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ABSTRACT

This thesis investdgated naturalistic person perception. + The

. purpose ‘was to explore how impresaions of another -are affected by

ongoing, dyn&hic interaction and by a number of "social relationship"

- . - - M

Two studies of person perception were conducted. .In Study 1,

]

‘subjects produced written descriptions of two real acquaintances: one

Y

1

whom they recenfly met (unfamiliar target) and one whom they had known
. . N 4

-

for some time (familiar target).. These terget acquaintances were
fhrther'specified_by orthogonelgnanipulations ofvinterdenendence
(subordinate vs. equal status vs. sq@frardinate) and Spac1ng o‘f‘s
interactions (massed vs. spaced, €.9., everyday vs. once a week) within'
which the target and subject-perceiver interact. In Study 2, -an ’ l
elaboration of Study 1, randomly paired strangers o%gthe dame gender met
face-to-face in problem-solving wbrk-sessiona. The inte’éependence of
the dyad members was manipulated by varying the extent .to which each

member 8 outcomes depended upon the other member (i.e., members were

. either equally or unequally dependent on each other). The spacing of

interac%}ons was manipulated by having subjects meet either once per

week or approximately eVery two days. . In addition, different dyads met

varying numbers of times (i. e.; members met once, . twiCe, or three
times). which constituted a manipulation of, ”objective familiarity at
the end of theﬁfinal neeting, each dyad member‘produced a detailed oral .

description of his or her partner.

~

Analyses of variance procedures were used to assegs the structural

nature of person knowledge as™~a function of interdependence, spacing of
@ [

~ .

114 : f




. . ' : T~ -
interactions, and\'familiarigy"r.in terms of-five major dependent

measur&% derived from the'free-respoﬁse &eecripgions. These measures
A\ ’ .

wére~tpe numb

and kind of person concepts used to describe the

5

referent pesson \(i.e., differentation), the degree of informational

integration, the 1

evaluative tone re

evel 6f‘cog§lexitx, the degree of abstraction, and the

esented in ;hé*-ﬂgsscriptio.n.'

f

The results revealed robust effé&;s for “familiarity? on all but

o

‘the evaluative tone measures. Specifidglly, knowledge constructs for
familizr acquaintances were more:elaborated (e.g., more differentiated
and abstract) than for less familiar acquaintances. The findiﬁgs_ '

concerhing the interdependence and sbacing manipulations were mixed and

-

generally weak. Specifically,. interdependqnbe affected differeritiation

- .

of structure in ways opposite to predictfons, but did not affect the

evaluative tone of descriptions (which had been expected). The spacing’

of interaction variable unexpectedly infl;‘z;'enced the evaluative measufes,
. . - .

but not the structural measures.

]

- Discussion of the results_emphasizéd the importance of “objective“
fa.milia-nrity" for the structures ,and processes of person lénowledge,
'.especially uqﬁer naturalistic conditions. The uhexéécted findiqgs for -
the interdependence manipulation Qefe discussed in ﬁerqg of the ﬁoséﬁble
‘ importance of stereotypical behaviour pattérns ih_"uqquél"
relatibnshiﬁs. The ﬁnexpected épacing ;ffecté wef% discussed in tergs
of how spacing may ;ffecfyﬁhe consolidation ‘and gglarization éf ’
informati9ﬁ within. the péfceiver's imgfess;on Sf the referent person.
'Fina%ly, recommendations far'fu;uge reséarcb'were offered, and

B

-~ - . . .
several limjitations of the present research were discussed.  In

T

geneial, the importance of "familiarity" and "relationship” variables

“~ - . : iV A -
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for ﬂatpfﬁlisticfpégsqn perception was stressed. Consideration was also

4

- *

given to the usefulness of an inteqrateﬁ social felationship/social

cognition approach for the study of social knowledge. -

-
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INTRODUCTION

s

, Querview and Purpose

-
.

-

Bertrand Russell (1948)'distinguished between two general forms of

personal knowledge about objects in the world, which differ in how they

-are obtained (i.e., which differ in their "mode of acquisition"). These

rd

forms are Fknowledge-by-description" and "knowledgefby-aéquaintance"
(see also Barons 1980)l With reséect to knowledge about another person,
"knowledge-by-difcription" woulg be based upon indirect experiences with‘
the referent person. .The information in this ;description" mode is, in
a sense, second-hand. It is gained from conversations with other people
about the refeiené person, from gossip and rumour, and from sources.suéh
As biographie;,,resumeé, personality inventqries, and other ass}ssment
devices.' "Knowledge-by-acquaintance", on the other hand, derives from ,
the perceiver's direct experi;nces with the referent person. In this
mode of knowledge acquisitionJ one becomes acquainted with the referent
éerson through personal observagions'and/or face-to;fabe interactioné
with him or her. Both resulting forms of knowledge éontribute in
impqrtant ways to one's stored representation of the reférent person.

Experimental siudies of pegggn knowledgé“thowever, typically use
paradigmatic approaches that ldud predominantly to

-

"knowledge-by~description", although there are some exceptions in person

perception (e.g., Radke-Yarrow & Campbell, 1963), clinical ‘psychology
(e.g., Sloane, Staples, Cristol, Yorkston & Whipple, 1975), and social
relationships research (e g Kelley, 1979). Even thohgh "acquaintance"”

modes of knowledge acquisition are very prevalent in our day—to-day

’
-
i
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dealings with others, person perception research often has subjects give

their impressions of a hypothetical stimulus person following receipt of
an orally presented or written behavioural sketch, characterological
profile, or trait-adjective list that purportedly describes the stimulus °

person. One consequence of the pervasive use of "description" paradigms

it person perception research has been an overemphasis on molecular and

‘ ] a 1] 0 . ]
‘intrapersonal processes (e.g., information processing, inferential, and

attributional processes) in the study of social knowledge, with a

'relative-neglect of more molar and interpersonal influences (e.g.,

-

pérceptual, contextual, and relationship influences =- Weary; Swanson,

.

Harvey & Yarkin, 1980).

The preseént reseagch aftempts to redress this imbalance by adopting
aq “aqqu;intaﬁce“ approach to‘studying person.knowledge,:rather than a
;égscription" approach. The focus is on the phenomenclogy that o;e has
of gnother person as a result of direct, face-to-face interactions. It
is suggesyéd, furthermore, that tge proceés,of acquaintance between two
persons typica}ly occurs within the "context" of the pair's relationship
(hereafter referred to as the "™relationship-context"), which is
chéracterize@ by an explicit or implicit state of interpersonal
interdependence.énd_an identifiable and rel;tively fixed gcheduie of
face-to-face contacts (these points are expanded below).

The purpose of the research is to provide a controlled examination

‘

of the effects of (a) ‘selected "relationship-context" factors and (b)

the length of acquaintance on the structure of one's knowledge about
another person (as opposed to the specific content of the
representation). To this end, two studies of person perception are

reported in this thesis. In Study 1, subjects are asked to write
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cbmprehensive, impressiouistib descriptions'of two real acquaintances:
one person whom they recently met, and;one person whom they have known
for some time.. These tatget etquaintaﬁeee are further specified by
variables that detine the relationshil;—cdntext within'which the target
and the subject-perEeiver‘interaét. These desctiptions>ere
content-analyzed to derive indices that reflect the etrpctural nature of
."the subjects' stored constructs representing the target persons.

In Study 2, which is an elaboration of Study 1, a more controlled,

experlmental lnvestlgatlon of person perceptlon 1s undertaken. Using a

v L3

novel methodology, randomly paired strangers of the same gender meet

"+ face-to-face in.groblem-solving, work sessions. phe

o 3
i}

relZEionship-contexts of different dyads are‘experimentally manipulated

along dimensions thd\,aré conceptually similar to those investigated in

“

qhe first experlment. In addltlon, in Study 2, dlfferent dyads meet

varylng numbers -of times (1 e., the members meet once, twice, or three \
[} )

times), which conétitutes a manipulatidn 6f "objective familiarity™-

(Moreland & Zajonc, '1982). At the end of the finéT.meeting, eaéh‘pembeb
3t : ‘k\' . \
of the dyad is asked to give ‘a detailed descrjiption of their partner.

4

/;,: - + : ¢ A
As in Study 1, medsures of the structure of persqn knowledge are derived
T v L)

from these descriptions.
L 4

Thus, the two studies in this thesis aetempt to provide an

- -

FexPerimentally controlled investigation of naturalistic person

perception. Overall, the thesis tries te identify, operationalize,

systematically manibulate, and discuss the implications of some ™molar '

- and interpersonal influences"™ on the structure of person knowledge.
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Background and Theory
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1. Assumptions abéﬁk‘the cognitive structure of "person knowledge"

Two assumptions about the'development of knowledge. structures (or

J cognitive representations) have guided the conceptualization of "person

constructs" (representations of other people) *in psychological

research. First, it is assumed that, in general, knowledge structures
tend toward increasing abstraction as a function of increasing

familiarity with exemplars or instances of the'knowledge refetent (see

) +

Posner & Keele, 1968, 1970)." For instance, with respect to one’'s

cognitive representation of another person, stored behavioural instances

L -

may become, with increasing”inﬁorﬁation load (i.e., iepea%qd exposures
to\§imilar instances) , more schematically a;d thematibally”repre;ehted
(Bartlett, 1932; Hamilton, Katz, & Leirer, 1980; Hast"ié,' 1981;" Ostrom,
Lingle,.Pryor,'s Geva, 1980; Wyer & Srull, 1981). 1In fact, the "mere
tqught"‘hYpothesis (see Tesser, 1978) suggests that.the pas;age of iiﬁe
alone may increase the schematic organiza;ion of one's Lnowledge‘about

-

another person. . ‘ ' .

- -

Secondly, it is assumed that knowledge struétures, including
constructs that represent other pefsoné, change as a result of the
interplaf of ;ssimilation processes ;nd acqémmodation proéesses during
the acquiéition of new information pertaining.to the knowlédge referent
(Brainexrd, 1978; Piaget, 1952). Assimilation occurs wﬁen qéw |
information is encoded or interpreted in térms of the é¥istinq cognitive
structure; whereas, accommodation occurs when the exisg}ng structure is .
modified; reorganized, or in some way changed by new informaéional

input. The actuai processing of stimulus information presumably occurs

both passively (i.e., automatically) and actively (i.e., with conscious

v
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e . effort on the part of the ."learner") (Hgggihs & King, 19813'Posner,

.. 1978).
‘ - o !
In light of these assumptions, it has been useful to conceive of

the knowledge construct for another persqg as a configuration of

& - 14 :?

informational material that describes the salient and characteristic

.

A

attributes and features of the referent person (Rosch, 1978; Wyer, 1980;

S
Zajonc, 1960). This informational material would include behavioural,

skill~related, dispositional, appearance, and background data (Higgins &
King, 1981l; see also Fiske & Cox, 1979). At any given point in their
development, the defining characteristics of such knowledge structures

will include informational material represented at various levels of _°

abstraction and integration. That is, material in the configuration o

4

will include both concrete detdils and.instances (elg.} appearance

concepts and behavioural descriptions) as wéll as more abstract, -

"

thematic, or generic concepts (e.g., attitudinal and dispos}tional

concepts), with a certain degree of lpgical or psych@-logical

3

interweaving of the information {integration of content). \Of course,
the amount of informational material (or the degree of differentiation) ~

" in the ‘knowledge construct would also vary at different points in its -

t ) . . !

development. For example, more kinds of information would be expected “

| A « ' ’
in a cognitiwe representation of a friend one has known for some time

than in a representation of a new acquaintance (Fiske & Cox, 1979).
L ]

-

In social psychology, the structural nature of one's knowledge

. 1)
.. about other persons has traditionally been the concern of impression

formation researchers. -Beginning with Asch's (1946) initial work on

impréssions and impression formation, the focus has been and continues

Tie
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~ that the structural‘ nature of person knowledge is represented in the

.
A kS
o ] *
T . .
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to be the organizatiéion Qf bei"son knowledge in "getting to knew another

person” (Scﬁneider, Hastorf, & Ellsworth, 1979, p. 152).

~

Sociél cognitivists have recently re-emphasized the central role of

<

"impressions™ in their models -of social information processing (see

Hastie Ostrom, Ebbesen, Wyer, Hamilton, & Carlston, iQBO;LHigqins,

% . \

Herman, & Zanna,.1981)' Hamiltbn and his associates (Hamilton et al.,

1980- Hamilton, 1981), for example, have explicitly defined ag\

-"impression as referring to "a perceiver’s organized cognitive

representation of afbther person" (Hamilton et al., 1980, p. 123). 1In

; a o

accordante with these precedents, 1t is assumed in the present thesis
' \

perceiver's overé impression or description of the referent person.

» ©

A texonomxgof “Person concepts” developed by Fiske & Cox (1979)

will be used in the present research to c1a581fy the content of obtained

descriptionsg intg various e;at.egqries.*l Once the information in a

description has been so classified, several properties of "structGre”

-~ - ¢ .
can be derived. These are general properties of form and organization,
which do not necessarily rely upon the the specific content in a

description. They include the number of different person cohcepts used
(i.e., differéntiation), the level of integration of the informaﬁ&on

'

(see Radke—Yarrow,&ﬁCampbell, 1963), the complexity of the structure
(which takes into account both di{ferentiation and integration), the

level_of abstraction represented in the description, and the overall

evaluative tone of the description. The evaluative tone of the -

description, of course, depends quite directly upon the content of the ‘

»
.

1mpression1 nevertheless, it is still meantngful to-talk about
]

"extremity" or' polarizagion in evaluation without focusing on specific

.
[ . ; Lo
. .
'




"+ factors relevant to the "context" of acquaintance are. considered.

-

" . - . ) . 7
¢ontent items. These structural chg;acteristics are expected to be

sensitive to changes in person knobledge that occur during tﬁe'p?ocess

2,

of acquaintance. For ‘ingtance, the more interactions there are between
|- L \.' . . »

i ’ -

two personéﬁ thesﬁoré'SCQuQintg§ (familiar) they\are likely to become -

withveaﬁh.dther} and the gigre it is expected that their knowlddge of one
- [N .

another will be difféientiaéed,'integrated, ahd abstract -- having many.

fersak persofi contepts; but including fewer concrete appearance or ~/

» -

behavioural descriptions and more abstract dispositional, trait-like

-

‘concepts>(see'Du¢k[ 1973; Fiske & qu,‘1979; Kuiper & berr&, 1981).

In sum, person knowledge is assumed to be subject td the same
. s . . 4 -
‘ "
processes of abstraction, assimilation, and accommodatioﬁ'as are other,
. ‘. ‘ ‘o
non-social constructs. In addition, sjince. impressions and descriptions’
T . . .

of others may be considered repregentative of a perceiver's stored
knowledge of the referent person, they can be used to study the)

structural properties of person knowledge. . .

- The rest of the Introduction %onsiders, in some detail, the

.

relations between acquaintance and péréon knowledge. First,@he

significance of an "acquaintance" approach to the study of person
’ Fnowledge is diséussed; Next, several interpersonal and interaction

-~

", [}

. . . - .
Finally, some- exploratory hypotheses ¢oncerning the effects of several
. variables on the structure of person knowledge are prééénted.

-

2. Acquaintance and’Person ¥ngwledge ) o

Often, one's knowledge about another individual comes ffbm direct

experiences with that:person in day~to-day living. Information is

0

_quﬁired from both persépal observations af behaviour and from
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face-to-face interaction. Thus, the acquisition of knowledge about

-

»

<> . B .
another by "acquaintance" is very prevalent. - . o

"In addition to its everyday prevalence, "knowledge-by-acquajntance"”

A +

appears to be the kind of'kidpwledge about anothef'thaf\most peoble
N ’ .

°

typically prefer. People,ofﬁen feel that they.know best those othérs
. . PR b - Py - .

LT T »
with whom they interact directly, iie., with-whom they have personal,

continuing relationships -- workmates, business parﬁ.Lrs, colleagues,

close friends, spouses, and lovers. People seem to feel that ‘

"knowledge-by-acquaintance” is more veridical and reiiébie than

"knowledge:by-description". The ubiquity of the persoﬁariintgrviéw in

the employment domain is é'casa in point. Very ofteﬁ, the impressions
. o '. - ] £

derived from interviews determine, -in large part, the success or failure

.

of a job candidate. . < co .
. A . ')} .
wWhy might "kndwledge-by-acquaintance”, especially from face-to-face

4 . .
- L T }

interactiom, be thought of as moreivalid and reliable than othzj.fdrms
of person knowiédge? Sevexal propert{es peculiar to d;fect petsonal

dontact suggest some possible explanations. Most straightforwardly,

direct experiencé with the referent person may simply provldeﬁmo;e
. . . f

information, which gives the pe;ceiver a sense of greater familiarity °
with the person.” Similarly, direct experience may increéée tﬁe

perceiver's awareness of how s/he "feels" about the referent person

(Fazio & Zanna, 198l1). Certainly, nonverbal sources of information,

A
s

such as gestu;al and’kinesic cues (e.g., proximity and interpersonal

spacing during interaction) and odgurs, are going to be more salient in

actual interaction than in "description” or even "observétion',modes Sf -

[y

kﬁowledge acquisition. Direct involvement in face-to-face interaction

may also fosfer a kind of "ownriess bias" (Perloff & Brock, 1980) for'the“'

, .
-
s 4




shared events and trénsactions,'which could increase the salience,

'

apparent importance,.aﬁd later memorability of "acquaintance"

information. Perhaps; along these same lines, face~to-face .interaction

enhances the personal relevance of-another's interpersonal actions and

sinfluences the perceiver's interprétatiéné and?éxplanatiohs of those

' N

actions (cf. Hastorf, Richardson, & Dornbusch,"1958; ‘Higgins, Xuiper, &

.

Olson, 1981; Jones & DaVi§/;I965; Kglley,\l97l[ 1979; shrauger &

- ' * . 0::" N i 2 .
Patterson, 1974) én*yays.tzat increase the prominence of the 1nformg€:on

due to its self-reference. * - . .

3
& - »

Knowledge based upon’dixéct interactiop«with»another also might

, L e g
differ from knowledge based\upon di%est,- but-non-interactive,

observation of anéther. Radke-Yarrow & Campbéll (1963), for example,

%

noted that children in:their stddy qf~person°pe;éeption who were
actually invalved in playing with the referent child tended to have

. .

glearer and more complex impressions of the: referent child than did
» -t -

-

children who were more passively involved (i.e., these who watched from

-

the sidglines).-

The "dynamic™ nature of facerto-face interaction, because it

'

involves processes of mutual interpersonal influence, also may enhance

personal relevance and affect person perceégion. Knight and Vallacher

(le81), fot‘e?ampie, demonsirated differences iq causal attribution as a
function of varying levels of actor/ob;erver "engag;mené”?/ éubjécté
observed a male actor respond to interview questions on a pferecorded'
videotape. -erendiﬂg upon th;ir ”inﬁerperspnal ;ngagement" condition,
‘subjects believed either thaé they were watching a p*%rec§¥ded

videotape, that they were watching-a videotape but would ihteract‘with -
; ’ !

the actor iq/the immediate future (i.e.; anticipaﬁing future




interaction), or that they were actually interacting-with the aetor .over

s a video hook-up. Half of the subjects in each condition were exposed to

an actor who was abrupt, critical, and obnoxious (negative actor

condition), and half of the subjects were exposed to a pleasant

. <

(positive condition) actor. 1In the "anticipated interaction” condition,

subjects tended to make situational attributions for the negative
. 'actor's behaviour, presumably in the hope that the person would fe
. N J .
pleasant when it was the subjectls turn to interact with him. When -

e ' ' "subjects believed that they were already interacting with the actor via

a video hook-up, they tended to manifest the feverse attributional
> . ’ ' \

pattern for positive’ and negative behaviours. Subfects appeared to be
protecting their self-esteem by taking credit for pleasant actor

. »responses, but not, for negative actor responses. Presumably, these

~

different interpretations of behaviour would also affect the .

-

perceivers'. impréssiong‘of the agggr.A.Thus, these findings suggest that

; person perception is likely to be affected by whether a perceiver
- Rz ‘ . .

believes s/he is dynamically or ponjdynamiéally involved with the
perceived pérson, ine., by whether or not the pair is 5ctua11§‘
"engaged” in ongoing interaétion.

’The hypothesized preference for "kqowledge—by~acquaintance” is not

meant to imply that knowWledge about others from indirect sources (i.e.,
s * '
description) necessarily has less impact on person knowledge. - To the

extent that stimulus information, either through "ag¢guaintance" or
. "description”, is encoded and represented in relation to the referent
. o . .

bexson, it will, by definition,_affééi the perceiver's knowledge -

construct for that person. - Yet, in everyday situations,

-e
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- "knowledge-by-acquainbance" is likely to be preferred when getting to

know another person.

. the importance of an "acquaintance” paradigm‘to study social
kbowledge derives in large part from these characteristics of everyday
prevaience and preference. In additioo, an "acquaintance" paradigm '
based upon face-to-face interaction highlights some "molar and

. ‘;vinterpersonal influences™, such as the continuity of inte;actions and

~ s
the dynamic involvement of the interectants, which are ecologicallya\\

& a

intrinsic to "natural” person pe;ception.

3. The use of "aqgua1ntance paradigms to study person percept1on.

Despite the ecologlcal 1mportance of direct lnterpefgonal contact

-

for the processes and structures of person knowledge, social

psychologlcal research has rarely employed an acqualntance aPProach,

'
’

espegially involving actual, face-to-face interaction (alﬁhouqh video

moné;oring and tapiné équiment.have increased the popularity:of .
"obsexvation"® paradlgms anq, indirect 1nteraction paradlgms, such as
the one used by Knight & Vallacher, 1981). Nevertheless, studzes do

exist that are relevant to understanding person perception from an

“ecquaintance" perspective. - ' - -

°
-

" Clinical studies of the relation between psychotherapeutic process

and outcome, for instance, are typically characterized by actual,

face-to-face interaction between therepists and clients. Excellent

A N -
examples are studies concerned with the 1nterpersonal experlences and

-

lmpre391ons of the therapy part1c1pants (see Orlinsky & Howard, 1978).

-

For example, client perceptions of the therapist's warmth, positive
regard, positiVe valu!ng, and respect have been related to sﬁccessful or

unsuccessful therapy outcomes (e.g., Barrett-Lennard, 1962; Martin &



Sterne, 1976). More general perceptions of the therapist's personal

. . 3 ,
attributes, such as how'“qenqine” and "self-congruent™ s/he is perceived
to»be by-the client, have also been obtained and related to therapy

- w
outcome (e g., McClanahan, 1974; Sloane et al., 1975). Reciprocally,

therapggts perceptxons of clients' attrxbutgs, such as the latter S .,

skill in the patient role (e.g.’, Pragerq 1971; Sloane et al., 1975) andl

how "interesting” a<per;on the client seems to be‘(eug:, Sloane'et.al.,

1975), heve also been obtain®d in process-outcome evaluation studies. |
. The faoe-to—face interaction that is éharacterist;;,of . .

psycho-therapy process sfudies exemplifies a relatively direct

"acquaintance" approach to\person knowledge. As the crted examples

indicate; however, the kinds)of social judgements ano impressions that
) - - R

are examined in these studies tend to be limited in scope. The'

investigators are dealing with very specific kinds of person knowledge,

g

within the context of a véry special kind of interperéonal relationship.

Clipical researchers interested in the relations between process and

outdome in therapy typically fgeus on pqrtioulaf styies of therapy or
- : -
therapeutic techniques (e.g., Rogerian client-centered therapy).

Consequently,. they specifically request participants in studies to make

judgements about those personal attributes of each other that the

relevant theory would predict, are important for effective therapy.‘ For

’ -

example, in’ relatlon to, a Rogerian approach to therapy, the theraplst s

"warmth® and "positive valuing of. the clieht" are theoretxcally

meortant aspects of the cllent 8 peroeptxon of the therapist (see

- 'ﬁ. ‘ .
. Ro,ers, 1957). Such specific attribute appraisals, however, do not.

* necessarily represent person knowledge that is immediately salient or

IS}

. .
’ : ‘
) . . . .
.
f
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even pertinent to the cllent's natural conceptlon of the theraplst
.

(although it may indeed be important for effectlve therapy) .

In sum, psychotherapy reséarch often employs a face-to-face

interaction, "acquaintance" paradigm and occasionally examines aspects
£

of person knoﬁlédge. These perspectives 6n-person knowledge, however,

are restricted, ﬂsually qeriving from a thegapy—evaluationOrationale,
ch necessarily focuses interest upon parficular person knowledge
tent that may or may not be relevant to the way each participant in

therapy relat;onship naturally" views the other. This focus on

.

épecific eontent 15 also of limited valueéin assessing more general,

stfMictural aspects of one's representation of another person.

"Acquaintance" paradigms used in social psychology can be divided

-

>~ ’ *
into three, basic classes: face-to-£ace interaction,., observational

methods, and indirgct interaction approaches. Indirect interaction
refers to interé%rsonal situations'&here communication betweén
interactahts is not mediated by natural language. Interaction
characterized by mechanically mediéted light and/or sound signals (e.qg.,
skrypnek & Snyder, 1982), "trucking games" (Deutsch & Krauss, 1960i, and
‘two-pééébn matrix games (McClintock, 1972) are instances of indirect
interaction.™ Let ﬁs b;ief;y consider observation and indirect

. ’ .
interaction paradigms first.

-

Observatién paradigms aie_the most common form of an “acquaintance"

approach to social percaptidn and social judgement (e.g., Allan &

Ebbesen, 1981; Knight & Vallacher, 1981; Newtson, 1973; Storms, 1973).
B \,‘ . "
Generally, these studies employ audio and/or 'visual recordings of the

target person(s). Alﬁhough obgervational methods provide a greater-
e . ‘ . N ’
degree of "directness"™ in experience with the®stimulus person than do

L]




written or oral presentations of social stimulus information, they still

lack the contextual influences and (interpersonal) subtleties of actual

interaction between the perceiver and the perceived.

"Acquaintance"” péradigms employing indirect interaction

methodéiogies also lack the contgxtual and behavioural complexities of
face-to-face.interaction, but do provide some degree of interpe;sonal.
immediacy for the parﬁicipants. Two~perscn matrix games, for example,
Qere specifically developed to incorporate properties of interpersonal

interdependence into studies of social exchange and social perception

(see Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibéﬁt & Kelley, 1959). The

"theor& of interdependehce" developed by Kelley & Thibaut (1978; see

also Kelley, 1979) is concerned, in pari, with the ascription of

specific dispositions to others, based on causal attribution theory

(Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967). This perspective is relevant to the study
)

of person knowledge because it relates import&nt intrapersonal processes

JRPUERR ST

to the derivation of content in one's knowledge structure for another.

’ «The present focus, however, is on the structure or form of the

perceiver's representation of another person, rather than the specific

representational content. Thus, while Kelley's (1979) perspective on

interpersonal attribution is certainly relevant to understanding person
. perception, it is not directly pertinent to the concerns of the present

research. What is pertinent is that Keiley's perspective iQentifies

interdependence between persons as an important, inte?personél influeﬁée

J . .
. in person perception. (Interpersonal interdependence will be discussed

in relation to the structure of person knowledge in the next section).

The interaction simulations provided by "indirect interaction”

methods (such as two-person games) typically consist of a single
“

s S e
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encounter between the interactants. Thus, any interdependense that

exists between the participants is restricted both in behavioural scope

~

and in duration. Further, each interactant's behavioural repertoire

usually reduces to two alternatives. This simplificatjon of interaction.

in two-person "game" paradigms has been heuristic in studying basic
interpersonal orientations (e.g., cooperétion vs. competition) within
the relationsﬁip analog (McClintock, 1972). Althdugh there are
important, long-term implications of knowledge about ophers' social
orientationg (Kelley & Stahelski, 1970; Qiller ; Holmes, 1975), and
although two:person, "game" simulat}gns may have some limited Eenerality
for understanding other facets of person knowledge, such studies habq
low ecologiéal validity and seem only indirectly relevant to issues

regarding structure in person knowledge.

Other research in social psychology has had perceivers actually

ernigage in face-to-face interaction with the perceived. Usually,
however, direct intgraction’has beén emgiiziixgs a way oanssessing the
impact of prior informafion that was presented descriptively. In'oth;r
words, interaction has been used as a vehicle for measuring dependent
variables rather than %or manipulating ihdependent variables. ‘Kg}ley's
(1950) examination of the warm-cold variable in impression formation,
and some of the studies on ;elf—fulfilling prophecies in sdcial
interaction (q.g.; Rosenthal, 1969; Snyder & Swann, 1978; Snyder, T;nke
& Berscheid, 1é77; Word, Zanna & Cooper, 1974), are relevant examples.
Also, the target persons in these -studies have’typically been ‘strangers,

and the interactions have been limited,to é single encounter. Thus,

they have excluded the subtle\ijf/?nterestind-influences of perscnal

-
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involvement and increasing familiarity, which occur as a relationship
. develops.,

Two stu&%es of person perception in children.(Dornbusch, Hastorf,
Richardson, Muzzy, & Vreeland, 1965; Radke-Yarrow & Campbell, 1963)
provide early precedents for an "acquaintance" approachf Egpeeially
laudable.is the uge in these studi;s of facg-to—face interaction in a.
real-life situation as the primary mode of acquiring berson information.
The major aim of both investigations was to assess the relative
influence of perceiver vs. target charac;eristics on the content and
organizqtion of children's impressions. There were also secondary
interests in the-effects of increasing familiarity on children's

- cognitive appraisals of others.

. Both studies involved samples of initially unacquainted children at -

summer camps. The basic units of interaction were groups of five to six

" tent-mates in the Dornbusch et al. (1965) study, and cabin-mates in the
Radke-Yarrow & Campbell (1963) study. During nondirective interviews,
the investigators obtained children's free deécriptions of one or two of
their mgtés a few days after arriving at the camp and again.ﬁust before
departure for home; an interval of about 10 days in both studies.
Altﬁough ipterpersonal'perceétions were obtained at the beginning and‘
end of the -children's period of acquaintance witﬂ camp-mates in order to
allow some assessment of the effects of inc?easing familiarity between
percgivers and'perceived, no systematic‘attempt was made in either study

¢

to have perceivefs describe the same target-child on both occasions.

. Thus, the focus was not on the effects of increasing familiarity within

specific personal relationships.

J



17

,

Children's free descriptions were content-analyzed‘to determine the
4

Q .
*

content and complexity of their imprebsions of others.” Results in both-

14
-

stu@ies indicated greater consistenqy and stability in impressions of
different targets by the same perceiver than in/impressioﬂs of the same
target by different perceivers. This seems to indicate that perceiver
charaéte;istics may be relati@ely more . imporfant than targef
characteristics in phe construal of othérs, at least "in children. The
effects of increasing acquaintance on person dascriptions, although
limiﬁed.in generalizability because pf ‘changing targets across
impressions, was toward increasing thematic organization and complexity

N

(Radke—-Yarrow & Campbell, 1963J.

- "

‘ Generalizations about the nature of persoh representations in .
adults from data on children must be made cautiously, however. It
appears in Radke-Yarrow and Cambell's data, for example, that there was
littlg correspondence between the adults' reports of the children's
behaviours and the behavioural cqtegofies represented in cabin—maées'l
impressioﬁs of ﬁhese target children. The extent of'ngncorrespondence
suggests the possibility of fundamental differences in the

4

interpretations of behaviour by children and by adults. Alternatively,
the values of adults as "scientist-observers" in the investigation may
have differed from the values of gpildr;ﬁ as "participant-observers"”
(cf. Knight's& Vallacher, 1981). |

In any case, the current research has methodoloéical antecedents in
the studies by:;o¥nbusch et al. (1965) and Radke-Yarrow and Campbell
Y1963), primarily with respect to the use éf a face-to-face interaction

"acquaintance" paradigm. The current research differs, of course, in

many other respects: subjects are adults instead of children;
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familiarity is objectively manipulated; and the influence of";mpo;tapt
contextual and interpersonal (i.e., relationship) variabies on the
nature of person knowledge structures is studied.

; .

Group dynamics research is another area in social: psychoclogy where
methodologies often involve subjects in‘face-tb-face interaction. Once
again, however, the interactions are usually of short duration and
involve onlyba single encpunter'among the interactants (e.g., laboratory
group memberé). Also, in most cases, the research is unconcerned with
the interactanés' cogﬁitive representations of each gtygr. For example;
"group polarization" research usually involves having subjects éiscuss
the Kogan & Wallach (1964) éhoice dilemma problems in a face;to-facé
setting (e.g., Vinokur, Trope, & Burnstein, 1974). Measures of, person
peroeption, impression formation, or attributions, however, are rarely
ébtained. _An exception is Duck's (1973; éee'a;s;'Duck & Spencer, 1972)

:

research on acquaintance. Duck had subjects who were strangers to each

* '

other discuss choice dilemma probleﬁs as a means of insuriné that each
member of the group was at least minimally exposed to the verbal
behaviour of each of the other members. ' Duck found that- subjects in his

study tended. to construe their new acquaintances predBminately in terms

-

of "interactive” behavioural constructs (e.g., dominance, assertiveness,
confbrmity). This indicaéed to Duck that "knowledge™ of an initially
unfamiliar individual is, indeed, ba§gd upon one's early, face-to-face
exchanges with him-or her.:t - | .
In the areé_of emergent leadership, investigators uaually‘Look at
pereefvers' judgements ®f the leadezship.characteristicé~of other
individuals with whom they have just "interacted" in a group

problem-solvinj}’ituation'(see Hollander & Julian,11976). The focus in
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' » leadership research is on theoretically specifiéd "leadership"

attributes of others, which is reminiscent of the content-specific

- . .

orientation of clinical researchers studying the interpersonal
' 1)
experiences and:perceptions of persons in therapeutic relationships.

-

Also, as exemplified by a study by Sorrentino & Boutillier (1975), where
subjects' judgements of the leadership abllity of an experimental
confederate were obtained, interaction’between persons is often not

face-to-face. That is, subjects frequently interact with each other

ind{rectly via an audio or audio-visual intercommunication system.
. 5 A .
Thus, it appears from this admittedly seleé&tive review of the

.social ﬁsycholpgical literature that general properties of the form and

¢ ‘ structure of person knewledge have rarely been investigated as a
- function of haturalistic,’face-to-face acquaintance.- Even when such
- paradigms have been uséa (e.g.,.Dornbusch et al., 1965), important
contextual and interpersonal influencés on person knowledge have

receivked little sttematic stday.

4, Relationship-context and Person Knowledge

It

Overview, The "acquaintance” approach, with its emphasis on
c . dynamic, face-to-face interaction, suggests that "relationship" factors

are very important in naturalistic person perception. In this section,

~

»

the notion of "relations%ip-cbntext" is proposed as a way of

BTy

conceptualizing "molar and interpefsqnal influences" on person knowledge

that are of theo{éii;al and practical significance. First, an

-

[

interpersonal aspect is proposed, which describes the nature of the
1 ,

. ? interdependence between two interacting persons (Kelley, 1979; Wish,
] 'y . - P’
\ - .
Deutsch, & Kaplan, 1976). The .influence of this aspect Of : .

“rglationship-context"'on person;ﬁnoﬁlédge is hypothesized to be

i a




. o
primarily evaluative in nature. Second, a nonpersonal aspect of
t ‘ . - . ,

"relationship-context” is also proposed, which describes the continuity
] ] o. « L

- - » s

of interaction between persons in terms of such features as contact

. » - rates and settings (Allan, 1979). Nonpersonal properties are

-
.

hypothesized to regulate exposure to new stimulus information about a
. . - - -

person and thereby influence the organization and consolidation of
knowlédge. In addition to the conceptual elaboration of these aspects

. of‘"relationship-context“, the impact of Yhe léngth of acquaintance, or
s .

k]

'familiarity_with the referent person, on berson knowledge structure is

" - discussed.. .
, P

Relationship—context.//Tﬂ;'major'theoretical perspectives on the

acquaintance process argue for the fundamental and ecological

inseparability of (a) person knowledge, and. (b) what may be seen as the

; . > "relationship-context" shared‘by two persons. The few studies that have
directly studied the acquaintance process (Allen, 1979; Duck, 1977;
Newcomb, 1961) all attempt, in some ‘measure, to understand one's

knowledge of another individual withifi the ‘development of stable
interpersonal relationships.

-
-

Acquaintanceship is also an explicit part of most models of

relationship development (see Huston & Burgessh 1979, for 5 discgussion
.of several stage models of relationsﬂip development). Scanzoni (1979),
é ) for example, identifiés three‘s?agés in Epe'devélop?ent of ; dxadic
» relationshi£ -- explogation, expansion: and ;omm;tment -- based upon . .
phahéeé priﬁarily qiong‘a dimension of wutcome interdependence. !
: Interdepen&ence in this model is défiéed in ?erms of .both structure and S

-

process, or "structure-in-process" (p.xel): Each stage in~the model

. reflectsmthe type of social exchange processe§ ﬁithip iﬂe :éla&ionship‘s

- =
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evolving interdependence structure. ‘Exploration, for example, is seen

as a time when the relationship’is very tentative and fragile. It
¥ !
encompasses the first meetings between. two persons and is characterized

by mutual efforts to uncover relevant information about each other.

-

During exploration, partners are "engaged" in a processjof acquaintance

upon which the continuation or termination of the relationship depends.

ES
’

In terms of an "acquaintance" ‘perspective, the context of a

relationship may be seen as an important determinant of "molar .and

interpersonal influences" on person knowledge, such as the nature of

hl

dyadic interdependence. How might "relationship-context" be defined in
order to identify potentially important variables? It is proposed that

two basic aspects of "relationship-context" can be distinguished: an

©

v

interpersonal aspect, and a nonpersonal aspect.

The interpersonal aspect of relationship-cortext. The nature "of

«

dyadic interdependence may be regarded as an important interpersonal

aspect of the context of a relationship (see Huston & BdrgesS} 1979;

3

Kelley, 1979; Wish, et al., 1976). Social interdependence, however, is

o

not a unidimensional construct. Indeed, theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley &

id «-/ ' " v N
Thibaut, 1978) and research (Markwell & Hage, 1970; Triandis, 1972;

Triandis, Vassiliou, & Nassiakou, 1968; Wish et al., 1976) both suggest

that there may be as many as four, relatively indepeﬁdent dimmensions of

-

social interdepepdence.

- .
- .

Wish et al. (1976) had subjects rate 20 personal relationships

(e.g., between you and your spouse)} and 25 typical or role relationships

v

(e.g., between husband and wife) on numerous bipolar scales. These data

were submitted to a multidimensional scaling analysis, which revealed

four primary dimensions underlying interpersonal relations. .The first

h
e



)

diﬂénsion was basically evaluative, but was interpreted as
"Cooperative/friendly vs. Competitive/hostile" becauée the scales‘wiéh
the highest weights referred to the deq;ee.of conflict in the
relationship ("always harmonious vs. always-clashing”, :coméatible vs.
incompatible goals and desires™, "very friendly vs. very hostile"). The
second dimensionjwasvdefined as "Equal vs. pnequal" and was principally
described by the scales "exactly equal vs. extremely unequal power",
\“;gry siﬁilar‘v;. very different roles and behaviour", and "very
democratic vs. very autocratic". The third dimension was defined}by

the scales "active vs. inactive™ and "intense vs. superficial

interaction with and feelings toward e€ach other" and was interpreted as

.
. v

"Intense vg. Superficial™. The final dimension was interpreted as’
"Socioemotional/informal vs. Task-oriented/formal" and was Aéfined by
scales dealing with social purpose and formality ("pleasure-oriented vs.
task-oriented"; "informal ws.. formal®).

Kelley {(1979) interpreted -the dimensfoﬁs of interpersonal relations
identified by Wish et al. (1976) according to his own conceptualization
of the varieties of social interdependence. The “egual-unequal"
dimehsion corresponds clo§e1y to a "mutwality of dependence" dimension,
since differences ih the mutuality or unilateraiity of dependence are
likely to be associated with differanes betyeen'personé in power or
status. The "cooperative/ffiendly-competitive/hostilg" dimension
clearly dgscribes "correépondence vs. noncoffesbondence 6f outcomes”
(i.é., "compatible vs. incompatible goals”). The "intense-superficial;
dimension corresponds to what Kelley describes as the "degree of .

.

interdependence™ between persons. The remaining dimeﬁsion,

\

asocioemotiona1/informal-task—oriented/formal”, does not correspond
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easily to any of Kelley's hypothesized properties gf interdependence.

Kelley suggests, though, that it may reflect the degree‘to which

personal attributes amd dispositions are involved in the relationship,

or the degree to which the relationship is an intimate and personal one
&

(1979, p. 36). : :

.The "soci;emotional/informal—task-orfénted/formal" dimension ;lso
may distinguish intentional and incidental processes of acquaintance.
The "sobioemotional/informai“ péle describes relaticnships in which
"getting-to-know" each other is the primary goal.o% the partners. This
kind of intentional acquaintance is characteristic of suéh situations as
courtéhip. fhe "task-oriented/formal" pole.describes relationships in
which other goals are more important than "getting acquainted", such as
when co-workers are working together toward a common goal and where
learning about each other is incidental to the task. Although the major
perspectives on interpersonal acquqintadce (Allan, 1979; Duck, 1977;

’

Newcomb, 1961) acknowledge that acquainting occurs in all interactions

begween persons,‘the distinction between intentional and incidental
A ~
acquaintance seems to be a useful one.

The present research focuses on incidental acquaintance. -This was
dope primarily for methodological reasons, sbecifically to minimize
active impression formation sets, éxperimental demand, and "unnatural”

reﬁearsal of early impressions of the other person between meetings.
Thus, in the.main experimental study reported iﬁ this theéis, subjects
were not- informed that ﬁhey w;re in an acqyaintanée study (see the
Method section of Study 2). Instead, members of the experimental\dyads

interacted with eacﬁ other to solve problems and to receive

performance-based rewards (in the form of public recognition) rather
= -

»
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than to intentionally "learn" about each other or to obtain.
socioemotional rewards of friendship.

In the Wish et al._(lQ{%? multidimensional scaiinq solution, the
"equal-unequal” and the “cooperative/friendly—competitive;hostile"
dimensions appeared to be the dominant ones. Thus, in-terms of Kelley's

reconceptualization of these dimensions, "mutual vs. unilateral

dependence" ard "correspondence vs. noncorrespondence qf goals"'are

, '

probably impertant dimensions of dyadic intetf,ependence. Examining the

location 7;/4;;:§5{f’personal relatiqnshiﬁs witﬁin the space defined by

these two dimensions (see Figure 1) leads to the hypothesis that these
characteristics ofcinterdependence are likely to have impo;tant
evaluative implications for person‘knowledée. For' example, récali that
“corresponde;ce vs. noncorrespondence of outcomes" (reflected by the
"cooperative/&riendly-coﬁpetitive/hostile" dimension) involves the
degree of conflict between pgrsoﬁs. To the extent thatjconflict is
h?gh,'eéch person's impression of the other is likely to be
unfavourable; whereas, if conflict is 1ow,.£hen impressions are likely

to be favourable.

In the present research, however, interdependence in terms of the

"equal-unequal” dimension will be the focus, and variation along the
dimension of "cooperation-competition®™ will be minimized by looking at

relationship-contexts that are predominantly ‘characterized by

correspondence of outcomes (cooperation). It is felt that the

"equal-ungqual" dimension of interpersonal interdependence has both

f
-~ 3
practical and phentmenological relevance to the study of naturalistic

. 1

perso? bercgptioﬁ; Practically speakinéﬁ status and power differences
‘ - ‘ .
. are important fea;ures'of relationships across a wide variety. of life
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domains, including family, school, and work. Most interpersondl :

relationships are defined,, to a significant extenp,-bx their respeative
degrees of depéndence getweenithe;individuals. ?urthegmore, in terms of,
‘tphenomenqlogical imbo{tanCe, people appear t; Se very senfitive to
- differences in eqﬁélity‘or)inequa%itf'in their}personal relationships

.
~i

{Wish et al., 1976). -

[y
B

Even ¥glding constant the corr@spondenée or noncorrespondence of
L.

ouﬁcomes,’the mutuality vs. uﬂilaterality of aependence between two

persons might be expected to have evaluative consequences for peréon' 4
P > \ .
knowledge. In "unequal™ relationship-contexts, where one person hys

more power or is of higher status (and therafore is less dependent upon

. the other person), latent scenerios of interaction based on power and

. P
status differences may be manifested -(Kelley, 1979). This could result
in the display of stersotypic patterns of submissiveness/dominance, as

well as stereotypic biases in the perceélion of .interpersonal p
. ]

; L]
behavjours. In "equal" relationshge-contexts, on the other hand, where

. both persons are of the same status or power (and mutually dependent on

Py
[y

. ’ . & . .
each other), interactive behaviours are less likely to be governed by

. -

"stereotypic” scenerios. &s a consequence, interpersonal behaviours fre
[ 4

Y
¥ .

open tu a wider range of‘ihterpretations, which are relatively free of
- the limitations imposed by the perceivers' preconceptions of high or low
. B . -

" status persons and which may therefore.result in the perception of a -
i
more egual distribution of both positively and—negati%e%? valenged
. -~
information. Thus,: person knowledge structures might be.expected'to

v

vary in their overall evalumative tone as a functipn of "equal vs.

, unequal” interdependence, with more evaluatively neutral iﬁpreseions of

partners arising in ”equal”'télatioqship-contexts than in "unequal"”

- . . -
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relationship-contexts. 1In addition, the potentially wider range of
L4

behaviours and interpretations of behaviour in "equal"

relationship-contexts may increase the nuﬁber of different pe;;;L
—_— M
concepts associated with the referent person, making differentﬁetion of
. \ $
knowledge greater in "equal" than "unequal” relations?ip-contexts. :“
. i L
Thg’hyﬁofhesis of an inverse relation between differentiation and

) . . .. . . .
evaluation in impreSsions is consistent with a recent model of the
L 4

social appraisal process-for ingroup and outgroup persons. Linville and

Jones (1980) hypothesized that general knowledge structures' for ingroups
. - . | .

are more complex and differentiated than Epowledge structures for
outgroups. This is presumabli'because‘persons have richer background
exﬁeriences with ingroup than outgroup members, since they have dealt

with the former in a larger collection of diverse gjrcumstances.
. ‘ i 4.
Agcording to Linville and Jones (1980), with more complex knowledge

structures, a larger number of attributes or dimensions will be used to

encode stimulqé}information, makiﬁg it more likely that both “goo@“ and

-

" "pad® thingS\Qin be perceived. Conseiyently, judgements about ingroup

persons are more likely to be evaluatively mixed, Efsulting in less
*

extreme appraisals; whereas, judgments about outgroup persons will-tend

to be meore evaluatively extreme, since fewer dimensions are used in
' 1

o

intérpreting stimulus information and the evaluative implications of

!hgse dimensions carry more weight. éimilarly, with respect to e
knowledge structures for a réiationship partner, if actual or perceived

-t *
.- y ‘

o
diversity of social information is enhanced in "egqual™ interdependence

-y

circqutances,:then impfesgiﬁns'of such relationship partners should be

- -

more differentiated and less evaluatively poiarized than when diversity

is inhibited (in "unedual” intérdependeqce circﬁmsténces).

.,
.

;-
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Of course, in "unequal" relationship-~contexts, one person is

. ugilaterally depehdent ﬁpon an essentially independen} person. As a
consequence, the fwo partners in such relationﬁh;ps=;ay not develop
entirely similar knowledge structures of one Qnotger, although both of
theilr structures are likeiy to be less differentiated and more
évaluatively polarized than those developed by partners in an "equal”
relatiomship-context. For example, within aﬁ "unequal" relationship,

the dependent (or subordinate) person may tend to be more continually
* /

‘persuasive in his or her interactional stéle, perhaps by adopting
various ingratiation ‘tactics withArespect to‘thé independent person,
kqongs, 1973) in order to gain control over. desired personal outcomes.
Independent- (or superordigate) persons, on the other hanﬁ,”may'ﬁ%have in

stergbtypically condeécendihg or patronizing ways toward their dependent

partner. Thus, dependent and indépendént (or subordinate and:

superordinatg) persons.are not necessarily going to evaluate their
. “ N . » -

relationghip partners in the same way, even though they are both ingan
"unequal” relationship-context. Consequently, it will alsp be of

interest to compare the person knowledge structures of dependent and

. independent partners within funequalz relationships.

X,
",

To summarize, the interpersonal éépect of relationship-contexts
*®

involves the nature of the interdependence between two persons. It is
speculated that "equal vs. unequal interdependence” might affect the

'evaluative nature of individuals. impressioné of their relationship

partners, as well as the degree of diffé%enﬁiation.of their person

knowledge structures. More specifically, "egqual” and "unequal”

nelationship-contexts';efe; to interpersonal situations where partners

r~ * .
are either mdtually dependent or dépqndent and independent,
AN . P ¢
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_impressions than will "unequal" relationship-contexts.

1

respectively. It is hypothesized that "equal" relationship-contexts

will produce more différentiated and less evaluatively polarized °

-
¥ »

The nonpersonal aspect of relationshig-cbntext. A second proposed

aspect of "relationship-context” is essentially nonpersonal, as opposed
to interpersonal, in nature. The nonpersonal aspect includes properties

such as the spacing of encounters between persons, and the place or

settings of encounters. These properties manifest themselvgs in sterms

of relatively fixed patterns of contact rates between persons and ~

-

typical loc§{ions of contact. Most relationships in one's social
network can be defined in terms of how frequent, or temporally spaced,

the meetings between oneself and one's partners typically are, and where

interaction usually occurs (Allan, 1979).
Research suggests that nonpérsonal properties of

relatfbnship-context oaffect person éerception. Allan (1979)

hypothesized that riety in the settings in which people interact

allows the relatipnship to "flower out" along many dimensions and each

interactant to learn more diverse things about each other. He conducted

a sociological analysis of friendship and kinship patterns in
middle-class and working-class acquain}yanceships from a symbolic

interactionist perspective. Allan (¥979) noted that middle-class

o -
N .

friendships "floweréed out™ more than did working-class friendships.

-

. Middle-class persons, it seemed, were motivated to interact with any

given other across a wide vdriety of social settings. The multi-setting -
nature of middle-class relationships resulted in interactants’
characterizations of each other being composed of generic,

cross~-situationally applicable terms such as ”qctivé“ and "congenial”.

4




Working-class friendships, on the other hand, tended to involve
interaction with another that was mpre or less restricted to particular
environments and settings (e.g., at.work; meeting the boys in the pub;
talking to, the neighbour across the fence). This lack of variety in
settings within ahyrgiven relationship, according to Allan, tended’to
have ‘a narrowing efféct on subjecté' definitions of their relationships
with one another. It appeared that these subjective definitions,
including the perceiver's conception of tKe other, w§re highly P
associated with the specific settings (e.g., "Bill is afdriﬁking\

i

buddy") . : _ ' .

£

. . K v 9
It is perhaps not sg:prisingithat variety ih"Enteraotion settings
’ o - )

PS

- affects person perception. Certainly, vafiety in“the settings in which
people meet will necessitate diversity in intgiggrsonal behaviour, which
will affect the content, quantity, and pefhaps the quality of
information exchanged between interactants (cf., Linville & Jones,
1980). ,

A more %Fteresting nonperigng property of relationship—context is
the "spécing of interactidh“ between two persons. "Spacing of

‘interaction" is defined by the length of time th;t typically separates
the encounters betweeh interactants. Relationship-contexts that are
characterized by frequent interaction involve repeated encounters that
are separated by brief interyals of time, and may be described as hé&ing
relatively massed encounters. ‘Relationship—contexts that-are

characterized by infrequent interaction involve repeated encounters that

are separated by long intervals of time‘.and may be described as having

relatively spaced encounters. ‘ Q

-
]
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Regularity in the spacing of ;nteractioﬁ is a prominent
distinguishingvproperty of real world relation#hip-contexgs. A general
perusal of one's own repertoire of relationships with others will reveal
much variation with respect to spacing of interaction. One';
;elationships with one's spouse, children, workmates, and colleagues are

-~

typically characterized by interactions that are relatively massed.
Children's relationships with=teachers are similarly massed, as are
their relationships with their parenfs and siblings during elementary
school years.

On the other hand, superordinate'and subordinate persons i a work

environment typically interact under more spaced circumstances, although

v
[

within these status categories, encounters are propably more massed. A
fami%;pr_example might be the relationships of most graduate students
and their advisors, which tend to be relatively less frequent (i.e.,
more spaced) than either interfaculty or interstudent relationships.

Relationships in other life domainé can ;lso be classified with
respect té a broad dichotohy of massed versus spaced encounters. One's
interactions with various professionals are often spaced, such as
encounters with family physicians, dentists, attorneys, and auto
mechanics. Tﬁsrapeutic relationships could be considered to involve
massed encou:#ers relative to encounters with one's family physician
(e.g.,_once a week vs. two or three times a yea;), ﬁut in relation to
encounters with one's spouse, the relationship-édntext in therapy
involves much more spaced interactions.

Relationship~contexts can also change with régard to the spacing of .

L

interaction. A classic example is the change from relatively massed to
@
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relatively spaced encounters. between parents and their children when the
latter leave the family milieu to begin their adult lives.

With respect to the present concern with incidental acquaintance
processes, however, many rglationships that do not have
"getting-acquainted" as a primary éoal, such as those in the work
dom;in, argd fixed (i.e., unchanging) in their interaction frequency.

Secretarief/ and their bosses, or coworkers on the line, for example, see

each other under relatively qassed and fixed con&itions (i.e., every
day). Other kinds of relationships invalve much more sEaced’encounters
which are also relatively fixed. Some examples might be car owners and
mechanics, one's interactions with the weekly newspaper vendor, ;nd
one's interactions with the landlord.

The question of interest for the present research is whether
differences in the spacing of interaction wili have‘a significant impact
on person kno;ledge structure. Spacing of interaction is likely to have
a basic, requlatory influence on the input of new stimulus information
about another person. To 'the extent that interaction encounters are

massed ,together, new person information is being obtained on a rather

continuous basis; whereas, encounters that are more widely spaced result

1

in more discrete or interrupted input of new person information.

Whether new stimulus ihformation about a target person is being obtained

in relatiyely continuous or interrupted fashion seem§ likely to affect
how it is processed by the perceiver in relatioﬁ to pre-existing
knowledge ;bput the referent person. For example, the continuity of
information input could éffect whether new information is assimilated

with existing knowledge or produces accommodation of the knowledge

structures (see Higgins et al., 1981, for a related discussion).

L



When encounters in a relationship-cofitext are relatively massed,

’

interactants must continually retrieve their cognitive representations
of the other person to faciiitate ongoing interaction, which will
increase the accessibjility’'and salience of those representations. As’a
result, interactants mag become more aware of differing facets of the
referent person's behavioural styles and orientations. That is, there
may be a greater probability of perceiving new and conflicting
dispositional information, resulting in a more differentiated
impression.

In addition, though, the constant impingment of new person-relevant
information may hinder integration and crystalization of the existing.

.

étfﬁcture. That is, there may be less internal org;nizaﬁion and
iniegrity within the impressign.

When successive encounters between two persons are relatively
saned, on the other hand, less frequenf interaction reduces the
necessity of continuous access to existing knowledge structures. As a
consequence, there may be less awareness of the dimensionality of the
other's character, and perceivers may focus only on very salient
personality themes in organizing their representation of the perceived
‘person. The longer intervals between encounters may also lead to more
self-generated polarization in one's impression of the other in termg of
salient personality themes or schemata (Tessér, 1978) . These "au@fétic"
. orgahizinq processes could enhance integration and crystalization of
knowledge structures and result in the assimilation of new information
. during subsequent interactions between persons.

Thus, spaced versus massed encounters may have some important

consequences for the way person knowledge is structured. Greater

»
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accommodation of new information when 'encounters are massed suggests

that each person's repreéeptation of the other will be more
v . ‘» » R
- differentiated (include more different person concepts) than will
- ?

representations that devélop on the basis of Spaced encounters. Greater

assimilation of new information when encounters are spaced, on the other

hand, suggests that interactants' impressions of. each other will be more

integrated than impressions that develop on the basis of massed

encounters. That is, impressions based on infrequent, or spaced,
. N

. interaction will involve greater interweaving of behavioural themes and

- -

dispositional attributes, with clearer explanations or rationalizations
v of conflicting and contradictory information about the referent person.
§ - A third structural property of person knowledge also needs to be

discuésed in this context. Specifically, the "complexity" of structure

P

in person knowledge is conceptually related to basic structural
- e

-

properties such as differentiation and integration. Thus, it is of

interest to consider how the spacing of interaction in a -
-

relationship-context may affect the overall complexity of impressions.
Complexity has been coﬁceptualized in a number of different ways,

however; so the impact of spacing of interaction on complexity will

S

obviously depend on how the concept of complexity is defined. -

First, there are simple conceptualizations that equate complexity
either with differentiation (e.g., Crockett, 1965; Rosenkrantz &

Crockett, 1965) or with integration (e.g., Radke-Yarrow & Campbell,

1963). If the hypothesized relations between spacing of interaction and

[RS——— YR

- eitfler differentiation or "integration of person knowledge are tenable,

then different conclusions about the impact of "spacing of interaction"

v

e e e Wb

on the complexity of person knowledge will be reached depending dpon

-

: . { * ‘
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which simplé conceptualization is preferred. For instance,’if
"complexitf-as—differentiation" is endqrsed, then frequent, or massed,
interactions would be expected to increase complexity, relative to
inffeéuent, or spaced, interactions. If, however, the
"complexity-as~integration" conceptualdzation is preferred, then spaced
interactions would be expected to increase complexity more than massed
infgractions. ’

More, ;ophisticated definitions of complexity are alsc possible. In
most of these conceptualizations,'complexity involves soﬁe combination
of both the differentiation and integratioh properties of person
knowledge (cf., Streufert & Streufert, 1978). Unfortunately, the
assessment of impression complexity using such combinatqu approaches is
time—consuming and me%hodologically complicated (e.g., Zajonc, 1960)ﬁ
Consequently, for the prese;t, exploréébry purposes, ;ﬁd for the sake of
simplicity,,:complexit§ of sfructure" in person knowledge will be

r

defined by the additive combination of differentiation a

°

nd integration

of structure, with equal weight given to each component.

L e gt N

'fConceiving of complexity in this way emphasizes equally the

-

important influences of how much one knows about another and how that
knowleage'ig organized. Thus, the m&st complex peréon.knowledge
structures will consist of many different pieces of information (highly
differentiated), which are highly int?gr;ted; conversely, the least

complex gtructures will be those that loosely integrate very little

"information.

s

* ' It is, however, the cases in which differentiation is high, but

integration is"poor, and vice versa (differentiation is low, but

integration is high) which illustfate\best how complexity of person

¢
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~N o
knowledge may be affected by the spacing of interacéion. Specifically,
high differentiation and poor integration of person knowledge would be
expected when encounters tend to be massed togéther; wheréag, dow
differentiation and high integration of person knowledge would be
expected when interactions are spaced apart: In either case, though,
the present combinatory moBlel of complexity predicts that equally
"complex" representations of another will be achieved, despite basic

*
-

structural differences. In other words, complexity of structure in

-person knowledge, and its .phenomenological manifestation --.how well

one "knows" another -- may be based upon fundamentally diffe:ent
representational structures, either highly differentiated or highly .
integrated. Thus, spacing of interaction is not expected to influence
directly the overall complexity of person knowledge structure%, although
thié factor is expected to affect the undeélying components of
complexity (i.e., differentiation and integration). Its hypothesized
effeéts on these componeﬁts are inaopposite directions with respect to
comblexity (e.g., increasing differentiation while decreasing
integration), which are expected to maintain relatively constant owerall
levels of complexity irrespecfive of the spacing'oﬁ interactions.
Rather, it is probably the overall amount og interaction between persons
which will direétly influence the complexity’of theirrknoéledgé of* each
other (by increasing both différentiation apd intégration).

»

In sum, the nonperscnal aspect of "relatiomnship-context™ involves
propertiés associated with the location or settings of jinteraction and
the spacing of interaction between two persons. Nonpersonal properties

of relationship-context are probablyfmeaiators of the amount and

diversity of person-reievaﬁt information availablézduring‘interaction,

~




as well as how that information is proc;ssed. The nonpersonal variable

of primary interest here is the "spacing of interaction”™, which is
defined in terms of the temporal spacing of encountets between persons
- ;hether encounteré are massed or relatively spaced.

The spacing of interaction is hypothesized to have a basic
;egulatory effect)on the input flow of new person information, which
g}ght influence processes of knowledge consolidation. It is expected,
‘ ., for example, that massed éncounters may facilitate the "accommodation"

of new information and thereby produce mdre\digferentiated

’ " {
representations of another person; whereas, spaced encounters are
expected to facilitate “assimilat%on"‘of new information into the
existing knowledge structure and thereby produce more integrated .-
representations of another person. Differences in the spacing of

interaction in relationsdhip-cdhtexts are not expected to have a direét

influence on the complexity of ,structures in person knowledge.

5. - Familiarity and structure in person knowledge.

In addition to dynamic, face-to-face interaction, 'an "acquaintanée"

approach inherently involves repeated interaction between two persons.

-

It_is repeated interaction, of course, which uhderli;s the geheial
concern with acquaintance and person'knowledéé, as well as the intereét
in specific factors such as the spacing of interaction:

4 The copstructs of "length of acquaintance” and "familiarity" are
directly dependent upon repeated interaction. "Length of acquaintance”,
or the amount of time two persons are lntéractively engaged, can be
conceptualized as either the duration of exposure to the referent, person

or the number of separate encounters. Although these two aspects of

"lengtl of acquaintance™ are operationally confounded, so long as the

1
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duration of exposure is held bonstant”within each encounter, the total
number of encounters may bé‘taken as a refiection of "objective
familiarity" (Moreland & Zajonc, i982). fhus, length of acquaintance P
and fam%liqrity can be treated isomorphically. Moreover, since
objectivé and subjective (or pergeiyed) famil;arity are highly related
(Moreland & Zajonc, 1982; see also Newéomb, 1961), all of these factors -
can be eénsidered to form a single, underlying dimension of A
"familiarity™. . x
Previous research and theory does, in fact, indicate that the more
encounters there are befween two persons, the more the; report being
"familiar” with one another. Moreé importantly, abstract and complex
(differentiated and/or integrated} structures are more likely as
familiarit increases (e.g.f Duck, 1973; Fiske & Cox, 1979; Kuiper ;
Derry, 198lf Pryor & Ostrom, 198l; Pryor et al., 1983; Radke-Yar?&w &
Campbell, 1963; see also Posner & Keele, 1968, i970). These effects
presumab occur because repeated exposures increase the perceiver's
supély of information abpuﬁ the referent person. Repeated exposures to
information that is siﬁilar to’existing structures shoul®+induce
representations of the informationrin terms of abstract, generic, or .
trait-like c;ncept; (cf., Ba;tlett, 1932; Hamilton et al.,.1980; Hastie,
1981; Hastie & Kumar, 1979; Ostrom et al., 1980; Posner & Keele, 1968,
1970; Wyer &’Srull, 1981). For example, repeated exposure to several
behavioural- instances of "generosity” would ultimately lead to a

representation of the referent person as "generous", "charitable", or

"alJruistic”.

Repeated exposure to information that is different from existing

‘

structures, on the other hand, is likely to produce more differentiated
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representations of the person. Thus, since both "similar" and

.

"different" pieces of information are likely to be encountered over

N ’

time, objective familiarity should increase both differentiation and

integration in structure. Given the previously-presented definition of

complexity, therefore, well acquainted persons should also have

»

relatively "complex" pegfon structures for each other.
Finally, repeated encounters between individuals also may influence -
affective dimensions of person knowledge. The "mere exposure" effects
of repeated interaction, for example, mgy be expected to increase liking
for the referent person (M;reland & Zajonc, 1982; Zajonc, 1968). On the
other hand, given the po;sible inverse relation between differenfiagion
and impression polarization discussed earlier (cfa, Linville & Jones,
1980), one might expect more neutral or moderate (i.e., less polarized)
evaluations as familiarity increases. Which of these "evaluation"
effects is more likely to occur as a function of familiarity is, at this .

-

point, an empirical question. :

In the two studies reported in this thesis, familiarity.(oq the
"length of acquaintance") between the perc®iver and the perceived is
treated in two différent ways. In Study 1, length of acquaintance is

'
operationalized as simply the "length ofrtime" that the pefceive; has
been acquainted with the perceived."ln Study 2, length of acquaintance
is objectively manipulated by varying the number of encounters’ that

partners engage in, with the duration of each encounter held constant.

6. Individual differences in cognitive complexity.

Complexity of structure in person knowledge is likely to be
.
affected by individual differences in cognitive complexity, as well as

by the kinds of "situational" factors that have been discussed thus far.
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There is evidence that, within the domain of person perception and

>

impression formation, individual differences in complexify of thought

are important ddterminants of the structure of atperégiver's conception

of dggther person (Crockett, 1965; Radke~Yarrow &'Campbeli, 1963; see
also&Streufert & Streufert,‘l978). It is'of'gheoretical interest,

therefore, to assess the impact of cognitive complexity on impression

o

formation.

[}

Slnpe the varlables of central interest to the thesis are not

individual dlfference variables, but rather the situational variables

+
associateqd with "relationship-context" and "familiarity”, cognitive
b ~ S v

complexity will be treated as a covariate in this research:. To asseéss
™

perceivers' qogpitive complexity; the Role Category, Questionnaire
(Crockett, 1965; Rosenkrantz & Crockett, 1965)'wili be used (see

Appendix C). This instrument produces a numerical index that reflects
the degrée of "different&ation—like" complexity specific to the domain

of person perception and impression formation (see also Zajonc, 1960)..

0
o
. .y
o d . v

L ]
-




. - g ’
T » * Y
-

CénEeptual Summary, Operational Overview, and Hypotheses
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1. Summary and Overview:

This thesis is"an investigation of naturalistic person §erception.

An "acquaintance" approach is adopted, involving repee}ed, face-to-face
3 o : \ .

interdctions between twS persons as the primary mode of "acquiring"

person information (as opposed to a "description”™ approach, which

2

involves the indirect acquisition of person information). The use of an

~

"acquaiptance".approéch to person perception chénges the typical

research emphasis from a concern with "molecular and intrapersonal

* .

processes" to a concern with "molar and interpersonal influences". Since

»

there is relatively little in the way of systematic study‘of "molar and

_— ‘ . e
interpersonal" factors in person perception, the notion of

"relationship-context™ is introduced in an attempt to identify some of

P

the more obvious and relevant variables.
»
" Two basic aspects of "relationship-context" are proposed: an

- 1+

inte;éersonal aspect and a nonpérsbnal aspect., The interpersonal aspect

encompasses those properties of relationships that haVe to do with the
L-} - -
nature of outcome interdependence between two persons. -One important

dimen8ion of irterdependence is "mutual vs. unilateral dependence”, or

’ - -

the equality vs. inequality of status and power relations. This
. o ‘

interpersonal relationship-context variable is expected to affedt

s @ v

evaluation.in impressions of‘another, as well as the amount of knoﬁledge

o - -

,one has about anothey (i.e., differentiation), through its mediation”of
the interactive styles and orientations adopted by the interactants.
The nonpérsonal aspect of relatioﬁship-cbntext encompasses such factors

- -

as the ty icalbsettfngs and contact rates of tHe interactions. The
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" ‘composed of either "equally" or

. .
nonpersonal variable of interest here is the "spacing of interaction”

-

(massed vs. spaced) between persons. The spacing of in;eract}on is

expected to affect hdw new information about a person is consolidated

with respect to‘the perceivew's existing knowledge construct (i.e.,

whetger the new information is assimilated or accommodated). In

' )

addition, the “&ength of acquaintance" (or "familjarity"), an inherent
N i ,

aspect of any “acquaintance" paradigm, is expected to have important -
9% ‘

e I

structural consequences for person knowledge.

The independent variables. In the présent research, the major
independent variables are "equal vi. unequal interdependence",
“spacing of interaction", and "length of acquaintance" (or "objective

familiarity”™) between the perceiver and the pﬁfceived. In Study 1,

.

"equal vs. unequal iﬁterdependence" is operationalized by having

subjects describe atquaintances with whom they interact as either a
"superior", an "equal", or a "subordinate". In Study 2, members within

dyads either are made "mutually dependent" on each other for task

N ’

performance scores or one member of the dyad is made "unilékerally

y .

depenaent" onn the other membe; for his or her scores. Thus, dyads are
h"unequall&" inter@epen@pnt peréons.
This,pfodu;es three t;pes of persons: independent (“supefior"), equal,
and dependent ("subordinate") . |

The second factor, "spacing of interaction”, is operatipnalized as
the length of time sépéha£ing successive encounters between the two’

persons.'VIn Study 1, peréeivers describe others with whom they interact

either relatively frequently (i.e., massed encounters -- more than twice

11

a week) or relatively infrequently (i.e., spaced encounters -- not more

7

than once a week). 1In Study 2, enqdunters between dyad members in

Pl
o

- »
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™
muliiple session.dgnditions (involvina two or thfe% meetings) are'
experimentall§ massed or spaced. In massed conditions, all of a dyad's
sessions occur within 5 days; whereas, in spaced conditions, each,
- session is separated by at least 7 days. ¢
The factor of "familiarity" is operationalizéd as the "objective

length of acquaintance™ between the perceiver and thelperceived in both

studies. - In ihe first study, perceivers are asked to describe a person

they have known for more than three months (an "0ld" acquaintance") and
‘another person whom they have known for less than three monﬁhs (a "new"
acquaintance). In Study 2, dyad memberg)(who were initially strangers)

! interact with each other on either one, two, or three separate

occas&eés. RN B

" In both studies, factorial analysis of variance designs._ are

e v RS P st > e

-~

employed, with preliminary analyses using individual differences in

cognitive complexity as a covariate., For Study 1, the design
R

constitutes a 2 (massed vs. spaced encounters) x 3 (superordinate,
egual, or subordinate status of referent person ) x 2 ("Hew" vs. "old"
acquaintance -- familiarity) design. In Study 2, the deéign is somewhat

more complicated. Subjects are nested in a "dyad member" factor (member

o

- 1 or member 2), which is nested in 2 .(equal vs. -unequal interdependence) .

x 2 (massed vs. spaced encounters) x 3 (one, two, or three encounters)

) experimental conditions. In both studies, gender of subject is also

L 4

included ,as a factor in the analyses.

v

. ‘ The dependent variables. All participants ih both studies produce

detailed, free response descriptions of other persons. In Study 1, they

. provide impressions of two persénal acquaintances, whereas in Study 2, - .

they provide an impressionistic description of their dyad partner.
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The acquaintance approach adopted in this research, because it

’ -~

revolves around actual, face-to-face interaction between individuals,
eliminates the possibility of experimenter control over the specific
content of the stimulus information. As a consequence, properties that
reflect the structural form of person knowledge, and which do not
necessarily rely upon the speciEic informational Eontent, are the focus
of this research. The nature of person knowledge, as a function of
"félationéhip—context" ana "objective familiarity", is examined in terms

of five major dependent variables: the number and kind of congepts used

to describe the referent person (i.e., differentiation), the degree to

which the description integrates different and possibly inconsistent

person information, the overall level of complexity of the structure of

-

the person knowledge, the degree of abstraction represented in the

knowledge structure, and its evaluative tone.

A word about the definitions of integration and abstraction is in
order. Integration is operationalized as a subjective judgment of the

overall description, in terms of how "unified" a picture it paints of

the referent person. The important criteria in making this judgment

include the extent to which the perceiver has attempted to rationalize

*

or explain the co-occurrence of different attributes of the referent
. :

person, and/or the. perceiver's attempt to resolve inconsistent and “

contradictory information (see Radke-Yarrow & Campbell, 1963). In

contrast, abstraction is operationalized as the extent to which the

-

perceiver employs_generic, trait-like concepts to describe the referént

person. It woudld be possible for.an impression tq Be,high in

v

abstraction but low. in integration, or vice versa. Specific details

"about these measures will be provided in the Method sections.
" ] .
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2, Hypotheses .

The present research is a preliminary and-exploratory ;xcursion
into the study of naturalistic person perception. The following list of
tentative hypotheses i§ intended to serve as a guide and framework for
sorting through and interpreting the data and for discussing the
implications of these findings fof'the relations between fmoiar.and

interpersonal” factors and person knowledge., The hypotheses are

organized in terms of the independent variables.

Hypothesis la (Interdependence). ‘The inte;personal aspect of
relationsﬁip—contexts (i.e., equal-unequal interdependence) is expected
to influence primarily the evaluative tone of the person descriptions.
Specifically, "unequal interdependence" betweén the perceiver and the
perceived is expected to produce descriptions that are significantiy
more or less favourable (i.e., more polarized) than when there is "equal
interdependence"” between the perceiver and the perceived. Thus, the

descriptions of "superordinate" and "subordinate" referent persons are

expected to be evaluatively different from the descriptions of. "equal"

referent persons, and possibly from each other.

Fy
Y

Hypothesis 1lb (Interdependence). Equal-unequal interdependence is

also expected to affect the number of different person concepés used to

describe the referent person (i.e., differentiafion). Specifically,

descriptions of "equal" referent persons are expected to be more
differentiated than descriptions of "unequal"\féferent'persongf
- . ’ d

.Hypothesis 2a (Spacing of Interaction).

Differentiation is also

eﬁpected to be higher when encounters between persons are "massed”

(frequent) than when encounters are "spaced™ (infrequent).

Hypothesis 2b\(Spacing of Interaction). The ™spacing of
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interaction" factor is expected to have the reverse effect on
integration of person descriptlons. Integration will be lower when

encounters are "massed" than when encounters are "spaced".

Hypothesis 3 (Lehgth of Acquaintande). The "length of

acquaintance", or "objective familiarity", with the referent person is
expected to affect all of the structural properties of person

descriptions to some extent. The basic effect of "familiarity" is’

-

hypothesized to be one of increased information. Thus, descriptions of

"familiar" persons should be more complex (differentiated and/or

integrated), more abstract, and possibly more favourable or unfavourable

(evaluatively polarized) than descriptions of "less familiar" persons.

Hypothesis 4a (Length of Acquaintance x Interdependence). "Length

of acquaintance" may be expected to interaqt'with each of the properties
of relationship—costext t6 affect person descriptions. The interaction
of "familiarity" with "equal vs, unequal interdependence” should result
in mézg evaluatively polarized descriptions of "supero?dinate" and/or
"subordinate" referent persons .(relative to descriptions of "equal"
referent persons) when the perceiver is familigr with the referent

person than when the perceiver is relatively unfamiliar with the target.

Hypothesis 4b (Length of Acquaintance x Spacing of Interaction).

The interaction of "length of acquaintance" with "massed vs. spaced .

interactions" should result in (a) even more differentiation.in "massed"

[

~ o
¢ o , .
encounters and (b) even more integration in "spaced" encounters, when

the perceiver is familiar with the referent pérson than when the

o

perceiver is relatively unfamiliar with the target.




Method

1. Subjects and Design

Sixty undergraduates at the University of Western Ontario, 36 males

and 24 females, participated in the study as part-of their introductory

psychology course requirements. Ten subjects were randomly assigned to

each condition of a 2 ("massed"™ vs. "spaced" encounters) x 3
“

("sﬁperordinate", "equal”, or "subordinate" status of referent person)
design. 1In addition, all subjects were exposed to both levels ofva
"length of acquaintance" factor {("old", more fhan three months, vs.
"newf, less ﬁhan three months), which produced a mixed design of two
petween-subjects factors and oﬁe repeated-measures factor. Finally, the
inclusion of subjects' gender as a fourth factor produced an unbalanced
design, with cell n's ranging from 3 to 7. Subjects were ﬁass—tested in
a large room with rows of tables and chairs, in groups of sizes ?2, 16,

14, and ‘8. Every experimental condition was represented at each testing .

session. A session lasted approximately one hour.

2. Procedure .
- ’ Subjects V;I:Bbee:gd tosparticipate in an experiment entitled

"Writing descriptions of persons". Upon arrival at the laboratory,.

subjects were met by a male experimenter and were asked to sit at one of

»

the seats where there was a pencil and a questionnaire booklet. -

a
.t .ot

Subjects were separated from one another by an empty seat.

Subjects wére told that the experimenf'was composed of two parts, a

LY

practice phase and a testing phase. During the practice phase, which
R T .

s
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would take about 25 minutes, subjects were to write detailed
descriptipns of a "mechanical device" (10 speed b}cycle) and two persons
"whom they reaily knew". The experimenter suggested that they spend
about ten minutes writing each of the practice person descriptions. The

practice phase, subjects were told, was to prepare them for the testing

~ phase, in which they would be'writing eight different person

descriptions in rapid succession under time constréints; only 2 mindtes
would be allowed for writing each description.

The e;perimenter's instructions clearly iﬁplied that the testing
phase was the important part of the study. This, however, waé not the
case. In actudlity, it was subjects' descriptions’of the two persons in

* P N
the practice phase that provided the dependent measures. The testing
P ph B _

phase was really the administration of Crockett's Role Category

Questionnaire (RCQ) for assessing cognitive complexity with respect to

imp;ession formation. Subjects' scores on the RCQ weré obtained so
that, in an analysis of covariance, any ;ffects of individual
differences in cognitive complexity on person knowledge structure could
be controlled statistically. The reason that subjects wefe led to
believe that their practice person descriptions were relétively
uhimportant was to reduce pgrformance'anxiety and to minimize
interfergnce with their ;ntrospections about tﬂé referent persons.
This, it was hoped, would facilitate COMp?ehensive and,c;mplete
free-résponse person deéc;iptions.

" After the experimenter's brief over&iew of the pro;edure, subjects

» \ :
were told to begin the practice phase: They .were told that the

instructions for! each practice item-were self-explanatory and that they

L ]

should read them carefully before starting to write. They were,
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‘'variables were manipulated ih the-written instruetions for each

-

encouraged to ask questions-if there was anything £hat the§ éid not -
N ,
understaffd. None 6f‘the subjects asked anx questions.

In thgfgpestionnaire booklet, the two practice-person items. always
followeddtﬁe "bicycle™ item. During the practice phase, the
experimenter casually mentioned after 5 minutes that/subjects should
probably start on the f?rst "practice person". Ten minutes later, the
experimenter again interrupted subjecsg/;nd suggested that they go on to
the second "practice person® if theyfkad not already done so.

TheLexperimenter conducted the testing phase immediately following
the practice phase. Subjects completed the RCQ by writing descriétiéns
of eight acquaint&nceé. Each of these target persons fit one of the 8
sets of characteristics defined by the compléte créssfng of "male QS.

female" by "peer vs. older” by "like vs. dislike the person" (e.g.;

"describe 5 female, older than yourself, whom you dislike"). The
; i) , :

.experimenter, using a stop watch, allowed subjects exactly 2 minutes to

*

write each description, with a break -of 10-seconds between each one.

With the conclusion of the testing phase, the questionﬁaige booklets-

-

were collected, sﬁbjecté were thanked, provided with a written
. : . ]

debriefing abéuﬁ‘%hg experiment, and dismissed.

‘ A : .
Manipnlation of the independent variables. The independent

"practice bersop“ item. The gpecificfkinds of persons subjects were
asked to describe were defined by the complete crossing of the two

relationship-context variables, "spacing of interaction" and

‘requal-unequal interdependence" (status). This produced six different

sets of instructions identifying fpr¢ctice pefsona"L These were (1) for

"superordinate/massed” - "you interact with this person as a subordinate

-~
R
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-

(that is, you are lower status or less powerful)" and "&ou interact with
this person reasonably often (at least twice a week); (2) for "
"equal/massed" —ﬂ"you interact with this person as 32_3353_; and “fou
interact with this person ieasonably often (at least twice a week)"; (3)
for "subordina&g/massed" - "you interact with th;gvpefson as a superior
(that is, you are higher in status or more powerful)" and "you interact
with~this person reasonably often (at least twice a week)" (4), for
"superordinate/spaced" - "you interact with this person’gi a subordinate

I3

that is, you are of lower status or less powerful)" and "you do not

interact with this person very often (less than once a week)"; (5) for

-

"equal/spaced” - "you interact with this person as an equal" and."you do

not -interact with this person very often (less than once a week)"; and

(6) for "subordinate/spaced" - "you interact with this person as a
superior (that is, you are higher in status or more powerful)" and "you

do not interact with this person very often (less than once a week}".

Both "practice persons" described by any given subject fit the same
"reLatioﬁship-context" condition, but varied in how long sgbjects had
known them. Subjects were to write about one "0ld" acquaintance

_{someone they hdad known for at least 3 months) and one "new"
° -
acquaintance (someone they had recently met, i.e., in the last 2 or 3

’

¢ ’ -
months). Thus, "length of acquaintance" was manipulated ;¢
- ’

¢ . . »
within-subjects, and the order of presentation of this factor was

randomized” across suﬁjects. Subjects were also required to describe
persons of €heir own gender. Additional instructions for each “practice
person" included a request that descriptions be detailed and

comprehensiée, and a list of examples in order to facilitate subjects’

choices of persons to describe. To illustrate, subjects in the "massed

.
-



‘interaction, superordinate other" condition were presented with the
. N - ’q
instruction sheet shown in Appendix A prior to writing their "practice

} . . r
person™ description. An.identical instruction sheet with the ™b"

. characterpstics changed to "you have known this person for some time
By ~

.

e e S e oM™ Y T

(more than 3 months)" would be used to specify the seccnd "practice

person" to be described by subjects in this conditicn.
. . . - ! -
- 3. Dependené Variables

-

\
‘ Several measures of the structural aspects of subjects' cognitive

person constructs were derived from subjects' free response descriptiens
[

of the referent persons. The same indices of structure are used here

-

and in Study 2, so the procedures for obtaining these measures will he

described in detail at this time. . (

o

O

: First, each déscription was content-coded using a taxonomy for
. persoﬁ concepts developed by Fiske & Cox (1979). This classification

-
scheme allows categorization of terms and phrases within a description

into one of six concept types: _"appearance" concepts, "behaviour"

concepts, "relationship" concepts, "context® concepts, "origin".

-
.

concepts, and "personal properties" concepts. '
Based upon Heider's (1958) assumption that perceptions of objects

and people are basically similar in structure, Fiske and Cox (1979)

. .lO ) ! -

devised a taxonomy for categorizingSperson concepts by adapting Anglin's
&

(1977) work in the area of object perception. Specifically, each of the
- - ¢ 9
! "person cancept" categories identified by Fiske and Cox corresponds

conceptually to one of the six categories for describing objects ¢

o e ———

identified by Anglin. These are, "what the objects look like"

(appearance), “"what they do" (behaviour), "what one does with them"

(relationship), "where one finds them" (context), "where they come from"

e pompe s e i S
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(origin), and "what the objects are like internally" (personal
rproperties). Tn order to facilitate the coding of person descriptions,

eaq?\aé;lept category is subdivided\into smaller units (see Appendix B).

The classification scheme developed for person concepts appears to

Y

have adequate interscorer reliability. On a randomly selected sample of

22 out of 138 descriptions, Fiske & €ox .(1979) feport .little variation

]
in scoring between different judges. In the present experiment, the

interjudge agreement in classifying attribute terms and phrases into
concept subcategories was 82% on a random sample of 15 out of 120

descriptions.

Y

An interesting feature of this taxonomy is the relative

abstractness of the various concept categories. "Appearance" concepts,
for example, describe direcﬁly observable and concrete attributes of the
referent person; whereas, "personal properties", which involve inferred
dispositional characteristics such as attitudes and personality traits

represent nonobservable and relatively abstract attributes of the

v
,

‘referent person (Fiske & Cox, 1979). "Behaviour" concepts may be placed
somewhere in between the concrete and abstract gxtre?es of "appearance"
and "properties" concepts, since observable actions often require some

degree of elaboration béfore they can be, articulated, such as, for

"

example, when metaphorical descriptions of behaviour are used -- "she

moves, like the wind".

L4

It is proposed that the following order of the éixéconcept

Pl

categories is a reasonable representation of their relative positions,
along a dimdnhsion of increasing‘abstractnesst (1) appearance, (2)-

context, (3) origins, (4) behaviour, (5) relationship, and (6) personal

properties. This ordipal ranking is based on the present author's



»

intuitions. Some post hoc support for the ranking, howevér, was

T

obtéined_from a sample of 58 male and female undergraduates in

introductory psycholegy. -These students were presented with a-booklet

containing 72 descriptive terms and phrases (twelve from each of the six

concept cat®gories), which were fandomly selected from 50 person

descriptions that were themselves randomly selected from all of the

J

descriptions obtained in Study 1 and Study 2. The students were asked

to indicate which of the six category names best defined each

descriptive item, and then to rate the item on a six-point scale ranging

from»"highiy concrete" to "highly abstract”™. The instructions to
éﬁbjects included definitions of "concrete" and "abstract" (Paivio,

Yuille, & Madigan, 1968), as well as how these terms can be applied to

\
N

person attributes (see Appendix D)‘\ Acrass all 72 items, the mean

agreement between the respondents’ classifications of the items to the .

’,

six categories and the experimenter's classifications was 84%. This

provides some additional support for the reliability of the Fiske and

. Cox taxonomy. Further, subjects" ratings of the 72 items on the

concrete-abstract dimension tend to support the proposed abstractness

rankings of the concept categorigé; In Table l:\it can be seén that

'

the proposed order of categories is generally preserved in the means,

|

modes, and ranges of subjects' abstractness ratings fof_the items within

each CaEegory. Thus, there is some comsensus validity for the proposed

ofdering of the categories in terms of their abstractness.

Two of the dependent measures of structure in person knowledge were

derived directly from the .content-analyses of the description§ using

Fiske and Cox's taxonomy. The first of these was a measure of

differentiation, which cohsisted of the total number of person co;cepts

I3
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o Table 1
N -

5 s

Descriptive éfqtistics for.concrete abstract ratings of

72 person descriptors as.a function of their ‘previous
classification using the Fiske & Cox (1979) gaxonomy for

" person concepts.

2 N
4

> -

‘s

Personal Properties 4.4 4.4

I "l
Rgfsoq‘Concgpt ‘ ‘ Statistics
Catégory . Mean + Mode S.D. Range
Appearance T I.78% - 1.5 " .549 1.0-3.5
g , c - . "
Context N 2,12 * 2,4 .846 1.0=5.7
- N - ‘r . "
Origins ' 2.62 221 ..959 1.3-5.7
Behaviour ) 3.7 3.6 ,681 2.1-5.1
1] N »
Relationship 4.1 4.4 .688 2.3-6.0
'720 2. 8-5-8

£

-
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‘

’"properties" times '6')., Pinally, all ‘of these ﬁeighted proportions
R ¢

-

provided in t e description (across all categories). Differentiation '
o a ‘

was_also examined by calculatlng the number of person concepts within

each category; which provided a more€ fine—g:!ined approach“to this

structuraI‘characteristic. ‘

. The wrthin;gategory frequencies were also used to éet a sense of.

how -abstract the descriptions‘kere. #®Rather than simply comparing the

n . ~ -

-

number of concepts'in‘relatively eoncrete -categories to the number og

"concepts in relatively abstract categories, a single index representing

tbe-overall abstraction of the description was calculated. First, the
ey ) S

proportipn of the total;number of_concepts within the description that

fell into each category was calculated. Next, each category's "

-Rercentage was multlplfed by the category's ordlnal posrt10n of

[})
1ncrea51ng abstractness (e.qg., X% of concepts in “appearance tlmes ',
° - - »

Y% of concepts in "behaviour"” times '4’, andlZ% of concepts in ‘

/

S

were’ gummed to produce an index of abstraction. Theoretically; this
] . L . *

prbceétre medha that a normal distréhption of !bstraction scpres,
. - 7

< # - . . . -
ranging from 1.0 to 6.0, is possib}e.- The least abstract descriptions

-\

wili-have the largest proportion of person concepts in relativer

»

coocrete catedories;"whereas ‘the most abstract descriptions'will have
‘ -
‘ the 1argest proportion of concepts in relatively abstract categories.

A third measure was the jddged tntegration ‘of the descrxptxon.

This was a. subjectzve estimate of how well the perceiver managed to

interweaye‘the various attnibute; of the target person into an organized

‘e

' 'dholel resolvirg inconsistent and.contradictory information. This

~

measure was adaptbd from Radke-Yarrow & Canpbell {1963). It consiste&

of a 7-point scale with higher values representing higher judge

-
& . Y

.U

0o 2

o

<
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integration. (See Appendix E for a copy of the scale ana accompanying

)

© criteri® for the ,assignment of an integration score.) 1In Study 1l; the

interjudge reliability for judged integration on a random sample of 25

- descriptions was r '= .88,

Another dependent measure was the complexity of the structure of

o

person:knowledge. This index was an additive combination of.the

standardized differentiation scome (across all categories) and the

a

standardized judged integration score.

A fifth, and final, dependent measure was the judged desirability
. L

3 .

« e

of the person description. The-pos

P

sible range of scores on this measure

o

was -3 to +3. The instructions and criteria for assessing the overall

favourifility of a description are presented in Appendix F. 1In Study 1,

-

. - g

the intérjudge #liability for judgéd desirability on a random sample of

. . to ° . J to !
25 descriptions was r = .90. e . : ”

Wt e

oo

re”
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Results

1. Levels of significance and error rates.
v

All main effects and interactions were tested at the .05 level of’

u

[

significance. Because of the exploratory nature of the research, it was

felt that adopting an error rate per family of comparisons of .20 for a

posteriori mean compérisons provided adequate protection'agaihst Type 1.

Q .~
¢ errors without unduly inflating the chance of committing Type II. errors.

4

: © _, bepending upon the number of levels and factors involved in the

parti¢ular effect, the error.rate per comparisod'ranged from .03 to

~

.003.

‘

-

2. Structure of Person Knowledge

'

«

Preliminary analyses including subjects' gender as a factor

revealed significant gender main effects and/or interactions on every

-

~

measure. Thus, all but the differéntiation results are based upon 2

s . v BT Bt TR s o

Yil(subjeoes'-gendgr) X 2 (spacing of interaction) x 3 (status of referent

person) ; 2 (length of acquaintance) analyses of variance invodving
£ 3, »

X . P 2 . s
simultaneous least squares estimation procedures. The differentiation
data were analyzed by adding«“person concept category!" into the design,

as a second within-subjects fact? with 6 levels. ’s a result of ‘having

s

; two';epeatéd measures factors (length’ of acquaintance was the other),
and-one with so many levels, numerator and denominator degrees of L

- f}qedom for effects involving these factors were rather dramatically
- > e
‘. R T . . o .
inflated. In addition, the probability of heterogeneity of variances
L] ) . .
. a and covariances'was‘quite high. Thus,. the Geisser-Greenhouse ¢

adjustment for degrees of freedom was used to test the éignificance of

14

57
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2
’

F-ratios (see Kirk, 1968; Myers, 1979). This is an exatt adjustment,

A

which is internal-to the BMDP Biomedical Computer Program (1979).

‘Differentiation. The analysis of the "fine-grained" ’

differentiation measure (i.e., using within-category frequencies)
* revealed several main effects and interactions. First, there was a main .
. ’

effect for category usage, F(2,83) = 55,63, p < .001, indicating that

.

perceivers described others on the basis of "appearance" (M = 5.4),

"behaviour” (M = 3.2), "relationship” (M = 3.0), and "personal property"
. ‘ - Y
(M = 3.4) concepts, to the near exclusion of "context" (M = .5) and

B

“origins" (M = .4) concepts. A main effect for "length of
-acquaintance", F(1,48) = 19,98, é < .001, imdicated thag, as expected,
across categoriqsi descriptions of "old" aiquaintapces‘(ﬂ = 2.9) were
more Qifferentia;ed than descriptions of “néw" acquaintances (M = 2.44}.
Also, as expected, descriptions of acquaintances from "massed" Q
encounters (M = 2.9) were mort diffpréngiatéd thap descriptions of

™

acquaintances from "spaced" encounters (M = 2.4), F(1,48) = 4.36, p <

e S ’
.05, A curious finding was‘that fefales used more concepts to describe
B ,\‘

their acquaintances than did males (M '=.2.9 and M = 2.5, regctively) ’
F(1,48) = 4.54, p < '.04, There were no opbqr,siqnificgnt main effects
for differgntiation.

| gach of these main effects, ﬁowever, was qualified by a

¢ )
second-order inte¥action. A "concept category” by "length of

AN
acquaintance” interaction, F(3,158), = 3.34,‘2.< .02 (séde Figure 2),
'revegled tﬁ(t descriptions of ‘old” acquaintances included significantly
more "appearance” (t(158) = 2:84, P < .0l) and "properties” (t(158) =—
3.98, p < .Odi) concepts than. did descriptions of "new" acquaintances.’
The "gehder"'and »gpacing of interacééop" main effects were qualified -

b d
, -
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by an interaction of these two factors, F(1,48) = 6.62, p < .02, which
ingicated that females' descriptions of acquaintances from "massed"
encounters were more differentiated than either females! descriptions of
acquaintances from "spaced” encounters or males' descriptions of
agquaintance§ irrespective of the massed-spaced factor {(p < .03).
A_QOSteriS;i t-tests revealed no éifferences among the means of the
latter three conditions (see Figure 3a). Finally, there w;s a

.
significant four-way interaction involving “"gender", "concept category",
"length of acquainténce",‘and "status of referent person"; F(3,158) =
2.23, E‘< .04, which was not readily interpretable (see Figure 4).

<

Judged Integration and Complexity. As with differentiation,

"gender" and "spacing of interaction" main fffects, as well as "gender"
by "spacing" sinteractions, were manifested on the measures of

integration and complexity (see Appendix J, for the ANOVA source

.

tables). The similaritzﬁgh the pattern of these results can be seen by

referringqto‘Figure 3 (a’through c). These results show that females

described acquaintances from "massed" encounters in a more integrated

N s, -

‘ F- . ~ . -
and complex fashion than acquaintances from "spaced" incounters, and

that the ,"female-massed" descriptions were more integrated and complex

. )
- 0

.‘thaﬁ'were males’ descriptions of:githex "massed" or "spaced"

.

: : 3 ' )
acquaintances. 'Compariaoné'of the cell means revealed that, indeed, the

5

)
L

* & .o Ny .
"female-massed" cell was significantly different fxom the remaining

. »

. . three cells (p <-.03), which were-not different from each other.

~ a
e 2 .

o>

Analysis of "the judged inteyration data ‘further revealed a
) 3, . .

significant "gender"” by‘"téferent p&féon status” by “"length of
acquaintance” interaction, §f2,48)‘= 3.99, p < .03. The means for thik

N - - , ]




a) DIEFERENTIATION o331
A ~
3t h

.(249)

‘Number“of
Concepts

2 -

N
b) JUDGED INTEGRATION

A

5t

a © TN 0(408)
.——/“'Fg(aﬁsz)

integration

3 - . ,

c) COMPLEXITY
) .

. . , o——o0 temale
1.5 , e—e male

10

‘Complexity:

*Coang

e massed | spaced u
SPACING OF INTERACTION .

..
. L +
a .

Figure 3. The interaction of “spacing of inter-
action” by “"gender” on (a)differentiation,
(b) integration, and (¢) complexity of
person descriptions.
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interaction are presented 'in Table 2a. Mean comparisons revealed no

significant differences between- any of the cells, héwever,'ss*Tﬁ is

Y

difficult to interpret the source of the interaction.

Level of Abstraction. A similar "gender" by "referent person

status” by "length of acquaintance! interaction was evidenced on the

)

measure of abstractioh of descriptions, F(2,48) = 3.25, p <.05. From

Table 2b, it can be seen that females' descriptions of "new equals" were

significéhélyvmore‘abstract than females' descriptions pf both "new
¢ ’g‘_) - A
’
subordinates" and "new superordinates", and more abstract than males'
. %
description§*of "new equals” and "old subordinates" (p < .003). In

»

addition to this uninterpretable thyee-way interaction, there was a

N n

"spgcing of interaction” by "length of acquaintance" interaction,
5(1,48) = 4,22, p.< .05, which indicated that the descriptions of “old"

acquaintances from "massed" encounters were more abstract (M = 3.8) than "

either the descriptions of "old" acquaintgnces from."spaced" encounters

. -

(M = 3.5) or "new" acquaintances‘;egarﬂless of the spaciflg between

en?gﬁntgrs ("massed” M = 3.5 and "spaced" M = 3.6) (p < .03). This '’
= : <.

-,

e,

latter interaction provides some support for the expected impact of
M . . .

faﬁiliarity on abstractness (Specifically, within "massed” encounters).
? ! ’

Judged Desirability. Finally, as predicted, the analysis Eevealed
a main eff?ct for "referent person status” on the judgEd desirability of
the person descriptions, F(2,48) = 6.8, B'<'.003. Mean comparisons
indicated that descriptions of ”supgrordinate"‘(ﬂ = 1.49) and fequal” M -
= 1.63) acquaintances were significant}y ﬁore faVbufable than .

descriptions of "subordinate"” ;cquaintances (ﬂv= -6Tb03) ﬁ3(48)’=‘2.26,

P < .04 and t(48) = 2.462, p < ..02, respectively). Descriptions of

"superxordinate” and 'equéfbeacquéintances did not différ from one
-
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Table 2

Judged integration (a) and level of abstraction (b) as a function

of "subject's gender"”, "length of acquaintanc¢e",” and "status of
referent person®. '

> B ' ‘

2(a) Judged Integration -- Range 1-7

Referent Person

Gender Familiarity Superordiate Equal Subordinate
Fémale ola - 3.67 , 5.25 4.92
New - - 4.67 " 4.13 4.74
Male old 4,29 3.33 3.89
New 3.46 4,17 . . 4.5
a .
b ] ) W ¥,

1

2(b) Level of Abstraction -- Range 1-6

'
T

Referent Person

Gender Familiarity Superordinate Equal Subordinate
Female ord 3.49ab 3.96ab 3.83ab
~ New 3.31b 4.1l4a - 3.36b
Male o1d 3.72ab 3.72ab 3. 26b
New 3.43ab 3.41b 3.47ab‘

) K
In 2(b), means not sharing a subscript.’ are significantly different
(B < .003).
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¢ ©  canother in desirability. This main effect was qualified, however, by a
"gender" by "referent person stétus" by "length of acquaintance"
in%eraction,.§(2,48) = 4.9, p < .02, As can be seen in Figure 5, the
tendency was for descriptions of "superordinate" and "equal"”
acquaintances to be more favourable than descriptions of "subordinate”
acquaintances, except for females' descriptions of "superordinates" who

t

are "new" acquaintances. The discrepancy of this one cell from the

~

general pattern is not readily interpretable.

re
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. - ... Discussion ' -

“ 4 v

.The- results of the first‘stuéy prov1ded several 1ﬁggrest1ng
findings. Eirst, ﬁhere was good support for the hypathesized evaluative
* ? . . ! ) ! BN '
effects of the "interpersonal™ aspect of relationship-context on person

.

. . knowledge. As expected, the nature of the interdependence between the
perceiver and the perceived (i.e., whether tﬁey were "equal® or

b } . 1.
"unequal” in status and'poGer) affecteg the favourability of the person

descriptions. This effect occurredseonly in ome direction of inequality,
> - . ) . .
. . * - (q -
.. however: the descr{ptions of "subordinate" others were substantially
less favourable than descriptions of either "superordinate" or "equal"

) I
~

, . . referent persons. v

N -

. This finding can be intekpreéed in'ap least two wéys:a First,

perhaps subordiqate roles are less desirable and are associated with
. borsng or ienial tasks, which afford persons in these sbciai'positions

T L . * .
little opporﬁunity to display -their more. attractive personal attributes. =

~
L[]

Alternatively, it is possible that subjects in’this study selected

undesirable or disliked targetsvwhen asked to'think of a "gubordinate”.,

»

In other words, the less favoufane descrzptxons of lbwer ‘status persons

b -

»

Pt ’ may‘have reﬁlectedlblther aspecta_cf tbe 501e ;tself'bx the Egrsons who |

were selegted as qxemplars of. such rples.- ” ~, K

5,

In Study 2, subjects w1th;p dyads‘w111.‘§ ranéom;y assigned to

either "superordxnate" (independent of their partner), "equal", oF
. : . o -

' 'Bubordlnate" (dependent on their partner) rdlgﬁ in a problem—solvxpg

' situation.. In this case, only the roles thenselves can affect the

resultant impressions. Further, as well as providing free response .

. S,

' descriptions of each -otlier, dyadic partners will alsé complete a series

*a

v e -




R ) v -
o ™

) . “ Y- .
. . ‘\ e . . Y . . -

‘ of bipolar traityattribution scales and will rate their liking for each

! .other. ' These measures will allow a'more thorough examinapion of the

Jpossible eyaluatiVe iﬁbli¢;£ions ofn"interdepedﬁencg" (stgtus).

v ) ' ?hé”result; of Stqéy l'also showed a cgnsist;ht, thod§h.unexpected,
tendéncy for females to provide highly elabofatéé.imp?éssion; of

IS

- a . . " 2 -‘
acquaintances from "massed" encounters. Their descriptions of such

persons were more diffeféntiated, more integrated, aq@ more complex than

> -

were females' descriptions of ac aintances from "s aced" encounters,
] qu , SP %

and were more differentiated, inpegraﬁed, and complex than were males' -

£

.\descriggioné of éfther’"massed“ or "spaced" acquaintances. Perhaps

o there is something about females as elther perceivers ‘or targets (recall

- %
tpgzﬁzzahles,described other females and males described~males) which

b

éhhgnces the elaboration of structure w1th17 "massed” encounters For

S—

4

,
9

example, females did tend to be more cognitively complex than males in

- ) a Y . '
Study l, accordlng to their scores, but thls dlfference was not
( ’ ' 7
- SLgnlflcant, nor were coqnltlveiy complex ' females djsproportionately

- represented 1n.the "massed interaction” conditions (see Appendlx J for.

L]

.- _.ANOVA pource tables for RCQ data in Study 1).
.- - A more plausible explanation is that’ the manipulation of the .

»

"spacing of interaction” in Study 1 was cgnfounde& with “faﬁiliarify",

2N ‘ at least for females. That is, female subjects ‘may have selected

K ) ”massed”’acquaintances whom they kng&‘uery well, whereas male subjects

. t may have been less likely to do)sq, If this interpretatlop is valld,

* then "“spacing of znteractlon" (massed’ vs. spaced) and “length of

acquaintance' (old vs. new) ‘may have begn esgsentially redundant

. L ".- /\4
\ wanipulations for the females. ’ . £, .

-

- . hd

To'rexplore tﬁisoposéibility, the épecifié target peggzzf/fﬁht were

‘

. u . ’ w < ' 7
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selected by subjects were examined. As might be expected frém the

e
1

interpretation suggested above, females were much more likely to select

©

relativesa. as tergefs in the "massed™ co swere males. " For -~

-

for at least

.
Y

example, when "8sked to describe someone they had kn
* + ' o ® .

three months (an' "0ld" acquadintance), females selected relativesf?k} of
the4}imépas a "masSed"- acquaintance but only '27% of the time as a
- * -
"spaced". aequaintance; the corresponding percentages for males were only

'—

25% and 8}. ot _ .
r ' , : , :
. Thus, as a rxesylt pf<this peculiar éonfounding of the "“gender",

» - a ' .
“spaéiég of interabtion“, an&~ﬂ1ength of acquaintance” variaﬁﬁes, the:

majority of findihgé in Study I seem basically ihterﬁretahle\as

"familiarity‘ effects. 'For examplé, the "gender" by "massed®vs.” spaced"

4 . ' [ J . . ’\:’ ‘

interactions on differentiation, Aintegration, and complexity may reflect
L] . N : o

that females selected véry familiar "massed” targets but relatively
. . . .~ : ,

unfamiliar "spaced“ targets,'while malee‘selected relatively unfamiliar

) targets in both conditioms. - As a result,aéhe "female-massed”

-

by . - * - ” v .
descriptions we,more elaborated than were-those in the other

. cesc . : e T £ , .
L 1 - o -
conditions. ° » . . . ,\\‘AC;(/

In. Study 2 “massed vs. epdbed encountefb“ and "length of : ,‘

*

acquaintance' w11L be orthu‘.hally manipulated. This should eliminate

i -~ 2

’ any - confoundings oﬁ these variables, at ieast at thB‘ObJeCtIVé level,

. . ..

'and allow a clearer egamination of the, independent impact og ttfee .
™~
factors on person knawiedge. o) S .

- - -.4 L. =0 [}
{ - - »

Thd relults of Stuay 1 alno ;evealéd some of themexpectéd effects °

of"l.ngth of. chneintanea' apart. fran the qpurioua familiarity e:fects

U

) .nmtiqq !tp- the...hovc-described contoundmgs, As eupeeted,

s ;

L

o,

r - A ‘\
' ’ -"P, .
'H.‘ PR o » "'i" I ' o \’ ‘:_ -3
’ ' - l - RV P
5 - i - A - . § = . e e

.
& owe , .

ductutiou of "old' aéqlu:l.nﬁmcca i:heh;dpd‘ nore eonceptl- (i e., were



70

“ a

-

more diffefentiatedY €5ad the descriptions of'“new"lacquaintances. \
Interestingly, as revealed by the comparisons within the categories of
concepts;;the descriptions of familiar persons involwed more -
*aPpearance" ‘and "groperties" concepts than did the descriptions of less
* familiar pecsons (see ﬁigure 2).. The expectation of greater abstiection
in pereoﬁ)knowledge as familiarity increaseslwqgld clearly predict the
obtained iﬁcrease in "properties" concepts; but‘not necessarily the

@

obtained increase ifi "appearance" concepts. Further discussion of such

2

* familiarity effects will be reserved untii the results of Study 2 Have

+ H
>

~, been presented, since the releyvant facfors, are more precisely and
L} . * * . *

.

. ] -
’ obtained evidence relevant to each of the "tentative hypotheses”

3 - "’
orthoggnally manipulated in t).experiment. v

. To summarize the results of Study 1, then, %et'us consider the

' presented in the Introduction. Hypothesis la predidted fhat

>

.

1nterpersonal interdependence (status) would affect the evaluative tone

o

of subjecﬁs' imﬁressions. This hypothesis received support, although

the precise nature of the obtained effects did not conform exactly to
\ . . -

the expected“pattern.' Hypothesis lb predicted that status,would'eleo
affect the differentiation of scojects: impressions. This hypothesisg

.

was not supported. Hypothesis 2a predicted ;haftdiffeientiation would
be greater for "magged” than for “spaced” acquaintanceshipx partners. -
B B + ’

This, hypothesis' was confirmed by a main effect in-the analysis of the

differentiation measure, but was also qﬁalified byf"gendex intetaction.

Specifically, fenales’tdescriptions coﬂforned to-the eioected pattern,
but males' descriptions did not. k§potﬁesis b ptedicted less

4ntegration in the déacriptions of 'nassedJukhan "spaced® .

acquaintancelhip partnarb. This hypothesis was not supported Indeed,

] + . N

"
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females' descriptions of "massed" acquaintanceship partners were more
N » 7 . ‘ ) -

integrated than. "spaced" acquaintanceship partners, while males revealed
. ¢

no integration differences bgtwéen massed vs. Spaced partners.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that objective familiarity (in terms of length of

acq!ainiance) would increase the differeqtiation, integration,
complexity, and abstraction of sﬁbjects' impressions, as well as having

%ossible evaluative effects. This hypotheésis received some support,

specifically for the diffé‘&fziation and abstraction predictions.

-

Further, a number of other patterns in the data seemed interpretable as

"familiarity" effects. Finally, hypothesis 4a and®4b predicted that 8

greater faﬁiliarity (i.e., "0ld" acguaintances) would increase/ the
expected impact of the other factors on person knowledge stryctures,

.rélative to the "new" acquainfances. Neither of these.hypot esés ’

received any direct support.

In general, then, the gimpler or more basic predictions received

)

relatlvely good support in the first study, whereas the iore complex =

14

p&ed;ctions fared less well. Exper;ment 2 ulll permlt an assessment of .

the relzabzlity of the obta;ned flndlngs, while utlllzlng a more " - v

. .J

,controlled and prec1se methodology
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. partners and the experimenter was necessary in order to arrange ..

STUDY 2

Method

1. Introduction and Overview

-

Study 2 was a methodological elaboration and conceptual replication
o °

of Study 1. In essence, the context of acquaintance was conprblled more

directly in Study 2- than in Study 1. Subjects, who were strangers to

“ - .
. each other, were paired to form dyads and then engaged in direct,

& ; .
face-to-face interaction within experimentally created e
"relationship-contexts". Relationship-contexts weré defined by

"orthogonally manipulating the "spacing ofﬂinteract;on" between the

z

members of a dyad and the “eéuality vs. inequality" of the pai;'s
‘interdependence. In 'addition, the number of eneounteres between wdyad

members, or their 'objecéive familierity“ with each other, was varied

between different greups of dyads. The experimepta% manipulations of

relationship-context and familfarity factors in Study 2 afforded greater
N . - ﬂ
operational precisiom than the, cross-sectional manipulations of these

i)

variables ;n,Sfudy l. As a consequence, many of the confourlings among

variables that clouded Study -1 were eliminated in Study 2, at least atAe
¢ g g ‘

’

the 'objective"llevel.

The design ﬁﬁd implementation of the second experiment were
. . & ' ( * ¢

somewhat more conplicated'thad Study 1. * For one thing, subjects, in
P , ! . ! 3
.,dyads,'were run indivi@ually'instEad of mass-tésted. Aleo; in the .

multiple-session conditions, a certain amount of negotiation among dyad

A

R H . - ? . \ .
- sqbseqpenﬂ':essions that met the demands of the experimental design as, -

) . n. . P B -
R e e { e ™
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, limitations on the procedures for recruiting subjects precluded

these indiwidual differences have any direct relevance for acquainting

»

)

- two uninterrupted hours were rgquired in the singie sessions, whereas

7," . from 35 minutel'b% 90 minutes,per s®sion.. Since .u51EC€E wlre aware of

-straightforward. . . \ o

:preliminary analysee. In addition, practical and iﬁstiputionel .

°randcmiéation~wi;h,resbect to the "objective familiarity" variable.

ISubjeéps "self-selected” to participate in either one, two, or three

.were not any more or less cogmitively complex in the "interpersonal”

‘domain than weremmuAtiple-session subjecé!, according ;6 their'RéQ

+

well as the persoﬁal timetables of everyone concerned. By and large,

i

though, -scheduling subsequent sessions proved to be relatively

. . .
. \
, -

The design complexities wére due to factor nestings and the

-

incorporation of several "control groups", which were used in
. 3

-

pa

- ) " ‘
sessions of the experiment. :

LN

-

Although there may have been,dispositiénal biases that affected

volunteeribg for different numbers of sessions, it seems unlikely that '

v
2

¢
4

A

or person perception. For instance, subjects were not aware that

participation in the experiment“involved’faqe-to-face interaction with

another subject when they volunteered. Also, single-session subjects
= ‘a f 4 d N

i N rs % -
¥l L)

@

gcores (see Appendix J for the relevant ANOVA source table).

There were, however, differences’in experimentab credits offered to‘

- »
L

L4
i

single~session versus multiple-session participants, as well as -’ Jv—;y/é
- . .q

differences in the per session timéﬁcommitments required of volunteers.

e

Single-sessiop participants received two experimental credits, whereas

nultiple-lession participangs received three credits. In terms of time,

VIR |

’ -

v . f - R

participation in multiple sessions iﬁvofved time commitments rangin§

4

- " ‘.
. ¥
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. these differences between -single sessions and multiple sessions, it
seems likely that subjects "self-selected" to paﬁﬁicipate in the number

of sessions that was mostlgdﬁpatible with their credit needs and

L

,timetables. Thus, despite the lack of randomization of subjects with

v

' . . =~ .
respect to the number of sessions ("objective familarity") variable, it

seems unlikely that single-session and multiple-éessioﬂé participéhts
differed on dimensiqns,;mportantiio acquainsing and person ﬁerception5

Nevertheless, familiarity effects in Study 2 should be interpreted with

"~ gome degree of caution. = .- ° o,
- . . n -
Further complicating the design of the second experiment was the

fact that the final samplé'of subjects caﬁe from two different

[

populations of introductorynpsychology uﬁdergfhduates? Approximately

half were from 'the winter (of final) term ofsone academic year, while
the other half were from the fall (or fifst) term of éhe next academic

14

. Year. The summer termk\which does not have. a suitable subject pool,

~ - - N~ -
» .

separated these two terms. \ , . IRV

1

v

v
[ RLUAE

» - 4
»
STy

o differ between these two samples of subjects. e ppulations éétej

’

composed of inéividuals from the same range of soéio—cultural milieux.

There were no szgnifxcant social or polztlcal occurrences durlng the

B /

interimsseparating the two terms. Finally; and most\import?htly, -

preliminary analyses revealed ne differences between the two groups on’
»

4 . o . * . .

the major depéndent variables,(see Appendiﬁ G). fhe-aata, therefore,
v were combined for Q}d subseqﬂbnt analyses. *One consolatLon ig the
) increhsed ganeri}{zability that arises’ frqp the sampling of ‘subjécts’

from different/bopulations. , o °

- b

' The He#hod for Study 2 is divided into neveralaiections. First,

T
/

~ -

R > M TR
Theoretically, there is little tor suggest that ."acquainting" would
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' the "Subjects" are described, followed by the "Materials" used in the

-

\

) thg.éix groups defined by érgss}hg *gender" with. the, "number ;f

»

experiment. The "Subjects" section includes a discussion of the
procedureé for schedpling experimental sessions and for forming dyads.-

In the "Design" section, the single-session and multiple-sessions

, j '~
conditions are considered separately. Single-sessipn conditions wer
. ] .

w

“ used in a "control group" sense, to rule out a potential problem

introduced by the way that_"acquaintance" was operationalized. Parg of
the discuséion'of the single-session°conditions addresses the procedﬁies
that were hsed to incorpqrate the single-session groupé-into the overall
anaiyses of variance for Study 2. ,fhe multiple-sessions conditions are
m;;esented ge%t, an? are followed by a discussion of the factor nestings
in th?,Aesign of the seconq;experiment. The "Procédure" of the

exberiment, includ;ng the manipulations of the.;ndependént variables, is

described after the "Design" section. Finally, the major dependent

measures are reiterated, and all additional - measures are described.

2. Subjects ‘ ) ' a

"One hup&red and forty-four undergraduates at the Uniyersity of

.

Western On;ario,,?Z'females and 72 males,.participated in Study 2 as » ’
part of their introductory péychology course requirements. Subjects

volunteered .to participate in eithex one; two, or threg’experimental b

~

sessiOns._ Provisions were made for recruiting forty-eight subjects, 24

1 Y .

‘of each:§ender,‘in each "number of éessionsf conditian:  Within each of
\ e A . ‘

-

) \ ’ S
segsions” (i.e.,-2 x'3), twelve dyads were formed by pairing the 24 ¢

[
- -

Can . ) . . . )
gdbjects in the group. Egch~memb9r of a dyad was designated "Member 1"

,ofr‘Hcmbe: 2",  Dyads were run ;niniduallyain,all gessions..

2
» o
. - v
R .
n - .- R M

y ‘3,&
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w Procedures for scheduling experimental sessions and for forming
-  dyads. A master .timetable for the experimental sessions was constructed
( prior to the recruitment of subjects.- The tiﬁ‘table was organized so as

Ay :
to maximize variation of the eyperimental conditions across all times of

2 !

the day and to facilitate the scheduling of additional sessions in

multiple-sessions conditions at times that ‘would be convenient for the
* A . +
v members of the dyad, without compromising the manipulation of the

%

) . "spacing of interaction" variable. ' Thus, marny "free periods" were

necessary in the timetable to’ provide an adequate number of alternative
~ ) . R
times for the scheduling of additional sessions in thé multiple-sessions

conditions.

S

S Experiment sign-up sheets were draf?ﬁd offering 72 initial time

slots to‘potentiai participants from the PsychoIbgy Department subject

' + 4
pool at U.W.0. One volunteer per séssion wase requestéh‘ on a 'sign-up

sheet. - In order to recruit two subjects for each session, a duplicate

~

of each sheet was also posted in the recruitment area.” A pair of

-

‘volunteers qualified as a dyad for the experimﬁ?t only if the
' . vy
_individuals were strangers to‘egch’othq;.3 If two volunteers for the

same time slot were at all acquainted with each other, they were awarded
. 3

. L4

. « ’ '
one credit for volunteering and were dismissed. Throughout the
4 - \

' ) ////(,,\‘ recruitment procedure, three pairs:of volunteers, two male ﬁéfrs and one

female pair, were eliminated for thié reason. These pairs were replaced

-~

'by re-assigning- the unfilled sessions later in the calendar and

S.

re-offering them to thepsubject pool. -

. . - It was intended that all data be collected during-the 12 weekg
. included in the oxiginal timetable 4Un£ortunatelf, the suﬁjeqt pool was
o ) ) -1 ‘ .

‘nearly depleted when.the“research was begﬁn, and only 35 pairs of

» . -
' -

\

.

.
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subjects had participated in the study by the end of the academic term.

P

The same scheduling procedures were therefore initiated when the new
N W

subject pool opened at the beginning of the next academic¢ year (the

Mymer term separated these two academic jearsY. Pairs of subjects were

run in the experiment’until the initial goal of 72 dyads (N = 144) was
\ o B - ) . . <

reached. ‘ 1 , .
. -

I 3

il It was initially feared that attrition from multiple sessions

conditions wou’h be a serious problem, but, in fact, only two dyads had

+

to be replaced becaﬁse a dyad member failed to return for a second or

third scheduled session. Rather, occasions when only one individual
’ volunteered for a particular session, or when one or more volunteers

" failed to appear for the initial, scheduled session, caused the major

~

recruitment difficulﬁies. Nevertheless, the goal of 144 subjects was
. &

<4
’

achievéd during the fall term of the second academic year. s

"3. Materials and ﬁquipment‘\ ' - 3

role-playing problems, with subject response sheets and pérformahce

:
§ - ' | The task materials included three "organizational/management™
i .

; ‘

feedback booklets. Two of the problems were adaptations of ‘Hupan

: : : . b S
¥ Synergisti'cs droup problem~solving exercises, the "Subarctic Survival®
‘Y (Eady & Lafferty, 1975) and the "Project Planning" scenerios (Boduch,

. Brown, Cangield, Eady, & Ldfferty, 1975), which are very diffe;ent in
. ' ¢

. . . .
The third task was an adaptation of an

content (see Appendix H).

'
[y

> : "in-basket-out-basket” memo task (Frederiksen, Jensen, & Beaton, 1972;
: " Shapiro & Dunbar, 1980 -- see Appendix H). All three tasks were ’
v amenable to scoring and allow the generation bf performance feedback

. 'that &as some n'seaning for an individual's organizational ability. It

should be poted, of course, that the precise nature of these‘ﬁroblems
& . - e 5 T ) .

’ . 5 »
. -
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was not zmportant”for the study -- they simply had to provide an-

4 ) .
opportunity for subjects to engage in. incidental acquaintance.
D ) . .
A Other‘egugpment included two -audio cassette tape recorders for
v . .
.recording subjects' verbal descrippions of their partners, and an

- ' b

Elecﬁro-yox audio intercom system. -~ The laboratory was composed of two
) S B .

- expeFimental rooms, each with chairs and a table, and a monitox-etntrol
b ‘v - Y “ \' -

. RN . -, . . o, .
room\to which both experimental rooms were connected via the intercom

. " ] LA - : f . '
, ™ system., % . _ ’ ,

»
a'e

4. ‘' Design

) L C . K ‘ -
Introduction. .A major goal of the present study was to examine the

5.

structural nature of person knowledge at vqfibus points in the natural

evolution of_acqhaintanceship between two persons. One way to do this

- "
» 4 ¢

Ny . . . [ .
would involve obtaining a series of impressionistic descrlpﬁlons of the

&
”

0
3

target person, over a periad of time, following interactions between the
M A N

'
v

perceiver and the. perceived, Althouéh this would be a powerful

f

procedure,’ it would alsd be reactive.’ That is, such a repeated measures
- - . A ' .

- El

approach might result in distortion of subjects' knowledgé about the

-~ ¢

target persons as a result &f having overtly categorized them several

-

. times (gf.} Higgins, Rholes & Jornes, 197%’ Higgins & hholes, r978). .

. [}

familiarity" ‘effects on person knowledge structures in a between-groups

design. .In the present experiment, this was accomplished by obtaining

© A

v .

dyad partners' descriptiopg of each othgi after either'one, two, or !

- -
- . .

three interaction encounfers. It was.assumed that the descriptions

obtained after one,'ﬁwo, or three encounters would be generally similar

*

tp the descriptions that might be obtained after one, two or three .

. .

¥

meetings in an ongoing, natural acquaintanceship. There is, however,

o ~ .
. . - . 'y . .

.

An alternative procedure, therefore, would be to examine "objective

»




. S
one fundamental difference between the perceivers in the ,prasent

A

experiment and perceivers in natural acquaintanceships: ' perceivérs in

'y T .
the present study did not expect any further intgéhgtiﬁb'with their ¢

[y

partners after they gave their descriptions of.{heg{iﬁhereas "natural”

perceivers would expect to interact-with thain’gdiationships partners

* [

. . ; , N ' '
again. To examine the possible importaqﬁéquifhls difference in
- OR
. 3~‘-.¢’\._
expected future, interactidns, half of”hﬁﬁ”éingle-session dyads were led
*
~.
' to expect future interaction, ‘The details of this design featurelggpe

Y 7

presented below.

Singlé-session conditions. Single-session subjects, in dyads, were
]

randomly assigned to one of four conditions defined by the complete

factorial crossing of 2 (expectation vs. no expectaﬁion for future
interaction) x 2 (equal vss unequal interdependence)., Obviously, the

"spacing of interaction" factor (massed vs, spaced) was not applicable
. i - «
to-thé single-session groups. Thusg, the full "mini-design" for .
. ‘ :
single-session groups, including "gender" and the "dyad\gember" nested

(33 » -
factor, was a 2 (female vs. mgge) X 2‘(expectation ?g'»n;\hégggfifion) X

2 (equal vs. unequal) x 2 (dyad ‘member 1 vs. 2) completely crossed
. - w * .
factorial with nésting."Preliminary analyses were conducted to examine

»

' whethe& expectations of future interaction affected subjects' knowledge
. ] L 'Y

structures for their ‘partners. ’
The 'fact that "spacing of interaction" was not part of the

single-session mini-design did not preclude the incorpﬁiation of

single~session conditions into the overall ANOVA design of Study 2.
. . . . 1
Following the procedure for "artificially crossing" control groups with
7.

. s [ ]
a main ANOVA design suggested by Himmelfarb (1975),. the single-session

groups were randomly divided*inio two groups 1maintaininé thx integrity
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of'the,equa£ vé. unequii manipula;ion, of course), which were then

A

randomly assigned to the levels of thé "spacing of interaction”
f}gy . -

: < )
variable. . “

-’ e

Multiple sessions, The subjects, in dyads, in two-sessions and

three-sessions groﬁbs were random}y ;ssigped to cne of the four
conditions resulting from the complete factorial crossing of the two
”relatipnship-cdntext" f;ctors -- "equal vs. unequal interdependence"
and "massed vs. spaced interactions”. By including "gender" and the
"dyad member" factor into the design, and bflincorporating the

“*i;ngle-sesgidn“ groups into the design artificially, Study 2 involved ;‘
2 (fem;le vs. male) x 2 (equal vs. unequal interdepeﬁdence) x 2 (massed
vs. spacéd encounters; X 3 (number of encounters -~ one, two, or three)
x 2 (dyad member 1 vs. 2) completely crossed, factorially designed

experiment, with a nested factor.. S &
[ 4

Factor nesting in the design. Although it was the responses of

individuals/;gat’ﬁere of interest in this study, subjects participatea

in pairs, involving face-to-face interaction. As a result of their

.

dynamic interactions, a real and statistical dependence existed be?ﬁéen

the respénses of paired individuals, especially since these responses

v v

. were their impressions of each other. As a consequence, the error term
o ’ . ’

-

for testing the main effects and interactions of the independent
variables had-to account for the .dependency of partnérs within dyads

(see Kirk, 1968, for a discussion of similar issuds with respect to

. hierarchical models). : ' 7

-

-

An Study 2, "subjects”, as the replication facE;;, was nested in

another random factqt, "dyad member désignation', which was then nested
. - -
in the goﬁbletéiy crossed, between-groups factors in the design. The

“ ' a -




variance associated with the "dyad member" ;a‘foh factor satisfied the

.

- statistical requirements for an error term that takes account of the

v Ll ° ) N .

dependency of partners' responses and was therefore used as the error

term for the between-sﬁbjects’factors. Nesting subjects in a "dyad

member" factor rather than simply a "ayad" factor (which equally

satisfies the statistical requirements) was also uséful in other ways.

-y ot N
¢ The planned comparisons between "independent", "equal”, and "dependent™
partners in acquaintanceships (see Hypotheses la and 1lb), for example,

&
were facilitated by designating all "independent" partners as "dyad

member 1" and all "dependent"™ parlners as "dyad member 2". Then, a

priori mean comparisons between "dyad member 1" and "member 2" within

-

"unequal" conditions tested, in a straightforward fashion, the impact of

&,

B e T ——

‘ . 4
_ "interdependency" differences between partners.

%

: : . 5. Procedure ’ . ]

Manipulation of "objective familarity". Subjects weré recruited,

. unknqwingly in pairs, for an experiment entitled "Processes in .
. : e ' : '
Orgdnizational/Management Probiem-solving”. When subjects volunteered,

. ] . . .
. they committed themselves to“either’ ope 2-hour session, two sessions of

-
-

1 hour and 99 minutes, respéct vely, or three sessions of 1 hour, 35

Coe . minutei; and 90 minutes, respectibely. Differences in the '"number of

sessions™, given that each session involved one interactive encounter

between dyad partners, constituted the manipulation of "objective N
&

familiarity”. Participation in one, two, or three sessions resulted in

one, two, or three encounters with another person who was initially a
T = . - ) -

stranger. ' AN .

.

*

o ooy Man;gulatipa of "massed vs. spaced intetagtion”:. Nheh;subjeqtq

L 4
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arniVedaét the laporatory, théy vefe’met[by a' male .. L . *
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experimenter. The experimenter introduced himself and made sufe that
the two subjects did not know €ach other. 'This was done by simply

asking them. Subjects were introduced and.then escorted to ‘an

Ve

S * was connected by intercom (with both transmitting and;reCeiving .
S . . .
.- ) L ) Y
capabilities) to a monitor/control room. Subjects wexe seated in the
X T A

A3

. ‘chairs directly facing each other across the -table. The experimenter<=

o 3 L . - L >
| sat in the third chair between the subjects.
N 1 2 - L. k A . PR
L -t .~ In "multiple-session” conditions,’the experimenter began by

v . : o7 . - ‘
i , L - ’ ' , 1)
. suggesting that "the three of us try.to arrange the other (two) :

) . . , '/"V .
éession(s) at times that would-be convenfent,for all of ds", Half the-
b i

'~ ‘ ¢

. dyads in each of the "objective famlllarlty conditions~were¢;anéqmly

' ¢

a551gned to elther "massed” or "spaced" encounters, In missed

e

[

w

that all of the sJ;sions Re "cbmpleted within 5 to ? days“k and then'
N

! ; ) .
P ~ with reference to a tlmetable oRr his cl1pboard, offered a ‘couple of .-
: k]

periods as goed",for him. It took approxlmately five mlnutes for :?e/
N * ~ . v. *

' g subjects‘and the experimenter to arrive at one (in "twq—encountér"‘

1 ! ! 0 !

L3
b4

- . " “9 o » ., - —~ H

' conditions) or two (in-"three-encounter". conditions itional time .
» X r . . " ’

. . periods thatWwere mutually satisfactory t€ all.-” "

- v L . - .o -

7 - ’ N \ . r o, . ‘

} N * “ Y = L “
: o
’ ’ : sessions should be "separated by about one week", and ther offexed a
. X ’ . . - N~ ‘ ) »
) ® <« ° . \ L s . € . ’ ”

.o couplé of periods from the' following week .as "qo?d"";S} hig.” In
h e . 8 i L]

T .n ‘"iﬁo-encbuntef‘ conditions,.one_additaenal sesgion wa
( xnext week. in "thre;-eneounnerC]co:d1tﬁons, two additional. sessxons

. + » . were Arrenged with each pepafhted vy aJ least one week #: - .
o o .‘f | . P v S

L t

¢t

- ‘e - 7 .
. experimental room. In the”tpom\was a tablé and ﬂ&ree chairs. The room,

L. . encounters condltxons ", thg,experlmenter»1nd1cated that 1;5wasnnécessary

i

)

b}

-t In "spaced encounters conditions”, the experimenter indigaged that e

“scﬁéduiedwfor:the’
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- ‘ , a '
.~ Manipulation of "expectation vs. no expectation of future

-~

interaction". 1In "single-session" %onditions, "frequency of

~

-

inhgraction" was not applicéblé. Instead the experimenter either asked

‘if the éubjgcts would both be willing §o come back for a brief
additfbnal session in about one week ("expectation of future
interaction") or said nothing about an additional session“?no

!expectation of future interaction”). Half of all "single-session" dyads
received the “expectation“Jyanipulation, and half received the "no

\

expectation"” manipulation. No-subjects refused to come back iffjasked.

Assignment to the "expectancies" conditions was random. X

~ ‘\“

Cover story and task instructions. The following instructions ware

recited by‘}he experimenter to all subjects, in dyads.

« 'You are going to be participating in an investigation of
v ‘executive decision-making processes', using tasks that
are designed to simulate organizational and management
- settings. . We are particularly interested in two parts
. of the decision-making process. First of all, we are
y ! interested in the skills and abilities that individuals,
working in paixgﬁ are able to bring to bear on a -
variety of organizational problems. . Secondly, we are
‘interested in the interactions that occur during the -
processes of problem analysis and problem solving.

. Our aim\is to assess general "Executive Ability" under
| ' conditions resembling those in which management .
' personnel must function every day. Since it is ) >
typically the case that company executives must
) interact with others to solve organizational problems, _
. ) .including members of other decision-making boards, >
other’managersc etc., in this experiment, parsons who have
never met before, such as you two, participate in pairs;
and in order to study how people work together to solve
problems, we would like your congent to@pe record your
~ interactions while you work on the probl3s. (Verbal ~
consent was obtained from subjects.) You will know when
you are being recorded because this little red light ,comes
on when the recorders are operating. (The experimenter
indicated.the pilot light on the intercom wall unit above
the table.) '

v To multiple-session participants, the experimenter included the

v
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following: - ) ' ‘

To ali‘subjects,,the instructions continued as follows:

84

-

We will examine executive problem-solving in more than one
session so that we can study the continuity that.
characterizes tfpical occupations and work settings --

you knaw, thejfidea that peoplé work with the same persons
day after daf and do the same kinds of things,

~ . .
I will describe what is meant by "executive ability" in

‘more detail in a few minutes. What I'd like to do first,

though, is tell you what you are_going to be doing in the
experiment, - :
You will both be working on special problems that have
been designed to assess organizational/management skills.
Tasks very much like these are used by some business
schools and many management training programs in order to
train and assess organizational skills. Because these tasks
have this kind of history, I will be able to score your
solutions to the problems by comparing your answers to the
salutions provided by experts and professionals in the
areas to which the problem relates. I will give you this
feedback about your performance at the end of your parti-
cipation in the study, and I'm sure you'll find it
interesting. AN

Your task in the experiment will be to analyze and work
through the problem together, discussing all of the issues
that the problem raises, variouk¥ approaches to solving it,
and maybe even specific, solutions, much as any two executives
might who had been assigned to the problem. After you

have discussed the problem for a time, 30 minutes to be
exact, you willybe separated -- I'll take one of you to
another room -- and you'll each be asked to provide an
individual solution to the problem. It's important that

you realize that you will have to produce an individual,
personal solution to the problem and that no joint

solution will be required. In order for us to assess
individual ability, we have to focus on individual
performance. This does not mean that you cannot.try to
learn from each other and try to help each other

understand the problem during your analysis and .
‘discussions of it -- after all, that is part of the

process we aré trying to study -- but; in the end, it

will be your own, personal solution to the problem that will
be important;.and it will be up te you each, individually,
as to how y¢u want to answer the problem. To repeat, then,
you will be discussing the problem and its-implications and
possible solutions together, but your final solution must
be your own, submitted individually on separate answer
sheets., Of course you can submit identical answers, or



o i e eI ——

. i T TTE————Y o

X mpn

P

»

85

- i \‘ ;

they can be different. Any,questiéns about anything se far?
Let me tell you a little.aboufggwhat we mean by "executive -
ability" before I tell you how it'is going to be assessed.

""Executive ability" not only involves one's skill at

L]

producing good solutions to organizational/management problems,
a person's rational ‘problem-solving abilities, but it .

-also involves interpersonal effectiveness in their

interactions with co~workers, in their working relation-
ships with others. Working relationships are usually
defined by such things as differences in status, authority,

) and\power between co-workers. - In most job settings,

especially management settings, one's personal gains and
benefits are often dependent upon the relationships that
one has with fellow co~workers on a problem. In fact, °*
depending upon the kind of relationship that exists between'
executive co-workers on a problem, one's pérsonal
consequences for job perforﬁance can be affected in a lot
of different ways, and those consequences can be both good
and bad. .

t

—

Consider, for éxample, the relationship between a low. level ) '
manager and a high level manager. Now, the low level manager
may come up with some ideas and solutions regarding a

‘particular organizational problem that happens to disagree

with the ideas of the high level manager. Even if the
low level manager's ideas are better than the high level

‘manager's ideas;, -that'sno guarantee -that  the-low level -

manager will receive good benefits fot his or her good

job performance. You can think of situations in which
that person may suffer negative consequences ~- s/he gould
receive reprimands from the boss for "rocking the boat"

or s/he could have the ideas "ripped off". Thus, good

job performance in and of itgelf does not guarantee good
benefits, "Executive ability", involving both its
rational problem-solving skills and its interpersonal
effectiveness skills, is what we believe allows executives
to maximize personal benefits within the context of
particular working relationships.

Manipulation of "equal vs. unegual interdependence". In the "equal

interdependence"” condition, the instructions continued as follows:

In this experiment, we are locoking at how co—vbrkers score
personal "executive ability" points when they/are equally
dependent on each other for those points. Thét is, each of
your final "executive ability" scores will depend as much
upon your partner's solution to the problem as your own
solution. You are equally dependent upon each other.

In the "unequal interdependence” condition, on the other hand, the

instructions proceeded as follows:

a'

o
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In this experiment, we are looking at how co-workers score
personal "executive ability" points when they are unequally -
ndent on each other for those poipts. (Thk experimenter
' then looked at a chart on his clipboard, which listed in
I random fashion which member of the dyad, based upon' where
. subjects had seated themselves, was to be desighated the .
" "Lnéependent" partner in the relationship.) According to
this chart, which was constructed randomly, "unequally
. dependent™ means that zour (the experimenter spéaks to the -
i "dependent" person first) "executive ability" score depends '
A ‘ : as much upon your partner's solution to the problem as your
' own solution: you are, in a sense, dependent upon your .
partner for points. '~ (Turning to the other person ... J W
v Your. "executive ability" score, on the other hand; depends
solely on yoye own solution and is not influenced in any
way by your partner's solution to the problem: you are,
in a sense, independent of your partner for points.

Let me describe the nature of your dependence in, more
detail with reference to how we will be scoring your
solutions. Your solutions are scored accordihg o a
"closeness of fit" formula. When you get the problem, you
will see that it is composed of a lot of smaller decisions.
Each paf% of your solution, each smaller decision that you
- make, is compared in a match/mismatch way withthe
‘ corresponding part in the expert's sohutlon. If you match
within preset limits -- you are allowed to vary a little
" bit =~ then you are awarded a match or "hit"” on. that part
of the problem; if you do not match the experts within the
present limits, then you are awarded a mismatch or "miss"
on that part of the problem. Next, we take both of your
solutions and compare them in terms of your mutual pattern
of "hits" and "misgses" and aWward "executive ability"
points according to this payoff matrix.

The experimenter then described th¢ nature of the dyad‘s'interdependence

("equal vs. unequal”) using the appropfiate métrix‘as shown in Figures

6a and 6b. The experimenter explained the nature of the interdependence

and the awarding of "executive ability" points using the appropriate

\

matrix until both members completely understood.
The experimenter finished.the instructions concerning

problem-solving with the following incentive ‘cues to motivaté efforts to

»

do well on the problems. ' . ]

Of course, your "executive ability" scores do tell us about

o

your level of competence on an important aspect of -




Member 2 ‘o
Miss

Member 1 _
Hit Miss
. 0
5 0
. -3,
0 -5

a) Mutual depéndence between dyad members (equal ‘
b interdependence) v .
) ‘e . } , .
. , Member 1 (independént)
Hit _ - Miss
.o 5 ) -5
.7 Rit . ¥
o 5. ~ 0
- b&en\ber 2 . ! '5 —5
(dependent) . ’
o ~Miss | O ~ ]->

b) Unilateral dependence between ai%a members (unequal
interdependence) T , .
The numbers within each matrix represent how many points. would
be awarded or taken away from each dyad member, depending upon
their respective "hits" and "misses", on each of the "smaller
decisions™ within a problem. The numbers above the diagonal,
represent the gain or loss for Member 1 and the numbers Below

the diagonal represent the gain or loss for Member 2,
I

Note:

FIGURE 6

Péyoff matrices used to describe (a) mutual (equal) dependence
and (b) unilateral (unequal) dependence manipulations to dyad members
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organizational/mandgement problem-solving. However, the
scores are only meaningful when they are compared with
the scores of other people -- ;t is a very relatlve kind
of scoring 'scheme. So, what we've decided to do is' wait
until evgryone who is going to be in the experlment has
finished participating; then we will take everyone s
"executive ability"™ score and rank order them from the
highest scores to the lowest scores. The ranked scores
-+ will then be publicly posted in the.experiment sign-up
area on one of the bulletin boards. You'll be able to
- . go there and see how well you did on the problems
relative to everyone else who part1c1pated in the study.

Any questions about any,of the procedure or the . method of
scoring for “"executive ability"? Are we ready to go on
to a problem?

After fielding any questions by the subjects, the expeifmenter

1

distributed one of the three organizational problems (see Appendix H).
- B

The choice of problems was random. Subjects were informed that the

instructions for‘a problem were self-explanatory, and that they should

v
L]

read them carefully. Subjects were given 30 minutes-to work on any
given problem. Subjects were told?’further, thez the nature‘of JLe b
problems required that subjects not leave the rogm for the full 30
minutes, nor would the experimenter return durdng this time. Any
difficulties that arose during tﬁq’30 minutes'would, in effect, beco;e.
part of the problem and would have to be dealt with as such. Subjects
were also asked to use the scratch pads for notes and not to write on
the problem booklets, as they would be used by others in the study. The
experimenter left the subjects alone in the room for 30 minutes, during
which time the interaction between the subjects was recorded At the
end ¢ the time, the experimenter'returned, gave each-subject a response
sheet, and asked one of rhe subjeces to accompany him to anothér room 80

that each person could complete their solution privately. Subjects were

éiven five minutes to complete the response sheet. Subjects were
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allowed to use any of the problem materials they wished, includiﬁ? any

89 ¢

.

. notes, to complete their solutions.

s

In multiple-sessions conditions, subsequent encounters/involved

°

-3

partners working together on another, different problem (sé%ected

réndqmly) for 30 minutes. At the end of all but the last sggsion, the
o - .o

experimenter would retrieve the subject's response sheet, remind the .

subject of the time of the next agreed-upon sesgion (each subject was

also provided with a written appointment memo), and request that the

subject, "for control purposes", avoid meeting and interacting with

their partner outside of the laboratory until their participation in the
experiment was completed. Thus, all encounters between dyad partners,

without the experimenter present, occurred in the lab, 'solving problems,

-

and lasted exactly 30 minutes. ] . )

.

Dependent measures. All dependent measures were obtained from

subjects individually ‘and in private. When a Subject had completed th

[

response sheet in the final session (either after.one, two, or three
encounters), the experimenter stated that several other measures were to

be collected. Sﬁbjects’were assured of thefconfidenfiality of all of

the additional measures. Each subjects received the following
instructions: : IR

» .
In the first measure, we'd like you to respond orally.
We would like to have you tape recozd your answer for
us. (A small cassette recorder, with no rewind
function, was placed on the table in front of the
subject.) What I'q like you to-do n this first-
 measupe is to describe your partner, ,
\for me. I'd like you to tell me as much as you can.
about his (her) appearance, behaviour, personality as
YOh can. (The order of presentation of these three
exemplar categories was random across subjects.)
Tell me, in as much detail as you can, what kind of /
person _ is. Tell me what you think =~
s/he is like to be around. Now, I don't want you to
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start rightnkway. I'11l give you @ minute or two to think, L.
and then I'mdgoing to give you some additional

instructions bver‘the intercom system that describe, in

a little more\detall how I'd like you to make your

descrjiption. $o, just sit tight for a few minutes,

think -about your partner, but don't start recording

.your description of until

yo;;gguheard the extra instructions.

-

.

The expgrimenter then|left the one member of the dyad, went.to ‘the room
| . v

Aof the. Ather member, collected that subject's response sheet, and

s Al A Y
repeated the Same instructions cdncerning the oral

imﬁression/description measure that had been given, to the first subject. -

3

"The eXpeiimenter, about one minute after leaving the second member's

room, played the following taped instructions to both subjects

simultaneously. »

As you know, this experiment is concerned with the
organizational/management problem-solving abilities
of individuals.as they work in pairs, as well as the
interpersonal interactions that ‘occur during the
"executive" decision-making process. One thing that
we are interested in is what you have come to know
about your partner while working together.

- L]
wWhat I would like you to do is tell me about your °*
partner and record what you say. People are very
accustomed to saying what they know and feel about a
person, rather than doing something like writing out
a descriptive paragraph. Talking is much more natural,
it's faster, and it's easier for us to get our meaning
across when we speak. I think this is becausé we
,have lots of prActice talking about people. Most
everyday, we are telllng some friend about how
so-and-so did this, or that so—and-so is this kind -
of person or that kind of person. what I would ’
like you to do now is tell me,rout loud so that it
can be recorded, as much about your partner as you D
caf. When you are ready, simply turn the .
microphone switch to the "on” ‘position and then try .
to tell me a little’story about your partner. Pretend -
that I am a close friend, who has never met your
. partner before, and you want me to know as much “ o

about your partner as.you now know. ‘Try to tell
me things about your partner that will let. e know
‘what your partner is like to be around. ‘When you .
’ have said as much as you can, just turn the microphone . '

. - " - . »

-4
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switch to "off" and signal me by pushing the push to-call"

. butten on the intercom wall unit.
* o

You may begin when you like -- don't forget to turn the
.tape recorder on -- tell me as mich about your partner
as you can. What is your partner like to be around?
When a subject . was finished describing his or her partner, s/he
signalled the experimenter through the intercom system. The 1
experimenter returned and placed the recorder aside. The subjects were
next asked to rate their partner on 17, 1ll-point, bipolar
trait-adjective scales, each of which was accompanied by an ll-point
confidence scale. Following these ratings, subjects cpmpleted an
1ll-point "liking scale™, where they'indicated their overall liking or

"disliking for'theif partner. (The questionnaire booklet is shown in

" Appendix I.)'

Followihg completion of the various rating scales, each subject was

administered the Role Category Questionnaire for assessing/ individual

differences in cognitive complexity. The eight descriptiens of

acquéihtances that are required in the RCQ measure were timed through
¢ the intercom system for each subject separately. Subjects were allowed
two minutgs and 10 seconds to write each description (see Aépendix~{).

- . '
Upon completjon of the RCQ, the experimenter obtained the subject's

responses to two -items that served as checks on the manipulation of

M 3
"equal vs. uneqﬂll interdependence”.” Finally, each subject was asked to

respond tQtEEgifiuﬁsz,that were designed to assess his/her emoticnal
reactions to having ecorded an impiession\of«anqther person.
Pre-testing of the muterials_and equipment haa indicated that some

persons felt a little,uncoufortable following the oral "impression”

- measure. Réspoﬁsqs‘to these items were obtained in order that the

e *
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experimenter could deal effectively during debriefing with any ' ‘

discomfort arising from the methodology of Study 2.

When subjects had completed all of the measures, they wé!e reunited.

\

in fhe_first éxperimental room, where they had worked together analyzing

problems. The pair was extensively debriefed orally and provided with. a °

4

detailed, written description of the research: Each subject was also

-

provided with a detailed summary of their performance on .all tasks for

which they had provided a solution (see Appendix H). They were informed

- L]

‘that no list of scores would be publicly posted and that the notign of

-

"executive ability", as used in the experiment, was bogus. The

.

experimenter attempted to deal with any indications that the subjects

were uncomfortable or upset by their participation in any part.of the . -

experiment, including being in the presence of their partners after

»

having "talked about" them. There were no cases in which participants
felt distressed. On the contrary, most enjoyed the experiment very

much. Subjects were -thanked and dismissed after securing their promises

not to discuss the research with any of their classmates.

6. - Dependent Variables . . .

Eh; five majqr dependent measures of structure of person knowledge
used in Study 1 were derived from the oral descriptions of partners
provided by subjects iQ's;udy 2. The scoring’of the structural -indices
was facilitated by producing writtgn transcripts of the taped
descriptions. The major'dependent measures were the differentiation
Moth the ”fine-gg?ined" version ané thg ftotal” across the siﬁMF;ske
and Cox concept gategories), judged integration, complexity, level of

-abstraction, and judged desirability of the ﬁerson descriptiaﬁé.

The reliabilities of the subjectively.determined structural

-
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‘6 , sampled sets of 25 out of the 144 descriptions. The interjudge
. agreement in classi€ying the confent of descriptions into conéept

v

subcategories was 8l%. The interjudge reliability of.the inteégration

"scores was r = .88, The interjudge reliability on the measure of

desirability was r = .91, The measure of judged desirability was
. - [}
assessed directly from the taped descriptions.

‘

There were several additional measures.

Two of these were relevant

+ . to the evalgetive'aspects of person knowledge. First, 13 of the 17
[ * [}

. " bipolar, trait-adjective scales consisted of evaluative dimensions, -

largely according to Anderson's (1968) favourability ratings (e.g.;

i

honest-dishonest, humorous-humorless, warm-cecld, helpful-not helpful). .

The mean rating across these 13 scale items provided an "objective™

2

evaluative impression measure, which could be compared to the

derived measure of desirability -of descriptions. Higher

-~

*  "subjectively"®

values reflected greater favourabiliity in impressions. The Cronbach
s, P -

alpha statistic assessing the internal consistency of this 13-item

"scale" was .83, ) )

-

The second, evaluatively relevant measure was a single-item

"liking” scale. It consisted of an 1ll1-point scale ranging from 'l (like

very much) to 11 (dislike very much). Scores were reversed for analysis

»

in order to maintain consistency with the other evaluative measures =--

i.e., so that higher scores reflected greater favourability. .

The remain}ng four of the 17 trait-adjective scaled described

behavioural-dispositional dimensions that may be saliené in

-

interpersonal settings such as the "work sessions" simulated in the

Py
. preseﬁt expei‘iment. Two of &ese scales also had some theoretical

“ ) q ‘ ‘ ’ ,

indices were assessed by ﬁ%ving a second judge score different, randomly-
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relevance to the research. One of these scales, .
“competitive-cooperezZ;;:T\was included in order to see how effectively

\the "equal vs.~unéQUal" aspects of interdependence was manipulated
1ndependent1y'of the "cooperative/friendly- competltlve/hostlle“ aspect

of -interdependence (Kelley,¥l9?9) The second scale,

"dominant-submissive”, was included in order to see whether "equal vs.

unequal® interdependence (especially in "unequal" conditionsg affected

-

perceptions of "stereotypic" interaction styles é:g'orientations that

may be associated with differencé% in status and bower {(Kelley, 1912).

For example, it was'suggested in the Introduction that, within-"unequal”
relationship~-contexts, th "subordinate" may display more stereotypical

"submissivéness", whereas- the "superior" partner may display

stereotypical *dominance”. The final ‘twq dimensions were

1

"opinionated~unopinionated” and "impulsive=-cautious”.
» - ') N
L I ~

Subjects also responded to two, ll-point scale items that assessed
Y - -

the effectiveness of the "equal vs. unequal interdependence”

manipulation. These two items werd, "How dependent ipon the solutioms

»

of your partner is your own score of ‘'executive ability'?"; and, "How
= .

" dependent upon your' solutions is"your partner's gcore of 'executive

afbility"?". The scales ranged from 1 (not at all dependen.tﬁ to 11 (very

dependent) .

™ - i
Each of the 17 trait-adjective scales was accompanied byAa\

.
e

"confidence of judgement" item. The mean confidence rating across all

-

of the items was computed to provide"some'indicatiqn of how "sure"

AN

subjects were of'their perceptions of their pArtners. It might be

14
s, 4 hd

expected, for example, thdat subjects will show greater confidence in

r

‘their trait ratings of "objectjively” more -familiar. than less familiar

.
-

-
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“taped conversations were performed, so these data will not be discussed -

partners. o

i

The conversations between members of each dyad, during all

30-minute encounters, were recorded. It was hoped that a grggs
. ' .3

P

content-analysis of—the conversation.as either "task-related” or
"task-unrelated"” (i.e., discussions of personal issues) might prbvide
ébmeuinsiqht into the interactional styles'and orientations fostered by

« ' .
"relationship-context"™ variables. It turned out, how!ter; that the -

amount of "task-unrelated" conversation was negligible, making the

content~analysis of tapes not worthwhile. Nﬁ\uther analyses of the ¢
» -

-— .

further. ¢ -




Results . ' .

EY

1. Levels of significance and error rates, .
™

All main effects, interactions, and a priori mean comparisons

(two-tailed tests) were evaluated at the .05 level of significance. As

»

<

.in Study 1, a posterjori mean comparisons (Myers, 1979) were performed

-using an error rate per family of comparisons of .20. ‘Depending, upon-

]
" the number of factor levels .in a given interaction, the error rate per
- . .

'cquérison ranged from .03 to .00L. -

3

”

2. Treatment of &ata
The data in Study 2 were treated in essentially_the'same'manner as

the data in*Study 1. Factorial analyses of variance, iﬁclhding a nested

-

' ; ) 5« . .
factor, were conducted on every-measure. The fine-grained

différentiation data were analyzed by adding "person concept category” -

as a within-subjects factor with six levels jnto the standard
between:g;oups design. In order to compensate for thé_resulting bias
toward Type I errors associated with inflated’degrees of freedom, the
‘Geisser-Greemhouse adjustment for conservative F-tests (see Kirk,

1968; Myers, 1979) was again used to evaluate the significance of

F~tests involving the repeated measures factor.

3. - Manipulation checks

. Subjécts' responses to the two "equal vs&. unequal interdependence”
maniéulation checks were assessed in two ways. First, a priori t-tests
comparing thed:edh ratings of "independent” (superordinate), "equal”,
and “dependené" (subordinate) persons were performed for manipulation
check 1 f'how dependent upon your partner are'you?") and ‘'manipulation

’

96
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check 2 ("how dependent is your partner on you?"). Second, ANOVA's -

.

involving all of the independént variables were also performed on each

measure. *

On the first manipulatien check, "independent” subjects (M = 2.19)
>

-

rated themselves as le¢ss dependent upon their partaers than 4id
"dependeAt" subjects (M = 8.92), correlated t(35) = -14.96, p < .001l.
"Equal" subjects (M = 8.35) rated themselves-as equally dependent on
their partners as didr"depenaegt" sgbjécté,.E(IOG) < 1, and more
dependent_ than did "indepéndeﬁt" subjects, t(106) = 13.42, p < .Obl. ‘On
the second manipulation check, "independent" subjects (M = 9.56) fated
their partners as significantly more dependent upon themselves than did
"dependent?” sﬁbjects (M =.2,75), correlated t(35) = 16.45, E.< .001.
“Eéual" subjects (M = 8.44) rated their partners as iggg dependent upon
themselves than did "indepéndent" subjects, t(106) = -2.27, p < .03, and
ngé dépendent upon themselves than did "dependent" subjecgs, 3(1061 =

L3

11.26, p < .001.
o ANOVA's 6n the manipula;ion check measures revealed only
significant main effects for "equal vs. unequai inﬁerdependénce" and thé.
"dyadi%ember designation" factor (i.e., between ”iné;pendent" and
"dependent" partners). (See Appendix J for ANOVA source tables.) ,Thus,
it appears that the’mgnipulation of "interdependence" between‘dyad
members had the desired phenomenological impact, as reflected in
sﬁbj;cts' ratings of thé mutuality or unilaterality of dependeﬁce with
their partners. |

Also bg?ring somewhat on the imp;ct of "equai vs.\unequal

interdependence” between partners were perceptions of the

"competitiveness-cooperativeness" of one's partner. Recall that the

-

. 3

-’
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goal was to establish "relationship-contexts" that were charatterized
by "correspondence of ou;come;“‘(coéperation), as oéppsed to .
"non-corresponddnce of outcomes" (competition). "Independent" (M =
8.47) and “dependent"'(ﬂ = i.?S) supjects did not differ significantly‘
in their "competitive—coSPerative" ratings of their partners, correlated
£(35) < 1. /"Deéendent“ subjects' ratings also did not differ from the
ratinqs of “équai"‘subjects M =7.61), t(106) < 1, aithough "equal”

subjects tended to perceive their partners as slightly less cdoperative
than'did "independent” subjécts, £(106) = 1.96, p < .06. 1In ail cases,
thouq?, partners werg'perceived as gooperative (all means aone ‘6', .or
neutral, on the bipolar trait dimension) and not competitive. The

analysis of varianée of the Fcompetitive-cooperative" ratings revealed
no significant effects (see Appendix J for ANOVA source tables). Thus,
it appears that the "equal-unequal” aspect of interd¢pendence was

manipulated independently of the "cooperative-competitive" aspect.

4, Expectation vs. no expectation of future interaction -

Analysis of variance of the single-session data, including the
"expectation vs. no expectation of future interaction" vari ’

revealed no significant main effects or interactions that ifivolved the'

"expectancy" factor on any of the dependent measures (see Xppendix J).

It would appear from ihese analységythat impressionistic descriptions of
Y

experimental écquaiﬂ;pnceship partners did not significantly differ as a
fu?ction of expecting or not expecting to interaeg in the future. This
does not necessarily mean, of course, that éerééh knowledge structures
are never affected by expectations about subsequent interactioﬁ.

Indeed, it should be noted that, in the present experiment, paired

subjects may have expected to meet their partners again later, at other
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times and places on campus. In other words, even subjects who had no
expectations for future interaction with their partners in the context.
of the experiment may have expected future interaction in sdme other
context. Anecdotal evidence supporting this possibiljity was the fact
that many of the partners left the laboratory together when thef¥
participation in the study was concluded, in both single-session and
multiple-sessions coﬁditions. Thus, it may have‘been that,
2 egologically, the experimental acquaintanceships were not too different
from na?uralistic acquaintan;eships in t;rms of explicit or implicit
exéectafions for future interaction. ‘ l . _
In any case, the "exéeétancy" variable was dropped, and gll of the
single-sessioﬁ data were included in the major analyses of Study 2.
Himmelfarb's (1975) procedure, as described previously, was used to
artificiallf cross the-single-ggssion "equal"” and “unequalé.grgups with
the levels of the "spacing of interaction" ("massed vs. spaced

encounters”") variable.

5. Structure of Person Knowledge: The major dependent measures

Differentiation: replicated effects. The analysis of the

-

"fine-grained” di{?érentiation measure revealed a main effect for .
"categories", 5(1;24) = 18l1.73, p < LOOl, indicating, as in the first
experiment, that partners described each other in terms of "properties"
(M = 5.64), "relationship" (M = 4.07), "behaviour" (M = 3.74), and
"appearance"” (M = 1.70) concepts, to the near exclusion of "origins"” (M
= .26) and "context" (M = .2l).concepts. Also replicated from the first
experiment was a main effect for "objective familiarity", g(é,24) =

4.99, p < .02, Descriptions tended to include more concepts after three

encounters between partners (M = 2.99) than after either two encounters

/
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(§‘= 2.45} ér one encounter (M = 2,.36), altﬁopgﬁ neither of these
comparisons Qere significant (both t's < 1.20,'p < .20).

In Study 1, analysis reveaied a significant "category" by
"familiarity" interaction .(see.Figure 2). ’The.intéfaction of these
variables did not achieve statistical significance in Study 2, F(2,24) =
2.74, p < .08; however, the pattern of results so neaiiy replicated the

effect in Study 1 that it deserves mentioh (see Figure 7). Mean .

comparisons revealed, as in the first experiment, that more "properties"

‘concepts were used to describe partners after three encounters (M =

6.97) than after either one encounter (E = 4,88) Qr two encounters (§.=

-5.08) (p's <'.Ol). In addition, more "pelationship" concepts were

»

included in descriptions after tﬁree é9cqunters (ﬁ = 4,.83) than after
one éncounter (E = 3.54) (E ; .01)17 These increases in the number of
"abstraqt”\categories with qreater;famiiiarity are consistent with

expectatian derived from Hyéothesis\3. Unlike the first experiment,
there were no differences in the number of "appearance" congébts as a
function of "familiarity";

-
- .

Differentiation: other findingd. Analysis of thes "fine-grained"
e ;

measure revealed a significant "equal Vs. unequal” by "familiarity"

interaction, F(2,24) = 6.42, P <~.Q06.('A1£hou§h mean comparisons

revealed that none of the cells-were significantly different from each
¢ .

other, the tendency was for diff&rentiation to become gfeater as
partners encountered each other more .in "“unequal” relationship-contexts,

but not to change appreciably with more encounters in "equal"

relationship-contexts (see Table 3a). This finding is contrary to
Hypothesis 1lb, which, predicted that more encounters would result in more

differentiation when partners were "equally" interdependent.

A
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Table 3 “ \

' Differentiation (a) and'Cdmplexity,(ﬁ) in descriptions as 'a
function of "equal vs. unequal interdependence" and
» "objective familiarity".

a) Differentiation ‘. N

. Number of Encounters

Interdependence

1 2 3 -
Equal 2.64 2.41 2.50 |
Unequal 2.08 2.49 3.49

' . )
b) CoﬁElexitz
Number of Encounters

Interdependence 1 2 R 3 =
Equal * 24 -.41_ -°.02ab
Unequal —.77a --.01ab .98?

. In 3b, means not sharlng a subscrlpt are significantly different

from each other, p < .01l.




‘ . b v . N
*.'* . Comparisons of "ingi?enéent" (M = 15.33), "equal" (M = 15.06), and

, » N
"dependent" AM =.1§.81) subjects revealed no differences in the total’

.
-

number, of concepts used to describe partners (all t's < 1.32, p < .19).

N ¢

The analysis of the fine-grained differentiation data leo revealed

a significant "gender" by "equal vs. unequal” by "familiarity"

C uintefactipn,y§j2,24) = 3.76,:2 < ,04. There Wwere 'no significant

, X .

. differeﬁées among the 'means, although the primary source of the‘
interéct}on appears to be the fact that females in ™equal®™ conditions
described partners in the least differentiated way foi?owing thfe;
encountbrs;*ﬁhereas; overall, differentiation in descriptions tended to

LY )
be greatest following threée. encounters (éee Table 4). This discrepant
ceil is not readily intérpietable.
y . R

"y
Integration. The integration of the descriptions of partners was
T

characterized by a "gender" by "familiarity"™ interaction, F(2,24) =
" —

- A s s, R AR

4.18, p < .03. As can be seen in Table 5a, integration of the
desériptidﬁé by females{Hnd'males manifested mirror image batferns
across the "familiarity" comditions, with two encounters, resulting in

- L4 L4

the most integrated descriptions fortfeméles but the least integrated

descriptions for males (M = 4.42 and M = 3.38, respectivély). There

fo- " were no other significant effects on the integration measure (see

¢ -

Appendix J). There were also no differences inh integration among : R

: “indepgndent" M = 3.38), "equal” (M = 4.04), and "dependent” (M = 4.22)

L

subjects (all t's < 1.15, p < .26). . . . .

Complexity. There were two significant interactions on the measure

»

’ of complexity of descriptions. ‘A significant "equal 'vs. unéQual" by

‘

"familiarity" interaction, F(2,24) = 4.42, p < .03,_pro::7gd a pattern

of results very similar to that on the differentiatidn easure (see. -
RS - ‘ N e » e ’

-
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: Table 4 , . - * {7 ST
LN a ! , ’ -~ S -
" * pifferéntiation as a function of "gender¥, "eqhal vs.
unequal interdependence”, and "objective familiarity" .
° * d' - &L' . s,
’ CT g Number of Encoudters
RN :
' Interdependgnce 1 2 3 -
Gender T ‘ .
. Equal.- 2.53 2.44 T
Female : T o
. Uhequal *1.68 -2.74 . 3.83
oA f ‘
Equal . " 2.75 2.38 ° 3.04
Male .
Unequal 2,49 2,25 3.14
¢
- j s
®
P ’ ¢

-



a)

-

_* For 5b) means not shating subscripts are’ signi/ézzantly different

"':’ T Table 5 - ’

Y

Integratlon (a) and Complexlty (b) as a function of :
"gender" and objectlve familidrity" S .
* ‘- : - -»
Integration S .
Number of Encounters
- , . bl - ¢
Gender , <1 T2 3
Female - o 3.71- 54,42 o5 ‘ '
emalie ) " , N L ) b . .' ab
Male . h 4.133‘; 3.38a ; 4.54b

e [}

For 5a) means not sharing subscrlpts are s:Lgnlflcam‘.ly dlfferent
from - each other (E < .01).

’

Complexity q - '5. : » A
- ) . / Number of Encounters ‘
Gender . ' - 1 2 -3 :
e ——— . e - ! —— '
Female I T S N S
1 . » 9 Y .
Ma e . 0 ab 70a ) Y 74b »

from each other (p <..0l). . -
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Tableq 3a and 3b for 'comparisons). A significant "gender" by

”

"familiarity" interaction, F(2,24) = 3,63, p < .05, produced a pattern .

of results very‘similar to that on the integration measure (see Tables

5a’and 5b for comparisons).

v

The "equal vs. unequal” by-"familihrit§" interaction shows that

descriptions of partners in "unequal” relationship-contexts became

- = »

-

-

increasingly complex aérosst"objectivé familiarity" conditions.

Mean comiparisons indigated} in fact, that descriptions were more complex

2 - ..y

after .three entoimters (M # .98) ‘than after one encounter (M = -.77) (p

Ao . j '
< .0l). 18 "equa}" reldtionship-contexts, on the other hanmd, complexity
Vd - . > - . 3
of descriptions tended to be greatest after one encounters (M = .24),

iy - - > S . ]
lowest after two encounters (M ='7;%}), %?d somewhere in between after
. N - . y ‘,:"‘ " .
three encourters (é_=k-;02f, althouglr these three means did not differ
t .- ' .
reliably from each other (see Table 3b). iy

k3

The "gender" by "familiarity" interaction shows that, for females,

N -
* -

the most complex déscriptions tended to follow two encounters M = .28)

o

or three encounters (M = .21), rather than one encounters (M = -.63),
although mean comparisons revealed no, significant differences between

these cells.  For males, descriptions were significantly more camplex

7 » 3

after three encounters (5 = .74) than after two encounters (M = -.70) (p
< .01), but not than after a single encounter (M = .09) (see Table 5b).

These patterns of results are at least partly consistent with

» . .

expectations regarding the effects of ‘"familiarity", since the¢ most
) 4 N ‘
complex descriptions tended to follow multiple encbunters, between
- N -

partners. ) !
Finally, descriptions by "independent" subjects (M = -.17),

"depéﬁdent" subjects (M = .31), and "equq}” subjects (M = -.07) did not

-
-

t

/ , | '



. ¥ .
differ in complexity, all t's < 1,22, p < .23, ¥

P

Abstraction. A main effect for "equal vs. unequal .interdependence

was revealed in the analysis of the abstraction data, P(1,24) = 4.47,

< .05, indicating that partners in "unequal” relationship-contexts ™
)24 p 1 2

="4.77) described each other more abstractly than did-partners in

"eqqal"‘rélationship—contexts (M = 4,60). A priori comparisons revealed

s

that.aescriptioﬁs by "independent" (M =4.73) and "dependent" (M = 4,81)

" subjects were equally abstract, corrélated t(35) < 1. The descriptions

by« "equal” subjects, (M = 4.60) were not reliably different in

dbstraction from the descriptions by "independent" subjects, t(106) =

@

1.08, p < .29, but they tended to be less abstract than the descriptions

by "dependent" subjects, £(106) .= 1.88, p < .07.

A "familiarity" main effect, F(2,24) = 3.58, p < .05, indicated

that, as expected, the level of abstraction in descriptions tended to be

higher when partners”had had several encounters with each other.

Specifically, descriptions were more abstract following three encounte€rs
, - - -
(M = 4.84) than either two ‘ehcounters (M = 4.61) or one encounter (M =.

4.60) (p's < .04). There were no other‘significant effects (see

v -

Appendix J).

« ..
_'Desirability. "Equal vs. unequal interdependence" was expected to

have an impact on the evaluative tone of pérson descriptions. The
desirability of descriptions by "independent; (M = 1.75), "equal" (M =
1.46), and hd;pgndent" (M = 1.67) subjects, however, did not differ
significantly (all t's < 1). «

Analysié of variance revealed a méin effect fqr "gender“,‘§(1,24) =

5.59, p <-.03, which indicated that females (M = 1.83) described their

partners more favourably than did males (M = 1.33). This main effect
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was qualified by a "gender" by "spacing of interaction (massed vs:

spaced)" interaction, EX1,24) = 6.22, p < .02, showing that "massed"

»

encounters resulted in descriptions of equal favourability by females (M
v ‘ .
= 1.50) and males (M = 1.53), whereas "spaced" encounters resulted in

females' descriptions (M = 2.17) being.-more favourable than males'

descriptions (M = 1.14). -Mean comparisons revealed that only this '

latter difference in the "spaced" relationship-cdntexts was signifigant

|

(p < .03). | 3

Anélysis of the desirability measure also revealed a significant
"gendpr“ﬁby'“spacing" by ”equa} vs. unequal" interaction™F(1,24) =
4.41, p < .05. ‘As can be seen in Table 6, descriptions tended to be

-.more favourable félléwing "spaced" encounters than following "massed"

encounters in most cases {although the diffep@nces did not achieve

»

significance), which is consistent with expectations. This pattern;

however, -was reversed for males- in "equal" relationship-contexts. The

- .

reasons for this particular pattern of means are unclear. :

6. Additional Measures ' .

Evaluative® tone. Two additional measures relevant to the -

evaluative impact of "relationship-context" and "familiarity" factors

—

on person knowledge were obtained in Study 2. These were subjects’,
liking for their partners and-their evaluative impressions of their

partners. Liking and evaluative impressions correlated _r_(1_42)-'= .61

(p < .001) with each othex, and r(142) = .60 and r(142) = .55,
respectivély,‘yith judged desirabiliti (p's < .001). /é priori
_..comparisons indicated that "independent” §§_=“B.61), "equal” (M = 8.,19),

* and "dependent” (M = 8.28) subjects liked their’ partners equivalently

(all t's < 1.17, p < .24). Analysis of variance on the liking measure*

. -

!
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) Table 6
Judged desirability of descriptions as a function of - | .
"gender™, "spacing of interaction", and "equal vs. unequal
interdependence" - ) ’
) Gender
. ' ! .
Spacing ' Females Males
Interdependence
. Massed - 1.33 1.78
*%  Equal . - ab - ap
»
Spaced . ’ 2.llb .GIa
. Massed 1.67ab ‘ 1.28ab
Unequal . .
. - Spaced | 2.22b 1.§7ab
Means that do not share subscripts are'significantly
diff nty p <.007. : .
a . - ‘

a -
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a;go revealeq ﬁéﬁ;aiﬁ effects or interactions (see Appendix J).

- The evaluative impressions of "independent™ (M = 8.0) apd
"dependent" (M = 7.93) subjécts also did not differ (correlated t(35) <
1), nor d4id the evaiuative impressions of "independent! an& "dependent"
subjects differ significdntly from the evaluative impressions of "equal”
§ubjc3—cts M= 7.67), £(106) =.i.7;g, p < .09, and t < 1, respectively.

S

Once again, the ANOVA revealed no significant effects.

Confidence in trait judgements. Subjects' confidence in their

’trait astributions to partners was assessed by computing their mean
s confidence rating for the 17 bipélar trait.ipems. Anélysisiof variance
on this me&sure revealed snly a main effect for "équal vs. unequai
infé?dependence", F(1,24) = 5.05, E}<J.04, inicating that ;uquctg.in

"anequal® relationship-contexts (M = 8,20) were more confident in their

traif!ratings than were subjects in "equal" relationship-contexts (M =

. !

-. 7.80).
. ' Comparisong of “independent™, "equal”, and "dependent" subjects
L revealed that "dependent” subjects .(M = 8.21) tended to be more .

confident in their judgements than "equal" subjects (M = 7.80), t(106) =
1.92, p < .06, but not more confident than Findependeht" subjects M =

8.29, correlated t(35) < 1). L ' o

. Other perceptions of acquaintancéshig partners. Subjects also
rated Eheir.parfners on three other bipoiar personalityvdimensions_--

"dpmiﬁanf;submissiVe*,’”impulsive-cautioha“, and

5"
-

"opinionatéd—unop%niénated“. Analysis of variance of the
4 - ’ ‘ * . I
"dominant-gubniissive"” ratings revealed nho significant main effects or

o
3

interactions (seé"hppendix J for tge ANOVA source table). .
' . : S

. L
¥

+The ANOVA cP~the "inpulsive-cautiﬁus' ratings rebealed a - o

. * 1
- . u

\ £
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significant "gendg;“ by "spacing of interaction" interaction, F(1,24) =

4'43'~B < 705. Mean comparisons indicated that males following "spaced"™ .
encounters (M = 6.64) rated their partners as less cautious than males.
following "massed” encounters (M ='7.61), (p <'.03f, but not

significantly differently from females following "massed"” encounters (M

= 7,31) or~female; following "spaced" encounters (M = 7.50). Thesé,

latter three conditions did not differ. A "spacing of interaction" by
"familiarity" interaction, F(2,24) = 7.76, p <.003, indicated that

partners were generally.perceived as more cautious following three

«

‘encounters than following one or two encounters when encounters were

"spaced", but this was not the case when encounters were "massed" (see

Table 7a for ;eans). This latter intetaction was further qualified by a
"spacing” by "equal vs. unequal" by "familiarity" interaction, F(2,24) = .
5.10, p < .02 (see ¥able 7b fér means). This thl-cee-way interaction was

not reahily interpretable.

The analysis of variance of tﬁe "opinionated-unopinionated” ratings
revealed a main effect for "spacing of interaction", F(l,24) =-.4.65, P <
.05, showing that partners were perceived as more opinionated folldwing .
"spaced" encounter; (M = 4.79) than following "massed" encounters (M =
5.51). This main effect was gqualified by'two higher-order interactions,
however: "spacing™ by "equal.vs. unequal" byu"familiarity“, F(2,24) =
3.71, p < .04, and a four-way interaction that subsumed the 3-way
interaction and included "gender", F(2,24) = 6.7, é_( .005, The means
for these interactioﬂs are presented in Tables 8a and 8b. Neither

effect seems readily interpretable.

Finally, the means for "independent”, "equal"”, and *dependent"

k]

subjects on the three bipolar personality dimensions are presentéd in
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Table 7 .

Ratings of partners' "impulsivity-cautiousness" as a function
of 4) "spacing of interaction" and "familiarity", and
b) “"spacing of interaction", "equal vs..unequal interdependence",
and "familiarity"

LY
-

a) "spacing of interaction" by "objective familiarity"

. -

Number of Encounters

N

Spacing 1 » 2 3
r - * °
. Massed ‘ 7.21ab ?.42b 6.75a
’ Spaced ?;7la 6.75a 7.75ab

In 7a) means not sharing a subscript are significantly’different
(p < .01). .

a

.

b) "spacing" by "equal vs. unequal” by "familiarity"

Number of Encounters

Spacing -~ l 2 3
Interdependence .

Massed 7.92ab 7.67ab z.33ap
Equal

d 6.58 Y 7.4
Space a 00ab 2ab
Massed ’ 6.50 9.17 6.17
a - b a

Unequal “©o~

Spaced 6.83a 6.50a 8.08ab

In 7b) means not sharing-a subscript are significantly different
(p < .003). - i

‘ * Range is 1 (impulsive) to 11 (cautious).



a)

Ratings of how "opinionated-unopinionated™* partners were
<; perceived to be as a function of higher-order interactions

Table 8

among variables

"spacing of interaction" by "equal vs. 'unequal" by "familiarity".

- Number of Encounters

Spacing
Interdependence -

Massed
Equal

Spaced

Massed
Uﬁéqual

? Spaced

1 2 3
5.58 5.00 6.75
5.83 5.33 4.17
5.25 5.67 4.83
4.58 4.17 4.67

b)

"gender" by "spacing" by "equal vs. unequal" by “familiari;x"

Number of Encounters

. Spacing
Interdependence

Gender Equal Massed

Spaced

Female Un- Massed

Equal Spaced

o Equal Massed

Male Spaced

T Un- Massed

Equal Spaced

1 2 3
5.00_, 4.83 7.83,
6.67 6.00 3.00
4.672? 4.0022 3.672
3.672 4.832 5.50%
6.17 5.17 5.67_
5.00 4.67 5.33
ab ab ab
5.83° 7.33%7 6.0027
5,507 3.50° 3.83%

In 8b, means not sharing a subscript are significantly

different (p < .001).

* Range ig 1 (opinionated) to 11 (unopiniocnated).
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Table 9. As can be seen, there were no reliaple differences between

-

6 4 N ’ . N
these three "dependency" .(status) conditions on any of the measures,

»

although there was @ nonsignificant tendency for "dependent" subjects (M
= 4.56) to rate their partners as more opinionated than "equal" subjects
~

(M = 5.44), £(106) = -.1.86, p < .07.

-«

7. Multiple sessions

The artificiai assignmenf of single-éession groués to one of the
two 1evels'9f the "spacing of interaétion“ variabié méy have diluted the
statistical impact of "massed vs. spaced" encounters on thé dependent
measures. InAoraer to assess more clearly "spacing of interaction"
effects on person knowledge, ANOVA's including only data from the
multiple (two and three) session groups were performed 6n all dependent
measures. These analyses revealed novel effects involvihg ";pacing“ on
two of the evaluative tone measures (judged desirability and liking) and
on the "impulsive~cautious™ and "opinionated-unopinionated”" impression
measures. Novel "spacing" effects did not emerge on ;ny of the other
measures.

The analysis of variance of the judged desirability of descriptions
revealed a "spacing” by "equal vs. unequal® interaction, F(1l,16) = 5.24,

p < .04. Although the means did nof’ differ significantly from each

other, it appears that descriptions in "unequal" relationship-contexts

tended to be more favourable following "spaced" encounters (M = 1.95)
than following "massed" encounters (M = 1.29), whereas descriptions in

"equal" relationship-contexts tended to be less favourable following

"spaced" encounters M = 1.25) than following "massed" encounters M =

2

1.58). The ANOVA of the desirability ratings also revealed a "spacing"

by "familiarity" interaction, F(1,16) = 6.15, p < .03. Mean comparisons




R et

%~

1
&

Table -9

~

Attributions to partners on three bipolar trait -dimensions
by "independent", "equal®”, and "dependent" subjects

Trait

Subject's Dependency

Independent Equal Dependent Significant

Dimension - (n = 36) (n = 72) (n = 36) Comparisons
1. dominant vs..

submissive 6.061* 6.l§2 5.473 none
2. impulsive vs.

cautious 6.83 7.32 7.58 none

1 T2 3

3. opinionated vs. §2 vs. §3

unopinionated 5.17l 5.442 4.563 P < .07

-

* Range is 1 (first trait) to 1l (second trait)-
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indicated that when encounters were "massed", descriptions of partners

did not differ in favourability between twd (M = 1.54) and three (M =
1.33) encounters; but, when ehcounters were "spaced", descriptions were

significantly more favourable after three (M = 2.04) encounters than
, ;

‘after two M=1.17) encoﬁnters (p < .03).

-

Similar "spacing" by "equal vs. unequal”, F(l.16) = 4.77, p < .05,

and "spacing" by "familiarity", F(1,16) = 8.66, p < .01, -interactions
also were obtained on the’"likiﬁg" measure. The "spacing" by "equalfvs.

unequal" interaction revealed once again that descriptions in "ynequal"

» Q

ﬂrelationship contexts tended to be more favourable following "spaced"”

encounters (M = 8.7) than following "massed" encounters (M = 8.2),
whereas descriptions in "equal" relationship contexts tended to be more
favourable- following "massed" encounters (M = 8.6) than following

"spaced" encounters (M = 8.1). As before, however, none of-these means

differed significantly. The "spacing" by familiarity interaction also

s

replicated the pattern onithe’desirébility measure, indigating that
parthers wére liked equivalently after two (M = 8.3) and three (M = 8.4)
"massed" .encounters, whereas that they were fiked signifiqantly more
after three (M = 9.1) than after two (M = 7.8) "spaced" encounters (p <
.03).

In addition to these novei‘"evaluativq” effects of “"spacing”,

»

analyses of the multiple session data revealed several higher-ordet

“interactions involving "massed vs. spaced"” encounters on the

"impulsive-cautious” and "opinionated-unopinionated” impression

measures. These effects included a "gender™ by "spacing” by
"familiarity"” interaction, F(1,16) = 5.05, p < .04, on the

impu1sive-ca?§ious;rat£hgs'(see Table 10), and two interactions on the



* 'Table 10

. "Higher-order interaction involving "spacing of interaction”
. on the “impulsive-cautious" trait dimension revealed
by ANOVA of .multiplé-~session data only.

"gender" by fgpac{ngj by "familiarjity"
* . Number of Encounters

<
-

117

. Sgacing 2 . 2
Gender \
Massed 8.2 6.5
. . bc a
Female .
, Spaced ‘6.8 8.8
v * I a . C
: Massed 8.7c 7.0
Male , ‘ﬁb
- ISpaced 6.7a 7.7b

Means not sharing a subscript are sibnifipéntly
different (E < ,007).
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opinionated-unopinionated ratings -- one involving "gender", “Epacing",

and "familiarity", F(1,16) = 5.20, p ¢ .04, and the other involving .

K

"gender", "spacing™ and "équal vs. uneqyal interdependence", F(1,16) =

14,74, p < .002 (see Tables lla gnd 11b). The two three-way °* .

.

interactions on the "opinionated-unopinionated" measure appear to . -
replace the.uninterpretable four-way interaction (see Table 8b) from the

previous analyqis}including the single-session groups. Since there were

no explicit expectations concerming particular impression:scales, and no

discernably meaningful patterns, have emerged among the means in these

-

novel effects, the results do not seem readily interpretable. Thus,

they will not be discussed further.
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Table 11

Higher-order interactions involving "spacing of interaction”
on the "opinionated-unopinionated" trait dimension
revealed by ANOVA of multiple-session data-only

. -—

gender" by "spacing" by "familiarity"
) Number of Encounters
’ Spacing 2 3

Gender . .

L Massed 4.4 5.8
Female
W Spaced 5.4 4.3 .

. Massed 6.3 5.8 , .
Male ’ V..

Spaced 4.1 4.6 ‘

b) "génder" by "spacing”.by "interdependence"

'

Spacing
Interdgpendehce Massed Spaced
Gender , ‘
. Equal . 6.3bc 4.5ab
Female - . : : q
Unequal’ 3.8a 5.2ab “
Equal - 5.4 5.0
Male ) ab ab ‘
Unequal 6.7bc 3.7a

g

In 11b, means not shariﬁg a subscript are significantly
different (p < .007). -

'Y

"



Discussion

-

1. Overv;éw ' .
Study 2‘was an elaboration and replication of Study 1, involving a
more controlled and precise methodology. 1In this section, we will begin
by discussing those results that occurfed in both studies,. since these
may be considered the most robust. findings. ' Next, the results that
oceurred in Study 2 but not in Study 1 will be considered, and th;n,

finally, the non-replicated results from Study 1 will be discussed.

2. Corresponding Findings-in Study 1 and Study 2

. »
The most exact replications across studies occurred on the measure

of ‘differentiation. In both experiments, analyses of the "fine-grained"

-

differentiation measure revealed that particular kinds of person

concepts were used most often to describe acquaintances. Specifically,

”ﬁiopersies“, "relationship”, "behaviour™ and "appearance” coﬁéépts were
heavily represented in descriptions, whereas "context" and "origins"
were only sparsely r%presented. These relative frequen;ies of category
usage also replicate the findings of Fiske'and gox (1979) .-

The consistent emérgence of thismpaﬁfern of category usage suggests
that "origins®™ and "contéxt“ infarmation may diffgr ;rom the other
categories. Perhaps the "situational" flavour of."origin" and Jéontext“
concepts makes them harder to articulate than other kinds of person
information, which have a more "diépositional" flavour (such as
bebavioural and personality concepts). Another possibility, at least
with respeet to pniversity freshmari, is that inforﬁation about other

students' origins and contexts may be seen as relatively unimportant or

uninformative about the person, In the present researcﬁ, for éxample,

120
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"context" information was presumably "available" in the memories of

)

perceiver-subjects in Study 1 (where they described acquaintances from
their existing social networks, with whom they had probably interacted °*

across a variety of situations and settings), but was not "available" to

.

partners in Study "2 (where all interactions between dyad members were

confined to the laboratory situation). Neverthéless, "context" cgncepts

-

were equally infrequent in the déscriptions by subjects in each
experiment. Thus, it may be that even if "contéxt" information is ¥

available to perceivers, it may not be accessible. Perhaps "context"

-

and "origins" concepts are not based upon salient information, or they

-

m s Yy be unimportant to perceivers in some cases (such-as in the

present laboratory context).

.

It should be noted, however, that perceivers often focus on

"origins" concepts in interactions with unfamiliar others, particularly

relating to racial or ethnic backgrounds. For example, a - common

’d

response to hearing a stranger's surname is to guess or ask about its

" ethnic origins. More gdramatic examples of the importance of "origins”

-3

information are suggested by the phenomena of prejudice and
discrimination. 1In addition, Allan's (1979) research points up some

circumstances (e.g., in working-class acquaintanceships) where

. cohcgptions of others are bound strongly in contextual or situational

properties.
‘Another likely possibility is that "context"™ and "origins" concepts
may simply be fewer in number than other kinds of person concepts. If

this is the ‘case, then the low relative usage of these concepts in

-descriptions of persons may reflect "ceiling" effects and does not

’ f
necessaﬁfly demonstrate that such information is inaccessible or

*




unimportant to perceivers. Finally, it is possible that the homdgeneity’

of the sample with respect to background and context factors

artificially suppressed the importance of these categories of person

A}

information. _ N
Main effects f8£ *length of acquaintance", or "obﬂective
familiarity"”, also were manifested on theii:jggggntiation data in both
Study 1 and Stud; 2: greater familiarity ulté& in mére knowledge ‘
about an acquaintance. Furthermore, as expected (see Hypotheéis 3), '
relatively "abstract" concepts (i.e., "properties” and "relationship") '
increased in frequency most noticeably with increaskd “"familiarity",
although, in Study 1, the number of "appearanée" concepts (wpich are
very "concrete") was also greater in the descriptions of "old"
acquaintances than in the descriptions of "new" acquaintances. In fact,
’"appearance; concepts, overall, were more prevalent in the descriptions
from Study 1 (34% of the total) than in the descriptions from Study 2
(11% of the total). '
’-7' The reduced use of "appearance” concepts to describe partners in
'Study 2 may reflect the laboratory con;itions and/or the_problem—solvingm ‘
’ tasks of dyad partners. Subjects interacted face-to-f;ce fo solve
o;ganizatibnal/ménagemenﬁ problems, while seated across from each other
. at a table. Such physical posiéioning, combined with the writing
necessary to solve tﬁe problems, may have reduced the salience of

» »

"appearance” attributes such as "height", "weight", "build", and

i e wamy—

"dress".
_Generélly good support for the predicted effects of "familiarity"

on the level of abstraction in descriptions was also obtained in Study 1

and Study 2. Recall that "spacind of interaction" ("massed” vs.
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Mspaced” encounters) and "familiarity" were confounded in Study 1,

2 1

’ A -
resulting in a "spacing” by "familiarity® interaction which showed tQat
" e 3

descriptions were most abstract in the "massed/old acguaintance"
. _

condition, with no differences among the reméining'zonditions. In Study
2, more precise manipulations of these‘variables resulted in the

predicted main effect for® "familiarity" on the ﬁgasure of abstraction,

BN L

-
LA

unconfounded with other variables. Thus, the expectation, that
gegresentations of familiar acquaintances will be more abstracf and .

N

differentiated than the representations of less familiar acquaintances

was well supported by the present research. -

-

‘Thus, the impact of'"objective familiarity" on person knowledge
- /
structure was quite robust in the present research. In fact,.

"familiarity" influenced every major dependent measure (excluding

e evaluative tone measures) in both studies, with the exception of

’

’ 'complexity”"pf descriptions in the first experiment. Of course,
"familiarity" typically interacééd with other variables, and not always

with the same variables across experiments, Nevertheless, in both i
studies (though less consistently so in the first experiment), "

"familiarity” tended to be associated with more elaborate .structure in

person knowledge. 1In Study 1, when descriptions in a particular

condition were significantly more elaborate than those in other

[
conditions, subjects were usually describing highly familiar ("old")

LY
acquaintances., In Study 2, significantly more elaborated structure in
. - ‘ -
descriptions usually followed multiple encounters (i.é., two or three
- S -
encounters) rather than a Single encounter betweenpartners.

-

Finally, several effects involving subjects' gender were
significant in each study, although the precise méasures on which these
. \

’
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L]

, effects- occurred were different across studies.. That is, the obtained

’ ' Al
‘ g I \ >
gender effects seemed to be unigue to each experiqéht. One exception

I3

was the tendency for females' descriptions to bé more favourable than

males' descriptions. This was evidenced by the third-order "gendexr" Cs

, . 2
interaction in Study 1 (see Figure 5), where females generally produced

mong favourable descrlptlons than males (only one cell deviated from

this pattern, thereby produc1ng the interaction), and it was evidenced

by the "gendex” main effect in Study 2, where fiemales' descriptions were
] B

eonsistently and significantly more favourable rhan males' descriptions.

The fact that females ye:e inelined to describe other female
acquainéances more poeitively than males describing male acquaintances v
(recall that femalss always described {emales and males always described
meles) is centrary to what might be expected on the! basis of person
percegtion and attribution research (Schneider et al., 1979). For

.

eriéple, both men and‘woﬁen typically perceive women less favourably
J

they they perceive men (cf. Broverman, Broverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz,
A

& Vogel, 1970- Deaux, 1976; McKee & Sherriffs, 1957). This f1nd1ng,

however, has been usually derived from "description" paradigms, and it

could be that direct interaction between women involves more congenial

. s
¥

end pleasant interpersdnal dynamics than direct interaction between men.

To the extent that this is true, females would be expecteglto describe
female acquaintances more favourably than males describe male
acquéintances-wheir“acquaintanee'<is the primary mode of knowledge »

acquisition. This was, of course, what tended to occur in the present

. research. -

There is an important daveat concerning " ggnder" in the two

S
axperinents that should be "kept in mind. Specifically, it is unclear

whether 1t was the qender of the perceiver or the gender of . the

-

- ’ . * &

.- a AN
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B

perceived, or some combination of the two, that atfected person
kno&ledgevstructures. This "gender" by "perceiver vs. perceived*

confounding necessarily imposes limitations on aﬂy explanation of

"gender" effects on the dependent measures. Future research is

necessary to tease apart the sourée of "gender" effects in naturalistic .

-

person perception paradigms. .

3. Noncorresponding findings: Study 2

Several of the findings in Study 2 did not occur in Study 1.
Often, these findings provided clearer insights into the impact of the
independent variablde on the structure of person knowLeﬁge, since .the

methodblégy‘of study 2 eliminated the major confoundings ih Study 1.

3

Most notably, there was a series of second-oxder interactions involving

“"familiarity" on the differentiation, integration, and complexity
measures (see Tables 3 and 5). First, an "equalhvs. unequal

«

, interdependence" by-:gumber of encounters" interaction on

L)
.

differentiation indicated that the -number of concepts #sed to dsscfibe.a

partner increased as partners had encountered-.each other mcre, but only

< *

in "unequal" relationghip-contexts. In "equal" relationship-contexts,

r

differentiation in desc;iptions‘did not vary with the number of N

.

encounters between partngrs. This interaction was also obtained on the

N

.
measure of complexity: greater "objective familiarity" resulted in

increased complexity in descriptions, but only in "unequal"

¥

ielationship-contexts. Second, on the measure of integration, a

~ "gender” by "number of encounters” interaction indicated, essentially,.

-

that integration was highest it females' descriptions after two
. ’ /

encounteré,twhe;eas males' descriptions were most integrated after three

’ LS

° “ S VoL e
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encounters and lowest folibwing'two encounters (see Table 5a). This

1]
interaction was also obtained on the measure of complexity: for

- .

femalest the most complex descrip@ioq§ followed two'encounters, whereas,
for males, the most complex descriptions followed ;hree encounters and
the least complex descxiptiéns_followed two encounters. A
A certain degree of-consistency would -be expected betweéA the
differentiation and complexity results, and between the integration and
“complexity results. -Complexity was, after all, “an additive composite of

, the equally weighted, standardized, differentiation and integration

\Qcores. Indeed, the differentiation and complexity data correlated

£(142) .85; and the integration and complexity data also correlated

-

r(l42) = .85, Differentiation and integration were also moderately

. correlated with each other, r(142) = .45 (all p's < .001).

The\first set of "familiarity" interactions indicated, as expected,

that differentiation and complexity were generally facilitated when

o

partglers were ?objectively"'more familiar with each other, at least in

"uneghal” relationship-coptexts. This latter qualification in terms of

the "interdependence" factor, however, was exactly opposite to

predictions. That is, fagliliarity was'expécted to increase

differentiation and complgxity within "egéa " relationship-contexts,

rather than within "unequal” relationships. Although the total number
of concepts jn descriptions by "independent”, “"dependent”, and "equal®”
- *

subjects did not differ significantly, both the "independents" and

(especially) the "dependents" (i.e., the "unequal” subjects) tended to

produce more differentiated descriptions of partners than did "equals”.

One possible. explanation for the unexpected impact of "equal vs.

unequal interdependence” on differentiation and complexity involvés the
. / . “

~y
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operation of implict personality theories (Schneider, 1973). Recallk
that "unequal” interdependence was hypothesized to foéter more
stereotypically guided patterns of interaction between pértners (and
therefore more limited ranges of behaviourl because of their status or °’
power differences; whereas, "equal" interdependence was expected to
allow f¥eer and more diverse interaction styles and orientations between
partners. It is possible, however, that stereotypic behaviours might
elicit stored, "implicit peréogality theo;ies", which are themselves
highly differentiated and cogplex, That is,futifizat%on of stereotypes

to generate personality inferences might increase the differentiation _

‘ O e ¥ ,
and complexity of "impréssions, at least' during the early stages of an
. . L 2 o - .

-~

acquaintanceship (presumably, after an‘extended period of time, such
stereotypes would have an inhibitory effect qglg;fferentiation and
complexity, since they would réstrict the input of new and ‘different

!
information). Thus, "unequal" relationship-contexts may have produced
more differentiated and complex ‘descriptions than "egual"

relationship-gontex?j/lecause the former e&oked §tereotypical
"p;rsonality theories”. Note that the impact of implicit personality
theories on differentiaéion would probably become more apparent after a
number of encounters, since stereotypic behaviour; would presumaﬁly
occur several times, thereby repeatedly "priming" the stored theories.
The present results are consistent with such a pattern. ’

Some additional support ‘:;or this interpretation can be ob‘ined by
looking at subjects' rated confiéence in their trait judgements of their
partneis on the bipolar impreifiqn items. One might expect that

personality inferences hpsed'on stored stereotypes would be made more

confidently than inferences based solely on behaviour from one, two, or




three interactions. And, indeed, subjects in "unequal"

relationship-contexts (who may have used stored stereotypes) expressed
more confidence in their ratings than did subjects in "equal"”

relationship-contexts, Thus, it is at least tenable that "unequal"

relationship-contexts prométed differentiation {(and complexity) in
person knowledge more than "equal” r;lationship—contexts by enhancing
the utilization ofaimplicit personality theories in impression
formation.

Turning now to the "gender" by "familiarity™ interactions obtained
on the measures of integration and complexity of descriptions, the
"familiarity" effects were again gengrally consistent with pre@ictions

o -- mulfiple encounters (either two or three encounters, depending on
subjects' gender) produced fhe most integrated and complex

¥

representations of partners. These elaborations in structure, however,
did not proceed linearly with increasing familiarity, as would be
expected, for either gender. The absence of linear tendencies across
increasing.numbers of encounters suggests that integration in person
knowledge may not be a iinear, incremental process. Perhaps, during the
first few encounters between new acquaintances, the integration of each
individual's impression of the o;her is a fluctuating structural
feature.

é For example, new and different iﬁformation may cause some

I ' destabilization or "liq;ificaqion} (i.e., the opposite of

crystalization) of the structure. The resulting "dis-integration” of

the structure may be qgcessary for consolidation of the new information.

Following the accommodation of the ‘new information, re-integration of

- ) ] .
the person knowledge strueture could occur. Thus, representations of an
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acquaintance, at least in early encounters, may bé characterized by
cyclical processes of "integration/dis-integration/re-integration".
This cycle would presumably lead to increasing eiaboration of one's
kpowledge structure for another person. Complexigy of structure would
also be expected to follow a cyclic process, since integratio; is an
important component of‘complexity.

The impact of "gender" has not been addressed in the proposed
explanation for the integration and complexity findings obtained in
Study 2. The impact of "gender”, as mentioned previously, cannot be
unequivocally associated with either the "perceiver" or the "perceived"
in the present research. As a consequence, it may be best to regard
"gender" as one variable (of which there are undoubéédly many) that
influences when and at what intérvalé dis—integration/re;integration
processes occur during the acquéintance procéss. Future research might
be directed at assessing the viability of the proposed, cyclic
integration processes in impression development, and also at identifying
those factors, such as the gender of the berceiver and the perceived,
that influence the nature of these processes.

The judged desirability of descriptioné was another meaéure thaf
produced noncorresponding results between Study 1 and Study 2. Quite
different effects were manifested on this measure in the two
experiments. ‘Most unexpected was the failure to replicate in Study 2
the "equal vs. unequal (status) interdependence” effects of Study 1. 1In

Study 1, the "status” effect was very robust -- "subordinate”

acquaintances were described significantly less favourably ‘than both

"equal" and "superordinate” acquaintances, 'f -
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In Study 2, sﬁbjects were randomly ;ssigned to the "independent”
(superord%naté), "equal™, Eé "dePendent“ {(subordinate) positions. This
more precise ﬁanipulation of the "interdependence" (status) variable in
Study 2, however, revealed no diffe;ences between status positions in’
the desirability of the descriptions of partners. Nor were‘differencese
detected'on two, additional measures‘of the "evaluative tone" of persoh
knowledge structures. Subjects in the three "dependency/status"
conditions did not differ in either their "liking" for, or their )
"evaluative impressions" of, their partners. .

Since subjects' responses to the "equal vs.‘unequal
interdependence” manipulation checks indfcated that the respective
dependen&y positions were successfully communicated to the dyad members,
the null findings acioss the three évaluaf;ve measures are instructive.
Recall that, in the Pi§cussion of Study 1, it was suggested that the
"status"” effects on the desirability mgasure may have reflected either
the "roles" themselves or the “pefsons" chosen by perceivers as
exemplars of the roles. Random assignment of "per;ons"'to "roles" in
Study 2 allowed only "role" differences to affect impressions, which was
the variable of interest in this thesis. . As a'conséqpence, the null
findings on the evaluative measures in Study 2 suggest that the
hypothesized effects of "interdependence"'gg£.§g are invalid. It seems
likely that the relatively unfavourable descriptions of "subordinate"
acquaintances in Study 1 were a furiction of perceivers %e;ecting
relatively unattractive "subordina£e" others. Future research will be

necessary to see whether interdependence affects the evaluative nature

of impressions in other situations.

-




on all ;hree of thé ;evélpative" measures in the second experiment,
partners were perCeived‘in generally positive or favourable terms: the
mean judged desirak;ilit'y of descriptions was ‘1.58 ’1; range was -3 to
+3), the me;n liking score was §.32, and the mean evaluative impression
score was 7.84 (the range on the latter two meésufes was 1 to 11, with
higher values reflecting greater favourability).‘ The generally positive ‘
perceptions of partners is not surprising given the basically
cooperative nature of the experimental tasks and the tendency for
‘"positively biases" to operate in the evaluations of unfamiliar others
(e.g.,ﬂBruner & Tagwiri, 1954; Sear§ & Whitney, 1973).
-+ , The desirability data in Study 2 also produced two interactions

§
that were not manifested in the first experiment, however. A .

second-order interaction involving "gender" and "s acing of”interaction"
P
s

~

qualifi®ed the previously-discussed (see p. 124) "gender"™ main effect on {

. desirability. Thi; interaction was furthei gualified by a three-way

interaction between "equal vs. unequal interdependence”™, "gender™, and 5

.
T

"spacing"” (see Table :-6)}. Essentially, these findings revealed that
"spaced". encounters generally produced more favourable descriptions of

]

partners than did "massed" encounters, except for males in"equal”
relationship-con%exts, where "spaced” encounters produced
(non-siggif;cantly) less;favoufable descriptions than diad®™masseqd”
encounters. This disc;epancy of the ;male/equa;" condition from the

general pattern is difficult to interpret, especially given the

uncertainties regarding the "gender" variable (i.e., the confounding of

gender of perceiver with gender of target).
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Finally, the analyses incluéing only the multiple-session data
reyealed some additional effects on the desirability and liking
measures, in which "spacing of interaction" figqured promineétly. These
additional éffects\ihvolvéd two sets of similar interactions on the two
measures. First of all, the "spacing” by "equal vs., unequal”
ipﬁeractions on the desir;bility and liking measures indicated that more
evaluatively extreme (positive) appraisals of partners tended to arise
iﬁ relationship-contexts- characterized by "unequal" ipterdependence and
"spaced" encounters, relative to tﬁe other relationship-context
conditions.:

Recall that no explicit ﬁypotheses were made regarding thé
evaluativé consequences of the "spacing" variable. Rather, "spacing”.
was expected to affect processes of information congalidaton that woula'
result in more differentiation foliowing "m;ssed" encounters ané

»
increased integration following “spaced" encounters. Since integration,

~as defined here, reflects the resolution of contradictory or incongruent
;o‘

information about the referent person, one possible consequence of
increasing integration in "spaced" encounters may be evaluative

consistency and polarization in one's impression of another. Further,

the possible prominence of stereotypfb behavioural patterns during

{
1 B
interactions in "unequal" relationship-contexts (behavioural patterns

thch themselves may be heavily defined by an evaluative dimension)
might also lead to more evaluatively extremg, or polarized, impressions.
Thus, it may not be surpgiging that perceivers' liking for refefent
persons and the desirability of person descriptions was,more extreme

(i.e., positive) under "unequal" and "spaced encounters" -

relationship-context conditions.
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The second set of effects involved "spacing" by "familiarity"

interactions on the desirability apd~liking’measdres. On both measures,
significantly more extreme (positive) appraisals of partnetrs were

manifested following three encounters than folléwing two encounters when

L]

encounters were "spaced", but this effect of familiarity was not
obtained when encounters were "massed". Onpce again, it is~possib1e,éhat
evaluative polarization may be an implicit consequence of the A
hypothé;ized éendency toward gréater assimilation in person knowleggi)

when encounters are "spaced" rather than "massed". Thus,.in accordance

-

with the hypothesized facilitating effects of "objective familiarity"
(see Hypothesis 3), it is intuitively reasonable that three "spaced"
L

encounters resulted in more evaluatively extremeh(positive) appraisals

of another than did two "spaced" encounters' whereas, the evaluative
tone of impressions arising from "massed" encounters was not greatly
affected by "objective familiarity" (at least during the early stages of

an acquaintanceship, as were represented in the methodology onStudy 2),’

Overall, then, these "spacing” effects on the desirability and

liking measures are at least partially consistent with what might be
NA
expected assuming that greater assimilation of new person information .

occurs following "spaced" encounters than followingo"maésed“ encounters.

Indeed, the current evidence indirectly-supports recent theorizing that

longer time intervals between encounters "polarizes" impressions in
i i . i L] ‘ . -
terms of prominent themes or general dimensions (see Tesser, 1978).

Other perceptions of aqguaintanceﬁhiﬁ,partners. Only subjects in

Study 2 provided ratings of their parthefé on tﬁé content-specific

’ '
dimensions of “competitivg-cooperative", "dominant-submissive"”,

2 . i
"impulsive~-caytious", and “"opinionated-unopinionated”. The null
® f ~

-,
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finpdings on the "competitive-cooperative” ratings have already been

-

discussed in relation to the effectiveness of the‘"equal vs. unegual"

manipulation. The "dominant-submissive" dimension was expected to

o .

provide some information about interaction styles between
o

N

acquaintanceship partners', but, unfortunately, analyses of these ratings

revealed no differences among the experimental conditions.

*

The analyses of the remaining two trait measures,
"impulsive-cautious"”, and "opinionated-unopinionated", revealed several
) .
multifactor interactions. Although no specific predictions were made

-

regarding content of person knowledge structures, there was a minor, but

theoretically relevant, tendency apparent in these findings.

- {
Specifically, "spacing of interaction" appeared in every interaction on

these measures and as a main effect on the "opinionated-unopinionated"
L] - A
ratings. This main effect indicated that partners were rated as

'

significantly more opinionated in "spaced" relationship-contexts than in

"masged” rglafiogghip-contexts; The more extreme ratinés following

[

"spaced"” engounters is suggestive of an interesting tendency for\greater

polarjization in person knowledge when interactions were relatively

spaced. Perhaps the longer time intervals between encounters.in the <

"spaced" conditions allowed for greater crystalization of the subjects’

- . . -

impressions, as well as for more self-generated polarization in their

impressioné (see Tesser; 1978). .

The tendency for more "extreme" _ratings of p;rtners to occur
following "spaced" encounters than following "massed” encountrers Qas'not
consistently reflected in the interactions‘}nvolving Yspacing" on thes; .
two attribution measures,*hoﬁever,'although there was a weak tendency -

for more extreme ratings in one or both of the multigle~sessions

'

"
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conditions (i.e., two or three encounters) in "spaced"

-

relationship-contexts, bu% not #n "massed" relationship-contexts (see
for example, Tables 7a and 7b). Thus, while the "spacing of

interaction" main effect on the "opinionated-unopinionated" ratings is

-

suggestive, the results provided littlevsystematic evidence in gupport
‘of the main hypotheses regarding the "massed vs. spaced" variable.

(Indeed, with the exception of.the &esirability and liking measures,

N . t
" there were no significant effects involving the "spacing of interaction"

factor on any of the five, major, structural dependent measures.)

- 4. NoncorrespondiqgrFindings: Study 1

The results of Study 1 have been discussed previously. The

findings that occurred in Study 1 but not’'in Study 2 involved, first, a

series of "gender", "spacing of interaction", and "gender" by

-
L]

Ispacing" effects on the measures of differentiation, integration, and

mplexity (see Figure 3, a through c¢). The patterns of results across
these effects were generally consistent with the predictions for the
actor of "familiarity". Furthermore, an examination of maies' a;d
females' choices of acquaintances-to describe in the "massed" conditions
indicated tﬁa; the "spacing" and "familiaritx:JTanipulations were
essentially redundant fof female subjects. Thus, these effects seem 3
best interpreted as "familiarity" effects. Failure to replicate these
results under more controlled conditions (Study 2) further justifies
tﬁis interpretation.

The only other noncoérespondiné results in Study 1' involved the

evaluative tone of person descriptions. Both the main effect for
"referent éerson status” ("equal vs, unqual interdependence"”) and the

interaction between this variable and the "gender" and "familiarity™

’
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veriables hdve been discussed in previous sections. The failure to
replicate these evaluative tone findhls% in the secopd experimené
suggests that perceiver-subjects in Study 1 selected relatively
unattractive persons as exemplars of "subordinates" compared to their

selections for exémplars of "equals" and “superordinates". That is,

these findingé do not seem informative about the impact of
"interdependence" per §e.on the favourability of impressions.

The next and final section will begin by summarlzlng the extent to

»

which the results of the two experiments supported ea‘.of the

"tentative hypotheses” presented in the Introduction. Following this

4
-

summary, the implications of "relationship-context®™ and “familiarity"

for the structure of person knowledge will be discussed. Next, some of

the limitations of the present research will be discussed. Finally,

consideration will be given to the usefulness of an “"acquaintance"

v

paradigm in social perception research.
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JHypotheses and Results

» ' t
» -

In order to summarize the results of ggf'preSent research, let us
rd
consider the obtained evidence relevant to each of,the "tentative

hypotheses" that were presented in the Introduction. Hypotheses la.anq

lb concerned the impact of interperéonal interdependence (status) on the
evaluative tone and differentiation of person knowledge structures.
Hypothesis la predicted that "unequal interdependence" would result in

7

. more extreme evaluatiops of acquaintances (i.e., more positively or

negatively polarized descriptions) than "equal" interdependence.
Furﬁhermqre, it was bredicted'th&t.the descriptions of "superofdinate"

(independent) and "subordinate" (dependent) referent persons?hould be

“evaiuativély different" from the descriptions of "equal" referent

persons, and possibly from each other. This hypothesis appeared to be
supporﬁed, at least in part, in the first study by the finding'that
. . N4

o
"subordinate" referent persons were described more negatively than both .
"superordinate” and "equal"” refe(:nt persons, In Study 2, however, this
. ' ' :
evaluative difference between referent persons in different status'

positions was ngt replicated. In fact, no differences aé a function of

- 4

- - .

the interdepehdence manipulation were obtained on any‘of the evaluative <

dependent measures. Thus, no-.consistent Support for Hypothesis la was -

-
4 4 - . . »

obtained in this thesis._

-

Hypothesis lb_predicted.that "equal As. unequel interdependence” .

.,/

would' affect the degree of diffefentiation‘of personeknéw}edge'

. . s .
structures. Specifically, descriptions of "equal® referent pegébns were

~

137 .
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expected to.contain more person concepts than were descriptions o

- ~ . A

v "unequ?I" raeferent persons. Study 1l provided nowclear evidence for or

<+ ¥

aghiﬂst‘this'hypothesis. In Study. 2, specific- comparisons of S
. ' c~‘ ) - - .
"independent", "dependent", and "equal" subjects revealed no differences

in the number of concepts:used to describe, partners. There was,
w
Y
“however, an "equal vs. unequal®™ by "objective familiarity" interaction,

- | _

indicatinq that interdependence did influence differentiation in -

impressions. Unfortunately, the pattern of results in this interaction-
. [ ' .

was .exactly opposite to expedtations: "unequal interdependence", rather

than “équdl interdependence®, was associated with more'differenéiation

-

. . - -

in person knowledge as objective familiarity increased. In sum, .

interdependence did affect differentiation, bat’ the precise nature of

S
. .

P

Hypothééis 1b was directly contradicted by the results of Study 2.

In Hypotheses 2a and éb,‘pfedictions were made concerning the

-

-

impact of "spacing of interaction® (i.e., "massed vs. spaced

©

encountérs") on person knowledge structures. Hypothesis 2a predicted

that, differentiation would be higher-following "massed"” than following

"spaced™ encounters between acqﬁaintanceéhiprpartne:sl The first study
supported this prediction, but the mepﬁingfhlness of "spacing" effects

. in the first experiment was doubtful because of the_apparent confounding
[ . 4

- - P,

of "spacing” and "familiarity". In Study 2, differentiation of
,> -+ ~structure was not affected by the “"spacing of interaetion®, It is

concluded, on the basis of these null'findiﬁgs in Study 2, that
"Hypéthesis,Zg was not supported. jn the -present résearchf'~
Hypothesis 2b predicted the opposite effect of "spacing of

" interaction"” on the integration of pérsqp'knowledge sgructuxes.

' Specifically{ it was piedicted that integration of deécr§p£ioné would be-

.
- . L o>
-
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higher following "spaced" than following "massed" encounters. Study 1

supported this prediction, at least for females, but_ again the problems

.

with the "spacing" manipulation raise interpretive questions about this
finding. Study 2 provided no evidence, of the expected effects of

"spacing of interaction". Thus, Hypothesis'2b also was not supported by

»

the prsggt research. "

v

Hypothesis 3 predicted that "length of aosuaintance” (objective
Hypothesis 3 . rength :

familiarity).would affect all of the dependent measures. As pointed out

-, . <

in previous discussions, Hypothesis 3 was well supported by numerous

main effects for “"familiarity", as well as interactions involving the

-

familiarity. factor, in both studies, primdrily on the measures of

R

-differentiation and abstraction. Laggs clearly supported, but still

LS

generallx validated by the patterns of reSults,.were the predictions

regarding "familiarity" effects on integration and éomplexity of person-

rd

knowledge structures. The prediction concerning evaluative polarization °

in the impressions of "more familiar" others was not supported. Thus,

[<N 3

Hypothesis 3 received direct support in terms of differentiation and

absfraction‘in impressions; direct, but.less clear, support in terms of

Aintegration and complexity in impressiops; and no support in terms of

the evaluative tone of impressions.

«Hypotheses 4a and 4b concerned the interaction of “familiarity" °
with each of the relationship-context variables. In Hypothesis 4a, it
. . s
. .

was specifically predicted that impressions would be more evaluatively

-4
extreme, or polarized,fin "unequal” relationship-contexts involving

"more familiar" (as opposed to "less familiar") partners, whereas'

- familiarity would have little effect on polarizé;idn in "equal”

a -

relationship-contexts. *Interdependence" per se!did affect subjects'

. ‘
’ |

-
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3

evaluations in Study 1 (though not in Study 2), but no support was
obtained for the expected interaction involving "familiarity" in.either

experiment. .
&
In Hypothesis 4b, it was predicted that greater "objective
familiarity™ would result in more differentiation when encounters were

"massed" rather than "spaced”, whereas "familiarity" wouldshe positively
) a

. associated with integration following "spaced" rather than "massed"

encounters. These predictions were not confirmed in eithe; study. of
course; the failure to support the lower-ord;r predictions for .
"spacing of interaction"'lﬂypothéses 2a and 2b) rendered thése‘more
complex hypotheses doubtful‘to begin with.

In geheral, then, the predictions for "objective famikarity" *
received good support on §11 but the evaluative tone properties of
persoﬂ knowledge structures. The  predictions concerping differentiation
and abstractjon in impressions. received the clearest and strongest
support. The evidence concerning the impact of "?elationship-contgxt“
vari;bles on person knowledge structures was mixed, generélly weak, and
often unexpected. Overall, the evidence sgégests that "equal vs.
unequal interdependence”" and spacing of interaction” had some impact‘on .
person knowledge in the pres;nt study of naturalistic person perception,-
but not in the expected directions.

r

-
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Familiarity and Personrxnowiedge

-

The present research clearly demonstrates the important role played

by one's "familiarity" with the referent person in the cognitive

~ structuring of person knowledge. In line with the basic assumptions -

about the development of cognitive representations (e.g., Posner &
Keele, 1968, 1970) outlined in the Introduction, greater objective
familiarity facilitated the elaboration of person'knowledge structures,
especially the structural properties of "differehtiation; and
"abstractioqf. Indeed, the reliable effects of familiarity on person
knowledge structure after only one or two repeated exposures to éhe
referent person (see Study 2) attest to the powerful impact that this
variable can have on person perception and impression development.
Although these psychological consequences of "familiarity" (i.e.,.
the elabpration of cognitive pe;son structures) are both intuitively and
conceptually logical, and have been empirically demonstrated previously,
they have never before been obtained in studies that manipulated
familiarity a; directly in a face-to~face context as did the preseiit

research. Thus, the current findings highlight the fact that'a complete

understanding of person knowledge structures and processes must address
¥ .

. [}
this important factor. In fact, it is strongly recommended, on the

basis of the two studies reported here, that future research employing

an "aéquaintapce" paradigm should ma?iphlate experimentally, or at least
control, the "objective" length of acquaintance (familiarity) of the
perceiver with the perceived. This recommendation is further

underscored by the numerous interactions of "familiarity" with the other

L]

independent variables in the currlent experiments.

! 141 ‘ -



In conclusion, then, "objective familiarity" is a factor with
important consequences for the phenomenon of person perception,f
‘especially in naturalistic conditions. It is worth examining both in

.

its own right'and in relation to other "molar and interpersonal"
variables. One important direction for future research is toward
extending the lengths of acquaintance between subjects, which would

provide interesting insights into the_rates and trends ‘(e.g., linear

‘!‘
versus nonlinear) of elaboration in the structure and content of person

L)

knowledge.
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partners in Study "2 may indicate that "equal vs. unequal

Relationship~-context and Person Knowledge

-

1. Interpersonal aspect: “equal vs. unegual .interdependence”

Very few of thé expected éerson knowledge consequénces of "equal.
vs. unequal interdependence" (status) were éonfirmed in the présent
research. Specifically, the "interdependence"” manipulation in
Experiment 2 affected differentiation in impressions (albeit in ways
opposite to ‘predictions, and only in the context of a "familiarity by
interdependence" interaction), but did not replicate the evaluaéive
findings éf Study 1. &évertheless( the obtained interécti;ns between
"equal vs. uﬂequal interdependence” and other variables suggest that it
may be premature to dismiss this interpersgna% aspect of
relationship-conéeét. Furthermore, the fact that “unéqual" subjects
felt more'confident.thah "equal” subjects in ascribing traitg to their

interdependence" has important theoretical and practical implications

for other social judgements and social behaviour (i.e., other than the

structure of person knowledge). .
The findings for this factor do argue, though, for some génceptual
ré—evaluatiqn concerning the relations between "status™ and person
knowledge structures, It was suggested earlier, for example, that
utilization.of stored, "implicit personality.theori;s” in "unequal"
rélaéionship-conte*ts (reld%ive to "eqﬁal" relationehip-contexts, which
presumably foséér less stereotypic interpersonal behaviours) might
increase the differenéiatiéﬁ and complexity of person structures early

in a relationship.

Additional research is necessary in order to evaluate this

"
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proposal. One possible approach to this end might involve an initial
assessment of the content of perceivers' implicit personality theories

about social roles that differ in status and power (i.e., corresponding
a

to the current positions of "superordinate", “"subordinate", and "equal"

. - -

roles). Then, in an ostensibly unrelated experiment, randomly paired

subjects could interact with each other under experimentally defined

acquaintanceship conditions where "status" and "familiarity" would be

3

manipulated. If there was more correéspondence between the content of
subjécts' implicit theories and the content of their impressions of

acquaintanceship partners in "unequal" interdependence conditions than

L}

_in "equal” interdependence conditions, then some support for the a?yve

v

. proposal would be provided.

Thus, the interpersonal aspect of relationship-context may well be
important in naturalistic person perception. IFrom the current reseafch,
it appears, at thé very least, to have rsome influence:on the amount of
different informafion that a perce;ver obtains about an acquéintance.

On the other hand, the evaluative iﬁplications of status relations are
ﬁncledr at the present, and additional conceptual analysis and empiriéal

investigation would seem warranted.

2. Nonpersonal aspect: "spacing of interaction” (massed vs. spaced

encounters)

Norie~of th® hypothesized effects of "spacing of interaction" on
differentiation and integration.of pérson knowledge structures were
manifested in.the present research. There was, however,'some evidence

from Stﬁdy 2'suggesting greater pblarization in evaluative éppraisals of

partners following "spaced" enéounters than following "massed”

.
-

encounters. Specifically, increased familiarity produced more

R e P e e« S e a e imma i R ae mewm et ar a4 k1o, Erlae - iRt e
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evaluatively extreme (positive) descriptions in "spaced" encountg£§ but
not in "massgg" encounters. There aléo was some tendency for partners
to be rated more extremely on the tEait dimension of
;opinionated-unopinionat;d“ following "spaced" eng¢ounters thgn fol*owing
"maséed“ encounters. .
These two indications of increaseqd polarizatioﬁ in impressions
following "spaced" encounters are generally consistent with the .. ;
. , . AN
expectation that new person information is more likely to be assimilated
in "spaced" encounters than in "massed" encounters. Greater
assimilation of information to existing cegnitive structure; should
pre!‘mabl& enhance the impact and/or extremity o} pre-existing themes
dimensions, including evaluétive ‘assessments. Thus, these findings
be interpreted as ;upportiné the initial hypothesis that "spacing of
interaction” may have a basic, reéulatory influence on informatib; input
during interpérsonal interactions, and tha; the eventual impact of
"spacing” is in terms. of the consolidatioh 6f cognitive person‘“
structures (i.e., the relaéive degrees of éssimilatiop and accommodétion

of new information about a person). : T

4
»

apart from these poIarigation findings, however, none of the

specific predictions concerning "sﬁacing" were supported in either
study. One reason for the null effects of "spacing ‘of interaction” on
differentiation and integration of person knowledge may have stemmed

from cperational shortcomings in the present experiments. From the,

¥

outset, it was difficult to.identify, in clear and concrete terms, the

-
Y

' particular frequencies of interaction that.distinguish "massed"”

- n

"encounters from “"spaced™ encounters. Perhaps, in the present research,

.intervals, of "a coﬁple'of days” . (massed) versus "one week" (spaced) were

- - &
\\
~

» B 9
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inadequate to produce observable differences im person differentiation

and integration. This problem may be particularly-acute in naturalistic
conditions of face-to-face intéeraction, where the salience of

interpersonal behaviours is high (thereby potentially ‘"sSwamping" weak

.

manipulations of relationship-conﬁext faciors).

It is also-'possible that some miniﬁum number of;interpersonal
contacts is required before "spacing" effects becoﬂé apparen£. That is,
numerous encounters between persons may be necessary before differences
in the spacing of intefaction will have any appreéiable'consequences for
the structure of person knowle@gé. "In the present research-(i.e., Study

2), acquaintanceships based upon, at most, three encounters between
personé‘may have involved too few encounters for differences in the

- v

"spacing of interaction" to. produce differences in stryctural properties

such as differentiation and integration.
JAn any event, these methodologicalifeatures of the present

experiments may have reduced the direct impact of "spacing" on the

3
.

structure of berson knowledge. .Further resgearch is needed to determine

L

if this was the case. 'First, it will be necessary to establish more

precgisely the pi?ameters pf_interperéonal'contacts that clearly
L .
¢

% ) -
distingpish "massed" encounters from "spaced" encounters at the
; N .

" psychological level.- In addi%ion, future studies involving

acquaintanceships of longer duration and more encounters. are necessary.

_Such -extended acquaintanceships could provide insights into the person

knowledge consequences of "spacing of interaction", as well as

-
»

"objective familiarity”.

o

. Td_cdnélude,&the findings with respect to "relationship-context"

variables in this thesis Lndicate that "interpersonal” aspects (the

- -,

P
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stéfus and dependency relations between acquaintanceship partners) have’

'consequences for the amount of information represented in one's

cognitive structure of another, but not necessarily for the evaluative
\ o -

tone of impressions. "Ndhpersonalé asﬁects of relationship-context (the
"spacing of interaction" hetween acquaint;nceship partners) appeared to
influence the consolidation of Persdn knowledge, such that prominent
themes or dimensions {e.q., evaluat;ve ésséssments) were enhanced.
Certain methodological limitations may have reduced the impact of
"spacing” on other structural features, hgwever. Thus, future research

will be necessary to gxamine more precisely the effects of “spacing of

interaction” on naturalistic person perception.
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. ,Limitatibns of the éresent 'Research
- ird

v

The current research, to a large extent, was preliminary and
exploratory in nature. . For example, "acquaintance" appro¥ches have

rarely been employed to study person perception. Thus, many procedural

and operational aspects of the current studies impose Timitations on the

findings of the research.
5 . - o )
First, in both studies, the sample sizes within treatment

L ' N .
conditions were relatively small. Cell sizes ranged from the three to

seven in the first study, and equalled six (i.e., three dyads) in the

-

second study. It is bossi%le that some of the null effects,

P

particularly with respect to the "spacing of interaction" variable, may

E

haye been due to low statistical power. %here were, however, few

a

"trends" apparent in the analyses of variance which suggested that
increased sample sizes would have iﬁproved the findings. In addition, a

priori predictions did not involve effects beyond secorf®-order

M .

interactions. Consequently, when collapsed across levels of factors not

involved in the predicted interactions, cell sizes were typically
- - . )
greater than 10 in Stﬁdy 1l and 24 in Study 2. Thus, respectable cell

sizes existed for tests of the hypothesized main effects and .

interactions. - -

t
-

Other limitations, of the present research arise from threats to.
L ]

external validity. For instance, despite the attempt to examine

’
phenomenologically and practically important relationship variables, the

present manipulation of “equal vs. unequal" interdependence in Study 2

. £
was somevhat artificial. Recall that this manipulation was based upon

varying only one of several possible dimensions of outcome

P
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interdependence (Kelley, 1979; Wish et al., 1976). Although the
manipulation checks indicated that pargyers understood the mutuality vs.
unilaterality of tﬁéir dependence in terms of task performance outcomes
T | (;;ich indicates some degree of internal validity), it is not clear
(\/[/1 whether their phenomenology of role "equality" vs. “inequality" - ’
reflected, in any meaningful way, naturalistic differen;es in status or

A

power relations. Indeed, while the dimensions of interdependence can be

- conceptually orthogonalized, real ;orld examplars of relationsﬁ}ps are
perceived in terms of their multi;dimensionality (Wwish et al,, 1976).
i - That is, real-life relationships aré not typically defined by vériatiagw?u
along dnly one dimension of interdependence (see Figure 1). Thus, thg
unidimensionality and artificially of the manipulation of "equal vs.
unequal” role relations in Study 2 limiﬁé, to some extent,
generalizability to naturalistic relationship-contexts, where the o
phenomenological basis of "equality vs. inequality® is undoubtedly
multi-faceted. Future research could alleviate these limitations by
developing operational techniques to increase the'ecofogical validity of
relatidnship—context manipulations,

14

Generalizability is also limited by the fact that relationship .

partnérs were exposed to each other within only one type of situati?P“

<

{i.e., @ simulated work session). Future research could expané.this
- focus by creating laboratoty simulatiens of'oﬁher kinds of socaal

} ' " situations (e.g., educational or recreational situations) and by
“ . ' . .
X /allowing periods during the interaction for subjects to exchange

’ . | -

) information more freely. Such elaborations would certainly enhance the

. .

i

'fnéturalistic" flavour of laﬁaratory acquaintanceships,¥although control

e,

would necessarily be reduced (with a consequent threat to internal , . =

"

’

~




150

validity).

. The methodology of obtainlnglimpressions in Study 2 also imposes

4

some limits on the research. Recall that subjects described their -
partners orally into a tape recorder. Talking into a tape recorder with
little priox warning’may have intimidated subjecté somewhat, Although
subjects indicated, on a post-experimental, questionnaire, that the
experience was not particularly distressing, pilot testing revealéd a
preference among some subjects to describe their partners directly to
the experimenter rather than into a tape recorder. Thus, it is possible
3 . .
that some subjects provided less comprehensive or less accurate
impressions of their partners than they were capable of doing. Any such
threats to the veridic%lity of impressions, however,j was most likely )
represented as random error variance in the data since all subjects msed
the tape-recorder and subjects were randomly assigned to the
relationship~context ‘teatment conditions.

Finally, some problems with the dependent measures ,deserve mention,

r.

particularly with respect to the measure of integration. Ideally,
K J
integration reflects how well the perceiver deals with contradictory or

inconsistent information s/he has obtained from interactions with the
referent person (seé‘Appendi; E). lgperationally, high>in‘sgration
represented the ju&?ﬁﬁs rating Jf h;L "good"™ a story about the ;eferent
person the pe?ceiver presented. Thus, it is possible that, despite

. explicit instructions to the contrary, judged integration reflected, to

some extent, the writing and/or compositional skills of the perceivers.

.
¢

More technically, "integration" ratings may have reflected .

organizational properties in person descriptions that were a consequence

-

of output processes or articulation gkills rather than the underlying
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knqwledge structures representing the referent\persons. Random
assignment pfeSpmably equated writing/composition';kills across
experimental conditiong, but this does ndt eliminaté qﬁestioné abo;t the
meaning of the integratgon scores, Thﬁs: the Eonstrpct validity of the

measure of integration‘'is open to some debate, although the Mmeasure

provided, at least, a starting point for the current "naturali®tic”

o - n i N

investigations of person perception, ‘
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< . The "Acquaintance” Paradigm:" Concluding Remarks . . .

» . ° 0 -

i h
Two experiments examining person perception and :impression

deveiopment_have beéen reported in this tpes;sf The’studies involved

different methodelogies, but both emphasized the influenc:s of "molar

. , , 0 .
A .and interpersonal"” factors under naturalistic conditions. That is, an

"acquaintance" paradigm, involvind® the acquisition of knowledge about

-

R anoth?r person from repeated, face-to-face interaction, was employed to

-, study the impact of "relationship-context"™ and "objective familiarity"
. . \ L - .
- - A - r )
- oh the structural nature of cognitive per®bn representations.. The focus
on face-to;face interaction as the primary mode of-écquiring social |

knowledge highlights Russellfs distinction (despribed in the’

Introduction) between "knowledge~hy-acquaintance" and .

< L]

"knowledge-by-description”.: Both are important general forms of °

personal knowledge about others, which could conceivably dlffer
'mealitatlvely. lsxc;lly, “knowledge—by-descrlptzon has been the focus

) ) X ‘ . . :
of most person perceptxon research desplte the everyday, "real world"

~ ,

h ] greValence of "knowledge-by—acqualntance .« The preseﬁt research begins
2 . to redress this overemphas1s by fOCUSSlng on . B
2 ‘"Fknowledge-by*acquaintance”._ Together; these experiments comprise the

“

most contrq;;edrinvestigation that is currently available*of the

N, °

lreiat&pns between naturallstic con§1t10ns of inbreasing acquaintance

»

L]

¢ between two persons and the structure of each person’ s cogn;tive
4 -

f s representation (i e,, personal impression) of the other.

o .

In addition, the conceptual and‘methodologiéal framework presented

.

"1n this thesis integrates tha social relationships and soc1a1 cognxtzon

areas within -oqial p-ychology and thereby hgs potential theoretical and
A T : . ; ]

\ '“'.‘ - -, . .




. ,
AN < .

X
heuristic value for the study of social knowledge. The "acquaintance"

Q

paradigm used in the present research also could be useful in®studying

processes of discovery during the "exploration" stage of relationship

development (Scanhzoni, 19798). Perhaps an understanding of the nature of

person perceptionﬁin begi;ning acquaintancéships would provide insights
into process;; of friendshi; formation, intimacy, and relationship

. .
evoiution. It is hoped that the® present endeavour will contribute to
our understanding éf naturalisti¢ person péQEeétion by identifying

-

important "molar and intérpersonal*'variables andaby suggesting ‘paths |

- P

that may take us beyond "the social psyéhologj of the stranger".

%
S | | -
v v

-3




Footnotes

-

The term "person concepts" is used in this thesis in a rather

v } .
different manner than its meaning in Fiske and Cox (1979)., 1In <;7

S

Fiske and Cox (1979), the term person concepts is used to refer to

the perceiver's overall concept or cognitive representation of the

Al

referent person, with various categories of information or attributes
&

making up this overall cdnéept. The' individual attributes themselves,u

however, are-not called concepts. In the present thesis, the term
"concepts" is used interchang!%bly.with the term "attributes". Thus,
yﬁenever the term “person concepts" or the\pﬂrase “number‘of person
concep£s" appears in this thesis, it is meant to refer to the various
"attributes" used in person descriptions. ' , ' 7
Preliﬁinary analyses of covariance, using RCQ cognitive complexity
scores as the coVariaté,‘revealed only ﬁinimal facilitation of
effects when the covariate was statistically controlled, with po
appreciable changes in means wﬁen adjusted r thg covafiate.

Further, an ANOVA on the RCQ scores revealed no differences between

conditions. Thus, the covariate was dropped from subsequent analyses. ¢

To increase ctfnces of obtaining pairs of strangers, duplicate

‘sign-up sheets were maximally separated (placed upon different

.
o~

bullétinoboards) in the subject pool.

iy,

Dr. Robert Gardner is, thanked for his advice on this aspect of

the experimental degign.

.

-
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As in the first experiment, the analyses of covariance, using the

'

RCQ cognitive compelxity scores as the covariate, produced only
minimal facilitation of effects, and there were no appregiable
changes in means when adjusted for the covariate. In addition,

an ANOVA of the RCQ scores revedled no differences between

conditions, so the covariate was dropped from subsequent analyses.

¢
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Appendix A ' ‘ P
: ‘ Example instruction sheet describing attributes

1 ‘ X of "practide person" target in the "massed

3 . . interaction, superordinate other" condition.

Practice item 2

. , Personal Acquaintances

4

INSTRUCTIONS - ’ ' ~~
CT \, ’ 7’ .
. ' 3

Think of a person who 'you know fits the following four ' K\.\ —
characteristics as closely as possxbie. Thig person, can be g!y age, \

[ S ey T

a) this person is the same sex as yours

2- 3 months)

. c) you interact with this person reasonably often (at least -
twice a week)

4 - “ -

. 4) you 1nteract with this person as a subordinate (that 1s, e
' you are lower status or less powerful) .- ~

: } - , )

‘ ) ) ’ . o , .

- ) ‘ Think about thlS person carefully for a mlnute or so. Then, on the T
, follov1ng page,'descfibe this person as fully as possible 3o that one of '

’ your close friends, who has never met thls person,'w111 know him/her in

the same way that you do now, and will know what s/he is " like to be “

around. . L

-

. .,
£l » ¢ .

oy

/

i
i * ) Before ‘you begln wrltxngf»please 1dentify thls person's
, ’ 'relationshxp to yourself (for example, roommate, lab partner, paper
. " boy/girl, professor,. relatxve, paxent, store merchant,  teammate, e
neighbour, garage hechanic, dentist,” doctor, téaching ass;stant,
] bartender, friend of a friend, etc.), and-in¢lude his/per approximate e

DS . age. The spaces for thls information are provided at the top of the
1 - next page. e

AN L

- , . " We Qﬁgéeaé'thht you- take qg longer than gg_minutes. -, ', . .
. . . : i . ’ o . o e . @

; . . . . ". .: ! . ¢
S e L ov1le8 -, 0 - o ;
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Appepdix B
; , y
- Coding Guide for Person Descriptions

» (Adapted from Fiske & Cox, 1979) ‘

General Instructions
— ' 4 Al 3 >
' Score each adjective ¢6r phrase that falls into one of the following
categories. A unit may be doubled scored. For example, "He is my
postman" would receive one score under "role“ and a second- score ander
"occupation". X R

'-

) 2
- APPEARANCE: HOW THEY APPEAR. For this section score each adjective as

one mention.

BodyT - ) ' .

1) Physique any mention of body type or build except as below
. 2) Weight: " mention of a specific weight or adjectlve like "’
) "hery“ & . .
. 3) Height: mention of specific heighb of adjective like "tall"
4) Posture: chronic or habitual body carriage,
e.d., "slumped”, "erect™ )
5) Specific parts: mention of abnormalltles or elaborations on *
. particular parts of body ... e.qg., Wbeautlful harids"
. Face: ' . .
N 1) Features: fixed physzognomlc attributes, e.qg., “warts !
‘ : "scar", "lips" - .
. : 2) Eyes: colour, size but not mqvement or contact, stares
‘ 3) skin: colour; texture, complexion, etc.
' ‘ 4) Hair: colour, curliness, style, texture, etc.
Voice: fixed attributes such as "pitch", "loudness", etc. :
. Age: specific or estimated age qr adjectives like "old", "yoting" )
Race: specific racial category mentioned Lo .
Egz? specific gender mention ... "man", "girl", etc. but not
. pronouns ' ‘. L )
Overafl attractjveness: -~ evaluation of impact of appearance
*Good-looking” K
. Grooming: . “'
1) Clothing: style, colour, speciflc 1tems (cane, shopping
. bag); jewelry - )
) ) 2)  Make-up:® any mention of oosmetics ) ,
- 3) Glasses: presence of, description or elaborations thereof
- - 4) Hygiene: cleanliness, odours, etc. .
, 5) ANeatness. any ment;on of orderliness of appearance
& ’
CONTEXT: waznz ONE FINDS “THEM.‘ This includes observable\and .
. ! non-cbservable settings. S . .
1 o Situationa: interpexsonal settings, e.g., cocktail parties,_phone
- ' - conversations, interview ... note: likes to go to patti
’ - "attitude”, but "partygoér” = “trait™
. ’ Location:. physical place, e.g., bfff’s building, suburbs, New York
. . - X . L . )
) I v . ". » . " “ 169- . . '7 ' . c



' ORIGINS: HOW THEY GOT THIS WAY. Other than mentions of nationality/’

' . ethnicity and class, only items referring to characteristics from
T,past to be Scored in this section. Y )
H . 3
v Nationality/ethnicity: -country or group origins or affiliations
‘ Class-socioeconomig: economic or social standing
, + Family: childhood esperiences, birth order, family constellation |
- ;! Educational/occupational- background: training and work experience, past
‘ . jobs, resume items ’ ' . .
: Drastic/unusual events: traumas, accidents, honours, life events of
' major impact, e.g., death of a loyed one. -

a

. BEHAVIOR: WHAT_THEY DO. For this section, score adjectives, such as he
g . moves "gracefully", and phrases, such as "He moves-as if he were
dancing." These attributes are dlrectly observable.

‘Chronic Nonverbal; " .-

« 1) Speech: accent, language'use, vocabulary, dialect, style,
‘paralinguistic cues (intonation) note: "talks like ... 'x'"
to be scored as "speech" not scrlpt“ )

2) . Facial behayior‘ mention of transient expre551oﬂ§ e.g.,
‘ smiles “wnnks, laughs, etc.
3) Eye contact: vxsuaI attentlon, eye movement, glances, stares,

etc.
) T 4) Gestures: hand movements while talking, head nods, etc. | T
- o 5) Movement: gait, general style of movement, fluldlty, amoumt .
. of movement, activity level (relaxéd, active, calm)
Act1v1tles' . :
o ) 1) Incidents: any mention of behaviors or actions that does not ° -
T * descyibe a script, e.g., "last night he smashed a table with a

. bat", "He stole my 1r1fr1end“
' 2) . Habits: smoking, nail biting, finger drummlng, etc.

) 3) Hobbies:  'avocations, sports played (only,scorxe spec1fic .
. , sports mentioned) - note: 'see "belief/attitude” subcategory
o also . - ‘
- . . 4) Occupations: usual job, also score person identification at :
",w ,.  top of page’as ﬂ‘icupatlon or *role/social position™ if other
! e .than a name is given .- .
Scripts: chronic behavior patterns.of behavior sequences used to . ’

illustrate a dispositxonal attrxbute, e. g., "He never says hellg
vwhen you see him on ‘the street", ,.. also " never ... Ty

- .. "always ... ", "tends to ....", "seems to ...—’{, "appears to ... "
' JRELATIONSHIPS: WHAT ONE DOES WITH THEM. This &ectmn involy S
. non-obaervable qttrlbutes. ~ “o

y

o Role- social pos;tzon,~e g., my motﬁer", "my friend®, "his studen{", ‘

+"her lawyery :

) History: .past interpqrsonal experiences with perceiver (e.y§., "she lent-. "
me a dime") as well as any mention of duration of interpersonal

) : . asaociation . ' ' W ‘

- o Social. network. person's. relationshipa to and with other,people in ‘ )

general, e.g7, "he hae a lot of friends", “he never goes out",

"she is uqrried' . . T o
. . o . T . /. . 0




v ' ¢ '

Others' reactions: .any comments descrlblng how others feel ot thlnk
= + about the person. .

Perceiver's*reaction: "He makes me nervous", "I like her", or other
‘comments which.state how the person being described makes the
describer feel or react ... ixtludes *fun-to-be-with" (but score
"fnhloving"'as a "trait!), also other mentions of how perceiver .
gets along with the’ person being described and algo statements '
describing "how close each is to the other” . 8 . o

PERSONAL PROPERTIES: WHAT MAKES THEM UP This includes inferred,
internal characterlstics. ) a

_ Intelligence: any men;}on of person's intelligence including "smart",
- o .- "bright", "a , "slow", etc. Note: sgore "witty“, "naive",

: "ability", "expertise"” as'a "trait" . .
Interests: orientations and nonevaluat1ve involvement, e.g., "He is
"  into personal growth", "She is interested in children" ... often

o ' statements beginning with "love to ... " or "likes t6 ... "
. . will be scoreable as an “interest", but at other times they will
be more appropriate as "belief/attitudes” * -\ .
. C&usality inferences: ’'intentionality, environmental constraints, ‘luck, *
personal effort or any perceiver's judgements or explanations of
influences over the~pérson s life events ... e.g., "works hard

Py}

_ to ..y %, "tries to ... ", petc. ~ . .
L Bellefs/attatudes- opinions, political stance, religious persuaszon, . '
evalugtlons of objects’ 24 ideas ... e.g., "likes 'x%x'" .= "attitudes"

Note- \'x must be a specific object, idea, and only
specif1 rellgious dénominations fincludlng Christian as a =
S . generxcgiabel) o
. Inferences about self-impression: any comment by the perceiver B,
- : . describing how s/he thinks the person "thinks or feels" about-
v ‘his/herself ... e.g., ."he thinks he's God's gift {0, women" -
‘Inferences about self-impression with perceiver disclaifper: any -
. self-impression describing comment that is followed by a
refutation by the perceiver ... e.q., ”he thinks he's funny, but .
e never is" - ) - -
. - Traits: adjectzves or descriptive phrases of dispositional attributes,
Pt C . such as "generous”, "he's friepdly . "thinks only of self", etc., " .
‘ Also score "abilities”, Yexpertise”, "needs” (e.g., "needs to be
' liked") as "traits™ ... alsoc "desires" and "ambitions" may be\.
" scored as "traits” or as "interests® (most often as "tra*ts")
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CODING SHEET ~- PERSON DESCRIPTIONS

] i "_“

Subjectho.: - : Date: | , Bty

* - Score: # of units: ' # of concepts:

/ég Other Comments:

b LR
~
<

A . — -
-Concdept Category  Instances Given Comments Total

.
e - 2

+

I. APPEARANCE ,
Body -- physique * _ B R
weight B ..
height -
. posture :
specific-part

Face -- features ‘ . o,
e eyes ‘ - - N1
‘skin ‘ :
O , #hair
LY & . ‘
Grooming -~ clothing '
make-up , : A . ‘ )
glasses ot . ’ "
. ' hygiene
neatness
o . Overall attractiveness .

. ) ol ® . - 4
L Voice . - .

- Q.Age . ’ ) i ) ‘ ¢

Race . . i . .o -

II. CONTEXT - , , :
A o Social Situations - e * .

- - . y .

;Physicai ngitions o B -

o If1. ORIGINS DR .
‘! ' latioqality/tthniq}ty . L ‘ "

Clasq/ﬁocidoognu-4¢ o - 4 ’ S ’ fo

4 ‘.‘" 2'117 R ‘ R .". “ A ’ e ) -

" .
' % S " . . e -

' ' e . s , ‘ EN
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Concept Category

Instances. Given

Comments

-l ———-

Iv,

4 emem

Education/Occupation

Drastic/unusual event

BEHAVIOR
*Chronic Nom;erbal”-‘-o
Speech

\

Facial Behavior

« Eye Contact
Gestures
Movement

Activities --
. Incidents
. "Habits
Hobbies
Occupation

Scripts

-

5
———— e s e 1t et e e S S o o e e o e e e e e S s s s e

V.

RELATIONSHIPS /
Role/Social Position

Past Experiences

Social Network

Othets"Reaqgions :

Perceiver's Reactions

—— —— - - ——— — ———— — —_— — -

VI,

 Beliefs/Attitides

. Traits

[} : I’

PERSONAL PROPERTIES
Intelligence ‘

Interests \

’

Causality Inferencg

. I
. Inference of Self
Impression - .

inforcncé of Self

Impression with
Perceiver Disclaim

2
)

4‘\!

L7}
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' ROLE CATEGORY QUESTIONNAIRE:

> #

A measure of cognitive complexity relevant to impression formation

*
(Rosenkrantz & Crockett, 1965)

IS

Description of measure

»
. » .

1

In this medsure, the subject is first required to identify eight

Y

"ﬁifferent individuals whom s/he knows. These persons must fit the eight

" different categories generated by crossing these.three factors:

~
.
.1

< 1) plderlthaﬂ vs. same age as ;he,;ubject
2) - liked vs. disliked by the subject ’ ’
‘ Al
3) - male vs. female

.y

Ihe subject is first 1nstructed to 1den;1fy eight different people

‘who fit these categories, to spend a few mi!;tes mentally comparing and

contrasting the interpersonal charaéteristics'of these eight people, and °

then to describe each individual in writing as fully as possible within

’ - ' ‘ ‘ . & -
a Z-minute time lxmit (see Rosenkrantz & Crockett, 1965) ‘

w " » -‘
v +

The measure of cognitive co-plexi*x is thé number of different

¥ v .-
interperaonal constructs that the aubjects used in these eighb

1

descriptions. J ' - -
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R - "Role Category Questiopnaire"

s
«

-~ ' * ' - L

A} - i
Ld

Read thege instructions carefulf_lx.

-

Instructions. Identify 1 rea)l person that you know who fits the *

] g ' s

category headings below. Think about how these people differ and how

. they are alike, in terns of 'thei{: va"riops' personality a.ttripufes
. R (t\rait.s, chérab;iqristics, _attit'ﬁdes, '.di_sp‘o,siti‘ops)/_ ‘ Take %ut 5“
: -.‘_minutes to do this mental comparing -and contrast:.‘i'né
. g - You w;ll n0w be requlred to write a descnptlon of’ each mdxvxdual
p \

Signal the expenmenter when you' ¢ are ready to begm wrxt:.pg. ) You Wlll

be allowed 2. minu;:es to write each descnptlon,,qlth a 10-second break '

. in between. 'Try to describe the individual as fullf’a_s pogsible,
€ 4 ‘ » . ; ' .

o B . > ‘
_Rerson categories . . |/ - ) :
Category S " Who I know
1. wmale/dlder/like , - -,k ° .

2. él?/oléég/dislikg
; 3. malefpeér(like. S o -'ﬁ
4. mgle/peg;/d§slike .o |
5. fena']‘.e/blder/‘likea . |
W. female/older/dislike R
7. fe;\ale/peer/like L
8. female/peer/aislike

oy ' o

LT . . .' -

Hribe one description only on each of the eight following pages.

. Label.the person being d'otcribod
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| THE UNIVERSITY OF WES‘IEZRN ONTARIO,
. LONDON CANADA
Department,. pf&?sy‘chology 3 .
: ;A )
Experiment: Phrases people qsgjtq:éescrlbe others,
[ . . '
Sex: M F
Age:
' PLEASE READ ALL 'INSTRi‘iei;FI_ONS CAREFULLY , . -

2z

Instructions , -

On the pages of the questionnaire booklet 'are listed 72 different

" terms #hd phrases that_have actually been used by people to desctibe

other# that they know. These terms and phrases come from essays written
by participants in other experiments in which they have described,in ~
detail the attributes and characteristiecs of friends, enemies, and other

acquaintances. These 72 descriptive phrases were selected semi-randomly
from over 1600 essays. .

» T
In this experimént, we would like you to make two (2) different
judgments about the naturé of .person describing phrases. -
* ™ - =
1. First Judgmeny: ' How concrete vs. abstract is the attribute
describedhy a term or phrase?

All the' terms ‘and phrases in t klet describe some attribute or
character1st; that could be posses erson. Some descriptions

refer to directly observable, physzcally ap, explicit attributes;
other descriptidns refer to unobservable, inferred, assumed, or implicit
attributes. Any description that refers to a directly observable,
explicit attribute should be given a high concreteness rating; any

descrlptlon that refers to an unobservable, inferred, or implicit attribute

should be given a high abstractness rating. For example, consider the
descriptions ?brown eybs™ and "conceited”. "Brown eyes" is a directly
observable attribute. It is highly concrete. "Conceited", on the other:
hand, is not directly observable; it is a highly abstract concept
referrxng to an. implicit‘ dispositional property of the person.

Your ratlngs will be nade in terﬁi,of a 6~point scale, where 1 is
the high concreteness end of the ‘scale, and 6 is the high abstractness

end of the scale. The scale is reproduced at. the top .of each page of

the booklet. Please laké\your rating of each descrprdve term or phrase
by writing the number on ‘the scale that best indicates your judgment of

_conc;dteness vs. abstractness in the space at beginning ‘'of each

term or phrase. The descriptions judgpd tq,be most abstract would be

’ . . ..
N v . ., N . o
2
R - K v
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»

3

-
1
- .

. lal

given ‘a'rating of 6, and the descriptions judged to be most concrete
would be given a rating of 1. Descriptions that are intermediate
between being highly concrete and highly abstract, of course, should be

» ‘rated 'bpropriately between the extremes. Peel free to use the entire »

range of numbers, from l.to 6,-"and do not be concerned about how often

you use a particular number as 1 as it is your true judgement. Read’
each description carefulll and try to be precise in your'ratings.->
- * AN Y v 4

2. Second Judégment: What kind of attribute is described by the term

or phrase? \ 3 . . -

&
-

. ; _ . )
Most attributes of persons canh be categorized as one of the fellowing
kinds or types of attributes: ggpearaﬁce attributes, or what the person

looks like; personality attributes, or what the person is like internally;

‘origin attributes, or "the person's background ar how they got the way they

are; behaviour attributes, or-what the person does and how he/she acts;
relationship attributes, or what one does with the person and how the

person gets alqng yith péoé}e; and, context attributes, or where the person
is found. - .

<+ 1+ -

In addition to rating each description for concreteness vs.
abstractness, we would like you to classify the description in terms of one
of the attribute categories just mentioned. These attribute category names”

are reproduced at the bottom 6f each page of the booklet. Make your
classification of each description by writing. the name of the category that
you feel most, appropriately would include the description in the space to
the right of each description. Make your categprizations quickly, but

4

., do not be eargless with your judgements. ’ .
——-n s Tt - R € -
- Please;study the folléwing examples: : ' o
Concr;te/ - Kind of
Abstract Description Attribute
i. 4 involved in charitable g pQMps behaviour -
2. 5 : w; have a lot in common relations;ip
3. 2 sage floor iq residence éqnfext‘ S
4. 3 ' born in ﬁurépe g ' . origin w

If necessary, refer back to these instructions when making ‘your
judgements of concreteness vs. abstractness and kind of attribute on
following pages.. Ask any questions now; when you are ready, turh the
page and begin. . 7 ) .

d L

L]
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l_i_i,cjhly Cancrete ' - 1* 2 3 1¢ 4 ’.'S”_f"’,:G . ;Highly

Ce .~ ®- 7. .. .. Abstract

5 N Z. L - 3
. MR R =T - - . e -

Concrete/,':";; . ‘ ST 77 Kind of

. Abstract . Wpescription .- _Attribute -

. fun to be Ar\oux'xd‘ ‘ '
T . ." ¢ .
\ has a cqllege diploma SR :
+ great sense Of humoyr = ﬁ' . -
\ . 8 ‘

" real nic’e""bum"

dtinks and smokes tuoo mch

appurqnce - what they ook like . . " personality -« 1numa1 make-up
origin  -- how they got'thc way are context -- where they, are .

) ' tnhtiomhip -- what one does

. . ‘ . . wit:h thu

’ P ) ®»
" . .

-
-
-

-
.,
-

ES -, e - . - 2w - ' ‘9 .
e craz‘y 5t_”" ‘v-'« " hd -~ ° . R ——"‘-—;—.—-
D .. "raised in "bbarding schools i
———— - e . ‘ R ____'._-_ «
g v freckles on 1 nose T S T
* P r'i:éauy like hgr . T
B in the same chemstry lah - i
LN - .‘ ‘A‘Eff o W ) - ' - ’ " - v .
i R can make mtelligent converaation T T
! LT _7 » - . '
SR good at dg&ling wn:h people S e
. . v a show-off v‘ T W ‘
"at his housa ) | ,"“5
J— : . - . . —-—---—-----ne
T thmks hérs so much better “than . ]
those around him e :
: sits 121 front« of‘-*aie in soc,iolo?y o y
' youﬂger than me ggj ) ,
walks like she 8 being pushed from )
behind . AR
mother spoiled him .- o L
) . e ————

Pum
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, Highly @gncrete . . 1 2 3 4 5 -6 $ighly
- a ' P ‘ Abstract-
Ll " . ) N 1 . ) -
- Concrete/ ' K L0 e s . Kind of
, ) Abstract Description ; Attribute~
« . . )P . ),‘ . .
& -, . vy i [
n ,. . . . .
_ . _wears red-tag" levi jeans, v ,
- . ¢
- English d C o N
. SO his mind is in the gutter more T e
. i than moBt ¢ . ' o
- ! ° L ) ~ .
. . L I ’ . .
on the soccer fiel&- - s : .
- , c————————— p » hw-—-—-—-a-—
b4 . . 0 . .’. PR -] -
hds few friends - - a N :
- g orphaned when 3 :r 4 'L . .
N L 4 L - : ) .
- o, at her favourite pub . IR
. ' Y e e
' ‘ °  bpeard looks sick - o
i - i o s . . ’ ' v,
e / o - ] ™ ~ - ' % )
every week he's “hosin' PR L
E] s rrm—n——— 3 o ' 1
. o ) somebody else: . o T L
L - R ter
o from high school ) . .
. . - . . ¢ e -
’ ., ; gives me a “creepy" feeling o, .
” . R . d-n—-——‘———-
3 . . . . , . | N N ) ) . 4
/ . “ I likes to party . - | At s .
1 - 4 ‘ ' ~ 1] b\'
i \ , aggresgive ’ o . —=
* R - » +
family is from Italy .
R 6 o- " . ’ - t‘ -
, : always' joking around -+ s,
— ys'J kinq el -
" o e a ﬁiut-qu child av" ,* o .
N c N ’ i . 1
S e R » . ) ' em me . . P ‘:o'
. - » - . R t g ‘-4—1———--‘.‘_ ‘
: v T ; ’ . don't ue eye to eye on’ vety -ucin - N @
. " "( ) i o w P ’ 2 . ’ -
L !
) hmmt;h-atalkingab:n’;::A T -,
- '; . " . a -

bl O
- -

PO - appuunco -~ vhat thqy look iiko v potmxla.t -~ Lnuml ukomp
ot . worigin --bowthquqﬁthouy are~ = context - mnth-yn:n. s
- h ,—sbohaviom: --mhatthoydo g5 - \ ral&tiona -~ what gue does.
’ R o _ . . o o 't ‘\ l““m%.-
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1 2 3 T4 5 6 Highly
. ’ -Abstract

z

. Kind of
Desdription Attribute

at

*

- by making up stofies

lighthearted .

real petite
works in the kitchen part-time

made a "fuck-up” of my 5 years
living with him ) . '

see het on the bus ‘ .
background fuil of intellectuals
stacked ﬂ
excellent judge of cha;acter

ol
grew up on army bases

o

easy to talk to

pointed chin

always trying to attract attention ' -

1ivq§ down the hall

unfair to ﬁg when I worked for him

at;chnir praétice N

5'8}" tall _ = ¢
lies fhrdugh/hi;‘te G ~.
fauily‘is rich

teaser , o , .

. appearance -~ what they loei ii#e’
origin =~ how they got the way are
‘behaviour -- what they do

pérscnality ~= internal make-up
context -~ where they are
tlonship -~ whit one does

with thenm



" 'Highly Concrete 1.2 3. 4 5 & . Highly

— . . . ~1 . N . o

e Concrete/ . . . . . R L .| xind of -

“ ’ y Absti:act“ : _ . L " Description R Attribute
~ ' ghe fights like a Bear - / .
- friend of a friend ‘
K at the beach in Florida :
. - - sensible mind -
. . quite a "bulge” : .
: . oﬁeﬂniqht, she stole my boyfriend - S '
_ , sparkle in her smile _ o
. parents were killed tragically when ’ ‘
he wasg little . .
. : not -8o. lucky wij:h womien N
) _ . 'Eattyer is-é‘mi'nistlez L
| - hitowss him for 15 years .
l, L curly blond hair ) ' '
..—-*-_-‘--. ‘ . ) ————————
'\1 : : R ! "l.ikestosee people snile ' A :
\ g * - i ~ can talk-his .way- out of anything . , :
. * . and get any girl hé wants . o
k ‘ ) ' A U . S '
- ' L a‘{: all the L fes L ‘ i
appeaxance - whqt they look uke person;lity - intarnu make-up

“ I ‘ ) origin -- how- they got tha way are ' context = where they are ‘
P : behaviour - mpt they dq L ;. - x:elatiomhi.p -« what cme does
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Apandix E o - .

. A Guide for Judgiﬁé the Integration .
- of Person Descriptions v ;

*

~ T Phe source of this measure of judged integration is Radke-Yarrow
f\>\\ and Campbell (1963). On pages 62 and 63 they describe a.subjective
™ measure of complexity of organization™ of person descriptlons This =
"eomplexity measure can be thought of as more of an index of thematic

integgation than cogglexitz.

¢

The scale: .
& - . ‘ low - ' - i/"// . hJ?-gh
integration 1 2 3 4.5 6-.7 integxation
medium P N
integration }
e , ‘ LI <
The meanings of scale values: ’ .

Value of 1 (low integration) indicates "vague global. ‘
generalizations, inadequately. supported or a congerie of specific
details without stated or implied theme”’ (e.g., a listing of details
and/ox attributes) «

value of 4 jmediun integration) indicates ‘supérfiéial
generalizations supported by 'some congruent behavioural details" (e.q.,
characteristics and attributes are akcompanied by‘brief exemplar
. behav.wurs)

- Value of 7 (high ‘integration) indicates "1nterpretative
generalizations, supported by interweaving of different . complicated
themes or .by complex analyses of "'Why' of behaviour and traits® (e.q.,
well integrated personality portraits involving implicit and explic1t ‘
inferences about behaviour". \

, SOme cautions in making judgements of. 1ntegration- Te

1. Try to make judgements indepe nt of length of desoription, or the
. number of generalizations, details, and attributes mentioned. For
‘exainple, single theme’ descriptions can be highly integrated, i
. " whereas deéscriptions including hany characteristics with brief .
' exemplars may be only moderately integrated at best. ’ !

- 'Try not to be- influenced by the werbosity or quality of writing
displayed by authors of de-criptions. Sometimes grammatically’
‘well-structured descriptions present only a low to moderately
1ntegrated inpreasion of the per.on beingﬂdescribed. ’
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Appendix F

L}
° - -

¥
. : Some Criteria for Judging the De81rability : -
n , Yy ; of Person Descriptions .

The scale: . . N

o very . J 7 - - very
undesirable -3 7 =2 -1 0 1 2 -3 - desirable'

B . -

ER - * -,
H

The judging criteria:

N 1, Use your first reaction following a slow, careful reading of the
description. T .
. .
. . 2. iDescriptions that are either all negative or all positive and that
’ i ; include personal statements of liking or disliking could be scored
¢ v either -3 or +3, relpectively.
1. " 3. Mixes of positive and negative characteristics,'or'all-positive or
' all negative descriptions having some quqlifications or
rationalizations for the referent person's character could be
‘scored either =2 or +2 depending on which characteristics and
attributes are dominant or in the majority. t

. 4, Descriptions that are just "one side" of being neutral (e.q.,
’ having slight imbalances in the number of positive and/or negative
0 - characteristics) could be scored -1 or +1

4
.

. ... 5. .Equal amounts of positive and negative characterigtics and
. . ‘ o attributes, or purely "physically descriptive” person descriptions
. most likely will be neutral and given a score of 0.
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T N Appendix G
¢ 5 * .
- w Summary Table:
- Comparisons of different undergraduate samples on major
. dependent measures
P First_pndergraduate”sample from Winter Term, 1981-82 academic year,’
. = 70.
Second undergraduate sample from Fall Term, 1982-83 ‘academic year, -
= 74.. :
« . ¢ ’ 4
- o 2-tailed .
Measure Group Mean S.D. t-value, df £-142 probability
RCQ measure 1st | 45.89 12.34 . t=~-,13 - .90
‘cognitive complexity 2nd  46.15 11.77
Differentiation st 15.06  7.55 t =~-,83 4
, . 2nd  .16.04. 6.61 o R
- Judged 1st - 3.93 1.47 t=-.87 .39
.Integration ° 2nd . 4.14 1,39 -
<" Complexity , 1st . ~.15 1.78 - t=-1.00 -
- 2nd .14  1.63
Level of 1st 4.68 .54 t=-.02 .99
. Bbstraction 2nd  4.68 .57 : o
‘ Judged o 1st 1.57 1.54 t=-.09 f.93 ‘
. Desirablity 2nd 1.59  1.62 . ' - _ -
) 'Lukan ‘ st  8.20 1.54 t = =81 .42
- . ' _2nd__ 8.43  1.88 g
- Evaluatave v 1st- 7.80 1,13 ot = -,37 .71
Impreéssion 2pd 7.87 1.39 ‘
Confidence in lst 7.87 1,02 t = -1.49 .14
o ) - Judgement 2nd 8.13 1,07
. "Jominant vs. 1st 6.10 2,09 t= ,68 . .50
i submissive” 2nd - 5.95 2.29 , ‘
“"impulsive vs, lst 7.29 1,98 t= .13 .91
, cautious"™ 2nd 7.24 2.08
"opinionated vs. lst 5.27 2,27 t= .58 .57,
unopinionated"” " 2nd  5.04__ 2,50 B -
° "competitive vs.  1lst 7.90 /2,42 t= .20 St .es .
cooperative” 2nd-  7.82 2.06 : ' .
1st manipulation - lat 7.11 3.82 St = .51 i .62
. - check 2nd 6.80 3,66 ‘ C
2nd manipulation 1st 7.63 3,59 t=1.10. . .25
check . 2pd 6.99 3.42
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Appendix H -
Task Materxals.
Organ1zat;onal/Management Problems, with Response Sheets
. and Subje¢ct Performance Feedback Booklets

SUBARCTIC .SURVIVAL

* . INSTRUCTIONS ' _ .

The - cr1tica1 sxtuatlon described in this problem is based on, actual
cases in which men and wpmen lived or died depending upon the survival
- decisions they made. - Read the information below carefully, discuss the
sityation with your partner, and then make your responses 6n the
. ,Résponse Sheet provided. . .
o -~
The situation. It is approximately 2: 30 P. m., octdber 5th and you
have just crashed-landed on the eagt shore of Laura-Lake in the . B
’ subarctic region 3 the northern Quebec-Newfoundland border.- Shortly
e after the crash, the plane drifted into deep water and sank thh the
pilot's body. pinned ‘inside, :

~

The pilot was unable t& contact anyone before the crdsh, However,
ground sightings indicate that you are 30 miles -south off your ‘intended
course and approximately 22 air miles,east Qf Sghefferville, your
-original destination, and the nearest known habitation. scbfferville -
(pop. 5,000) is reachable only by air or rajl. Your party was expected
to return from northwestern Labrador to Schefferville no later than
.October 19th and filed a Flight Notifica;:i/ﬂ Form with the Department of

, Transportation via Schefferville radio to/that effect.

The" 1mmed1a;e area is, dra with patches of small evergreen trees
(2 to 4 inches in diameter) and scattered hills having rocky and barren
tops. Approximately 25% of the area is covered by long narrow lakes
connected by innumerable streams and rivers (see map). Heavy clouds
cover the sky most of the time with only one day in ten being fairly
clear, The wind sweeps the exposed areas clear of snow and builds
-drifts 3' to 5' deep in other areas. The wind speed averages 13-15
miles per hour (west-northwest). You are hoth drgssed in insulated-
uriderwear, sox, heavy.wool shirts, pants, knit gloves, sheepskin
jackets, wool caps, and heavy leather hunting-boots. Your personal’
possessions include one pocket knife (2 blades), an awl which resembles o
an ice pick, one stub pencil, and an air map.

ﬁ, : The’groblem Before the: plane drifted away and sank you and your
partner were abld to salvage the 15 items listed on the Reaponae sheet/
Your task is to rank these items according to their importance to your
survival, starting-with "1" the most important and "15" the least

'xmportant. You will have approximately 30 minutes to discuss the
problem with Yyour partner.
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RESPONSE SHEET . - SUBARCTIC SURVIVAL

-

\

Y

INSTRUCTIONS

Rank order the followxng 15 1temsein terms of their importance td
survival from your point of view. - )
. Py LN . N

———

' SalvaéedAItema ) - f Personal ranking of importance

k]

" A magnetic compass

A gallon can of maplé syrupi ) ' L

One arctic sleeping bag'per pe:soﬁ
A~bgttle of water purification tablets .

A 20" x 20" piece of heavy-duty canvas

13 wood matches in a metal screwtop,’ ‘ -

waterproof gontaiher o t ' : o '
250° of $* braided nﬁslon" rope (50 15, test)

-

An operatlng 4 battery flashllght-~ .

3 pairs of:snnwshoes

| A fifth Bacardi rum (151 Froof)
Safety razor shaviné kit yi;hﬂmirror.' - o , : o
A wind-up alarm clock — 'y‘ -

A hand axe | | |

.One aircraft 1nner tube for a 14" whpel
(punctured)

A book -- Northern Star Navigation ;

e e
Ly




" PERSONAL' PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK |

’ . PROBLEM:  SUBARCTIC SURVIVAL

NAME

Experts' rankings - Your rankiﬁgs &

Comparative score# of other groups

s

Ind. Scores

@

Group

Salesman .
College students

Mic el managers

Key managers

Teachers

College Counsellors
Police Sergeants
Supervisors

Foremen and carpenters .

Ave.

Db T D
L ] * 8

T O D BB

R BT, I RN, W I N T N
s = L] .

NN LWHEOLWO O O

Group of 4 Eskimo

" The Experts N

The experts for the Survival Problem are the Para Rescue
Specialists for the 413 Transport and Rescue Squadron, the Canadian -
Forcés. This squdron is responsible for air/sea rescue operations in
Quebec, Newfoundland, Labrador, and the arctic regiops. They have
L r ved training, not only in' rescue, but also in survival in both the
. ' szgiiotic and the arctic. -

.?he Decision B

e v

‘The basic decision is whether to stay or leave. From the analysis
of the,situation (from the given information),'it should be known that:

a) The minimum walking distance to Scheffervzlle is more than
" 50 miles. . :
. b) Rarely, if ever,'have either or both of §ou ever made a
50 mile hike; especially in this kind of terrain..
c) There are at least 9 water crossings to make on the best
. route -to Schefferville. .
- d) The only means of navigaxion is a map which is small and
, difficult to’read. -+ )
i " e}’ There are several items 'which could be. used-fdr'hunting, .
. fishing, signalling,’ shelter, and warmth. ‘Y ’
) Prom the 1900’ )hil]l a mile northeast of Lauga: LaKe’, sthey ’
‘ - ¢, have in Iine of sight, the Schefferville airport.
. gl There is anple fuel for fire, "the inundiate area is
.- ’ . covered with small evergreen trées...." ,
s 7 - - h) The WQagher conditions for .the next mopth and a half, though

potentielly severe, are not 1npossible! o

.
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I4
®

Inoview of the above, the best decision is to stay at Laura Lake
where they will suffer fewer of the adverse cppsequences’of walking and
. have a much greater potential for signalling, for conserving their
' strength, for remaining comfortable. and for gatherlng faod.

. : The Para Rescue Specialists consider walklng out of thas situation
to be certainly fatal, particularly for pecple unfamiliar with the.
terrain and basic survival tactics in the subarctic. For those w&ua
decided  to stay, there is an excellent chance of being spotted and"
picked up.within a day or two, especially if a signal fire is kept going
day (smoke) and night, and if othe¥ fixed distress signals are kept in.
exposed.places. '

a ) . *

» The Experts' rankings and rationale -

Item and Raﬁk' Your rank ‘ Rationale
3 —_— .. -_—
* , 1. 13 wood - The most critical item. Protection
. matches in a " from cold and a source of fire are
. metal screw< . key problems to be solved. The fire
” top, waterproof .at night could serve as a signal.
. ' container ‘ -+ Since terrain is high in this area,
‘ > . . " _aircraft in and out of Schefferv;lle
Amlght spot it. : " . ’
2, a handfaie o A continuous supplx of wood is

| ) o . : necessary to maintain the fire. It
) - : may be the most frequently used item
in camp: cutting fire wood,
.constructing a frame for shelter, and
. butehering in the, event some game .
(caribou) is located

3. a 20" x 20° ‘, ':Prevailing winds of 13-15 knots will

L ' _  plece of - - make some protection necessary.
' heavy-duty ..~ Spread on a frame secured by rope, it
. canvas - * ' " could make a good tent, and its area

.contrasting with the terrain, might
. . also be more easily spotted in an air
. . . Bearch, - 8

"4,  a pleepi A possible 14 niqhtSJin the subarctic

. R - , "~ - would make this type of bag a key

o . (arctic t . " . factor in survival Caution: keep
- - ST ary.. .~ % o , :
- 5, A. qallon can - ' . Has two possible survival purposes.
_ of maple . g ' . The sugar is a source of energy. Can
' syrup® Coe . . - can be used for gooking and water
- - v L _ gathsrinq After boiling, most
o ' . ... .arctic plants are pdible, therefore
: . : -~ the can is useful. '



Item and Rank

6. -

LY

250' of "

. braided
nylon rope,

8.

10.

<,

1l1.

501b. test -

3 pairs of
snowshoes

¢

1 aircraft
inner tube’
{punctured)

; 4

safety razor
shaving kit
with mirror

an operating
4 batte;y
flashlight

a fifth of

Bacardi rum

12.°

{151 proof)

a wind~-up

alarm clock

Your fank

Rationale

The'rope has multipurposes:

and lashing,

fishing line, snares an

threads ma
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Tieiﬂg

be used as
deadfalls

may be constructed, any fresh meat -

may be suspended to be kept away from

predators (bears, wolves) and it

could be used to construct a willow
~net for fishing.

Traveling over the snow will be made
easier, especially initially around

gathering food and water.
such over-the-snow traveling equip-'
ment the soft snow woqld.make,any

traveling exhausting. .

_+he camp, and for to and from

Without

o

Can be wused to construct a sling shot
there are many arctic
birds available, such as fock .

ptarmigans that can bé easily - - |
approached and killed with rocks.or a
The- bu;nlng rubber will:

for hunting:

sling shot.

also make, dark smoke for signalling. -

'The mirror is a powerful communica-

tion device if the sun is out.
Razor blades can be used for cutting

edges.

v .

M '

. ' May be needed as an emergency source

of light in addition to the campfire.
Also, good as night time slignalling

device,

Noté, cold will reduce

efficiency of battery power.

Has -medicinal purposes as disinfec-

‘tant and anesthetic.:
in starting fire.
water container,

Alcohol of use
Bottle useful as
But greatest value

would be a morale boost, perhaps a
shot each evening vhile the next days
plans are - reviewed. )

Uséful in settipg camp routine, for

signalling adfl

“fire watch.

Also of -

some.-use as a timing device in navi-
gation for an expert navigator. 1If

used for fishing hooks.

’

,dismantled, internal workings can be

4+

\

S
«



Your rank

Item and Rank”.

'13. a magnetic

‘Compass -

.

book;
Northern
Star Navigation

™

water
purification
tablets

A

15.

190

Rationale
Unreliable in this area, Proximity
to north magnetic pole progduces
serious errors. One is likely to
become. very lost. C

Since north star is so high in this
-area, such navigation is difficult.
Useful as fire startey and toilet
paper. . o
Water is among purest in world in
this area. Not useful. Bottle may
‘be of some use.
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_ INSTRUCTIONS

PROJECT PLANNENG

.2
— .

The Bituation desc&ibed in this problem involves basic
orqanizational/manggeme t decisions. Read the information provided

- carefully, discuss the situation with your partner, and then.make_yaur

response on the Response Sheet provided.

. v

Background Information s

° This task 1nvolves designing a plan.for~&,paging a "secret pro:ect‘

" being sponsored by your "Employers". The,prOJect .is so secret that no
specific information has yetégsén revealed. . You do know, however, that
the project is expected to grow to sizeable proportions requirxng ’

additional people and resources. .
The groblem o . L " T -

- Despite the lack of infbrmation regarding the Project, you must now

r ,design a prellminary -plan for managing the Project. On the Response

Sheet is‘a list of 15 Management Activities arranged in random order.

Your task {s to rank order these activities according to the‘sequence -
you yould followinq in‘Managing the 2:03ect; Rank .order the activities
from *1" the first activity you would execute to '15" the last activity

" you would execute. - N . . . .

Go ovér the list of activities, discuss theh with your partner, and |
then rank order them according to the- sequence most, likely to result in

. effective manaqenent of the Project. You will have approxlmately 30

minutes to discuss the problem ith your partner.

19
P
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- ) RESPONSE. SHEET PROJECT PLANNING .
INSTRUCTIONS , LT . )
’ Rank order. the following 15 Management Activ1ties acCordlng to the
sequence you would follow in managing the Project. : ’
, ' Do . .
o - Mangg_ement Activities - Personal Ranking
P ' : N .
) ’ . Find qualemd people to fill posit:.ons ‘ . f -
L ﬁea.suxe progress toward and/or dev1ation '
from Project 8 goals .
e S - —
. B . . ,
_ldentify and analyze the various tasks - - ‘ Yo~y
' "necessary to implement ‘the Project’
" Dev, op strategies (priorities, sequences, .
inﬁg of major steps) . NP '

- t
i . l

Develop possible .alternative courses ‘ff action

. "\ -
T Assign responsibility, accounta.bil:.ty\ ‘ .
: authorlty ; L= \ s
Set Pro:ect objectivee ‘ - ‘

*. Train personnél for new responsibihtxes/

~

R authonty A [ . - .
L ' X Gather and anaJ.yze facts “of current Project;
] o ,situatien »
‘ S Establi_‘sh quauﬂca'ticsns' for new positions - - - Lo e

Heaaupe individual performance ag{mst .
perfomnce objectives/standards . .o . ‘ ; <

- ~ ]

Identify ‘the neqative comeqnences of each
,course of act.ion ,

-

T Deve].op individual. pertornmce objectives which are , )
o noe, mutually agreeable to the individual. and his/her .
Define :cope of relationzhipl. ragpgnsibﬁities .
and authority of new positions -

» . ] ‘ !
-

Decide on a bnio coune of acti.on '




-

" Experts' rankings - Your rankings =

. ~
Comparative sdores of other groups . ;
. ’ . -~ ) ' . . . \
group . ) Ave. Ind. Scores
¥id-level managers - : . ,6l.94 ,
Ke& managers . - 53,9 -
Welfare Program Coordz.nators 52.4
College students ~ ; no data available
The Exggrts ‘- - . .;

'mu.s ranking is suggested by a group of successful, high ra.nk:.ng .
. managers. '!hey feel ‘that the essential purpose is top focus attention on
planning, and to provide the participants with an opportunity to examine
the planning. process and- experience sequehcing the individual steps
involved in this process. :Thus,- they feel that the scoring is not the d
most important part of this _parnticular problem, Therefore., there is no
. - need to embrace the expert ranking as an absolute answer. This is an
- abstract rankings a highly rational approach to a problem about which
. nothing is. known.  The nature of the "real” project could, conceivably,
alter thé planning sequence. It can be predicted, however, that key
‘level managémegnt personnel will score closer to the experts' ranking on.
. ] this problem than mid-level managers: because they have had more
. ’e{perience developing and using basic planning s)ulls.

-2
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' The Experts' ranking and rationale - R

part I -~ Planning

Expert Your I
Rank Rank Rationale
M ‘

1 . Review and analyze the facts ©f the current project

- gituation. This is situatjon analysis. According to
' some experts this is not strictly a part of planning
process., However, all agree that a fact finding or
awareriess of the opportunity, situation, or problem -
is an important first step in any realistic planning
sequence. ’ -

2 ' Set project objectives. "The basic step in planning
. ) " is to establish planning objectives for the entire
_project". Measurable objectives indicate priorities
‘necessary to achieve the objectives. Project objec-
tives should not be confused with the activities
. necessary to achieve them. Most of all, objectives
. ' (the desired results) of the project should be
) realistic and attainable.

: 3 * Develop possible alternative courses of action.
. , L Searching for and studying alternative courses of
- action, especially those that are not immediately
. . apparent, is a critical next step. There is seldom
) o a plan for which reasonable alternatives do not
. »~ exist and often the lemst obvious ones are the most
< ' useful.

g 4 Identify the negative cohsequences of each courseeof
; action. Evaluating alternative courses is the next
4& ' step in planning. The best way to evaluate alterna-
© tives is by a cost-benefit analysis. One should be
aware, however, that because the number of alterna-
tives in many situations can be great, lookxng at -
. the negative variables, limitations, ahd their.
B ©  consequences and evaluating them may be an :
< ’ exceedingly complex task. : N .

5 o ‘. Decide on a basic course of action. This is the -
- " point in the protéss where the basic (best) plan is
< ‘adopted, This step is based on the rational

analysis of the situation. accordinq to the £irst
four activ1t1es. ‘

[
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; 6 : .. Develop strategies ( riorities,. sequences, timin of -

major steps).  After a decision -has been made on a

course of action, strategic plans must be developed

to execute the propased course of action.. These

plans would deal with the activities that follow,

: - : . - ‘such as: the hiring and training of personnel,

V// development of maintenance facilities, scheduling,

. ' advertising, financing, etc. The strategic plans
serve as an outline for the organization of these.
activities. - IR

. :
Part II -- Organizing

- L

' : VL o
¢7 B * 1Identify and analyze the various job tasks necessary

' to implement the project. This involves a rigorous
analysis of what work has to be performed, what work

.- belongs' together, and how each- activity should be,

emphasized in the organization structure. This step

and the next two steps constitute a subsequence of -

: ) steps within the main sequence of planning a

7 . ] project. . , ;:

. ( . 8 Define the scope of relationships, responsibilities,
' " - and authority of new positions. This step flows
from the preceding one. - This step is essentially a
: ' determination of the hierarchical set-up of the
: ' . project's organization of jobs. - It is the
.- structuring of the project's management.

! - .. ‘Eetablish qualifications of new positions. The
! : C e . activity groupings and authority provisions

s ' A determined in_the preceding two steps must take into

©  account people's limitations and customs. TFhis .is

‘ . ‘ the part of the process that must be dong in order

7 : to get‘peep%e who can meet the project objectives.

‘Part III -- Impjemeéhting - - ,
, . N N L. & o - . ' . . c
}. ‘ - 10 Find qualified people to £ill new positions. This
‘ ; . step is self explanatory. It should be noted that
o \ e this is a way to bring' new-"blood"” into an organi-
: ' _ ,  zation. The supply of qualified people limits the
. ‘ . o success of a business just as sharply as does the
i ) ) supply of money, materials, and market. . B

LI 4

L]
. L . . I Y
. -, . . b oo ! . - . )
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Train and develop personnel for new -

responsibilitiés/authority. The efficiency of any
organization depends directly onh how well its
members are trained. Newly hired emplogees almost
always need some training before they can take up
their work, and older. employees require training to
keep them alert to.any new job demands and to fit
them for transfers and promotions. "Training
complements selection”. :

Develop 1ndividua14performance objectives which are

mutually agreeable to the individual and his/her
manager. Performance objectives are useful in

- training, coaching; and.in helping employees improve

their performance. - The¢ objectives should be

. measurable and not arbitrary. When thé objectives’

are "agreeable™ to all parties, then "enforcement"
usually becomes unnecessary.: People will be able
and motlvated to monitor their own perfbrmance.

Asslgnlng re;ponslbillty/accountabll;Ay/authorlgy.

‘This step involves the delegation of necessary res-

pons1b111ty and authority to subordinates in order
that they can carry out their jobs. It gives each

" subordinate a sense ‘of being his/hér own boss and’

exercising control over his/her own work environ-

‘ment. It is a source of internalized motivation.

15

Part IV -- Controlling

o

-

Measure progress towards and/or deviation from the

Project goals. Control basically implies

' measurement of accomplishment against standards.

Control is understandably closely related. to
planning.. Once a plan becomes operational, control

" is necessary to measure progress. Measuring
‘progresg will also facilitate the setting up of

checkpoints within the project itself.

‘ Measure-individuarAperformance'against;perférmance

objectives and standards. Control of individual
performance is similar to activity #14. - However, if
the objectives or standards have been appropriately
drawn and specified. (see #12), then this kind of
evaluation will be -easily _agcomplished and largely
done by the employees themselves.. This. measurement
should be done regularly, and inter-manager commani-.
cation ‘encouraged in order to identify problems that
may have arisen to interfere with effective o
‘performance. :




IN~-BASKET PROBLEM

o INSTRUCTIONS . -
1 : ’ TO: The New Managing;,Board (yéu and your partner)
FROM: The Experimenter N .
RE: ’. Your Job ’ : . *

-

)

You and your partner have just accepted the Executive Managing
duties of RIM Corporation, a large firm with around 6,000 emplaoyees."
Its main business is the manufacture and distribution of various textile
products. You were appointed because it was anticipated that your
experience (and that of 'your partner) would be useful in helping the
. corporation to get out of. its current profit crisis, rgéulting from a
. series of large losses incurred in' thé previous three years.

It is your first-day on the -job: You have 1/2 hour - (30 minutes) to
examine’your incoming memos before you each catch separate planes to
attend different. iﬂportant\meetings. Each memo focuses on a different
issue that has some degreé. of importance to the smooth and profitable
{ : operation of the cjmpany, Your task is to examine the memos and discuss
‘ _ the ilsues that each rajses with your partner, weighing their '

importance. While you are away,.your secretary will be preparing an
agenda for a meeting with your top executives for the puxpose of dealing
with the issues raised by the memos. To aid your secratary in putting -
thé most important issues first on the meeting agenda, you must
. rank-erder the 7 memos in terms of thé importance, of the issues they
" raise with "1” being the most important memc and'fZ" being the least
important memo. Also, you midst indicate beside each mémo whether or not
j ' You believe it is necessary to call the memo to the attentiébn of any
{ special personnel in the company, ‘such as particular technical experts
i ‘ (for example, researchers, designexs, 'engineers, lawyers, accountants,
bew production foremen, etc.), ‘do that these experts can be present at the
’ meeting. . . - - .

-

You will have 30 minutgg to stqdf andldiscﬁss‘the memos with your.
partner before making your importance rankings. ' “

B . \
:
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MEMO 1 ¢ "
‘Y
»
TO: "All Managers , ¢ ‘
. *
FROM: Controller's Office ’ .
RE: Time reco;ds for staff

Given the difficult financial position of the company, it is the
responsibility of all managers to ensure that the company utilizes its,
personnel. To ensure this, Head Office strongly recommends to local
managers that they institute a system of attendance records so that it
is known at all times who is present and who is not. These summarized
records can then be forwarded to Head Office for accurate calcilation of
overtime, and deduction for leaves taken by staff. ) ° '

- In addition, other cost saving methods in the use of phones, office
supplies and t{avel, should be promoted. - "
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MEMQ 2 h :
3 3 " ¢ :\Ak\«
™: The Managing Board
FROM: The Executive Vice President
RE: Government Investigation into the reliagility.of -

non-flammable fabrics . .

.

v

Yy

As you know, the government has decided to carry out an g
investigation of the reliability of non-flammable fabrics after recent

series of tragic accidents involving the failure of protective clothing -

. worn by firemen. 1 have appointed a team of three to collect together
and summarize the information we have concerning our experience and
tests of these fabrics. ,It has not been decided how we shall present
our position and who will represent us. IPe hearings commence in two
weeks.

How do you wish me to proceed concerning this matter?

-




The Managing Board

" vice President Marketing

RE: Marketing Issues

ettt

= L
. . . \

s

1n the paat, the most pi‘oductl.ve reg:.onal salesnren have been
recoqn;zed each month with special financial bonuses. The idea was to
encourage increased sales efforts at a time whe&:crease‘d sales are

‘critigal to the ‘company, Unfortunately, the pradtice seems to have .
created a morale problem. Some salesmen are alway® getting bonuses and
others never get any, and now appear ‘to be less motivated to improve
sales. T'his is.-clearly a serious problem. 7It would seem that a meeting
with.yo@at this time might help resolve matfers. Would this be

possible? . .
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g -, . MEMO 4 RS
° . i . ’ »
.TO:s . The Managing Board o .
L I A " ., . 4 ’
FROMr ' g Vicé-Bresident, Corporate Planning. .
[ PuN . ~ . . .
" RE: - .‘ TERNRAS Consulting Inc.
84 - B ' v l

. H -
" A you know, your. predecessor ordered a comprehensive’ report from
" TANRAS regarding longterm policy. The report has been received and
evaluated by our department. The purpose of this memo is to spell out
'the major findings and,recommendhtions of the TANRAS report. ' )
Performance has beéen hampered by low productivity ‘of labor. TANRAS e
suggests the introduction of a wage incentive system., This. 1dea is
stronglyfsupported by the controller 's department.
o On the other . hand our production people, maintain that the low
,productlvity reflects .the inadequate quality of our egg&pment resultlng
4in. numerous bottlenecks in the plants. The§ argué thft the problem has
nothing to do with' the motivation of our work, .force and therefore the.
‘work 1ncentive scheme is a red herring. , :

@

Our production people have, in the last few weeks, proposed that we
- buy new equipment designed to solve the plant productivity problems and
. . remove the bottlenecks. However, the controller department does .not
, ’ " agree with the justifications for the purchase: fﬁ refuses to authorize
. X the needed expenditures. Clearly, this situation is most unsatisfactory
L ’ - and needs to be resolved. As it stands now, nothing -can- be done about
the low level of performance.'

]

. . 4
. . - ' \ " ®
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-~ The Managing Board =
" RIM Corporation A ' .

>
» - L

14
»

N o o .
Dear Sir or Madem, oLt = -
The SAA is pleased to ifivite ¢ther, or hoth, of you to speak at
©  its meeting next month. As you can understand, our memhers have wide
" ranging interest among many different business perépectives. One of our
aims is to keep ourselves 1nformed of changes in co:pdrate management

- - " Would you be willing to. prov1de us with a luncheon adaress on the
topic "Current Erospects for the RIM Corporatloﬁ“ :

° ’ .We meet each Thursday at 12 P.M. at our' club rooms on Main Street.
We hope one of you will be able to find time to schedule ‘a speaking date

- &

\

. With us. . . ) *51 ( '. bl .
' e ’ ’ L » . '-

) ' Sincerely,
. ‘ . A V) .

l i i Marvin Rand _ - ° oo .
N b Chairperson /GaA.

L
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| MEMO- 6
TO:., | .The Managing Board
‘ PROM: - .The Controller ) ; ,
‘ RE: ~  Plant Safety
.y g y

- T X g - Py
~
] EN

We have received ‘humerous requests from Plant Maﬁager/East for an
increased budget allocation for the worker safety-program ‘in this plant.
. These requests ‘have been re3ected because-

- LY

. AT § ¢ Thihﬂplant already has the hlghest expendlturés on . i
"4 . worker safety-programs of any of our plants. Indeed,
thid plant manager spends more than 50% moré~wea
s * plant safety than some of our more economy minded ’ a
' ‘managers. Clearly, he is gver emphasizing personnel

mattexs at the. .expengse of overall corporate profits. T ‘

"q" “ . .
" 2) 'We tyy to follew a édlidng%vbeing absolutely equal as
o " far as expenditureés fox’piént'improvements are concerned.
It seems-to us that Plant Manager/East’ is trying o
. achieve a cettain advantage.

°

We\hbpe you will leok'into aﬁa help resolve this matter.:




TO:~ " The Managing Board - .

FROM: Executive Vice-President - »

*

. . RE: _  Promotion in conjunction with the IWS

e <
. In conjunction with the International Wool Secretariate (IWS), and
- - the Miss World Pageant Corporation, we have organized a cocktail party
] along with a display of our new line of clothes to be worn by Miss World
. and local models. The event takes place on the evening after the
' upcoming executive meeting. Your presence would be,greatly appreciated..
would you Be willihg to make some opening remarks? . ot

3 ‘ b
’




RESPONSE SHEET IN-BASKET PROBLEM

INSTRUCTIONS

- " -

.

Rank-~order the 7 memos ligted below in terms of the importance of
_the issue it raises to the smooth and profitable operation of the
company, with "1" being the most important and "7" being the least ' ‘
important. Also, indicate by circling Yes or No whether you wish to
have special personnel made aware of the memo and 1nv1ted to the meeting
be1ng scheduled by your secretary

P

Important ranking Notify special -

- - ’ (1 through 7) personnel? (circle one)
‘\7 .
.. MEMO, 1 s Yes No
¢ . - ™~
MEMO 2 - . Yes No
MEMO 3 X  Yes No
., MEMO 4 ' Yes No
- s ) ,
MEMO % ~ Yes No
MEMO 6 o - Yes No

Yes ‘ No

MEMO 7. L.




. o e . PERSONAL PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK
: IN-BASKET PROBLEM

NAME : .

- . N

The In-Basket problem used in this experlment is a 51mp11f1ed
. adaptation of a much more involved, complex, and time-consuming
Organizational/Management task. The original version of the In-Basket

a by Henry Mintzberg (The Nature of Managerial Work,.New York: Ha

. Row Publishers, 1973) in which jt is hypothesized that manageria -

, behavior is basically the performance of a variety of "managerial les”
in response to the many and varied job-related demands required of
managers in their attempts to carry out basic, regular duties.

The adapted version of the In-Basket task that you and your partider
worked on is relevant to four of the managerial roles ‘that Mintzberg )
says characterizes "what managers do". The four roles focused*upon in
the problem are: the Figurehead role, the Leader role, the Spokesman
1 role, and the Disturbance Handler role.

~

Desérié%gg;\pf Four Managerial Roles (from Mintzberg, 1973, pp. 96-99).
_/ .

The simplest of managerdal roles, that of figurehead,
identifies the jnanager as a symbol, obliged to carry out a number of
social, inspirational, legal, and céfemoniél duties. In a®Blition, the
manager must be available to certain parties that demand to deal with
him because of his status or authority. Memo #7, appearing at the |,
fashion show, describeg a typical Figurehead activity. ’

N R, v

. ~ Leader.~'Th1i/xL the stt wideIY.re¢d§nized of all managerial
roles. The leadex role identifies the manager's relationship with
e his/her subordinates. S/he defines the milieu im which they work,
motivates -them, probes into their activities to keep them alert, and
takes responsiblllty for hiring, tralnlng, and promotlng them. The
man®er attempt to bring subordlnate and organlzatlonal needs into a
common accord to promote efficient operations., The ledder role pervades
virtually all ‘the manager's activities in which subordinates are
‘involved. The power of the manager is most clearly manifested in the
. ‘ leader role. Memos 3 and 4, dealing with the morale of salespersons,
and the TANRAS consultation about the worker preductivity problem,
respectively, describe Leader role activities.

o

Spokesman. As spokesperson, the manager must transmit iqfd;mation
about the.organization to various external groups. S/he must act in a
public relations capacity; lobby for his organization; keep key .
influencers (board of directdérs or boss) informed; inform the public
~ about the organization's performance, plans, and polici! As -
spokesperson, furthermore, the manager must-serve outsiders as ‘an expert
-) ) in the field in which the organization operates. Memos 2 and 5, the
: flammable fabrics issue, and the invitation to speak at the security

¢
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-
o ,

. 3 .
association, respectively, reflect Spokesperson role activities.

Disturbance Handler. The manager must- take charge when his/her
" organization meets with an unexpected stimulus for which there is no
clear programmed response. In effect, s/he assumes the role of
disturbance handler. Disturbances may arise from cenflicts between
subordinates, conflicts between the manager's organization and other
organlzations, and losses of resources or thréats thereof. Disturbances
' arise both because "poor" managers are insensitive and because " good"
managers inevitably lead organigations to unexpected consequences when
they are innovative. Faced wit¥ha disturbance, the manager gives it
priority and devotes hls/her effoits to removing the stimulus ~- to
- buying time so that it can be dealt with leisurely by an improvement
projett, Memos 1 and 6, the institution of attendance records, and the
plant safety fund allocatjion problem, respectively, are relevant to thé
ole wof disturbance handler.

Py , _What your performance indicatés

" There is no right or wrong solution to the In-Basket Broblem. Your
personal rankings of the memos simply provide a .very rough indication of
- the relative importance of particular manaderial roles to effectxve
-management ©of an organization, from your poxnt of view.

- . ¢ ’

. Scoring" , ] .

. . - ’

' - Each memo is given points . that inversely correspond to .their ranked
position. (The memo ranked lst is given 7 points, the memo ranked 2nd

. ,is giveft 6 points, and so on). Therefore, the role whose corresponding

. memos are ranked highest, can be regarded as the most important of the

four roles in this instance from your point of view.

MEMO ' . YOUR RANKING SCORE -

1l .
- 2 .
3 - L[]
. 4 <« .
"5 .
. € .
. 7 L

-

-

. Your ranking of the seven memos indicates ‘that the four’ managerial
rolés can be ordered in terms of importance, as follows:

'nostrimportant ) 1. . ' '
p -
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]
, . \/ ) . .
Note. Your ranking is no better nor any more valid than any other .
ranking. The content of memos used in any particular version of
the In-Basket task will obviously have a 8ignificant influence
on the relative importance of managerial roles.

~
.

(R




APPENDIX I

Study 2:
Post-"oral description" Questionnaire

. P

- * -- one of 13 items in evaluative impression scale
. "4'n' -- Anderson's' (1968) likeableness ranking of "trait"”
. ' _adjective and its relative positivity or “negativity
3 - . R -- gcale was reversed for scoring - L :
. PERSONALI_TY INVENTORY
“INSTRUCTIONS s ’

» N e -

I k=

¥ In this booklet we would like you to rate your paytner on a number

‘ of personality dimensions. We would.also-like you to-indicate how
confident you are about each of your ratings. Please indicate your
judgments by circling the numbers below the scales. Treat each

. personality scale as a continuum going from one personallty tralt through
a. neutral point to the opp051te trait. '

PR e &

EXAMPLE: .
? . . ‘organized yaii} disorganized
. : T »2kfy4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 o
e confidence in your judgement on o
‘ : the above dimension = : -
. ' not at all . ‘ very ' .
confident 1 2 3 4 5 < )lO 11 confident -

El

This person has 61rcled 3 on the organlzed—d;sgxganlzed scale,
indicating that his/her partner is moderately organized. If 9 had been
- circled, this would indicate that the partner was moderately disorganized.
The. two endpoints (1 and 11) indicate. that the partner is extremely
organized or extremely disorganized, respectlvely. Circling the midpoin
of the scale (the number 6) would. 1nd1cate a neutral position on the

dimension (that is, nelthe: organlzed nor dlsorganlzed but equal amounts
. . of both) . ) .

]

_# In the example glven, the person has c1rc1ed 9 on the secona scale to
] ' indicate that s/he is quite 'confident about Judglng the partner as moderately.
'  organized. In other words, s/he feels quite certain about the rating of the
" partner on the organized#@lisorganized scale. C1rc11ng number 1 on the scale
« . would mean that you are nearly guessing.‘ -
! ‘ : In making\;bu;,andgements, use your first impressions’ and do not ponder -
too long on any one judqement. Be sure not to-.skip any of the scales. -

.

'
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dominating

~not at all

t

confident

~213

impractical

-not at sall

confident

+466

lively

not at all

confident

- +585

honest 7‘

not at all

copfident

—

: rigid‘

not at ail

confident

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

confidence in your judgment |
. on the above dimension

-

: , <
1.2.3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

. ’ -

[—4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 1L

confidence in your judgment
> on the above dimension

1 2 3 4 5-6 7 8-91011

T2 3 4 5 6.7 8 91011

confidence in your judgment
" on the above dimension

12 3.4 5 6 7 8 91011

-219
énbmissive

very
confident

+425
practical

wvery’
confident®

-97
boring

very
confident

-51
dishonest

12 34 5 6 7 & 91011

'confidehce in yoﬁr ﬂudgment
on the above dimension =

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

r ot
K

T 2 3 §5 6 7 8 51011

confidence in your judgment
on the abowve- dimension

1 2 3 45 6 7 6 51011

'

very
.confident

+
flexible

very
confident
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[ A

* 6.
* .7,
* 8"
* 9,

~ % _ 10.

+505
humorous

not at all
confident

-19%

unimagina-
tive

- ’
not ’at all

confident

+492

helpful

not ét all

. confident

-168
not
intelligent

L

not ét all
confiderit

-182
moody

<P

"' not at .all

confi@ent

i

2

3 4 5 6 7 891011 °

confidence in.your judgment

on the above dimension .

»

2

34 %5 € 7 § 910 11

@

.2

3 4 5 6: 7 8.9 10 11

. ¢

confldence in your judgment

on the. above dimension

3

3 4 5 6 7 8B 91011

2

3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

confidence in your judgment

on the above dimension

53 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o 11
o -
7 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

confidence in your judgment
on the "above dimension

2

3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11

v

v

.2¢

374 56 7.8 9 10 11

confidence in your judgment
on the above dimension

. -
-

2

334 5 6 7 8 91011

L3

=101
humorless

very
confident

+492
imaginative

' very

confident

not helpful

»

very
confident

+537
intelligent

very
confldent

-

+527
good natured

. very

confident

<211

R
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+334
11, cautious

]

not at all
confident

+429
, * 12,0 sociable

)
[

not at all
confident

13. competitive

not at all
confident

v - +573
* 14, sincere

not at all
confident

=257
15. - opinionated

-

.not at all
confident

J

o>

~

-

2 3 45 6 7 8 910 11

confidence in your judgment
_on the above dimension:

2.3-.4 5 6 7 8 91011

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

_confidence in your judément
on the above dimension

&

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-10 11

confidence in your judgment
on thé above dimension

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

2 3 45 6 7 8 91011

confidence in your judgment -
on the above dimension

~

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

Z 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

confiderice in your judgment

", on the above dimension

1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

212

+307

.impylsive R

very
confident

=161
unsociable R

very
confident

+476
cooperative

£

very
confident

-109

superficial "”R’

‘very
_confident

4

unopinionated

Y
3

very

.confident

’

6y
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+455 o ‘  -254,

* 16, independent Lt ’ dependent - . R
. ’ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 91011

. . confidence'in your judgment
- : < on the above dimension
: : : ‘

. ' not at all very
confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 ,7 8 9 10.11 confident

-113 4522 ¢

* 17, cold - . warm
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11- ‘ ‘ ’
i 4 '
confidence in your judgment
. . on theé above dimension
‘ L]
' not at all ) very
‘ P J confident 1° 2 3 4 5 6 7.8 910 11 confident.

* L : Please circle the number on the following scale that best '
‘ ‘ reflects how you feel about. your partner.<
+ like very much : ' dislike very -
) ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11 . much R
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' : o T ROLE CATEGORY QUESTIONNATRE

. . . 7 INSTRUCTIONS ‘ .

F o

-

Read these instructions carefully. o
' ' Fo}\each of the category descriptions below identify .1 real person
T that you know. Think about how these eight péople differ and how they
are alike, in terms of their various personality attributes (traits,
: characteristics, attitudes, dispdiitions). Take about 5 minutes to do
* this mental comparing and contrasting. C ' -
X You will shortly be‘required to write a déscyiptipn of each -
- ’ . individual. You will be allowed 2 minutes to-write each description.
o Be prepared to describe each 1ndiv1dual as fully as possible.

Before you begin please signal the experimenter by pressing the
"push to call”™ button on the intercom wall anit in this room.,” The
' - experimenter has some additional 1nstructlons. ", .

Person cateqorywdescription ' : Who I know

~ .o 1, a male / older than me /who I llke- H

.
+ a

2, a male / older / who I dislike
3. a male / my peer./ who I like
E , o ‘,4. a'oale /’my.peer/ who I dislike
;' . 5. a female / older / who I like
‘6. a female / older / who I dislike
7.’ a female / my peer / who I 11ke e ' ‘ —. L

8. a female / my peer / who I dislike . L .

You will be writlng ope description only on .each of the 8 following
pages. Label the person’ beingxdescribed . :




Study 1: RCQ measures of cognitive
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VAﬁdLYSié of Variance Summary Table - .

~

" complexity

S " -

Source

- begrées of
Nesting - Freedom
Num. ° Den.

S4uares

‘Level of

F-ratie Significance

o

" Gender (G)
' status  (S)\
Frequency (F)

n 66
R
DR

GXSxF .
Subjects

+

-

48
48
48

SR

48
48
48

PN N

N

48

G,S,F - 48

179.045
121.817
110.191

92.712
176.300
206.017

9.856

143.817

1,25
.09
.17

.65
1,23
/ 1.43

.07

.27
.43
.39

.53
.27
.24

93

e

1 215 -~
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. Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Study 2: ﬁCQ_measures of cognitive complexity
. .
R Degrees?oEAv: T .» Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
: ., Num, Den. :
- Génder (G) 1 24 357.840 _ - 2,07 .16
"Frequency (N). 1 24 . .340 .002 .97«
Interdependency (I) 1 24 29,340 <17 .68
Familiarity (F) 2 24 84.438 .49 .62
Gx N 1 24 45,563 26 - .6l
Gx I 1 24 85.563 .50 0 .49
GxF 2 24 130.674 .76 .48"
N x I -1 24 95.063 .55 .47,
N x F 2 24 33.965 -~ .20 .82
IXPF . 2 24 ) 219,382 1.27 « .30 T
GxNx1I S 24 . 227,507 . 1.31 .26 ™
GXNxF _ 2 24 . .646. . ,004 ° .99
GxXxIxF 2 24 378.146. 2.19 - .13
NxIxF 2 24 - 427.688 2.47 .11
- GxNxIxF 2 24 422,007 2,44 0 B
Dyad Member {M) G,N,I,F 24 96 172.521 1.35 . .15 -
Subjects M,F,N,I,F 96 ‘

127.535 .- ¢

.
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Analysis of_Vériance Summary Table

? ;

Differentiation measure

Stgdf 1. “Fiﬁe-grain

.

‘Level of

'GXNXI

2,798

v Degrees of '
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio ' Significance*
‘ Num. Den. -
Gender (G) 1 48 22,224 4.54 -.04
« Frequency (N) 1 48 21,352 4,36 .05
Status (I) - 2 48 2.646 - .54 .59
Gx N 1 48 32.437 6.62 .02
Gx I 2 48" 2.98 .61 .55
NxI 2 48 1.699 .35 .71
GxNx1I \ 2 48 6.491 *1:33 .28
Familiarity (F) 1 48 43.952 19.98 ,-001
FxG 1 48 . 5.377 2.44 .12
Fx N - 1 48 .286 .13 .72
FxI 2 48 .849 .39 .68
FxGxN 1 48 2,299 . . 1.04 .31
FxGxl 2° 48 3.112 1.41 .25
FxNxlI 2 48 2,715 ‘1,23 .30
FxGxNxI 2 48 4,124 1.87 .17
_ subjects () G,N,I 48 4,897 T
.S x F G,N,I 48 2.200
Categories (C) 5 240 -429,074 , 55.63 .001
Cx G 5 240 9,446 1.22 .29
CxN 5 240 1.532, .20 .79
"Cx I . .10 240 11.908 1.54 .20
ExGx N ' 5 240 f6.033 2.08 .13 -
CxGxI 10 240~ 5.065 .66 ..6p
CxNxI ‘ 10 - 240 4.369 .57 .66
CxXGxNxiI 10, 240 14.022 . 1.82 .14
CxF 5 240 9.333 3.3 7,02
CxFxG 5 240 . 2..905 1.04 . .38
CxFxN . 'S - 240 6.994 - 2.50 .06
CxFx1I - - 10 240 2.508 .90 .51
CxF %xGxN .5 240 .. 1.042 .37 ;79
CXF x0x-I 10 240 6.247 2.23 .04
CxFxNxI 10 - 240 3.383 1.21 .30
CxFxGxNxI 10 240 4,228 1.51 .17
SxC GXNxI 240 7.714
SxFxC 240

-

adjusted'by Celsser-Greenhouse D for degrees of‘freeddﬁ.‘;

0 for

8 X C errorterm =

.3463

@ for S x F x C errorterm = 6587

1

>
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table -
Study 1: Judged Integration Measure
Degrees "of Level of

Source ‘ ¥ Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
Num. Den. R
Gender (G) ! 48 9.708  "4.54 .04
Frequency (N) 1 48 9.008 4,21 .05 |
Status (1) © - 2 48 . 1l.844 .86 .43, -
GxN 1 48 - 20,244 9.46 .004 "
Gx1I 2 48 .982 .46 .63
NxTI .2 48 3.760... 1,76 .18
Gx Nx.I L2 48 4,863 _2.27 .12
Familiarity (F) 1 ¢ 48 .019 .Ql .93 -
’ 1 - 48 . .886 .40 .53
x N ) 1 " 48 .136 - .06 .80
x I o 2 '48 .215 .10 .91
x Gx N 1 48 .333 T .15 .70
XGx1I 2 48 8.768 '3.99 .03
x NxI : C 2 48 2.370 1.08 .35
"*x Gx Nx'I 2 48 .459 .21 .81
Subjects (S) G,N,I 48 2.139 )
5x F G,N,I 48 * 2.200




- Analysis of Variance Summary Table

. - ] : Study 1l: Complexity Measure
- Degrees of Level of
' Source Nesting Freedom = Squares F~ratio Significance

Num. Den. .

Gender (G) 1 48 (3@460 9.63 .004 .
Frequency (N) . 1 48 18.680 9.69 .004 -
Status (I) 2 48 2.627 1.36 .27
G XN 1 48 . 32.907 17.07 .001 - .
G x I 2 48 4.152 .08 .93 :
Nx1I 2 48 2,724 1.41 .26
GxNx1I 2 48 1,927 1,73 .14 .
. .

.Familiarity (F) 1 48 .085 .04 .85

' FxG 1 48 1,621 .74 .40
F x N 1 48 .005 .00 .97
FxlI 2 48 .047 . .02 .98
FxGxN 1 48 .319 .15 71
FxXGx1I 2 48 5.072 2,31 .12
FxNxTI- 2 48 2.693 1.23 .31
FxGxNxI 2 48 976 - .44 .65

i Subjects (S) G,N,1I 48 1.927
{ SxF G,N,I 48 2.197




. Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Study 1: Abstraction Measure

220

. o o, a ; .
* . ]
) 4 ]
. Degrees of _ L Level of
. Source Nesting =~ Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
v ° Num. Den. : )
Gehder (G) 1 48 .908 .80 ", .38
Frequency {N) 1 . 48 .463 .41 .52
Status (I) % . 2° 48 1.273 1,12 .33
G xN , . 1 48 .892 .79 .38 .
Gx I - 2 48 1.029 .91 .41
, NxI 2 48 . .328 .29 .75 .
o GxNx1I 2 48 1,251 1.10 .34
e .
Familiarity (F) - o 1 v 48 w579 - 2.31 .14,
FxG 1 48 .007 .03 .87
F x N 1 48 . "1.059 4.22 .05
Fx1I \ 2 48 ;067 .27 .76
“"F x G x N 1 48 .001 ‘ .00 : 96
FxGxI 2 . 48 815 /4 3.25 .05
" FxNxTI 2 . 48 .385 1,53 .23 .
FxGxNxI 2 48 1039 .15, .86
Subjects (S) G,N,1 A8 1.133
3 ‘SxF : G,N,I 48 .251
i ,. F :
4 ' v
i ‘ .
3 l
3
) - .
’
. -
‘~ .
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table -
; N
Study 1l: Judged Desirabilit{\qeasure

ey

1 o

) ()S x F

Degrees of . Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F8ratio Significance
Num. Den.

Gender (G) 1 48 6.683 1.53 .22
Frequency (N) - *1 48 4,307 .99 .33
Status (1) 2 - 48 . 29,727 6.80 .003

G'x N 1 48 5.951 1.36 .25
Gxl . . 2 48 8.811 . 2.01 .14

‘Nx I . 2 48 - .718 .16 : .85

"G X N=x1I ? 48 1.489 .34 .71
Familiarity (F) | 48 9.33 - 3.49 .07
FxG 1l 48 065 .02 .88
FxN 1 48 .001 .00 .98 ’
FxlI 2 48 4,277 1.64 *.21
FxGxN 1l 48 1.115 - .43 .52
FxGx1I 2 48 T 12.813, 4.90 .02
FxNxI 2 48 .977° .37 .69
FxGxNx1I 2 48 2.454 .94 .40
Subjects (S) N, I 48 . .4.373

N, I 48 . 2.616
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“Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Study 2: Single-session "Contro¥ Data"’

"Fine-grain" differentiation m&asure

222

it
»

Degrees of

Level of

Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
. Num. Den, )
Gender (G) 1 8 19,531 4.53 .07
‘Expectancy (E) 1 8 21.67 5.03 .06
Interdependence (I) 1 . 8 13.78 3.19 .11
G x E 1 8 . 11.281 2,62 .14
G x I 1 8 4,653 .99 .35
‘Ex I ) 1 8 6.42 1.49 C .26
GxEx1I 'Y 1 © 8 1.253 . .29 . .60
Catédories (W) .5 40 182.873 47.39 .001
GxX W 5 40 6.03p 1.57 .19
‘Ex W 5 40 . 2,095 .54 .74 ’
IxW 1 5 40 1.906 .49 .78
GXExW 5 40 3.295 .85 .52
Gx IxW ] 5, 40 3.695 .96 .45
Ex I x W ‘ - .5 40 3.84 .99 .43
GXExIxW 5 40 4.862 1.26 .30
Dyad Member (M)~#.G,E,I' B 32 4,309 .59 .77
Subjects (S) M,G,E,I 32 . 7.309 ¥ S
Dx W G,E,I 40 160, 3.859 . 1.09 ", 34
Sx W M,G,E,I 160 ‘ « 3.517 :
4 ,‘ . ’
- N
Ty Y
.» '
] \\
) A\,
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-Analysis of Variance\Summary Table

Study 2: Single-session "Control. Data",
o Judged Integration Measure -

a

" Degrees of Level of -

) Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
Num. Den. '
‘ Gender -(G) 1 8 2.083 1.14 * .32
T : Expectancy (E) 1 - 8 4.083  2.23 .17
Interdependence (I) i 8 . 6.75 3.68 .09
GxE . 1 8 - 3.00 . 1.64 . .24
\\ Gx1I 1 8 .333 .18 .68
Ex1I 1 8 .000 . 000 1,00
) .* GxExI 1 -8 4.083 2,23 .17
Dyad Member (M) G,E 8"’ 32 1.833 2l.11 ¢ .38
G,E

I
‘ ’
e ~ Subjects (s) .M,G,E, I 32 ' 1.64¢6
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Study '2: Single-session,"Conprdi Data",
, Complexity measure
. Degrees of Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares -F-ratio Significance
’ ) Num. Den. -
Gender (G) 1 8 ~934 .47 .51
Expectancy (E) 1 8. .518 .26 .62
- Interdependence (I) 1 8 ~ 7,393 - .19 .67
. . ¢ : )
GxE g 1. 8 , .239 . .14 .72
_ . Gx1I 1 8 2,470 1,23 .30
¢ Ex I 1 -8 . 3.288 1.64 .24
N . - ’ 'y~ d. -
GXExI ' “T. 1o ogwmer ¥ 038 .019 .89
v . e . A ) : Y . . > N
. ‘v N , 'Sb S - - v
Dyad Member (M) G,E,I & 32, 2,000 1.925 .09
Subjects (S) M,G,E, I 32 ‘ 1.039
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’ Anaiys-is of Variance Summary Table
Study 2: 'Single-sessién‘”éontrol Data",
. ‘Abstraction Measure
Degrees of . Level of
Source . Nest_ing Freedom Squares _F-ratio Significance
: - Num. ~ Den. N
Gender (G) o 8 .519  2.35 .16
Expectancy (E) 1l 8 .262 1.19 .31
Interdependence (I) '’ 1 8 1.923° 8.72 .02 . -
G x E 1 8 .331 1.49 .26
Gx I . 1 8 .239 1.09 .33
ExI 1 8 065 .29 .60
Gx Ex I 1 8 .362 1.764 .24
Dyad Member (M) G,E,I 8 32 .221 .68 . .71
Subjects (S) M,G,E,I 32 .327
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. Analysis of . Variance Summary Table
Sfudy 2: Single-session "Control Data",
. Judged Desirability Measure .
' Degrees of Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
¥ Num. Den.
Gender (G) 1 8 8.333 3.28 .11
" Expectancy (E) 1 8 .083 .033 .86
Interdependence (I) 1 8 . 1.333 .525 - .49
Gx E v B 1 8 .333 .131 .73
Gx1I 1 8 ' 4.083 1.61 .24
Ex I 1 8 . 000 .000 1.00
GxExI 1 8 .083  .033 .86
byad Member™ (M) G,E,I .8 32 '2.542  -2.068 4.07
Subjects (S} M,G,E,I 32- 1.229




‘Analysis of Variarice Summary-Table

. '~ study 2: Single-session "Control Data",
. Liking Measure oo-

[

s

Level of

. Degrees of .
Source " Nesting - Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance

Num. Den, ’ ’
Gender (G) 1 8 . 4.688  .836 .39
Expectancy (E) - 1 8- .. .521 .093 .77
Interdependence (I) 1 8 6.021 1.074 + .33 7
Gx E 1 8 . '.021 . 004 .95
Gx1I 1 8 6,021 1.074 .33
Ex I , 1 8 521,093 77
GxExI 1 L & .021 .004 .95
Dyad Member (M) G,E,I 8 . 32 ; 5.604 2.28 .05
Subjects (S) M,G,E,I 32 2.458 '

-




Anaixgis of ¥ariance Summary Table

. - Study 2:. Single-session' "Control Data®,
Evaluative Impression !*uré
. - i .

»

5 A ‘
s ' o - ‘
] Degrees of s : - - Level of
Source . Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
, . . Num. Den. ) )
Gender (G) S 8 1.208  1.29 " .29
Expectancy {(E) 1 8 . 1.113 1.19 ~.31
Interdependence {I)- 1 8 .119 .127 <73
‘G X E - 1 . 8 - .489 . %525 .49
Gx1 1 8 .045 .048 .83
EX I 8 ©.089 .096 .76 §
GxExI 1 8 .188 201 © .67
Dyad Member (M) G,E,I 8 32 . - .932  .542 .82 -
Subjects (S5) - M,G,E,I .32 1.721




‘Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Studyi2:' Single-session "Control Data",
‘"Confidence of Judgements" Measure

229

_/—
, ' Degrees of Level of
Source ‘Nesting Freedom Squares F~ratio Significance
° . ¥ Num. Den.
- ’ .
Gender (G) ] 1 8 .373 - 1.06: .33
i j Expectancy (E) 1 8 .891 2,54 .15
. ' Interdependence (I) 1 8 . .104° .295 .60
G.x E 1 8 .458 - 1.306 .29
Gx I 1 8 .054 .155 .70
Ex I 1 8 .188 .534 .49
GxExI ! "1 8 .0001 .0003 .99
Dyad Member (M) G,E,I. 8 32 .351 .285 .97
Subjects (s) - M,G,E,I 32 , 1.231

VY

3f
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Analysis of Variance Sumé.ry Table
Study 2: Manipulation Check #1,
"How depegdent are you on your partner?"™ .
&
. Degrees of Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance |,
) Num. Den. . : T

Gender (G) 1 24 - 6.674 .18 e 68

Frequency ) 1 ‘24 .063 .002 .97

Interdependence (I) 1 24 280.563 7.593 .02

Familiarity (F) 2 24 .424 .01 © .99

Gx N 1 24 ' 6.674 .18 .68

Gx I 1 24 10.563 .29 .60

G x F 2 24 . 2.590 .07 ++94

Nx1I 1 24 7 9.507 .26 .62

NxF h 2 24 “4,688 .13 .89
"IxF ' 2 24 2.896 .08- .93

Gx NxI 1 24 " 1.563 .04 . .84

Gx NxF 2 24 15.799 .43 .66

GxIxF 2 24 12,896 .35 . . .71

NxIxF 2 24_ ) 5.715 .15 .86

GxNxIxF 2 24 6.438 .17 .85

. - Dyad Member, (M) G,N,I,F 24 ~ 96 ' 36.951  5.21 .001 -
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 . 7.097 -
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Analysis of Variaace Summary .Table

Study 2: Manipulation Check #2,
"How dependent on your partner are you?"

— "

-~ . A
. Degrees of . . Level of
Source Nesting Freedom . Squares F-ratio Significance
- ‘ Num. Den. ‘
Gender (G) 1 24 6.674 .18 .68 -
Frequency (N)~ 1. 24 3.063 .08 .78 -
Interdependence (I) 1 24 189.063 5.20 .04
Familiarity (F) 2 24 2.632 .07 .94
G x N - 1 24 '14.063 .39 .54
G x I 1 24 16.674 .46 .51
.G % F 2 24 5.007 .14 .88
Nx I 1 24 .007 .000 . .99
NxF 2 24 3.271 .09 .92
IxF 2 © 24 1.396 .04 .97
Gx NxI 1 24 .007 ,000 .99
" GxXxNxF ’ o2 24 8.063 132 .81
Gx I'x F 2 24 L215 .006 .. .99 -
Nx IxF 2 24 2.090 .06 .95
GXNxIxF 2 24 5.715 .16 .86
- ’ ) -
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 .96 36.354 -+5.80 ¥ .001
Subjects - M,G,N,I,F 96 6.264 - )
’ ! Y
-«



* Analysis’ of Variance Summary Table

Study. 2:

a

"Competitive-cooperative"”
" rating scale measure

I

Degrees of °

- »Level of

Source Nesting «Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
Num. Den. -
Gender (G) 1 © 24 2.250 .31 .59
Frequency ({N) o 1 24 2.778 .39 .55
Interdependence (I) 1 24 9,000 1.25 .28
Familiarity (F) 2 24 6.924 .96 .40
GxN 1 24 .250 .04 .86
Gx I 1 . 24 3.361 .47 .51
GxF 2 24 .563 .08 .93
Nx1I . 1 24 111 .02 .91
NxF 2 24 3.257 .45 - .65
IxF ry 2 24 1.188 .17 .85°
GXNxI 1 24 "1.361 .19 .67
GXNXxF 2 24 6.396 .89 .43
GxIxF 2 24 4,715 .66 .53
NxIXxF 2 24 1.049 .15 .87
GxNxIxF . 2 24 .632 .09 .92
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 7.194  1.46 ,10
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 4,917 -
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table . I

Study 2: “Fine—gﬁﬂin",Differentiation Measure

Degrees of Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares, F-ratio Significance*
' Num, Den. j

Gender (G) , 1 24 4.449 .66 .43
Frequengy (N) 1 24 20.167 2,99 .10
Interdependence (I) 1 24 6.338 .94 .35
Familiarity (F) 2 24 33.644 4,99 .02
- - \

Gx N Y 1 24 17.229 2,56 .13
Gx1I 1 24 15.574  "2.31 . .15 o
Gx F 2 24 11.421‘.r 1.70 .21
NxI - 1 -24 2,449 .36 .56
NxF "2 24 1,389 s21 .82
IxF 2 .24 43.199 6.42 ..006 .
Gx N'x I 1 24 4,167 .62 - .44
GXNxF 2 24 6.241 :93 .41
Gx IxF 2 24 25,282 3.76 .04
Nx IxF 2 24 21.588. 3,21 - .06
GxNxIxF 2 24 ~  8.347 1.24 - .31

\ — , v
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F -24 96 6.732 .91 .59
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 - - 7.402

Categories (W) . 5 120 711.427 181.73 .001
WxG. 5 120 1.241 31 ns
Wx N 5 120 ., 2.631 .67 ns
Wx I 5 120 7.802 - 1.99 ns
WxF 10 120 10.737 2.74 .08
Wx Gx N 5 120 6.474- 1.65 ns
WxGx I E 120 2.221 .57 ns
Wx,GxF 10 120 5.184 1.32 ¥ ns
Wx Nx I 5 120 .724 .19 ns
Wx Nx F , 10 120 2.999 .77 ns
Wx IXxF . 10 120 4.826° 1.23 - ' ns {
Wx Gx Nx I - 5 120 6.925" 1,77 ns
WxGCxNxF 10 120 2.942  ,75. ns
WxGxIxF ® 120 4.884 ‘1.25 ns
WxNxIxF 10 120 5,809’ 1.48 ns
WX GXNxIxXF 10 120 4.476 1.14 ns
Mx W G,N,I,F 120 480 3,915 7 1,11 ns
S x W M,G,N,I,F 480 3.518 -

2

* 'adjusted after using Gelsser—Greenhouse conservative F-test -
procedure, 6 = 1/(g-1) = 1/(6-1) = .2 fos ‘adjusting degrees of freedom

L]
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Analysis of Variance Sumpary Table 4 .
L4 N -; I}
Study 2: "Total number of conceptrs”
Differentiation measure : %
S . [
* Degrees of . _ - Level of .
s Source Nesting Freedom W Squares F-ratio Significance
Num.  Deh. ‘ :
Gender (G) . 1 24 25.840 .73 .41
Frequency (N) : 1 24 98.340 2,79 . <11, .
Interdependence (I) 1 - 24 /37.007 1.05 .32
Familiarity (F) 2 24 . 162.646 4.61 .03
. , GxN 1 24 95.063  2.69 .12
Gx1I 1 24 79,507 2,25 .15
GxF 2 24 72.757 2.06 .15
> Nx I 1 . 24 10.563 .30 .59 .
Nx F ‘ 2 24 17.549 .49 .62
IxF 2 24 . 258,049 7.31 .004
. .GxXN%I R 24 14.063 .40 ‘.54
. GxN=xF 2 24 38.021" 1,08 .36 A
- Gx IxF 2 24 123.632 3.50, .05
Nx IxPF 2 24 129.813 3.68 .05
GxNxIxF 2 24 39.813 1.13 « .35
] . o
: . Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 35.299 .79 .74
, Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 44.472 -
< - h v
) [ . ,
» . . : - * ’
: ’
~ L]
. . . , “
4 ! Ll »
! - N
L4 * .
i . - w. s ’
~ ‘ “h ° .
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LA . , Analysis of Variance Suiiary Table =~ i
. i Study 2: Judged Integration Measure :
» ’ . ' 7.

o Toh Degrees of o~ R Level of
¥ . source Nesting -. Freedom Squares = F-ratio Significance
. * Bum.  Den., o "

-

Gender (G) . 1 24 .063 - .03 C .87
Frequency (N) 1@ 24 4.340 © " 2.01 .17
Interdeperidence (I) 1 24 .007 .003 .96 -
Familiarity, (F) - 2 24 2.382 1,10 " .35°

24 . . .840 . .39 -« .54
o . 24 - " .007 .003 .96 -

24 9.021  4.18 . .03
. 24 - .340 .16 .70
24 1.382 .64 ' .54

24 5.007 2.32 .1 .
—— i ; \

~

x'1 1 24 2.507 1.16 .30
x F 2 24 S 1,965 .91 .42
xF - 2 24 .840 .39 .69
x F 2 24 - .090. - .04 .96

HZZOOO
M oMM % M M
’l!'!il-;-!'*]_'H'z
S < S e

Za0 0,
%X % X

o
L]
-
]
=
%
"
N

24, 2.424 1.12 .35

24 < 96 2,160 1l.14 - .33
9 ' 1.903
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table

.. Study 2: Complexit} Meaéﬁre

«

e T Degrees of . , Level of
Source . Nesting Freedom = : Squares F-ratio Significanced
1.} Num. Den,
o ' : n . : : ‘ '

S }ender (G . o ! . 24 .295 .10 .76.
Prequency (N) 1 24 8.192 2.83 .11
Interdependence (I) 1! - 24 . -642 .22 .65 -
Familiarity (F) - 2 24 8.250 . 2.85 .08

GxN 1 24 - 4,083 1.21 .25
GxI y 1 24 1,738 .60 ..45
GxF 2 r24 . 10,505 3.63 .05
Nx1I 1 24 .754 _ .26 .62 .
] NxF 2 24¢° 111 . .38 . .69 .
. IxF 2 24 12,787 -4.42’ " .03
lad .O - .
GxNxTI . 1 24. 2337 S . - W74
. * GXNXF - 2 24" 2,737 .95 .40 -
" GXIXF o 2 024 2,942 1,02 . .38
NxIxF » 2 24 - 3.251 . l.12 .35.
.7 GxNXIxXxF 2 24 . 3.395 .17 .33
- . : . L . 3
. ' *  Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 2.89% 1.1§ ’ .30 =
) - - Sllbje'ctﬁ . M,G,N,I',F % K 2.488 ; ’
Q : i
[ J ’ < '
G 4
- ,_ .
! ' ¢ . o
. »
CAl
o
: |
- 4 L ‘
' U\ N n‘ o



, Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Study 2: Abstraction Méasure CC e

i

4

Jj

o

.

Level of -

- \ Degrées of
Source, Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
N Num. . Den,
' a El
= ‘ \ e
Gender (G) 1 24 - 247 +1.05 .32
Frequency (N) 1 24 © .18l c .77 .39
Interdependence (I) 1 24 1.051 4.47 .05
Familiarity (M 2 24 .841 3.58 .05
Gx N 1 24 © .006 .02 .88
Gx1 ) 1 24 .105 .44 .52
GXF 2 24 .144 .61 . .56
Nxi1 1 . 24 .022 .09 .17
NxF 2 24 1,057 .24 .79
IxF 2 " 24 703 2,99 .07°
GxNx1 1 24 .376 1.59 .22
Gx NxF N 2 24 .304 1.29 .30
GxIxF * 2 24 .352 1.49 .25
NxIxF 2 24 .088. .37 .70
‘GxNxXxIXF 2 24 .057  ...24 .79
Dyad Member (M)'G,N,I,F 24 _ 96 ©.235 ° .73 .83
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 .324 I -
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Analysis of-Variance Summary Table

Study 2: qudged Degirabil@ty Measure

\

- -
-l "

‘ Degrees of - Level of
Source- Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
: Num. Den, >
Gender (G) 1 24 9.000 5,59 .03
Frequency (N) 1 24 .694 .43 T .52
Interdependence (I) . * 1 - 24 2,250  1.40 . .25, -
_Familiarity (F) 2 24 1.896 - 1.18 .33
GxN- 1 24 10,028 6.22 .02
Gx1I 1 24 . .028 - .02 .90
GxF 2 24" 2.688  1.67 . .21
‘Nx1I 1 .24 4,000 2,48 - .13
NxF 2 24~ 3,549 2,20 .14
IxF 2 24 2.146  1.33 .29
GxNxTI 1 24 7.111  4.41 .05
G.xNxF 2 24 - 1.174 .73 .50
GXIxF 2 24 2,965  1.84 o .19
NXxIXF 2 24 2,021 1.25° .31
GxNxIxF )2 . 24 2,840 176 .20
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 .96 . l.ell .63 .91
Subjects - . M,G,N,I,F 96 T 2,549
d i - ™
5
’ .
Il - : L} ~
| . Sy
- ’-, .
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Study 2: “Liking" Measure

»

- Analysis of Variance Summary Table
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Degrees of

" Level of

Subjects M,

Source - Nesting Freedom Squares F;ratio Significance
‘ Num. Den.
Gender (G) 1 24 7.111 , 2.69 .12
Freguency (N) 1 - 24 + 444 .17 .69
Interdependence (I) 1 24 2.250 .85 .37
Familiarity (F) 2 24 6.299 2.39 12
Gx N 1 24 .694 .26 .62
Gx I 1 24 L1110 .04 .84
Gx F 2 24 2.590 .98 .39
NxI 1 24 5.444 2.06 . .17
Nx F 2 24 5.090 1.93 .17
IXPF 2 24 3,396 1.29 :30
* Nx I 1 24 .94 .26 .62
x Nx F 2, 24 . 549 - .21 .82
xIxF 2 . 24 5.299  2:01 .16
x IxF 2 24 1.465 . .56 .59
GxNxIxF 2 24 1.257 .48 .63
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 2,639 .87 .65
G,N,I,F 96 . 3.035

i



Bnalysis of Variance Summary Table

Study 2: "Evaluative Impression" Méasﬁre,

~ a l3-item scale
¢ Degrees of- Level of
Source Nesting Freedom Squares F-ratio Significance
Num. - Den.

Gender (G) 1 24 3.979  3.53 .08
Frequency (N) 1 24 : .231 .21 .66
Interdependence (I) 1 24 4.234 3,76. .07
Familiarity (F) 2 24 - 1.036 .92 .42
Gx N 1 24 .026 .02 .89 -
Gx1I 1 724 ‘ 1.829  1l.63 .22 ’
Gx F T2 24 .008 - .007 .99
N xI 1 24 1.202 1,07 . .32
NxF 2 24 - 3,045 . 2,71 .09
IxF 2 24 535 . .47 .63 )
GxNxI 1 24 . .63 .14 .71
GxNxF 2 24 .491 .44 .66

) GxIzxF 2 - 24. 3.086 2.74 .09

NxIxF 2 24 1.096 .97 .40
GXNXIXF 2 24 ' .666 . .59 .57
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 1.126 .64 . .90
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 - 71,763.
L




Analysis of Variance Summary Table

Study 2: Trait*ascription
"Confidence in judgement" measure

i Degrees of \ : Level of- .
Source Nesting Freedom - Squares F-ratio Significance
. : : Num.  Den. '
" Gender (G) 1 24° ol6, .02 o1
Frequency (N) 1 24 _ - 2.525 2.27 .15
Interdependence :(I) 1 24 5.621 ,5.05 .04
Familiarity (F) '2 24 - 2.926 2.63 . .10
3 , _GxN. . 1 24 .003  .002 .97
Gx1I ’ 1 24 - . .654 .59 .46
GxF 2 24 .374 34 . .22-
NxI 1 28 .305 v .27 .61
NxF 2 .. 24 .647 . .58 - .57
IxF 2 24 1.257 1.13 . . .34
| | GxNxI- ; 1 24 1.242 . 1.12 . .31
j GxNXxF 2 24 317 .29 - .76
; 'GxIXF 2 24 <155 .14 .88
‘ NxIxF 2 24 1.432 1.29 .30 "
GXNxXIxF 2 24 300 . .27 . .77
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96 1.113 " 1,00 . . .48
Subjects M,G,N,I,F 96 1.112 ' ’
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Analysis—l of Variance Summary Table

-

Study 2: "Dominant-submissive” rating scale measure

F] ~ .
#' ‘ Degrees of . Level of -
Source ‘Nesting Freedom Squares . F-r'afio S!gnificance
. - Num. Den.
Gender' (G) 1 24 8.028 120 - .27
Frequency (N) 1 24 18.778 3.03 10
" Interdependence (I) 1 24 ~ 6.250 Lol - .33
Familiarity (F) 2 24 8.549 | 1.38¢° .28
G x N 1 24 .694 . .11 .75
G x I 1 - 24 .444 .07 .80
GxF 2 - 24 1.090 ' .18 .85
NxI 1 24, 17.361 2.80 L11
N & F 2 24 - 1.174 . .19 .83
IxF 2 26 . 6.438 1.04 .37
GxNx I’ 1 ¢ 28" 5.444 .88 .36
Gx Nx F . 2 24 - 2.549 .41 .67
Gx IxF : 2°. 24 1.590 26 .78
NxIxF 2. 24 1.507 ° .24 .79
GxNxIxF 2 2. .75 .12 .90
Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 9 . 6.208 1.37 - °. .15
‘Subjects - M,G,N,I,F 96 ° o 4.528 .
/ L4
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; P ‘ ‘Analysis of Variance Summary Table
: - - )

Study 2: "Impulsive-cautious" rating scale measure:

| /d
}
- oo ' o Degrees of ‘Level of
) ¢ - Source Nesting Freedom Squares = F-ratio Significance
] Num. Den. . '
: - / ’
3 Gender (G) 1 24 2.778 1.01 .33
: Frequency (N) ‘ 1 /24 5.444  1.97 .18
Interdependénce (I) 1 24 .444 .16 .70
Familiarity (F) 2 24 4.694 1.70 .21
. Gx N 1 24 12.250 ' 4.43 .05
’ G x1I 1 24 .028 = .01 .93
GxF 2 24 3.111 1.13 .35
Nx1 -1 24 2.250 «81 Y .38
NxF 2 28 . 21.444 7.76 .003
LxF 2 24 . 3.694  1.34 .29 .
‘ GxNxI 1 24 11.111 . 4.02 .06
GxNxF ‘ 2’ 24 - 5.250  1.90 - .18
Gx1lxF ' 2 24 1,694 .61 .55
N¥IxeF 2 24 . 14,083 5,10 _ .02
4G x Nx1IxF 2 24 3.694 1.34 . .29
feo Dyad Member (M) G,N,I,F 24 96  2.764 1 .83
o : ’ Subjects - M,G,N,I,F 96 . 3.875 u ‘
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table

‘Study 2: "Obiniphated—unopinigndted“ rating scale measure

i

ik

Nesting )

Degrees of

¢

¥

Level of

Source Freedom Squares F-ratio. Significance
C ‘Num. Den. ’ ) : -
Gender (G) . 1 24 4.694 1.16 .30
© - ( . Freqiency (N) ‘ 1- 24 18.778  4.65 .05
Interdependence (I) 1 24 12.250 3.03 .10
Familiarity (F) 2 24 . .965 .24 .79
GXN 1 24 16.Q00° 3.96 | .06
Gx I 1 24 © 12,250 3,03 .10
G xF v 2 24 " .632 .16 .86
Nx1I 1 24 L1111 .03 .87
NxF 2 24 4,257  1.05. "t .37
. IxF 2 24 1.021 .25 .78
GXxNxI 1 24 16.000 .« 3,96 .06
GxXxNxF : 2 24 8.896 2.20 .14
GxXxIXF 2 24 1.938 .48 .63
NxIxF 2 24 15.007 3.71 w04
GxNxIxF ) 2 24 27.063 6.70 .005
byad Member (M) G,N,I,F. 24 96° 4.042 .75 .79
SUbjeCtS \ M,G,N,‘I’F 96 5.375 ! *
L :
v h ]
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