity were not fouhd to be re]ated.:However, the differ-
entiation measufe was found to be related to fheed" for uncertainty,
as expected (p<.03). A contingency table revealed a curvilinear
reTafioh, but’not the same as had.been found with both integrative
complexity and unéertainfy-certainty differeniiation. Low "need"
for uncertaintz individuals tended to be low in.differentiation, ;_
the moderates tended to be high in differentiation, and the highs
tepdgd to be moderates fn differentiation. Once again, the relation
between the measure of uncertainty orientation and the differentiation
measure failed to reach significance. ;

In summary, high "need" for uncertainty was re]atéd“tb‘high‘
integrative complexity and high scores in uncertainty-certainty
differentiation, -both of)whichwere expegtgd'frmma cognitive structural .
,épproach to uncertaintylorientation in terms-of integ;ative
comp]exity. Also, high "need" for unéertainty subjects tended
to be higher in W fferentiation (they'fended.to be moderates) than
Tow "need" for uncertainty subjects. Thus, there is some suggestive,

but inconclusive evidence, that high "need" for uncertainty subjecfs

LY . [ - v
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" are higher in level of cognitive structure in the interpersonal

" domain than are-low "need" for uncertainty subjects.

'The second prediction from the point of view of an integrati#e
) ‘ .
- L ]
complexity conceptualization was that both certainty-oriented and \
integratively simple subjects (as well as low differentiation and

Tow uncertainty-certéiﬁty differefitiation subjects) wouid display

- weak accessibility effects and positivity biases in their impressions. .

e : .
As predicteq, irftegratively simple sabjgpts had weaker accessibility
effects than 1ntegratively'cémp1ex subjects on the impression

measure (p< .02). However, no interaction with accessible vs.

. inaccéssible deletions was found for uncertainty orientation in

impréssions, although such an effect had been found in reproductions. )
The relatively wéak accessibility.effects for\low integrative
comp]gxity subjects were not further examined to determine whether
or not these {ndividuals also displayed a positivity bias. This

was because the relatively weak accessibility effects found for some
subJect groups on reproduct1ons, but not on 1mpress1ons, 1nd1cated

that an encoding bias or active set to form cons1stent impressions

.was not what was underlying the rela@@ely weak accg§§ibi1ity effects.

" In addition, positivwe attitudes were associated with uncertainty- -

L3 : . '
‘oriented distortion in Study 1 (i.e., both.positive immediate and

delayed attitudes were related to uncertainty-oriented d1stort1ons,
R< 02 and p<.05, respectively), and also were related to stronger
accessibilbity effects in immediate reproductions in the present

study (g( 05 for initial attitudes ‘&:rd p<.02 for delayed attitudes)
Both of thesé findings are contrary to the prediction that certa1nty-

oriented 1nd1v1duals have a positivity bias in their 1mpre$s1onsof others

t
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) dfffetgnces between uncertainty- and certainty-oriented subjects on the

the method used to determine resultant uncertainty orientation scores.

scores in authoritarianism. If higher scores in both "need" for uncer-

’non-structural recall and distortioﬁ measures used in Study 1, as was_ .

complexity conceptualizations has already bken reviewed. Basically,

"in "need". for uncertainty--although not significantly so--on three

(c) conclusions r@sdrding the relative utility and validity of the

two proposed stru€tural approaches to uhcertainty orientation

Befofe discussing the.relative merité of>the two different cogni-
tive structural approaches, an important caveat for the conclusions
should be made. First, sié;ificant re]ations?With the structural varia-
bles were found for "need" for uncertainty but not for uncertainty

orientation. One might wonder why significant relations were not found

for the moré complex measure. The answer mgy have something to do with

{Uncertainty-oriented subjects are those with high scores on "need”" for

oy

uncertainty and low scores in authoritarianism whereas certainty-oriented
subjects are those with Tow scores on "need" for uncertainty and high
. L

tainty and authoritarianism are related to more differentiated and well-
articulated cognitive structures, as the schema model might lead one to
suggest, then high scores on one variable and low scores on the other
might, in effect, "cancel" each other og& and result in no 'significant
» . - ‘\ -
cognitive structural measures, However, one would still expect to find
differences betieen uncertainty- and certainty-oriented subjects on the

* ' ' . .
the case. . r

~ The evidente in support of the self-schema and integrative

both models receivédﬁéupport from the data. High "need" for uncertainty

-

subjects tended to be uncertainty Schematics (as one would expect

according to the self-schema mode1) and to be higher than low scorers

\

’ .o
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different measures of degree of‘cognii{ve'structure in‘ﬁnterpersona]
perception (as one would expect accbrding to the integrative .
cpmp]ex‘ity mode1). The results 1'nvo]ving the processing of

accessible versus inaccessible interpersonal information are perhaps

more supportive of the integrative complexity model since integratively

‘ simple subjects displayed weakér accessibility effects in impressions

than integratively complex subjects, as p}edicted. However, severa]j ]
variabiéé showed differential memory for accessible versus inacceé-
sible descriptiqnsg{n the recall of the stimulus in%ormation. These
interactions were not predicted from the viewpoint of either modef.
Consequently, a hew‘mOQel will be prOposed’here fn order to account
for these reproduction effeéts. This model provides,a new explanation
for Ere observed relations between cognitive structure and” ‘memory

for accessible versus inacceséib]e infgrmationﬁthat bypassés the

notion of an active set to form positive impressions. According to

-~

this explanation, low levels of séducture in"a domain are directly
related té relatively weak memory for accessib}e.infurmation in 7
that~domain, and to re]atiVe]y poof overall memor¥.ié we11:
Structura]]y-Spgdking,.the mo&e] {é é schema\mode] that amalgamates
e]em;ants from both 1'h1’t1‘a11y-pro§oéecf rpodeis?*For instance, it will

be proposed that certainty-oriented and uncertainty-oriented K

- subjects have'schemg-]ike cognitive representations of certainty-

- and Oncertainty-related traits, behaviors, and information that

are weld-differentiated, .but that the Schemas of uncertainty-
oriented 4ndividuals are more highly differentiated and well-

articutated than those of certainty-oriented individuals.

At th{s'point, the -reader might well ask hew the results could

~ L2 ~ -
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support both vieypbints when the study was thought to provjde a

critical test. it was a}gued that, on theoretical grounds, certainty-
oriented individuals cqy]d not be both certainty Schematics and

. low in integrative complexity or differentiation because to bé

Schematic implies that one possesses a highly differentiated

cogqit{ve structure. In the present study,'howevér, there was

no evidence to support the view that Schematics have more differentiated
cognitive representations than the Aschematics--no significant

relations were found between the self-schema measure and‘thé two
differentiation measures. In retrospect, this may have be&n because

the.se1f-schema measure reflects “"cognitive generalizations about

the self ... that orgénize and guide the processing of self-related
information" (Markus, 1977, p. 64) whereas both differentiation

measures tap degree of detail in the perception of others,

(iji} A General Information Processing Model: A Cognitive Structural

Model of Accessibility Differences for Interpersonal Information

(a) overview of model
This model attempts to explain the observed relations Sétween
uncertainty orientation, cognitive stru@tu e, accessibility, memory,
and attitudes in the two studies, but particularly in Study 2..
It is primarily a éognitive §;ructura1'mode1~that integrates the
schema and integrative comb]exit} approaches towards uncertainty '
qrientapﬁon, but the content of cognitive repreéentations is also
of importance in this model. For example, the bipolar model of

-certainty-uﬁcertainty schemata that was preSented previously can be

seen as one part of‘this more general processing model. It focused

<
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on the observed relations between uncertainty- vs. certainty-

bnjentation and the relative accessibility of schema-consistent

Vs, sLhema-inconsistent information, and it proposed relations

with degree of structure and affect to account for these findings.

-The content and organization of the cognitive representations of !
certainty- and uncertainty-oriented individuals were therefore the

focus of this bipolar schema model, The Bresent mode1 provides

evidence of direct links betweenqpersona1ity (ohé's orienté%ion

to certainty or uncertainty) and degree of cognitive structure, )

and extends the scope of concern to the strength of the influence

of chronic differences in accessible, intérpersonal cbnstructs on
- ‘ E & =

¥y ..

memory,

. Gy
’

Lo

. The model -holds that uncértéinty orientatipn, cognitive
structure, accessibility, meﬁory, and attitudes are related to
one another in a multifaceted manner. One's orientation to *
cerpajnty or uncertainty and the structqra] representation o% these
domains are thought to be the causal factors.'Thus, personality and
related structural d{ffereﬁces are thought to give rise to the
observed differences in éccessibi]ity, memory, and attitudes. More
specifically, uncertainty orientation and more different{ated
cognitive structures representing the interpersonal domain (which
are thought to be related) are viewed as leading to the greater
accessiBility of accessible information in that domain (i.e.,
stronger accessibility effects),'better general memory for information ‘\
in that domain, and positive attitudes towards ofhers. The evidence

for each of these specific retations yill W presented next.
a o .
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(b) evidence for the proposed relations

1. "Need" for uncertainty and cognitive structure
There was some-suggestive but inconclusive evidence that high
"need" for uncertainty individuals have more differentiated cognitive
structures in both the uncertainty-certainty, interpersonal doméin and
the more global interpersonal domain than do low "need" for uncertainty
individualf. For instance, they tended to be higher in integrative
complexity in the social domain,ain;erpersonal differentiation, and
differentiation in the uncertainty-certéinty domain, In addi;ion,'
they tended to be uncertainty Schematics whereas low "need" for
- uncertainty individuals tended .to be Aschematics. All of the above
n ~ effects were found in chi-squares that included the modera%es,
s however, and so one can not conclude that high "need" for uncertainty
' individuals were significant]y higher in degree of cognitive structure
than the lows. A]so suggestive, but inconclusive, were marginal,
positifie correlations between “"need" fof uncertainty scores and the
two diffey‘entia’tion measures (p £.06 and p .07 for differentiation
and uncertainty-certainty differentiation, respectively). Thus, there
was a large amount of suggestive evidence indicating that a focus on
uncertainty tends to be related to a larger and more well-articulated
; store of interpersonal information in memory.
2. Orientation, cognitive structure, and accessibility effects
Low levels of cognitive structure were related to weaker
" relative memory fdr accessible versus inaccessible behavioral descrip-
tions about another than were high levels of cognitive structure.

For instance, integratively simple individuals displayed significantly

weaker accessibility effects in their impressions than integratively

‘
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complex individuals. Aschematics tended to display weaker accessibility
effepts in reproductions of the stimulus essays than either
gncertainty or cerfginty Schem&tics (in a marginal analysis,
however). An auxiliary ané]ysis revealed that low differentiation-
Tow integrative complexity individuals had significantly weaker
accessibility effects in delayed reproductions than high differentia-'
tion-high integrative complexity individuals. In all of these cases,
then, low levels of cognitive structu;e were related to worse
relative memory for behavioral descriptions supposedly exemplifying
"accessible" traits.‘In additioh, a significant interaction between
uncertainty orieniation, accesgibi1ity, and time revealed that
éertainty—oriented subjects tended to,havé weaker acce;sibility .
effects than uncertainty-oriented subjects on delayed reproductions
(a nonsignificant difference, however), whereas uncertainty-
oriented subjects had significantly weaker accessibility effects than
certainty-oriented subjects in immediate reproductions.

Why do the expected effects occur on delayed reproductions,
and, most important of all, why do some variables display interactions
with accessibility on reproductions but not impressions, and othérs
on impressions but not reproductions? The answer probably lies
in the nature of the variables.producing'the effects. That is,athe
differentiation.variables affect only repraductions becguse they can
be seen as memory measures that reflect the wéalth or amount of
stored information, whereas integrative complexity affects only
impressions because it is a measure of differentiat{on in

impressions..(in this regard, it should be noted that "The Impréession

Formation Test" is an alternate measure of integrative complexity in
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the interpersonal domain.) However, what about the wgaker accessibility
effects on the impression measure for 1ow.di%ferenf{atidh gubjects
in the study by Higgins et al. (1982)7 In answer to this, it is
possib]e that this finding was mediated by a relation between ﬁiffer-
entiation and integrative complexity. In other words, a third
variable (integrative complexity) may have caused the observed
weaker accessibj]ity effect in impressions forf]ow differentiation
subjects in the study by Higgins et al. (1982).

The above explanation can account for the lgggé_o¥‘the
accessibility 1nteracfipns with certain'variables, but it doés
not explain why low levels of cognitive structure were generally
related to we;ker accessibi]i}y effects in the inferpersona]
domain than wefe high levels of cogn{tive structure. The most
parsimonious explanation is that a person's level of st;ucture
in a domain reflects the importanéb of that domain to him/her
and is related to the relative accessibi]%tx or impo}tance of
his/her chessib1evconstructs compafed to those of others. Thus,
the "accessible" constructs of an individual high in differentiation
are seen as more accessible or important to that individual
than %he "accessib]é" constructs of a person low in differentiation
are to that type of individual. In support of such a functional
viewpoint, Markus (1977), Bieri (1§55), and Crockett (1965},
among otheré, have suggested fhat frequently met and‘
functionally important domains tend to be more differentiated

than less important domains. When a particular domain is imporfant

to an individual, then, he/she will have developed a‘well-differentiated

-
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and well-articulated cognitivé'represéntation~or schema of events and
behaviors comprising that domain and the constructs exemplifying that

structural representat1on can be seen as very accessible or salient-- '

_relatively more acce551b1e to'thaf individual than the access1b1e

" constructs exemp11fy1ng a 1ess we - dlfferent1ated representation are

to the 1nd1v1dua1 with th1s type of representat1on This is éssentially
a restatement of the self-schemata position, with two important
differences. First, the present results implicate construct accessi-
bility as the'mecﬁanism by whicﬁ schemqfa influence information
proéessing. According to Rogers.(1981), the mechanisms responsible
for the influence.of the self on encoding have-yet to be identified
or mode]ed It appears that accessibility may s/;y an 1mportant

role here. Second the cogn1t1ve structures in the present reésearch
were of two types: self-schemata and structura]trepresentations'of
others. Therefore, one could argue that this research reveals general
process1ng pr1nc1p1es that encompass both self-perception and the .
perception of others. The 1mportant questions are, of course, the -
extent to which accessible consQrUCts are self-relevant, andythe
extent to which struéturql representatiohs ofhothers overlap with
the self systém.

Does se]f—ré]evapce or importance per se underlie the stronger
accessibility effects 6f high differéntiation subjects? In other :f
words, does degree of interpersonal différentiation reflect a |
différénce in the use of self-relevant terms to describe others? It
is possib]e that high diffgrenfiation individua}s' accessible
construéts for describing others are se]f-;elevant, and this is

what leads to stronger accessibility effects for these individuals.




In fact, there is evidence that the same traits are used in self-

and other-perception (e.g., inper & Rogergg 1979; Lemon & Warren,
1974, Shréuger & Patterson: 1974) and Epat personally-relevant
. traits tend to be listed earlier in ffee descriptions of other
beOple (Shrauger & Patterson, 1974). Thus, there appears to be gdod
evidence that self-reference is invo]ved‘in the perception of others.
Alternatively, affect (rather than self-relevance or importance per
se) may underlie the stronger accgssibi1ity effects of high
differeétiatioh subjects. Foraexémp1e, Warr, Schroder, and Blackman
(1969) found that the first adjectiQe listed by subjects in-a free
response task was highly refated.to evaluation for nearly everyone.
The most.importapt or accessible constructs in a domain therefore
may be affectively-tagged rather than self-relevant. Similarly,
Levenfhéi and Singer (1964) have postulated that more extreme
emotional tone increases the strength or salience of constructs.
Unfortunately, the presen;.researcﬁ %s unable to distinguish
;Qgtweén affect,}!e]f—re]eﬁance, and importance per se as the means
Ey wﬁich certain constructs become relatively more accessib1; than
.others;
3. Orientation, cognitive structure, accessibility, and memo;y
An additional finding of interest in Study 2‘w§:‘that weaker
accessibi]iti effects were related to worse overall meﬁory in
both subjects’ reproductions and impressions. in both delayed
impressidns and delayed reproductions, weaker accessibility effects

5 . :
were related to worse overall memory (p< .01 and p<.08, respectively).

In addition, and perhaps of most interest, weaker accessibility

ef%ects'in 1uned1pte\rQProductions were related to worse overa11r

”




memory in recall measured one week later (p<.04).
These “ébserved relations between how much oOne. remembers and

how much accessible information one remembers help us to account for

133"

why high and Tow scorers in "peed" for uncertainty and differentiation

showe& no differences in relafivé memory for accessib]e{versus
inaccessible information. Low’scorers in "need" for uncertainty
had worse overall recall than high scorers (p<.01) and low differ--
entiation subjects had worse overall recall than high differentiation
subjects (p<.0005). (A significant interaction between "need" for
uncertainty and time (p<.03) showed that low "need" for uncertainty
individuals had worse recall than the high scorers particu]arjy at
T2, bup this interaction‘was“on1y_margina11y significant (955;09) in
the MANOVA for "need" for uncertainty.) In addition, low differentia-
tion subjects included fewer behavioral descriptidhs in their
impressions than did subjects high in differentiation (ﬁ5:.04)\
According to the proposed cognitivé structural mo¢e1'of accessibility
differences in the recallN\of interpersonal information, relatively
weak accéssibi]ity effects'wdhld have been expected for-Tow "need"
for uncertainty and low differentiation subjects--as was the case for
low scorers on otber measures of cognitive structure. It may be
that the Tow levels of recall for these subjects prec]uded finding
ansignificant difference in the amount of accessible versus
inaccessible information recalled. .

Why does the general relation between accessibi1ity effects

»

and memory occur? For both reproductions and impréssions, FEI§
= O ' b .

relation generally occurred at T2. However, there was some evidence

on the reprodhction measure that weaker accessibility effects at T1
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/,/‘ were related to poorer'memory at T2. It appears, then, that the

strength of the accessibility effect may be determining amount of
memory over time. Siﬁce construct accessibility helps a person
process accessible information more efficiently, it would not be
surprising if individuals who displayed stronger éccessibility
effects also had better overall recall. These individuals would
recall as much inaccessible information as others, but they

would recall more accessible information as well. Hence, they

would have better memory in genér%] as well as better relative memory
for accessible information. elternatively, one might want to argue
that the accessibility effect is a bias introduced by the need to

be selective due to the wea]th of information being processed by

high differentiation individuals. In this view, accessibility can

-be seen as a screening device for memory. Whether accessibility is

seen as leading to the memory effects or whether accessibility is
seen as a screening .device for memory (i.e., the amount being
processed leads %o both effecfs), there is intriguing evidencelthat
low level of qognitiVe structure lis rejated to weak'accessibility

effects and bad memory, whereas high level of cognitive structure is

_related to strong accessibi]ity effects and good memory . Thus, it

seems that both effects are ultimately due to structural djfferences
in individuals,
Researchers in the area of cogniti&e compléxity also have found

memory differences for individuals high and low in c®mplexity. For

“instance, 0'Keefe, Delia, and 0'Keefe (1977) and Mahood (1971) both

- found that high complex subjects used more constructs or attributes

in their impressions of others than did low complex subjects.
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Crockett (1965) also found that Bigh complex subjects used more |
- ‘ constructs in their impressions and therefore made 1o;ger descrip-
tions of others than did lows. In light of the fact that the present
results did not support an explanation of the weaker accessibility
effects of low differentiation subjects in terms of an active
bias to form univalent impressions-of 6thers--which was suggested <
\<( by Higgins et al. (1982) after a review of the literature--it is
,interesting to note that Crockett (1965) statesth&fthe finding of-
univalent impressions‘for low complex subjects in his study was
confounded by the fact that these subjects gave shorter descriptions
than the highs since the probability of a bivalent description
increases with the numbef of constructs in the description. Thus,
the univalent impressions  found for Tow differehtiation subgects
in Higgins et.al. (1982) may have been due to the fact that these
subjects simply tend to use fewer constructs in-their impressions ‘
-because the st%mulus domain is not-very important to them.
4, Attitudes and accessibility
AtFitudes were found to be related to the strength of accessibility
N effects. Negative immediate ana delayed attitudes were related to
weaker acceésibi]ity effecés oﬁ innediaﬁe reproductions, whéxsas
‘positive attitudes we(ere]atedrfo'stronger accessibility effects
on this measure (p< .05 and ;.)_<.02Lfor immediate and delayed '
*attitudes, resp;ctively). Affect was controlled for in determining u' b I
subjects' accessible constructs-and so the association between
more positive attitudes and st}onger accessibility effects was not
due to this tybe of confaund. There are two possible explanations for

’ - . .
this relation. First, this relation may have been mediated by
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personality variables. A second, not un}e1ateq possibi}iiy, is that
the relation may have been due to the fact that;bositive a%fect{
accessible descriptions tend to be parpjcuﬂarﬁy ye11 remembered. This
was seen in the study by Hiégins et ;i. (1982). If positive,
accessible descriptions were particula;1y well remembered, thi$ might
have led to the}fofmation of positive attitudes, and 50 the fewer
positive descfiptions recé11ed,,ihe more negativefthe person’s
attitude. In passing, it shoald'be noted that Zajonc's (1980)
view that affeetive judgmenti’tend to bé irfercable is not supported .
by the general finding that attitudes bec;me’]ess extreme over time. ]
This finding suﬁgorts the comﬁon sense notion:that strong Tikes ‘-‘
and dislikes tend-to "cool down"ywhen one has netinféracted with
the liked or dis]iked other for'a period of “time but, of course,

<

one can't rule out theveffecfs of regression here,

In c&nc]u ion, a cognitive structural'mode} was nropoied to
account for d{i::;Echs in both relative memory for accessible
versus inaccessible information and overall memory. According to
this model, the more well-differentiated the interpersonal domain is
for an individual, the more likely they will be tg recall informaf%on
about another that is re]ated'to Fhe traits or constructs they
commdnly us§ to make sense out of the behavior of others, and the
better memory they will have for information about that person in
general. Conceivably, the same relatiéﬁ would ho]d'fér oiher ' R
domains (e.gﬂ. se1f-perception) and for .more specific ones (e.g.,
friendly behavior and dependent behavior).

This model is very similar to Markus® (1977) theory of self-

schemata and owes much to her work on how self-schemata influence
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" the processing of infoumation about others kg.g., Marku§ & Smith,
1981). There &re a number of importani differences Between her mode]l
of self-schemata and the "structural model preséﬁfsd here. First,
the present model is more global in nature. It refers to the ~ :
Targest possible social domaim--that of sucialvbehavior--wheré%s
Markus' hotjon of self-schemata refers to moue specific behavioral ~
domains, sucb as the domain of independent and dependent beh%vior.

4

In this regard, the uncerta{nty-qertainty domain is seen as being
u major subset of the interpersonal domain. Man&-of-the trait labels
and ua%euories that we use to make sense out of thg'behavior of
~ " others can be seen as having a uomponent of either certainty o} .
| stability (e.g., careful, persistent, bor1ng, compulsive, dependent,”
order]y) or of uncerta1nty or change (e g., adventurous, unpred1ctab1e,'
fanxwus, 1ndependent achidvement-oriented, in,degswe) In other .

words,‘the uncertainty- certa1nty dimension can be seen as a fundamenta -

'aspect of the way in ‘which we categor1ze the behaviors of others. *

' Secdhd, the present model is not thpught to be a model or cognitive .
}epresenfation of_the self based on se]f-kuow]edée. The model refers'
to individual dif%grences in the wealthof stored information about
ofhers in‘gé;éral uather thau about the self in ; particular content .
domain.’ Essentia]]y, people are thought to differ in both how much
the ice about others as we]] as in what they not1ce about others. . i/
Some people Pre h1gh]y 1nterpersona]1y-or1ented whereas others o |
pay re]atiVe]y 11tt1e attention and brocess relatively iitt]e

$ . 1nformat1on ahout others perhaps because their process1ng apac1ty' ..

. - ﬁs occupied by attentigon to the self. Interpersgna]]y or ented -

individuals would therefore have a larger, amount of 1nte ersonal

" . - 3
. N : . L
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1nf6rma%ion stgrqd in memory; théirﬁcognitive_structures representing -

the behavior of others a;e therefore more highly differentiated ‘

and well-articulated. Individuals alsb differ in the particular

content of the béhavioré.the; notice and ﬁemember; and this-is

where the notion of chronic differencgs in accessible inte}persona1

constructs % traits comes in. This is‘a thir& way in dﬁich the

present ﬁbde] diffep;.?rom Markus' notion of self-schematg. Self-

schemata lead to processiﬁ§ benefits for schema-re]ev;pt 1nformation:
- ihrough ‘the influence of structure alone (Markus, 1977). Thus,

cognitive structure in a domain and chronically accessible constructs

both play a rolé in the ‘processing of interpersenal information

accordjng to the model proposed here. Only when.the iﬁterpersonal

-~

.domain is important, as evidenced by'a'more complex cognitive
structure, will an individual's "accessible" constructs be truly

1 accessible (i.e., cofme easily to mind) and be qsed to categorize .

»

behavior. Thus, the proposed model can be seen ds an amalgamation

of the construct qccessibi]ity and ‘self-schemata approaches,
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CHAPTER FOUR

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS REGARDING BOTH INVESTIGATIONS

"(1) Summary of the Models

-

The major aims of this dissertation were to determine whether

diffqignces in uanntainty orientation can be conceptualized in
\ L]
terms of ‘differences in the accessibility of certainty- and
. f 4 , i

uncertainty-related constructs (Stqu 1), and to determine whether
a cognitive structural conceptua1ization'of uhcertainty<orientation
in terms of self-schemata or in terms of integrative complexity
made most sense (Study 2). The results of Study 1 indicate that

e
‘-

differences ‘in uncertajnty orientation can be cggqeived of as

differences in the .cognitive accessibiﬁity of certainty-related andel .
uncertainty-retated information. {n‘SFudX 1, certainty- and uncertainty-
'oriénted individu@]s‘displayed differential recall and aistortion

of behavioral descriptions about another that exémp]ified certainty-

and uncertajn;y-re]ated'lrafis. For“example, in the absence of

the overt characterization task, uncertainty-oriented subjects

.

deleted morg’cértainty-related thén unéerta}nty-?elgtgd, unambiguous
descript{ons whereas the reverse was true-for certajnty-oriented
subjects. Exactly the qppbsite pattern of results Qég'found when
subjects were asked to brovide a one-wofd 1abe1/for the ambiguous.

. descriptions ({.e;, in thé)ov?rt char@cterization condition).

Also, uncertainty-oriented subjects made more relative distortions

%

in the uncertainty-oriented direction on a de]hyed reproduction
| ’ N '

measure given one week later whereas certainty-oriented subjects

made more rehative distortiohs in the certainty-oriepted direction

< 139 )
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on this measure. Exactly the opposite pattern of results was-found
at Ti. Over time“and when not asked to make overt characterizqtions;
then, ;ertainty; and uncertaiﬁty-oriented individuals displayed the ~ &,
expected patterns'of gistortion and deletion of behavioral information
about another in 1he certainty-uncertainty domain..It was argued

that the activation of a "non-self" knowledge structure led to

the schemafinCPnsis;ent distortions and deletions at T, and in
the overt characterization condition for these subjects. A mode] of
bjpo]ar certainty and uncertainty schemata was therefore proposed’
to account for the disto}tion and deletion of positive and negative,
congruent and incongruent information. S?ﬁce the TAT measure of
"need" fqr uncertainty can be seen as a measure of .construct -
access$lilifj,'it is not sﬁrprising that uncertainty orientation
differences can be conceived of in terms of differences ih
accessibility. 5 »

. In Study 2, "need" for uncertainty was found to be related to
various measures of,cogniti&e structufe and to differences in
overall memory for information about another (not just certainty-
and‘uncertainty-related 1nformation) whereas uncertainty orientation
was related to differences in relative memory for accessible vs.
iﬁaccessib\e information about anothef.‘The resu?ts'did not unambigu-
ously favor a conceptualization of uncertainty orientation in terms
of.either integrative coﬁpiexity or self-schemata in the certainty-
uncertain“main,.but high "heed" fof uncertainty individuals

tended to have higher scores on various cognitive structural measures

than did low ."need" for uncertainty individuals, as the integrative

- f@ complexity approaéh would lead one to expect. A coghitive structural

v
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model- of accessibility and memory diffefénces for interpersonal
information was presented which can be seen as a more general
Erocessing model than the bne uséd to explain the distortion and
deletion results of Study 1. The bipolar model of uncertainty-
certainty schemata is concerned with the organization, in memory,
of positively- and negative]y—labe]léd, certainty- and uncertainty-.
related constructs, and with their influence on the processing’of
related information, whereas the more general processing model
related dif%érenées in the degree of articulation of certainty-
and uncertainty-related information (i.e., cognitive structural:
differences) to differgnces in the processing of interpersonal
informétion in general (of which certainty- and uncertainty-
related traits and behaviors are a part).

In sum, the results of both investigations support a cotfeptf

ualization of uncertainty orientation in cognitive structural

-“terms, In the next two gections, the importance of the models and

implications of the findings will be discussed. This will be

followed by a discu§sion of several problems with the present

research and suggestions for future studies.

(ii) Importance of the Models

The findings and the mode]é proposed to account for”them are

important. in many ways. First, both models relate process to

structure, as does thé research by Markus. (e.g., Markus, 1977; -

Markus & Smith, 1981), The first model relates general differences
in the accessibility of poéitive and negative, certqintj- and

uncertainty-related constrﬁcts to differences in self-schemata and

*
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thereby integrates Higgins' accessibility theory with Marku;'
schemata theory. Construct accessibility is therefore seen as the
‘mechanism underlying the more efficient processing and better
memory for schema-relevant information that is found for Schematics
(e.g., Markus, 1977).

The more general processing model can be seen as an important
extension of previous research relating process to structure in '
a number of ways. First, it integrates accessibility notions and‘
schemata notions with the large bedy of research on integrativ?
comp]exity.and cognitive.differentiation (as well as the performance
research involving uncertainty orientation). Second, it extends
the research on schemata by examining and providing evidence for a
much more global type 6f schema than has been previohs1y examjned..
Third, although specific processihg"differences were not found for
high versus low tomplexindividua]s(i.e., one group did not
display an éptire]y different processing sfrategy than the other),
relative di%ferenées in the strength of the primarily passive
process of accessibiility were found. Thus, structural differences
led to differences in the stréngth of the accessibility effect,
~as well as to differences in overall memory. There is an obViou;
parallel here with Markus'Aresedrch. According to this research J
(e.g., Markus, 1977), one should not expect the same efficiené& in A

«

the processing of domain-relevant information for Schematics

L)

(Tndividua]é for whom the domain is important and whoatheréfore"
have a large number of constructs representing this domain) and
. Aschematics (individuals for whom-the domain is essentially

irrelevant ‘and who therefore have not developed well-articulated

142
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cognitive structures representing this domain). There is an
important differegce in the present research, however; Markus'
research involves schemas and §chema-re1evant information from
the same domain. The present research has shown that self-schemata
in the certainty-uncertainty domain, structural variables\tapping
deéree of complexity and differentiation in perceptions of others, and
uncertainty orientation (which is concerned with the self and the
domain of uncertain and certain events) all show similar differences
in the efficiency of processing accessible vs. inaccessible
interpersonal information. Thus, it appears that a variab]e may be
either self-relevant or interpersonally-relevant, as well as relevant
to either the uncertainty-certainty domain or the interpersonal‘
domain; and yet it still affects the processing of accessible vs.
inaccessible interpersonal information. It seems as though a very
general relation between-structure’and'process'has been shown in‘the
present research, whereas Markus' research deals with a much more _
specific relation. Therefore, the present research is‘conﬁerned with
both a more global type of schema and a:more general structure-
process relation than has been éxamined previously.

In addition to extending past research on the relation between
structuré apd proEess, the bipolar certainty-uncertainty schemﬁ
mpdef‘is ihportant in that it contains botﬁ structural and affecti?e
notions. Theories of behavior often try to explain va;ious phenomena
in primarily céénitive (e.g., Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Schroder et 51.,
1967; Scott, 6sgood. & Peterson, 1979) or af}ectiVe/mptivationai
terms (e.g.,.Atkinson & Bi;Eh, 1978) but, ‘increasingly, it has

been realized that an integration of cognition, affect, and motivation
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is necessary for a compréhensive exp]anation'BW behavior. The bipolar
schema model incorporates the notion of affect since certainty-
and uncertainty-oriented individuals are thought to differ in the
affective tags associated with certainty- and uncertainty-related
constructs. For instance, uncertainty-oriented individuals are
viewed as having positively-tagged, unce}tainty-related constructs
and negatively-tagged, certainty-related constructs. These accessible"
"constructs are seen as having a direct influence on the distortion
and recall of interpersonal information. Thus, there is evidence
that uncertainty orientation-can be viewed in terms of differences
in agcessible construct$ that are organized into schemata. This is
not to deny the importance of motivation in the development of these
accessibility differences, however. As mentioned previously,
motivational differences in uncertainty orientation may have given
rise to the observed cognitiVe differences since motivation is |
thought to be a determinant of construct accessibi]i%y (Higgins &
king, 1981). However, motivation is not seen as.hgving a current or
direct influence on subjects' memory for information about another.
A number of reasons qgre‘biven for the subéfiority of a cognitive‘n
explanation rather than a motivational explanation for the observed
effects. ‘

If motiva}i is seen as a determinant of construct accessibility;

- -

how does a cognitive explanation differ from a motivational one? The -
main difference appears to‘pe whéther cognitions are giyen a secondaty

' of primary role in determining behavior. Cognitive theorists

emphasize the role ﬁﬁayedlby'cognitiVe gtructure; and processeés whefeaS'

. v )
motivational theorists, such as Atkinson and Birch (1978), emphasize

3 e
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the rale played by motivation aﬁd view cognitions as secondary
phemonema or epiphenomena. The aim of the present research was to

see whether uncertainty- and certainty-oriented individuals process
information about another in’ways indicative of. cognitive differeﬁces
in content and structure., There was strqng evidence of cognitive
differences being associated with differences in uncertainty
orientation. Whether one views these cognitive differences as
secondary or primary will depend on one's theoretical orientation.
However, there is no denying the importance of the findings fn and .‘
of themselves. Individuals who differ in dﬁcertainty orientatiéh

can have quite disparate recollections about the behavior of another,
and their immediate recall can be -quite dif%erent to their recall
one week later. .

Finally, the present findings e impbrtant in the context of
past research on uncertainty oéientation. The resdlts complement
Sorrentino and Hewitt's (Note 2) finding that uncertainty-oriented
subjects are more cognitively attuned to sitLations involving new
information than are certainty-qrienfed'subjepts,‘and can be viéﬁed
as support fok,Sorrent%no et al.'s (in press) cognitive conceptual--
ization of uncertainty orientation. Accgrding té Sorrentino et al.'s
conceptualiiation, uncertainty- and certainty-ériented individuals
differ in the cognitive relevance of certainty and uncertainty. Tpg
present-research provides more detailed information about the nature
of their cognitive representations--at'léast in the dohain of inter-
personal pekcéption since Sorrentino et al.'s (in pféss)‘research
dealt w{th the 1nf1yence‘of uncgrtainty ofientation'oh‘performance

whereas the focus here was on the perceptioh of others. Despite




these differences in focus, an interesting parallel was found in

the performacne and initial pereeptions of certainty-oriented
individuals. Serrentino Eﬁ al. (in press) found that certainty-
oriented ind#viduals, who were also failure-threatened, perforhed
best in'the most uncertain situation--when the probability of success
was .51 In Stddy 1, certainty-oriented‘suhjects-disp]ayed schema-
inconsistent distorﬁions at T1 but schema-consistent distortions af

* 7/
T2, relative to yhe distortions made by uncertajnty—oriented subjects

(who also showed the above pattern). In Study 2, a reversal was

also found in immediate recall, with certainty-oriented subjects .

displaying stronger accessibilityeffectsthan uncertainty-oriented
subjects. Although the relative measures used in the presept research
do not permit us to say that the reversals are due to the certainty-

oriented subjects aloné, these subjects appear to be abtihg Tike

‘uncertainty-oriented subjects in all three cases. It is too early

to speculate why this might be the case in all three experimental
paradigms, prever, the possibility that failure-threatened,
certainty-oriented individuals find uncertainty-related in}ormation
to he more cognitively relevant or distinctive than certa{nty-
related information heeds‘to“te exahingd_more thoroughly,
»” - P “f - . .

. Y e

. ' - 1
(ii1) Imp]ications of the Present-Research

The present research has important” ‘implications for an
access1b111ty VvS. se]f-re1evance approach to 1nformat1on process1ng,
and for research on the process1ng of congruent versus 1nqongrueﬁt

1nformat1on (e.g., Hastie & Kumar 1979 Judd & Kulik, 1980).

This research has a number of 1mplicataons for the self-relevance

>
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vs. accessibility issue. First, it i1lustrates a general approach

. . .1
that can be taken in future research aimed at resolvqng this issue.

Rather than focusing on differences between self-referent and nonself-

referent processing, as research has genera]ly'done to date, the

structural nature of self-schemata and schemata representing the *

behaviors of others can be examined to determine general similarities

and differences. The present research indicated that there may be .
a large degree of overldp in the structural comp1ex1ty of cognitive
representat1ons of the self and others. This can be V1ewed ae\
evidence that the self is 1nvo]ved in the percept1on of others ‘as

a standard of comparison (see e.g., Markus & Sent1s, 1982) or,

converse]y, that the content and processing mechan1sms associated

.Wwith the self structure are not unique. Second the present research

can be seen as an integration of the se]f schemata and

acce551b111ty models. It provides some support for a’selffschemata
viewpoint in that degree of structure'was‘fouﬁd t0*be51mportant in
determining the stfength of accessibility effects, but this does ot
necessarily mean that self-relevance is the crucial feature undér]ying
accessibility effects and there is no reason why an accessibi]ity
model canriot incorporate structural‘differences (as has been done—
here). A1so; in eupport of the view thet'the processing effects

associated with self-schemata are just one instance of the larger

”accecsibility phenomenon ,, chronic'individual differences in construct’

accessibility were found to have important and lasting effects on

-memory for others' behavio§ and on impressions formed of them. One

wonders whether 1t'is“necessa%y to view selfzrelevance as p]éyﬁug:a

role in these effects. Perhaps the most interestfﬁg finding, however,
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was that Aschematics t®mded to disp]ay weaker access{Btjity effects
in recall thap anertainty Schematiés andqéertaintyVS£hematiFsJ
A];hough,iﬁis fihding.;és only mérginal (p<.09), it suggésts
both tﬁat structuré is impqrtant in the processing of acces§ibie
versus‘inaccéssible information, as self-schemata theory would
hold (e.g;,gM?rkus, 1977), and that construct accessibility is
the mechanism that leads to process%ng differences for schematics .
and’ aschematics, as construct accessibility theory would hold (e.q.,
Higgins & King, @981){ Of course, thé crucial question still remains:
Does all processing of social information %hvo]ve reference to. the
self? At any rate, the prégent research highlights the essential
compatability oF fhe‘se[f—schemata and construct accessibility
theories and indicates that &n integration of elements from both
may be the most fruitful approach to take in future research.
Past reséérch has shown that behavioral destriptiong that are
incongr?ent with an initial personality-trait impression are recalled

better than congruent and irrelevant information,.particularly

" when the set size of the incongruent information is small relative

to the other information (Hastie & Kumar, 1979) and when the incon-
gruent informatiod is hi}hly incongr&%nt (Hastie & Mazur, 1978).
Under eqya] st size, recall of incongruént behaviors is still
sigéificantly higher than that for congruent behaviors (Hastie &
Kumar.-197q).lHastie (1980a) éccdunts for these findings in terms
of the notion of "event" informativkness: incongruent information
is more striking,-sukprﬁsjng, and informative and is conséquent]y
reca11e5 better. Anders&n.and Hastie (1978) found these initial

’ .
recall differences to hold over delays ranging from five minutés tof
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two weeks in 1ength This was not the case in Study 1 in the‘
present research since schema- 1ncons1stenf‘d1stort1ons and recall
were found after a 15-m1nute retent1on interval whereas schema-
consistent distortions and recall were found after a.one week de]ay
Why was this the case? One could argue that‘the experimental paradigm
in Study 1 is a more complicated situation than the paradigm used
by Hastie and Kumar (1979). In Hastie's research (e.g., Hastig,
1980a), subjects' initial impressions are éupp]ied by the experimenter.
In the present research, subjects are seen as differing in the nature
of their chronically accessible constfucté. Thqg, their'processiﬁg
of the stimulus information is influenced both by chronic accessible
constructs or schemas {that show a delayed effect 6n recall) and
by momentarily accessible constructs or schemas (that show an
initial effect on recall). According to- Higgins and King (1981),
momentary differences in construct accessibility (such.as “primed"
differences) are capable of temborarfly overriding chronic dif%er-
ences. The present fiﬁdings make sense according to such an ‘
analysis. Hastie's résearch (e}p., Hgstie, 1986a, 1980b) is importanp
in that it shows that schema-congruent information is not always
remembered better than schema-incéngruent‘information--éontréry to
a traditiona]typebf schemata theory (e.g.,‘Bartlett, 1932)--due'to
the importance of contexg. The present research'a}so F;veals the
‘importance of context on immediate memory for information about
another, but shows that chronic accessibiiity differences hdye
impo;tant effects on memory one week later. Thus, dis@inbfjve
information about someone can have'strong effects on what ome

tnitially notices about them, but this information can be replaced,

4+ -
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in general, found to be related to one another. However, in a‘number

150

over time, by information that fits one's schema, if this schema

- is'naturally-occurring and not situationally-induced. fhe findings

of Study I therefore appear to have important implications for
| ]

what one remembers about othersvbased on the natuye of one's,

relevant schemas (i.e., whether they are chroﬁica]]y accessible or

a

situationally-induced).

.

o

(iv) Problems with the Present Research and Directions for

. Future- Reseafch ~

Before concluding, a number of ‘criticisms-of the present research
and”a number of directions for subsequent research will be briefly

ment{pned. One major problem with the present research arises,

from what can.be seen as one of its strengths. Multiple measures -

tapping seif-preference for certainty or novelty and leg@l of

" cognitive structureswere used in order to assess the relations among

-

the various measures and to provide convergent validity fpr any

3

effects found. What were thought to be'parallel measures were,

a

of instances effects were found using one vahiablebutnot another,

For example, significant relations were found between “need" for

upcertaihty qnd 611 the cognitive 'structural measures in Study 2,

but no signific;nt relations were found fdr the measure of uncertainty "
orientation. Unfoﬁtynatéﬁy, there is no truly adequate way 6f |
exp]afning why one Variap}e s%ows an effect whereas & second,

related variable does not. Every attempt has been' made, hbwever, to
draw'these inconsistencies to the reader's attention and to stress

which varilBTe shows which effects, so confbsion of the various
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measures "dffes ndt result. Other criticisms of the present research

are addressed ip the following discussion on directions for future

E 3
-

research, L ) ' s e

&
-

Lo
M
e

In terms of the resu1ts of the f1rst study, the obv1ous next .
‘ l)xstés unu1d be to directly examine the accessible consbructs of

‘ 'certa1nty- and uncerta1nty 0r1ented subjects by means of a Stroop-
llke procedure (Stroog, 1935) React1on times in color-naming and
‘1ater recall of certa1nty- and uncertainty related words' presented

ggqvar1ous co]ored backgrounds (where the task #s to ignore the word

‘and to name she ¢olor of the background -as qu1ck1y as possible) - °
wou]d prov1de 1nforuat1on about the relative access1b1]1ty of

.1certa1nty- and uneerta1nty-re1ated constructs. In Study 1, it 1s—
assumed that certa1nty- and uncertainty-oriented individuals

* have d1fferent types .of accesslble ponsfructs and that these
are mediating the observed results. The exact nature of fheir-

, accessible constructs therefore needs to be dfreétly examined.
Hopefully, such an investigation would provide support for the
propesed bipolar scuemata nnde] of uneertainty- and certainty-
orientation. The obvious next step in following up the results of
Stugdy 2 would be to fuuthé; e;amiqe the relatians between structure,
acgessibdlity,'hemory, and attitudei i the prqposed model. {n :
particu]ar,;the validity of £ structural explenétion proposed o
to ?écount for weak accessibility effects and poor overal]lmemory *

needs to be examined. Another direction fo?pfuture‘research would ‘(’

pe to te]ate thejpﬁesent findings to the research concer;:d with the

,effecés,of uncertainty- vs..certéﬁnty-orienfation on per}ormance.

. -"] ’
We have a]reaay noted the paraliel between Sorrentino et al. 's (in ! &

4
o

.. I S A
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press) finding that certainty-oriented subjects, who are also

.

b fai]ure-thréatened,’perform best in an uncertain situation (i.e.,
when . the prebebifity‘of success is .5) and the finding here that

,certéinty¥oriehted subj%cts (and uncertainty-oriented subjects)
make positive'distnrtions of ihcbngruent information and negative

, ~ . o
- °  distortions of gongruent information (i.e., schema-inconsistent

information) when first presented with it, Hhat is it about these -

"

variables that leade to this focus on schema-inconsistent information?

¢

Are there -direct links between schema-generated expectancies and
-performance, then? Does cbngtruct~accessibi11t} mediate this.

i re1ation? A1 of these eueetﬁons need to Be directly ef?hined in

&,

A‘”\ubsequent research. ¢ . . -

The importanée of individual dlfferences (in uncertainty

®
0r1entat1on and in cognitive structure) has been an underlying

4

theme in the present 1nvest1gat1ons ‘As expected, -individual
v d1fferences in- uncerta1nty or1enfht1on were re]ated to s1gn1f1cant

d1fferences in the recall and d1stort1on of tra1t-re1ated ifformation

about others. These effects were not confined to certainty- and
ea,"‘v ~

uncertawnty re1ated behavioral descr1pt1ons (Study 1). S1gn1f1cant

. : dlfferences were found in overall memory'for tra1t-re1ated 1nformat1on
‘of all tyﬁEE"Eﬁu in relative memory for’ 1nformat1on exemplifying a
g1ven/€/taect s access1b1e versys. 1naccess1ble traits (Stud& 2).
Given these w1de rang1ng and 1mportant effects 1t is feit that_

’vresearchers in many d1fferen¢ ayeas ‘could- benef1t by including
the cogn1t1ve structura] variable of- uncertalnty or1entat10n 1n

\ ~

their studies. For. 1nstance, researchers 1n the areas of soc1a]
\

"information processing shou1d take into account the fact that , «1

@

, : A A
.
£ : . * ' “
. . i .
. .
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diffeﬁenges in uncertainty orientation appear to mediate both the
4str§ggth‘Of'accessibi1ity effects and the total amount of inter-
personal infprmation recalled. Reséarch in the areas of impression

formation and decision-making could also forseeably benefit by
’ " e Y -

taking differences in uhceriainty orientétion into account., F{nally,
'SorrentinoAéf al. (in press) have gemonstratéd the usefu]nes§ of
this variable in understanding when and why people perform boor#y
on various achievement tasks. |

In conclusion, the preseni research has indicated that

s <

- ¢ L3 » » 3 ‘ L . .
differences in uncertainty orientation can be conceptualized in
€ . o “ . -

terms of differences i cognitive structure and the chronic N
accessibility of constructs..It has extended résearch on uncertainty

= . ,.-. '/ " ‘ ’
orientation to the cognitive reaim as well as to the interpersonal

. do&a{n, wheréas previous résearch'has dea]i aimost exclusively with © -
the ef%eétsﬁof‘uncertainty-'and certainty-orientation on performance.
UnCertaintiL'and certdinty-orientation have been shown to have -
stroﬁgiand‘impoktant effects on the intgrp!@tation and remembrance

pf certaiﬁtyJ and uncertainty-rélated information ;bout'bthérs, and

on the processing and remembrance of interpersonal information
@ . i -~ /( .

-
’r .

in .general. -
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EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRES AND MATERIALS®
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Name

PLEASE READ AND FOLLOW THESE INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY

’

1. On the following page you will find the description of a type of .

person. Think of a specific type of person that fits this

description. On the page underneath the description Jlist, one
below another, the chéracteristics that you think describe that
particular type of person. Put‘down whatever comes to mind since
there is no one list of characteristics tha@ can be coﬁsidered u
"correct". Every one of us sees things in a slightly different
way. Put down as mény characteristics as you feel aré necessary

to describe the type of person adequately. Work rapidly and

read no further until this is dane. "

2. On the next‘page you will find a short task to do. After comp]éting '
this task, go on to the next descriptioﬁ'of a type of person on
the following page.,~Think about a particular type of person that
fits this description ;;; then fo]loy the above procedure once

e again. Do not refer back to ﬂ}eviously-]isted characteristics.,

Ié all, there are FIVE DESCRIPTIONS OF TYfES OF PERSONS, EACH

}EXCEPT FOR THE LAST) FOLLOWED BY A SHORT fASKT

L)
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the number of b's in the following.matrix.
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In this task we would like you to add up the number of ifs and

the number of j's in the following matrix. - e

v

N

2

Number of i's Y} i R

- Number of j's

2 ” ¥
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g~; In this task we would like you to add up the number of o's and

s

2 $he number of c's in the following matrix. .

Number of o's

Number of c's

P4
1 . . N ~ +
2 {the same matrix used previously appeared here)
v . - N "
2 .
L f ¢
1]
’ rd
[ 4
2. ¢
° L4
A .
v » \. .
. ‘ o
2
. .
. ) L. -
) L

o
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. ) , . .
In this task we would like you to-add up the number of s's and ' L
the number of z's in the following matrix. ‘ ' , o
- . ' . ' »
Number of s's v
Nymber of z's l
. . , -

- [
-

t 3

(the same matrix used previdusly appeared here)

)
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Ons this sheet we wou]d hke you to reproduce exactlxuword for word--

. . the descmptwn of Dona'ld &
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- On th1s sheet we would like you to- write down - as fu]ly as you'can -

o

* EA

what sort of person you think Dona]d is. oo
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- Circle the appgopfiate’point‘on the following scale which best

reflects how you feel about Donald.

o

extremeTy;~-5 |
dislike-
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" ' PERSONALITY INVENTORY

-
»*

& Name

INSTRUCTIONS

In this booklet we.would like you to indicate where you fall on a
number of personality dimensions, We would also dike you ‘to indicate
~ the 1mportance of each of_ the personality d1mens1ons to your self-
escr1gt1o Please ‘indicate your judgments by 1rc11n9 the numbers
be]ow the scales. Treat each personality scale as a continuum going
from one personality trait to a neutral point to the opposite
personality trait, '

EXAMPLE : ‘
e Organ1zed ' disorganized
. 1 2 C§ 4 5 b 7 8 9 10 11
A : . ‘ " importance of the above d1meps1on ©
- ' - T to your se]f description’ , .
not at all - very important

12 34856 7 8@ 10 11
This persbn has circ]ed'g_on/the organized-disorganized scale,
indicating that he/she is moderately organized. If he/she had circled
+ 9, this would indicate that he/she is moderately disorganized. The two
end-points (1 and 11) indicate that the person is extremely organ1zed
: ﬁ& extremely d1sorganlzgd respect1ve1y Circling the midpoint t of the
scale«(the number 6) would indicate a neutral posat1on on the d1men510n .
((i.e., ne1ther organ1ze§>nor disorganized, but equal amounts of both).
' In the example'g1ven, the person has ciraled 9 on the second sca]e
to 1nd1cate that the organ1zed-d1sorgan1zed d1mens1on s moderateTy v
T 1mportant to his/her self-description. In. other words ,- he/she sees this
* dimension as a _moderately important: aspect, of h1s/her°personal1ty.
. In Q§k1ng ¥°“r_iffﬂfffffjw2§§5¥°“” first impressions and dd not
. ponde?'too Tong on any one- Judgment -Be* sure not to skip any oT the
~scales, |, C '

»
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1

E.

important T 2 3, & 5§

5 7 8 9 10 1

-

A}
IR
insensitive L .
A 2[3'4_ 5 6 7 8 § 10 11
importance of the above dimension
to your self-description
not at-all g
important 1 2 3 4~

e
.
L3

\

5% 7 8 3 10 11

o

artistic’ - ‘
1 2 3 4 5 6 / 8 9 10 11
importance.of the above dimension
to your self-description
not at-all a -
important T~ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
flexible .
12 3 4 5 6 7 8.9 10 1
importance of the abaye dimension
\ to your self-description
" not at all : X
important-1 2 3 4 5" 6 7 8 9 10 11
excitable R
1 2 3 4 5 6 778 9 10 11
importance of'the above dimensior—
- ) to your self-description  °
*not at all - - ‘
important T 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 10 11
- ;o
_,caut1oq§ ~ , -
72 3 4/5 6 7 8 9 10 11
) importance -of the above dimension-.
. /to your self-description ¢
not at all YA -

inartistic

very important

169

.

.
*

persistent |
very‘iﬁpprtant
calm ¢
Very'important
daring

quy importapt

‘ .

sensitive

»

very important
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. nosey L | : uninquisitive
1. 2. 3 4. 5 6 7.8 9 10 11

importance of the above dimension

_ to your self-description C
not at a1l L - very important
“important T -2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 .

relaxed g.’\ L tense

I 23 8.5 6 7 8 9 10 0

1mportance of the above dimension’

e to your séTf description : .
not at all ’ very important
important 1. 2 3 4 5 6 __.7 8 9 10 'l ,

» A
~

4

opinionated . R | . unopinidnated
T2 3 4§ 5 6.7 8 9§ 10 11

jmportance of the above dimension

: to your self-description '

-not at all . : - ! very important
important. T~ 2 3 &4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 .- ’

adventurous . - . unadventurous
-T2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9§ 10 11 - .

- importance of the.above dimems ;

- to your self-description - . o
not at all . ‘ very tmportant

important T 2, 3 -4 5 6 7 8 -9 10 11

> »

]

shy : . g | - outgoing . ‘
T 7 3 14§ ‘ 7 10 11- o .
' ':yimportance‘of the above dimension | oA
- to your se'lf-descr'iption ' ,
not at all =~ -very important

important T~ 2 3 4TT T F? T 5}

a . .
' 4 _ , . . . A
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serious . humorous
T T T3 T3 6 7T 8 901

- importance of the above dimension
to your self-description
not at all P very important
important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 - o

e

[ ‘ v - ' »

prefer familiarity ‘ _ < prefer novelty
-2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 ‘

1mportance of the above dimension
.- . to your self-description ’ . . ‘
not at ail . _ very important = .
important T 2 -3 &4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

egotistic \~ - . , .~ altruistic

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 .
‘ importance of the abobe dimension B .
to your self-descrgption ¢ o
not at all . . ‘ very important

imortant T 2.3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ,0 II

A . . -

\ _ . . , ,
depgndenfx°ﬁ k”‘\:a - independent - .
oo, H &‘2 3 ‘YF 5 [] 7 g8 0 11 P -
- ’ : N i T
- - importance of the above d1mension . BN .
.- to your self-description ' - ;
not at all \ very important §
important 1 2 \ 3 5 5 6 7 8 9 19 11 ‘ -2
o DN . 1
3 accepting \\\ - resistant t6 . ° L
; of change T~ 2 3 4\\ 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 change' . %
B . “importance o\f\the above dimenswn . oo A g
» , to your se1f-descr1pt1on b 1

not at-all - \\ very 1mportant

important T 72 3 l' T N 7 8 §" 10 11 _ '
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cooper;tive

very important
‘ .

skeptical

o ) .
very important

‘reckless

'very,important

. . wasteful

| very important

like
certainty

very jwp9ftaﬂ!
'y

competitive . :
’ 1 2 3 4 5 6 /.8 .9 10 .11
importance of the above dimension
oo 7 to your self-description
not-at all___ ‘
important 1 2 3 4 5 6 /7 8 9 10 11
- believing . - ' .
- T72 345 ¢ 7 8 9 10 11
importance of the above dimension. -
to your self-description
- not at all_. - - :
important T 2 3 &4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
- rtimid ” -
‘ 933\ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
’ ) importance of the above dimension
e -to your Self-description ’
not at all ©
important T 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I
thrifty L -
1 2 3 4 ,5 6 /7 8 9 lq dl
1mportance of the above dimension -
_ to your se]f-descr1pt1on
not at all.___ - _ - . X
jportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
a l .' - y (‘ ° At ‘ '(;
Jike AR )
uncerta1nty1 2"‘3 ?F 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
. 1mpertance of the. above dimension: -
A ' : to your self- description ’
X not- at al] ! / Co
“important - 1 ? 5_ 1 T 6 7 8 9. 10 11
'\'.2‘ . . ) } . "o .

s ¥




sociable . ‘ S
: I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1II°
- . ,
Jmportance of the above dimension
. to your se]f—descrtQtion
"~ not at all - )
important T 2 3\.4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
rational ‘ ) '
. 1.2 .§ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
importance of the above dimension
. ~to your self-description
not at all - ‘ _
imortant T 2 3 &4 b5 6 7 -8 9§ 10 11
» - ',' ‘
_nonrisk-taker ' L
: T 23 & 5 6 7 8 ¢ 10 11
importance of iﬂéﬁabovefdimension
P _ to your self-description .
not at all . : .
imortant T 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 1]
. \ . hd 4
t
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unsoc{able '

very ‘important

4

emotional

* very important

isk-taker

very important
&7 .

»
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APPENDIX II
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~ CONSTRUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE CERTAINTY-UNCERTAiNTY
SCHEMA MEASURE USED IN STUD;.Z
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An initial measure of self—schemata in the certainty- uncerta1nty
domaln was developed and exam1ned in a pilot study. This measure
involved subjects' position ratings on seven b1polar scales that
" were highly intercorrelated, that had moderate mean scale scores
(between 4,5 and 7.5 on an 1}- p01nt scale), ahd that had high load1ngs
on foun factors revealed by a factor-analys1s of subJects p051t1on
scores (these four factors were interpreted as Tolerant vs. Intolerant;
Open t6 Change vs Closed to Change, Phys1cal Bravery vs Cowardtce,

A

and ng1d VS, Y1eld1ng) Us1ng the above cr1ter1a, the follow1ng

€
seven scales were chosen unadventurous- adventurous res1stant to change

»* ' R ~

",--accept1ng of change, prefer fam1l1ar1ty--prefer novelty, brave--not

745..

brave. daring-timid,- nonr1sktaker r1sktaker and cowardly couraggpus.
Class1f1cat1on of subjects as certa1nty Schemat1c, uncerta1nty Schema~
tic, or Aschemat1c Was then done us1ng the1r pos1t1on and 1mportance

ratings on thése seven sqales,»as well as their endorsement/ngnendorse-

"fnent,of five.certainty- or uncertalniyerelated adjectives (ad\enturous,

courageous, cowardly,'daring; and‘timtd) as Self-descriptive. This
nbthqd of classification tollbwed the traditional procedure for
determ1n1ng stlf—schemata developed by Markus (1977 ) .
In the pilot study (N= 66), the above scales and- adJect1ves
resulted 1n a relatively small number of certa1nty Schematics (n=7)
!Gmpared to uncerta1nty Schematics (n= 13), ¥h1s appeared to be due to
the fact that the uncertatnty -related adjectives and scale poles

genérally were seen as more soc1ally deslrable than the certainty- "

related ones. Thus, the classification. of subJects as uncertainty .

.Schemattc seems- to_have been confpunded w1th-social desirability.

even though active attempts were made tofqyoid this occurring.

A}




frequency of usage and social desirability. The major a1m Wasqxo f1nd

more soc1aHy desirable, certamty-omented adJectwes g"m (m:ler to
enabte more subjects to be classified as certa1ntx,8ehqpat1cs The
fo]]ow1qg 10 scales were selected for 1ncTus1on.$ﬁ tﬂ§‘1mportance
.measure on the basis of the pilot measure resuﬁts and the concern y;th

social desirability: accepting of change r,ﬁ A tant to change, prefer

+
novelty - prefer familiarity, risktaker— naﬁﬁisktaker, opinionated-
unopinionated, timid-reckless, cautious-daring, like certainty - like
uncertainty, flexible-persistent, uninquisitive-nosey, and adventurous-

unadventurous. The certainty-related and uncertainty-related poles of

these scales were inverted in order to control for response biases, and
these 10 scales then were randomly presented in a 23¥scaig, “Personality
Inventory” in which subjects indicated both where they fell on the 23
personality dimensions, a;H ;ne 1mportance_of’éacﬁ of these dimensions
to thgir se]f-deséription (following thg procedure used by Markus, 1977).
" Subjects also were giVen a modtfiéé'form of the Gough-Heilbrun Adjective
Check-List dn wh1ch they weretsked to p]ace a checgark besidé"those
‘.words that were se]f qgscr1pt1ve in a list of 200. Twenty of these
words were certainty-related or uncertainty-related words, some of
. . ‘which Tatched the poles of the: 10 bjpolar sca}es fuytge importance
measure. | : o
Oﬁcg.again, a factor aﬁa]ysis was performed on subjec£s‘ position

v . - » ) N .
ratings on the 10 scales in the importance -measure. Four factors

had eigenvalues greater thanaone. and 5”§afimax'rotﬁtion was performed

" n these factors. Factor #'ljﬁas 1ntefprgt§h as a Physical Uncertainty

L

t
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vs. Certainty Ofientatioq.;aétor and waS‘moét simi]ar to the Physical
Bravery vS. Coward1ce Factor in the pilot data. The following sca]es
had high pos1t1ve 1oad1qi? on this factor: caut1ous -daring (.82),
- nonr1sktaker lnsktaker (.82), timid- reck1ess (.§37,.and prefer
familiarity - prefer novelty (.50). H1gh scores on all of these scales
T reflect uncertainty-orientation and, with the possible exception of the
prefer familiarity - prefer novelty scales, all have to do wigp
” physical’activity.'The adventurous-unadventurous scale had a high
‘negative loading on this factor (-.69), whibh makes sense since high
scq/;s on the scé]e reflect certainty-orientation in the physical
’ do‘ain (i.e.. unadventurousness). Factbr # 2 was interpreted as a
Preference for Uncertainty vs. Certainty Factor and was most similar
to the Open vs. Closed to Change Factor in the pilot data. The positive
exemplars were opinionated-unopinionated (.69) and~prgfer familiarity-
prefer novelty (.26), beth of which were uncer:zif;;;Telated. That is,

high scores on these scales~reflected uncertai entation. The like
uncertainty - like certainty'sca1e haq a very high, negatiVe loading
(-.84]. Thus, this factor was interpreted as reflecting differences
in preferences for uncertainty and certainty. The third factor was an
Open vs. Closed to Change Factor. An %dentical factor was found in the
factor analysis of pilot subjects’ positio% ;Efﬁngs. Prefer familiarity
< . -.prefer novelty (U-R) had a high, positiQe loading (.56), whereas

gT%ccepting of change - resistant Y changef(c-R) and nosey-uﬁinquisitivp

¢ (C-R) had negative loadings {(-.85 and'-.35, respective]y) Since the

P S

x 'ﬂf*' - accepting of change resistant to change scale had the highest 1oad1ng, ‘ .

this factor was interpreted in terms of openness vs. closedness to e

+ change. ‘The fourth factor to emerge %ron khis analysis was essentially
/ 3

- /

. ”~” >
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uninterpretable. Certa1ntyhre1ated and uncerta1nty -related scales'(i vy * _
scales where high scores ref]ected certa1nty- or uncerta1nty-or1enta-

t1on) did not load on opposite po]es_of this scale. The flexible-

persistent (C-R) scale had a very high, negative loading (-.82), and

the mosey-uninquisitive (C-R) scale had a high"positive loading (.63).
Atthough one'might arque tnat this factor is an active vs. passive
\factor, with nosiness-an& persistence reflecting activity,~and uRin- ggf*#

- qutﬁitiveness and flexibility reflecting passivity, it seems to make R

1

.most sense to interpret it as a “garbage" factor.-In such factors,
nrelated items or scales ‘cluster together because;'re1ative to the
other c1usters ot,items, they are uniefatea. In other wordy, clustering
. is relative. As proof that Factor'#'4 is‘a garbage factor made up ‘

of two Unre]ated_scales that were even more unrelated to the other

oY
. . AN
M . - .
, .

scales in the factor analysis, flexible-persistent'and nosey- ’
uninquisitive were found to be only slightay correlated (r= -.14). Thus,
‘these two scales .made up a fourth factor oecause theybwere relatively
unrelated to the other eight scales. Accordingly, these two scales were
excluded from the measure of self-schemata in the certainty-

' uncertainty domain. ' - . "
By way of comparison, the three 1nterpretab1e factors emerg1ng

from th1s ana]ys1s were qu1te similar to the pilot study factors. The

¥

Open vs. Closed to Change and Physical Bravery vs. Cowardice factors
showed up aga:n. In fact the Open vs. Closed to. Change factor was
broken down dnto two more refined-factors in the present study--the
1ike uncertainty--\ike certa1nty and opinionated-unopinionated scales
loaded on a Preferonce‘for Uncertainty vs. Certainty, Factor{and the .
prefer familirity--prefer novelty and accepting of‘change--tesistant“ Lo

- v "
- . s -
§ . . &

. : ; ; _ : L . o
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. the lower portiop-pf the diStrigzgion on the 1uportance neasure Since
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?oechange scales 1oaded on an Open;vs. Closed to Change' Factor. However,A

+

there were no Tolerant vs. Intolerant ehd_Rigdd‘VS. Yjefding factors
since there‘xere'hof e:Eugh scales with the right content to define '
these factors The to]erant intolerant and r1g1d-y1e1d1ng sca]es were
not used because of thIF sbc1g] d@sarab111ty bias in the uncerta1nty-

oriented direction. Accept1ng of change - resistant to change and .
" “ . N

/’\

adventurous- unadventur0us were expected to make up a Tolerant vs. h

,"

Into1erant factor, bqt were also expected to- load on other factors
a (wh1ch they d1d)’ S1m11ar1y, flex1b1e pers1stent and‘rlsktaker nonr1sk-
"
taker were expected to make up a’ R1g1d vs. Yielding factor, but th1s

was, not the case.

P

) Based on the results of the factor analysis of subjects’ pos1t1on
rat1ngs only e1ght sca1es in tha 1mportance measure were 1nvo]ved in
¢he determ1nat1bn of se]f-schemata Mah;\§I!£}QJ7) measure . . )
, of self-schematar(1n £he d0ma1n of ‘ndepggdence-dependence) Ied to the ' .

P -’

class1f1cqt1on of a-subject as an 1ndependent Schemat1c, for examp]e,

if he/fshe checked‘"1ndependent" as se]f-descr1p;1ve in the Gough-

He11brun AdJECt?VG Check L1st, rated hrmself/herse]f at the extreme

end (points 8-11-on an’ 11- po1nt sca]e) on at least two ‘of three

1ndependencevre1ated sca1es, and a]so rated these two d1mens1ons as
’ﬁnportant (points 8-11 on an 11-po1nt scale). Aa -‘dﬁq\dua1 was classq"'

ol

if1ed as Aschemafxc if he/she did not checu either- "dependent“ or ; .o

"1ndependent" ai self—descript\ve. rated h;gﬁglf/her§g1f in the m1dd1e '
. range (points 5-7) on at least. two of the~1hree'§cales. -and fe11 in { P

o ’
[ _"‘,.

eight sca]es/dimrh;iuns were used to deﬂne the more global dmin of

nncertainty-cew ty orientation. 3 mdification of the above brdcedure _
* - . - - ] . '
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.:‘Was empldyed First, on]y the eigﬂt adjectives~z?6ur.certétnty-
re1ated andfouruncerta1nty re]ated) that matched the po]es of sca]es
selected by factor, analysgs were' used in the c1a551f1cat1on procedure

, (These were: cautious, t1m1d unadventurous, op1n1onated daring, ~
reckless, adventurous, and 'ﬁnopmlonated ) |
SubJects were c1a551f1ed as uncertainty Schematic if they had’

. extreme position ratings (po1nts 1-4 or pointggs-11 on an 11- point

{ sca]e) and extreme importance rat1ngs (points 8-11 on an 11- po1nt

scele) on at least two more uncertainty- re]ated scales than

certa1ntyrre1ated sca]es, and if they checked at least two mere

'uncerta1nty-re]ated adjectives than certainty-related adJect1ves

as self- descr1ptive. (This criterion of a majority of two sca]es

. . ' «Gf.one type was' decided on a priori as a generaT rule, A majority.

of two‘seened both reasenabie and not over]y'strtngent.)'Stmilar1y,

subjects were clsssified as certainty Schematic if they had entreme ’

pos1t1on rat1ngs and extreme 1mportance ratings on at least two

Y

more certalnty-related sca}es than uncertainty retated scales, and 1f

they’ checked at least two more certa1nty~re1ated adJecttves than
uncerta1nty-re1ated adjectives as self-descriptive. SubJects were :
classified as Aschematic if they had moderate position ratings
(points 5-7 on an 11 po1nt scale) and low 1mportance ratlngs (po1nts |
" 126 on an 1l-point sca1e) on at Teast three of the eight. d1men510ns,
and .if they did not check efther two more—uncerta1nty-re1ated
‘ than certa1nty-re1ated adjectWegr two more certa'mty ~-related
than uncertainty-related adjectives as self-descr1pt1ve; The
c1ass1f1cat1on procedure described above led to 12 subJects be1ng

c]ass1f1ed as uncertainty Schematic, 6 as certainty Schemat1c, and

-
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18 as Aschemahc. That is "36 out of ‘he 94 subjects in thws study
(or 38\130%) were. found to be uncertamty\Schemahc, certamty
Schefnatu:, or Aschematm using this- pr‘ocedure. - o
. . ‘
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" NATURE AND DESCRIPTION (OF THE.DIFFERENTIATION
 MEASURES USED-IN STUDY 2
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Jwo different’measures.of Qifferentiatidn were employed
" in Study 2. (A modified form of Zaj®nc's (1960) card sorting
‘technique was used to determine subjects' accessible constructs

‘as well as their degree of interpersonal differentiation.

Interpersonal differentiation was determined. by.adding up the > /-

number of constrpcte a'subject listed as characteristic of each

of four,;ﬁf*erent ﬁypes of ‘people (a type‘ofﬁpeYson“that the§:’

liked, a-type of person that they disliked, a type of person
that the; sought out, and a type of persen thét'teey,eVeided),
and then.ea1cu1ating5the mean number of chaeectefistics.
The‘certainty-uncertainty differentiatiqn measure was the
second measure used. It was a meaeure of interdersoné1'differ-
entiation in'the certainty-unceftainty demein and thefefere
was a more spec1f1c measure of 1nterpersonnl d1fferent1at1on ‘
‘than that provided by the mod1f1ed card sort1ng techn1que
;The nature and development of this measure will be
descr1bed in some detail here since this, measure. has not
-been’ u$ed previously. A measure of d1fferent1at1on in the domain
of.certa1nty and uncer%awnty was needed\1n order tp prov1de '
a fair test of the hypofhesis that uncertainty 6rientat10n'
‘could be reconceptua11zed in terms of se]f schemata in the

‘certa1nty4uncerta1nty domain From Markus V1ewpo1nt (e.g..

Markus, 1977; Markus' & Snnth, 1981), qng‘would expect

.




., were told to tfy'to get a general jidea of what kind of person the

' both certa1nty and uncertainty Schemat1cs to be highly, d1fferent1ated 1n

_sonal differentiation was needed. No such measure was -found 'in a
I3
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. the certa1nty uncerta1nty domain, but perhaps not in the more- genera]

»

interpersonal .domain. Therefore, a more specific measure of 1nterper- )

review of the &ifferent%atibn and cognitive complexity literature, but

both Streufert and Streufert (1978) and Zajonc (19603 state that, since

- degree of differentiation reflects the number of attributes constituting

a giyen cognitive structqré} then emp{rical measures of differentiation
can be oBtainéd by” various metﬁoq§ phét analyzé subjects' percéptions

of a giyen stimulus in terms,bf its chafacteristics (e.qg., adjéctive
checkwlists,’rating'sca]es, etc.). In the first experiment reported
by.Zajdnc (1960), 'subjects wefé given copies of a job applicant. letter, °
applicant was, and then were asked to list character1st1;s descr1b1ng
the person. . Streufert and Streuﬁert (1978) say that any kind of

1
descr1pt1on coutd be used in this free response procedure. - I

' ’Aécordingly, a job interview transcribf was &ritten that conta%ned
both uhcertainty- and-certainty-re1ated inforéation abouf a job
applicant. This transcript was an apa]gamation of two scripts, \
written to exempiify two different job applicant target types (an
ﬁécouﬂtant type and an advertising type),»and used in research by
Rothste1n and Jackson on the Felation between persona11ty and job
performance (e g., Rothstein & Jackson, 1980; Rothste1n, Note 5). A
factor analys1s of the 22 Personality Research Form (PRF) scales

(Jackson, 1974) with the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB) scales

breVious1y,had"beehuperformed‘b& Siess and Jackson (1970). Among the

.seven factors revealed by this analysis was an_Impulse Control vs.'
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Expression Factor, on whicﬁ'loa&?d several PRF séales and the oCéupationa1
interest scales for accountant and advertising executive. The accouqtant
t&pe was éhaﬁacterized\by positive cognitiv? structuée and_order; and
negative autonomy, change, and impu]siﬁﬁyy. The"advertising type was
charactefized by .the opposite peréonalitywtraits: negative cognitive
structure and order, and positive aUtonbpy, change, and impulsivity.
Rothstein (Rofhstein)& Jackson, 1980; Rothstein, Note 5) created a
pumbef of self—refegént.statements for an édVertising Jjoh aﬁb]icant

‘and an accountant job\app]icént from the definitiops 6f.the congruent |
scales of the PRF. Two scripts were written, one for each job applicant
target typg, in which an interviewer asked. several stand;fd quegt{ons
taken from interview practitioners' manuals. Embedded in the appﬁicant'sy
resbbnses to these questions were the se]f-referént'statementsq
reflectiﬁgythe relevant bersonality traits for eaéh-target type.

' Rothstein and Ja_cksonO(IQBO) found'j;hat,-subjects reljab1y aﬁnd accyraté1y
ﬁercejved the personali;y characterjstics exemplified by £ﬁe self-
‘refe;ent statements. ’7k/ ‘ ‘

As previously ment?ongd, portions of the‘two scripts were amalgiw-
ated for use in the pegsent research: The job applicant there-

- fore ,déscribed ,himse]tﬁ’in both cgrtainty-?e]ated terms (i.e., as high
in cognitive structdne ;nd qfder, and’Tow in/impu]sivity):and uncertain-
ty-related terms'(i.e., as high in change.and high in autonomy). Thus,
insofar as possiple, an attehpt was mgde to reduce inconsistency by
haVing~the hncertainty- apd Eertainty-re1atgd statémenﬂs‘refer’to
différent‘personality domains. Theﬁuncerééfnty- and certainty-re]afed
statements (two of each) were presented alternately in the interview

transcript, and two orders of the alternating statements were determined
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v as randomly as possibTe. Subjects were randomly given one of thesz two
interviews. On the first page of a two page questionnaire, subjects were "%

given thé following instructions, which wera similar to those used by " -
. N 1 .
Zajonc (1960): | o , (.

Please read over this transcript of a segment of a job iniéfview
and .get a general idea of what sort of persdn the job.;pp]icant
“is. Just tryito imagine what kind of individual he' is, and what -

© are some of the things ﬁhiCh are characteristic of him. But
please do not try to memori ze Ehe 1etter - ydu will not be tested
for memory. Just try to get a general picture of what the job

| applicant is like. Please put éhis transcript into your envelope,

when you hﬁve‘finished reading it.
One form of the job interview excerpt printed‘oB the second page of
the quest1onna1re is presented‘1n Table -10. Then on a separate]y
. d1str1buted page, subaects wevre asked to "list the«character1st1cs
that you think descr1be the job apb]1cant. .;. Puz down as many
character1st1cs as_you. feel are'necessary to descr1be the app11cant

adequately."” The number of d1st1nct characteristics (i.e., not

&P

synonyms) listed by a subject determined his/her scare for degree of

differentiation in the certainty-uncertainty domain.

’

‘ n.‘ ‘ \
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! . e Table' 10 Ve " * :
| » .

- " ) . 0‘ : ‘A
One Form of the Job Interview_Transcript Used to Measure : A

( . . P

Certainty-Uncertainty Differentiation in Study 2

Interviewer: ...
9But tell me, why do you want to leave the job you havel now?

Applicant:

, -
* ‘.

Al

Interviewer: ...

‘ Aﬁplicant:

.+ Interviewer:

-

]

Okay, now I know why you want -to work for our company.

Well, JI think there re several_maiﬁ reasansL»The company
I'm working for now 1s very poorly organized ... the’ officg
is always in a state of total confusion and clutter.’I
guess I find this type of an atmosphere very hard to work
in ... it's kind of disorienting.

Okay, now.tell me a bit more about your per;pnal work
habits ... likes, dislikes, idiosyncracies, etc. -

Well, 1 actué]]y']ike a little ambiguiEy or indefiniteness
on the job ... I guess I find'it challenging to have to
make a decision about something when.all the information

I need isn't just laid out in front of me. Besides this, !
well, I'm not the kind of person whb, when confronted with

& question or prob]em at work, blurts out the first thing.

that comes to mind. I prefer to think over a prob]em pretty CL

, carefu11y before com1ng ip with.a solution.

Applicant:

»

Whaf‘are sbme other ﬁhingg'ghat:;re important for you ‘about

a job? What, s it about a job that gives.you satisfagtioan'

Well, I»really'adn't‘like to do the'game job over and over
dgain ... I prefer a little variety: dn’ my work. I tend to
adapt quite we]] to.changes’ and 1 thin} this asgect of a
job is 1mportant to mé, ’

5 ’ . ’

-
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DATA FOR STUDY 1

.
.
~
»
‘.
. .
-
. -
- -
1
L]
. ~ g
” -
R4
’
. *
'
J.‘ -
-

«*



- . ." - ‘
LI | SR - -
‘ 189~ ‘!
N . ’ ) . v P . o . - :
VARIABLE NAME - COLUMNS - ROW DESCRIPTION OF LEVELS
S — = L T
characterization o5 1 = overt, characterization
condition _ - 2= no overt character-,
. . - ization
time 1 ‘ 6 1 .
time 2 6 2
resultant uncertainty 8 .‘1 1= uncertainty;oriented
orientation _ - = moderate .
: 3= certainty-oriented
positive . 20-21 1 /
characterizations s
negative ©22-23 1
characterizations ' .
y overall characterizations  24-25 1 ST
' immediate attifudes 27-29 1 -,
- delayed attitudes 27-29 2 - _ .
"immediate unamb1guous " 31-32 1 ‘ |
deletions
delayed unambiguous - 31-32 2 A s
deletions : '
’ immediate positive 33-34 1
deletions

delayed positive deletions 33-34 2

‘inmediate overall ©35-36 -1 °

_ distortions ) .

de1ayed overall distortions 35-36 2

immediate negative - 4445 1 . ,
deletions : X

b delayed negative deletions 44-45 2 : :

immediate positive '46-47° 1
distortions V

de1ayed positive d1stort1ons 46-47 2

immediate nggat1ve 48-49 1.

- 'distortions ‘
P - delayed negative distortions 48-49 2 )

immediate evaluative - . 50-51 1 o 3
distortions e |

delayed evaluative 50-51 2

distortions
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VARIABLE NAME

COLUMNS

ROWS
time 1 , ' 4 . 1
time 2 . ‘ 4 2
resultant upcertatinty - . 5 1
orientation 0 :
“need" for uncertainty 6 1
self-schemata in the 7 1
" certainty-uncertainty
domain
inferpersonal - 8 1
differentiation :
uncertg%nty-certaihty 9 1
differentiation
integrative complexity - 10 1
(mean overall measure)
immediate attitudes /* - 19-21 1
delayed attitudes 19-21 2
# deletions of accessible 26 1
descriptions in ‘
jmmediate reproduct1ons
# deletions of accessib]e 27 1
descriptions in
immediate impréessions
# deletions of inaccessible 28 1
descriptions in ‘ /
immediate reproductions '
# deletions of inaccessible 29 1
descriptions in
immediate impressions
# deletions. of accessible 30 . 1
descriptions in
delayed reproductions
# deletions of accessible 31 1

descriptions in
-delayed impressions

DESCRIPTION OF LEVELS

= uncertainty-oriented-

moderate
certainty-oriented

= high; 2= moderate,
= low

="uncertainty Schematic

Aschematic
certainty Schematic

= high; 2= moderéte;
= low

= high; 2= moderate;
= Jow

= high; 2= moderate;
= low
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VARIABLE NAME - COLUMNS ROWS, ~  DESCRIPTION OF LEVELS

# deletions of inaccessible 32 - 1
descriptiops in
delayed reproductions
o |

# deletions of inaccessible 33 1 - ‘ o
descriptions in. BT
delayed impressions
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