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ABSTRACT

The present experiments investigated how the self as a prototype

is implicated in the processing of personal information about others.

Personal adjectives were rated on several rating tasks. Self-referent

judgments (Describes you?) were made for some adjectives. The remaining

adjectives were rated according to whether they were descriptive of;

an unknown other, a casual acquaintance, or a well-known other. Rating

times for all personality judgments and Yes/No decisions were recorded;

after which subjects recalled as many of the rated words as possible.

Results indicated that rating times for self-referent decisions

concerning adjectives extremely like or unlike the self were significantly

faster than times for adjectives which were only moderately self-descriptive.

This prototypical "inverted-U effect" was attributed to the differential

availability in memory of the general terms or traits which comprise the

structural aspect of the self-schema. A second analysis revealed that for

the unknown other condition, recalled words had significantly longer rating

times than nonrecalled words. In contrast, the same difference for the

self-referent condition was nonsignificant. This was explained via a

"two-process" interpretation. For the unknown other task an effective

memory trace results only from increased effort or rehearsal during encoding.

For the self-referent task, the findings reflected the involvement of

the self as a highly organized and efficient cognitive schema. Additional

results concerning other-referent processing led to the formulation of

a model of other processing. As a person becomes more familiar, it was

postulated that a specific cognitive structure develops in order to cope

with the increasing amount of information being stored in memory about that
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person. The third type of analysis investigated self-involvement at

different levels of familiarity. The faster rating times for unknown

other-referent judgments concerning adjectives extremely like or unlike

the self suggested that the self prototype may function to embellish or

supplement these type of judgments. Finally, further results from the

rating time and recall analyses were used to infer that the self guides

the development of a cognitive structure representing a well-known other.

The first step in this developmental sequence is the accumulation of

specific information about another along traits or dimensions which are

extremely self-relevant. When this influx of information becomes un-

manageable, it was proposed that an abstraction or summarization process

occurs for terms which are extremely self-relevant.

Overall, the present findings indicated that the self-prototype is

a powerful agent in both the processing of personal information about

others, and the self. This conclusion was discussed in light of current

work in social cognition which fails to consider the self as an important

aspect.
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CHAPTER 1

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Interpersonal Perception: From a Content to Process Orientation

During the past two decades researchers within the domain of

personality and social psychology have expressed a continuing and

considerable interest in determining how individuals perceive,

describe, and evaluate those about them. This interest has been

evident in several diverse lines of research. In the area of person

perception a large number of studies have focused on the perceiver's

implicit personality theory (Schneider, 1973; Wiggins, 1973). A

basic assumption underlying this research is that the observer's

network of expected trait covariations plays a fundamental role in

the further evaluation or description of others (Hastorf, Schneider,

& Polefka, 1970). A concern for understanding how individuals

evaluate others is also revealed in a second major line of person
perception research. This research on impression formation has

attempted to develop mathematical models which describe the

process whereby separate traits concerning another are combined to

yield an overall impression or evaluation (Asch, 1946; Anderson,

1968; Hastorf et al., 1970). Outside of the person perception

realm there are several other areas within social psychology that

have displayed a prominent interest in studying how we describe or

evaluate others. Research on stereotypes is one example. Here

the traditional emphasis has been on listing the contents of

stereotypic conceptions held by various ethnic groups (Hamilton,

1976; Secord and Backman, 1974). A second example comes from the
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literature on attribution processes. Numerous studies in this

area have investigated the e.ausal attributions made by an observer

in order to account for the various behaviors exhibited by another

person (Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Kelley, 1973; Monson & Snyder, 1977).

While the preceding approaches differ markedly in terms of

actual content areas under investigation, they still share several

features in common. At a very broad theoretical level, all of the

approaches exhibit the common goal of attempting to further our

understanding of the descriptions and evaluations an individual

applies to others. In this attempt they have all relied fairly

heavily on an approach which might be labelled as being descriptive

and "non-process oriented." (Mischel, 1977; Sechrest, 1976).

This orientation might be illustrated by further reference to the

research on implicit personality theories.

A major concern of implicit personality theory research is to

uncover the factor structure or dimensionality of the perceiver's

implicit personality theory (Schneider, 1973; Wiggins, 1973).

Typically this involves several stages. First, a procedure is

developed to systematically sample a number of trait descriptors

from everyday language. These traits are then administered to

subjects in the form of bipolar rating scales. The scales are

then used by the subject to make ratings about others. Finally,

the intercorrelations among rating scales are used as a basis for

determining underlying dimensions, by means of factor analytic

techniques. A large number of studies (Hakel, 1969; Mirels, 1976;

Norman, 1963b; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Passim' & Norman, 1966;
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Tupes & Christal, 1961), employing a wide variety of populations,

have demonstrated an impressive degree of stability in the emerging

factor structure. The usual finding is for five major factors to

emerge. These have been labelled as extroversion, agreeableness,

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and culture (Norman, 1963b).

In summary, this type of research approach culminates in a

picture or "snapshot" of the perceiver's implicit personality

theory. As such, it might be characterized as being descriptive in

nature. The approach is also non-process oriented, in that no

attempt is made to determine how the perceiver's implicit person-

ality theory is actually implicated in the processing of personal

information about others.

This descriptive non-process orientation is not restricted

solely to research on implicit personality theory. Stereotyping

is an other area, which until recently, has placed an almost

exclusive reliance on this approach. Surveys of the stereotype

literature (Hamilton, 1976; Secord & Backman, 1974) have revealed

that the vast majority of studies are restricted to content descri-

ptions of social stereotypes. For example, one recent study

(Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969) has shown that a 1967 sample

of Princeton undergraduates display a high degree of consensus in

attributing the traits of "passionate," "artistic," "impulsive,"

and "quick-tempered" to Italians.

As is the case with implicit personality theory research, the

application of this research approach to stereotyping has provided

a wealth of detailed information regarding content. While much
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is now known about the content of various stereotypes, very little

is known about the processes involved in stereotyping. Thus, the

next stage in this area of research might be an examination of the

cognitive processes underlying stereotype formations and mainten-

ance (Rothbart, Fulero, Jensen, & Howard, 1978).

Until very recently this descriptive non-process orientation

has been the dominant method employed by investigators interested

in examining interpersonal perceptions. However, within the last

few years an alternate approach has become increasingly prominent.

This alternative places a strong emphasis on investigating the

cognitive processes involved in the way persons perceive and make

judgments about each other.

Examples of this alternate approach can be found in current

research on stereotypes. Myron Rothbart and his colleagues

(Rothbart, Evans, & Fulero, Note 1; Rothbart et al., 1978) have

recently begun a systematic investigation of the cognitive pro-

cesses or mechanisms which may be responsible for stereotype form-

ation and maintenance. In one study (Rothbart et al., 1978;

Experiment 3) subjects were presented with 50 statements, each

depicting a behavior engaged in by a different man. For all

subjects, forty of the statements depicted either mildly favourable,

neutral, or mildly unfavourable behaviors. The remaining ten

behaviors depicted an act considered by pilot subjects to be

criminal. The criminal acts shown to half the experimental sub-

jects were relatively non-serious (shoplifting, vandalism), while

those shown to the other half were quite serious (murder, rape).
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After being presented with the series of 50 behaviors, subjects

were asked to estimate the frequency of criminal acts in the group.

In accord with predictions, estimates of the number of men who

engaged in criminal activities were greater for the serious crime

condition than for the non-serious condition. This pattern

obtained even though the actual frequency of criminal activities

was identical for both conditions. Only the severity level of the

crimes differed between the groups.

These findings were interpreted by borrowing the concept of an

"availability" heuristic from cognitive psychology (Tversky &

Kahneman, 1974). A basic tenet of this heuristic is that frequency

or probability estimates are based solely on availability or "the

ease with which relevant instances come to mind" (Tversky &

Kahneman, 1974, p.207).
With respect to this heuristic Rothbart et al. (1978, p.250)

proposed that

"One obvious and important determinant of accessibility in
memory is extremity. Extreme individuals, by virtue of
their being novel, infrequent, or particularly dramatic,
should be more salient or available in memory and, if
availability is a cue to frequency, overestimated when we
judge their prevalence in a group."

Differences in availability were assessed by having subjects

recall as many of the criminal acts as they could. As expected,

subjects reliably recalled more of the serious criminal activities

than non-serious. This suggested greater "availability" for
information stored in memory about the serious criminal group.

This greater ease of availability then resulted in the higher
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when compared to the non-serious condition.

At a more general level, the Rothbart et al. (1978) study

represents a departure from earlier, more traditional research on

stereotypes. In addition to an explicit description of stereotypic

content, current work focuses on the cognitive processes which may

be involved in stereotype formation and maintenance. The findings

from the Rothbart et al. (1978) study, for example, suggest that

extreme behaviors play an important role in the formation of group

stereotypes. Extreme behaviors were found to be more available in

memory. In turn, this enhanced accessibility was used as a cue

for frequency judgments, with more extreme acts perceived as being

more frequent. Rothbart et al. (1978) suggested that the end

result of this process is "that our impressions of groups will be

disproportionately influenced by the characteristics of their most

memorable constituents" (p. 253-254).

The application of a cognitive process orientation is also

becoming more evident in other areas of research on interpersonal

perception. In a recent study on impression formation and category

accessibility (Higgins, Rhole, & Jones, 1977), subjects were

unobtrusively exposed to personality trait terms, and were then

required to make judgments about another person. Findings

indicated that the "priming" of an applicable trait term had a

major impact on the subject's subsequent characterizations and

evaluations of a stimulus person. Higgins et al. argued that the

prior activation of a trait increased its accessibility, and thus

increased the likelihood that the subject would categorize the



7

stimulus person in terms of the activated category. This type of

interpretation also draws heavily from theorizing in cognitive

psychology, as it posits that a fundamental process of person

perception is the connection of input information with some stored

category (Bartlett, 1932; Neisser, 1976).

In the Higgins et al. (1977) study the priming of a particular

trait can be viewed as the activation of a specific stored category.

This activation increases accessibility, and results in input

information about a person being interpreted in relation to this

stored category. Thus, the use of a certain category may affect

how the stimulus information is processed. This type of a link or

connection between input information and stored information is a

basic assumption of cognitive theories employing the concept of a

schema (Bartlett, 1932; Neisser, 1976) or a prototype (Posner &

Keele, 1970).

A final example might be cited to illustrate the increasing

interface between theorizing in cognitive psychology, and a process

orientation towards research in interpersonal perception. Cantor

and Mischel (1977) have recently proposed that personality traits

may function like cognitive prototypes (c.f., Posner & Keele, 1968;

1970). A cognitive prototype is defined as "a collection of the

most typical or highly related features associated with a category

label" and is thought to "function as a standard around which a

body of input is compared and in relation to which new input is

assimilated into the set of items remembered about a given exper-

ience" (Cantor & Mischel, 1977, p.39). Subjects in this study were
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first exposed to a series of statements which described an extro-

verted character. After this exposure, a recognition memory test

containing the original extrovert items, plus NEW items (never

seen before), was administered. Data obtained from this test

revealed a large number of "false alarms" for the NEW items which

were conceptually related to the category of extroversion. Cantor

& Mischel explained this finding by suggesting that subjects

abstracted the cognitive prototype of extroversion from the

original series of statements. This prototype was then used as a

standard or comparator in the recognition memory task, and resulted

in the documented memory bias for NEW, but conceptually related

i terns.

In summary, the three preceding studies (Cantor & Mischel,

1977; Higgins et al., 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978) might be viewed

as indicators of a current and ongoing shift in orientation towards

research in interpersonal perception. While a strong theoretical

interest in this area has been consistently exhibited over the

past two decades, the actual form of the research generated by this

interest appears to have changed considerably. Whereas a non-

process, descriptive approach typified earlier research efforts in

this area, the current orientation stresses a cognitive process

view.

This shift in orientation might possibly be attributed to a

growing disillusionment with the traditional or descriptive

approach in personality and social psychology. The past few years

have witnessed numerous investigators in the area expressing their
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despair with the lack of substantive advancement in this domain

(Hamilton, 1976; Mischel, 1977; Sechrest, 1976; Silverman, 1977).

With specific reference to stereotypes, Hamilton (1976, p.81) has

commented that,

"It is difficult to think of a topic in social psychology
that has more obvious and important societal implications
and yet has yielded less progress towards increasing our
knowledge and understanding than research on stereotypes."

Hamilton's (1976) conclusion that the traditional study of stereo-

typing has become "a somewhat stagnant research area" (p.81) has

also been applied at a more general level to research in the entire

domain of personality (Sechrest, 1976) and social psychology

(Silverman, 1977).

Approximately during the same time period as researchers were

becoming increasingly despondent with their lack of progress, the

domain of personality and social psychology underwent a transition.

In the 1960's motivationally based drive models of cognitions,

behaviors, and internal states had characterized the domain. By

the 1970's there was an increasing acceptance of non-motivationally

based information processing models (Bern, 1972; Greenwald & Ronis,

1978; Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Ross, 1977). This acceptance had at

least two important effects. First, some of the limitations of the

traditional approach were highlighted even further. For example,

in impression formation the ultimate utility of constructing math-

ematical models of trait combinations (i.e., adding versus aver-

aging) was questioned more closely. The basis for this question-

ing was the growing acceptance of the view that the stimulus, as
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defined by the experimenter, does not necessarily correspond to the

stimulus as encoded by the subject (Bern & Alien, 1974; Mischel,

1973; Wylie, 1974). A second major effect of this transition was

to bring researchers in the domain of personality and social psych-

ology into increasing contact with the research orientation employed

by cognitive psychologists. This exposure may have provided the

foundation for a possible solution to the problem of theoretical

and empirical stagnation. Specifically, Mischel (1977) suggested

that personality psychology could "benefit directly from the

methods being developed by cognitive psychologists." (p.251-252).

Mischel (1977) recommended a shift in research tactics towards a

cognitive process orientation.

The studies reviewed earlier (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Higgins

et al., 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978) reveal that this recommendation

is now being implemented in the domain of personality and social

psychology. This implementation may possibly overcome the major

problem of stagnation. For example, in the field of implicit pers-

onality theory much of the traditional work concerns a description

of structure (Mirels, 1976; Passini & Norman, 1966; Wiggins, 1973).

In a comprehensive review of this work, Schneider (1973, p.307) has

commented that,

"there has been an emphasis on the dimensional
aspects of trait similarities to the relative
exclusion of questions concerning the dynamic
qualities of implicit personality theory. The
sophistication of methods is greater than the
sophistication of the substantive questions."

However, this state of affairs may possibly be changing with
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current research. Cantor and Mischel's (1977) cognitive prototype

study is one example. By employing a methodology borrowed directly

from cognitive psychologists (i.e., a recognition memory paradigm),

they have been able to begin an investigation of some of the

"dynamic qualities" of implicit personality theories. Furthermore,

this investigation has been facilitated by also borrowing the

theoretical concept of a prototype from the cognitive literature.

Overall, this move towards a cognitive process orientation may

overcome Schneider's (1973) criticism of traditional descriptive

research in this area. The incorporation of both theoretical and

methodological aspects from cognitive psychology into this research

seems to be producing the desired effect of overcoming the major

problem of stagnation.

A cautionary note is warranted, however. While the integra-

tion of interpersonal perception research with current cognitive

approaches may possibly resolve problems associated with stagnation,

it does not necessarily imply that there will be an automatic

resolution of some of the other major problems or limitations

facing the area. For example, traditional research in person

perception has often been criticized for ignoring the personal

relevance of the stimuli employed (Schneider, 1973). In this

research the subject is typically presented with a list of traits,

categories, or dimensions which are then used to make judgments or

evaluations about others. The actual content of the list is

usually determined by the experimenter (Hastorf, Richardson, &

Dornbusch, 1958; Hastorf et al., 1970; Koltuv, 1962; Schneider,
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1973; Wiggins, 1973). This selection procedure ignores the personal

relevance of the chosen attributes. Certain traits or dimensions

may be personally relevant for one individual, but non-relevant for

another (Bern & Alien, 1974; Koltuv, 1962). In other words, "the

experimenter has set the categories the subject must employ, with

little concern for the relevance of these to the subject's cognitive

map of other people" (Hastorf et al., 1958, p.56). Critics of this

paradigm have then gone on to argue that it makes very little sense

to gather precise, quatitative data on various measures when the

essential matter of the relevance of the categories or dimensions

is ignored (Hastorf et al., 1958).

The personal relevance argument may also be applicable to

current research in interpersonal perception. Several studies which

have adopted this cognitive process orientation were reviewed

earlier (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Higgins et al., 1977; Rothbart et

al., 1978). A communality across these studies is that the experi-

menters selected the stimulus materials, without regards to their

personal relevance for subjects. For example, Cantor & Mischel

(1977) selected the dimension of introversion-extroversion to study

the trait-as-prototype notion. Using this dimension it was possible

to document the existence of a "false alarms effect" in recognition
memory. This finding supported their original proposal. However,

the design employed by Cantor and Mischel (1977) did not permit an

assessment of the magnitude of the "false alarms effect," as a

function of the personal relevance of the introversion-extroversion

dimension for each subject. It is quite possible that the "false
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alarms effect" may be enhanced for subjects who consider this

dimension to be extremely important or personally relevant in

categorizing others. Furthermore, it is even possible that the

effect would not obtain at all for subjects who consider the intro-

version-extroversion dimension to be non-relevant. By ignoring

personal relevance Cantor and Mischel (1977) were completely unable

to explore this potentially important issue of individual differ-

ences between perceivers.

In summary, one of the possible limitations of research in

interpersonal perception may be the failure to consider the personal

relevance of the traits, categories, or dimensions used. This

failure is evident in current process work, as well as the more

traditional descriptive research. At a more general level this

failure might be considered as part of a tendency to ignore aspects

of the perceiver or observer in interpersonal perception research.

Thus, one potential limitation in this area is the relative neglect

of the observer or self. This limitation has not been resolved

by the shift from a descriptive to procass orientation.

Neglect of the Observer or Self in Interpersonal Perception Research

Secord and Backman (1974) have outlined three main sources

contributing to the formation of our impressions about others; the

situation, the target person, and the nature of the observer or

self. While numerous studies have investigated various aspects of

the situation and target person (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Frijda,

1969), there has been almost "no attention paid to the character-

istics of individual observers and how they contribute to the
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impression formed" (Secord & Backman, 1974, p.19). This relative

neglect cannot be attributed to a lack of importance of the per-

ceiver in interpersonal perception, as the few studies examining

observer effects have demonstrated that the perceiver accounts for

more variance in descriptions of others than does the perceived

person (Dornbusch, Hastorf, Richardson, Muzzy, and Vreeland, 1965;

Yarrow and Campbell, 1963). For example, Dornbusch et al. (1965)

elicited free descriptions of children in a summer camp from other

children in the camp. A reliable coding scheme was then developed

to determine the categories used by the children in describing

others. The general categories included such factors as demo-

graphic and organic variables, interpersonal relations, abilities,

and modes of interaction. Several analyses were performed on the

resulting data. In the first analysis category overlap for one

child describing two others was determined. A second analysis

computed the degree of overlap for two different children describing

the same child. Findings indicated that descriptions with a common

perceiver had a much higher percentage of category overlap than

descriptions with a common perceived person (48% versus 39%).

Dornbusch et al. (1965) interpreted these results as "emphasizing

the importance of the perceiver's cognitive structure" (p.434).

The above pattern of findings was also obtained by Yarrow &

Campbell (1963), and prompted them to conclude that, "a needed

extension of the work in this area is an inquiry into the ways in

which other persons are experienced" by the perceiver (p.57).

The view that the observer or perceiver is a very important
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component in the processing of information about other people

receives further indirect support from at least two other lines of

evidence. The first concerns the issue of personal relevance in

person perception, while the second focuses on causal attributions

and the self-based consensus.

Personal relevance and person perception

Empirical support for the personal relevance argument comes

from several studies which have elicited free descriptions of others

(Hastorf et al., 1958; Lemon & Warren, 1974; Shrauger & Patterson,

1976). The general finding in this research is that personally

relevant traits are used more often and earlier in free descriptions.

For example, Lemon & Warren (1974) required subjects to write down

the personal characteristics of four people they knew well. For

each target person they were asked to provide 10 adjectives (or

phrases) which were descriptive of that person. These four proto-

cols were then scored to determine the degree of salience for each

adjective. The criterion of salience was a compond of frequency

and earliness of occurrence. The first trait in each list was

weighted 10, and the final trail 1. These weights were then

summed for each occurrence of the trait, to yield a salience score.

Using this procedure the three most salient and three least salient

traits were defined idiographically for each subject. In a later

part of the study subjects were asked to rank order their salient

and non-salient traits in terms of self-relevance. The traits

were presented in a randomly determined order, and subjects were

required to write a 1 beside the trait which they thought was most
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important for characterizing themselves personally, a 2 beside the

second most important, and so on, until all the traits had been

exhausted. Results from this study indicated that salient traits

were considered much more self-relevant than non-salient traits

(mean ranking of 2.93 versus 4.07). In other words, the traits

typically employed by an individual to describe other people were

those with a high degree of self-relevance. This finding atests

to the importance of considering personal relevance as a funda-

mental aspect of person perception research, and further corrob-

orates earlier findings which has demonstrated a strong positive

relationship between the categories which people use in describing

other people, and in describing themselves. (Hastorf et al., 1958).

The Lemon & Warren (1974) finding also suggests that the

perceiver's own view of self may be a crucial determinant in the

selection of traits or dimensions for perceiving others. This

suggestion receives additional support from a study by Shrauger &

Patterson (1976). This study employed a paradigm very similar to

that used by Lemon & Warren. Subjects were first required to

write free descriptions about eight people they knew well. These

protocols were then categorized, via a set of 57 bipolar dimensions

covering a wide range of personal attributes. For each subject the

frequency of use of each dimension was recorded. One week after

providing the free descriptions, subjects were presented with the

set of 57 dimensions, and were asked to indicate the ten dimensions

which they felt were most "relevant and important" for evaluating

themselves, and the ten which were the least "relevant and important."
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The results of this study replicated the Lemon & Warren (1974)

finding. Dimensions seen as highly relevant for describing one-

self were used more frequently in describing others, than were

dimensions seen as least relevant for self-description.

In sum, these two studies (Lemon & Warren, 1974; Shrauger

& Patterson, 1976) lend considerable support to the notion that

researchers in the person perception field should pay close

attention to the degree of personal or self-relevance of the

attributes they commonly employ. Furthermore, both studies offer

some support for the view that the observer or perceiver is a very

important component in the processing of personal information about

others. In both studies it was found that the observer's own view

of self played a prominent role in the choice of categories for

describing others. These findings are quite compatible with the

notion that extremely self-relevant traits or dimensions are more

available in memory (Markus, 1977; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). The

ease with which self-relevant categories come to mind then ensures

that they will be frequently used in describing others.

Self-based consensus

A second line of research which offers indirect support for

the proposal that the self is important in processing personal

information about others comes from the attribution domain. At a

very general level, attribution theory is concerned with under-

standing how individuals determine the causes of their own behavior,

and the behavior of others about them (Jones et a!., 1971; Kelly,

1973; Ross, 1977). Recently, several investigators (Hansen &
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Donoghue, 1977; Ross, 1977; Ross, Greene, & House, 1977) have begun

to explore the possibility that the attributor's own view of self

may play an influential role in the making of attributions about

others. One aspect of this research has revealed that individuals

base population estimates, and their causal attributions about

others, on their own behavioral choices, while ignoring sample-

based information (Hansen & Donoghue, 1977; Hansen & Lowe, 1976).

This "self-based consensus" has been demonstrated across a wide

variety of situations. In one study (Ross et al., 1977, Experiment

4) subjects were asked whether or not they would march across

campus for 30 minutes wearing a sandwich board which read "Repent."

After making a Yes or No decision, subjects were then asked to

estimate the percentage of students who would comply with the

request. Results were consistent with the self-based consensus

hypothesis, as volunteers predicted that 63% of all students would

wear the sign, while nonvolunteers simultaneously assumed that 76%

of all students would refuse. Furthermore, all subjects judged

responses which deviated from their own personal selection as

relatively inappropriate, and more revealing of the personal dis-

positions of others. These findings suggest that the self may play

an influential role in attributional processes. Specifically, the

self may function as a reference point for interpreting information

about others. This postulated role has important implications for

interpersonal perception, as

"estimates of deviance and normalcy, and the host of
social inferences and interpersonal responses that
accompany such estimates, are systematically and
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egocentrically biased in accord with (the perceiver's)
behavioral choices" (Ross, 1977, p. 190).

Overall, this review of the personal relevance and attribution

literature suggests that the observer or self should be considered

as an extremely important aspect in the processing of personal

information about others. Yet, an examination of some of the

traditional (Secord & Backman, 1974) and more current approaches to

interpersonal perception (i.e., Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Higgins et

al., 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978), reveals that the self has either

been ignored completely, or given only a very cursory treatment.

This neglect cannot be attributed to a lack of importance of the

self in this area (c.f., Dornbusch et al., 1965; Hansen & Donoghue,

1977; Lemon & Warren, 1974; Ross, 1977; Shrauger & Patterson, 1976).

Thus, another possible reason for neglect might be considered.

One possibility is that this relative neglect can be traced to

the basic problems which have plagued self research and theorizing

in psychology. It may be possible that the lack of a well-formulated

model of self, complete with strong empirical moorings, has served

to hinder any systematic application or integration with the inter-

personal perception literature. This interpretation is supported

by an examination of the nature of the findings just presented. In

the personal relevance and attribution literature the evidence

regarding the importance of the self in interpersonal perception

often appears fragmentary and indirect. This may stem from the
lack of a well-formulated model of self, which could serve to

organize these findings into a cohesive theoretical framework. In
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this type of research, a model of self has only been vaguely

identified or conceptualized. This limitation may have then contri-

buted to an underestimation of the importance of the self in the

processing of information about others.

In order to further the above argument, a detailed examination

of self research and theorizing is warranted. This examination may

prove beneficial in determining why the voluminous amount of work

in this domain has failed to yield a substantive model of self,

which could serve as a basis for integration with other areas of

psychology.

The Self in Psychology

Throughout the past one hundred years the study of self has

had a varied history in psychology, both in terms of its general

acceptance as a viable topic of consideration by psychologists,

and also in terms of the diverse theoretical orientations employed
when it was considered a suitable area of inquiry. For early

psychologists such as Wilhelm Wundt the concept of self referred

primarily to a person's experience of his own body, or a self-

awareness of muscle tension and other internal states. William

James (1890) expanded on this restrictive approach by outlining

three categories of self-experience, the material me (which

incorporated Wundt's notion of self), the social me, and the

spiritual me. While these two conceptualizations of self differ

in degree of inclusiveness, they both reveal the typically subject-

ive and mentalistic nature of the construct (Wylie, 1974). Clearly,

any concept of self will emphasize activities and/or entities which
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are internal to the person (Gergen, 1971; Wylie, 1974). This

emphasis on internal "unobservable" phenomena was to lead to a

general decline of research on the self during the first few decades

of the 20th Century, when behaviorism reigned supreme (Gergen, 1971;

McKinney, 1976; Wylie, 1974). However, by the late 1940's theorizing

and research on the self was beginning to re-emerge, but with very

few researchers using a global conceptualization of self. Instead,

the preference was for a division of the self into a number of

specific sub-aspects (i.e., self-esteem, self-alienation, body image,

actual and ideal self), with each of these aspects then studied

separately.

During this period, which ranges from the late 1940's to the

mid 1970's, the re-emergence of interest in the self generated a

plethora of research. By the early 1970's Gergen (1971) estimated

that this era had produced over two thousand empirical studies

relating to the self. The sheer volume of this research immediately

asks the question of why it has had such a profound lack of impact

on the area of interpersonal perception. One possible answer might

be femulated in terms of the generally poor calibre of self research

and theorizing during this period (Diggory,1966; Epstein, 1973;

Sarbin, 1952; Wylie, 1974). Shortcomings in this research may have

served to hinder its further application to other areas of psychology.

Wylie (1974) has provided a comprehensive critique of self

research during this era, in which she examines the theories of

self proposed by All port, Cattell, Erikson, Fromm, Maslow, McClelland,

C. Rogers, Snygg and Coombs, and Sullivan. Numerous theoretical
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and methodological weaknesses are cited. In her critique Wylie

(1974) concludes that the above-mentioned theories are "ambiguous,
incomplete, and overlapping," (p.4) with no one theory receiving a

large amount of systematic empirical support. She then goes on to

state that "the basic constructs as defined in the writings of self-

concept theorists frequently seem to point to no clear empirical

referents" (Wylie, 1974, p.8). A final theoretical shortcoming is

the lack of internal consistency displayed by many of these theories.

Wylie (1974) has also indicated that a large proportion of the

completed research suffers from major methodological flaws. Typical

problems include a heavy reliance on R-R designs to test antecedent-

consequence hypotheses, and a lack of replication of obtained

findings.

These theoretical and methodological shortcomings resulted in

a state of affairs where the total accumulation of substantial

findings was extremely disappointing, with respect to the immense

number of studies which had been conducted (Wylie, 1974). The lack

of substantive findings and poor theory construction may have also

contributed to the relative neglect of the self in other applicable

areas of psychology. It would be somewhat difficult to integrate

a poorly defined and empirically unsupported model of self with on-

going research in other domains.

The last few years, however, may have seen the beginnings of a

possible shift in self theory and research (Markus, 1977). This

shift appears to be away from the unsystematic and methodologically

flawed research which was the hallmark of work done during the 1940's
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to earlier 1970's and towards an approach which holds somewhat

greater promise of methodological and theoretical rigour. This

contemporary approach is characterized by a commitment to an

experimental and process orientation. It also displays a strong

interface with cognitive psychology, as many of the theoretical and

methodological components have been borrowed from the cognitive

domain.

A possible benefit of this contemporary approach is that it

may provide a well-formulated model of self, with a strong empirical

foundation. In turn, this model may provide the basis for a substan-

tial integration of self theory and research with other domains of

psychology. Since this contemporary approach may prove instrumental

in producing a model of self which can be effectively applied to

interpersonal perception research, a further more detailed examin-

ation of this approach is in order.

A Contemporary Approach to the Self

Several researchers (Markus, 1977; Rogers, Kuiper, & Kirker,

1977) have recently proposed that the self might be viewed as a

cognitive schema or prototype which is deeply involved in the

interpretation, transformation, organization, and memory for personal

information. In this proposed model, the self is considered as part

of the information processing system available to an individual, and

becomes activated "when a person encounters a situation involving

personal information" (Rogers et a!., 1977, p 678). As a prototype

or schema, the self consists of both a structural and functional

component.
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Structurally, the self has been defined as a "list of terms or

features that have been derived from a lifetime of experience with

personal data" (Rogers et al., 1977, p. 677). This list of features

includes both general terms, and more specific terms. The general

terms in the self might be conceived of as being similar to person-

ality traits. The specific terms, on the other hand, may relate to

"less salient and more situation-specific aspects of self-perception

as well as specific behaviors" (Rogers et al., 1977, p. 678).

Jones, Sensenig, & Haley (1974) offer some data which indicate

how these general and specific terms might be organized in the self.

In this study subjects were asked to describe themselves with words
of their own choosing. The obtained response protocols revealed

that terms such as "sensitive," "intelligent," "friendly," "honest,"

"quiet," and "lazy" emerged most frequently. These terms or traits

may correspond to the general terms in the self. Jones et al. (1974,

p. 38) also present a single response protocol. The output ordering

of the entries in this protocol suggests that the terms in the self

may be organized in a hierarchical fashion, going from the general

to the specific. While the first few entries in this protocol are

general terms or traits (i.e., open-minded, sympathetic, intellectual,

and strong-willed), the latter entries become more conditional and

situation specific (i.e., sometimes trusting; sometimes vulnerable,

hang-ups about authority figures). These latter terms might be

thought of as the specific terms in the self.

Functionally, the self;

"acts as a background or setting against which incoming
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data are interpreted or coded. This process involves an
interaction between the previous experience of the
individual (in the form of the abstract structure of self)
and incoming materials" (Rogers et al., 1977, p. 678).

This process of self-reference has been modelled in the cognitive

literature under the concept of a schema or prototype (Bartlett,

1932; Cofer, 1976; Neisser, 1967; Neisser, 1976; Norman & Bobrow,

1976; Posner & Keele, 1968; 1970). When applied to the self, this

schema or prototype functions to "organize and guide the processing

of the self-related information contained in an individual's social

experience" (Markus, 1977, p.63).

One example of this process of self-reference might be the

"medical student syndrome." A common finding in medical schools is

that students frequently diagnose themselves as suffering from the

particular ailment or disease which is being discussed in class that

week. For example, if emphysema is being considered, a student

might begin to interpret his or her own behavior in terms of this

lung condition. Any shortness of breath would then be attributed to

the presence of this condition. Ultimately a self-diagnosis of

emphysema would result. This "medical student syndrome" is also

evident in undergraduate university students enrolled in abnormal

psychology courses. In these courses students are exposed to a

number of various psychopathological disorders. It is often found

that students begin to interpret these disorders in terms of their

own views of self. Any personal attributes or behaviors that are

compatible with a particular disorder are viewed as concrete

evidence for a self-diagnosis of that disorder.
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In sum, both of these examples suggest that physical or psycho-

logical disorders may be interpreted via one's view of self. This

process of self-reference may aid a person in his or her attempt to

understand and remember the presented information (Rogers et a!.,

1977).

Empirical support for the proposal that the self functions as

a schema or prototype has been advanced in several studies (Markus,

1977; Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Rogers, 1977; Rogers et al., 1977;

Rogers, Kuiper, & Rogers, Note 2; Rogers, Rogers, & Kuiper, Note 3).

For example, Markus (1977) required individuals possessing a "self-

schema" for the trait of independence to process personal information

relevant to this trait. The results from several measures revealed

patterns of findings typically associated with a cognitive prototype.

Markus (1977) selected her "schematic" subjects by using a variety

of measures. Individuals who rated themselves as extreme on the
trait of independence, and also considered this trait to be of impor-

tance were defined as schematic with respect to this trait. Markus

also selected a group of subjects who were "aschematic" with respect

to the same trait. These subjects were not extreme in their self-

ratings of independence, and also did not view this trait as being

personally important. Employing a variety of cognitive tasks,

Markus (1977) found that schematics and aschematics differed sub-

stantially in their processing of personal information pertaining to

the dimension of independence. For example, one finding in the study

indicated that schematics were more resistant to counter-schematic

information (i.e. bogus test results indicating they were not
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independent) than aschematics. Another finding revealed that

schematics could produce many more specific behavioral exemplars

relating to the trait of independence than nonschematics. Finally,

schematics were also found to be much more confident in their

predictions of future behavior in situations requiring independent

actions. Overall, Markus1 (1977) findings suggest that the poss-

ession of a "self-schema" for the trait of independence facilitates

the processing of personal information in that domain.

Further evidence for considering the self as a schema or proto-

type has been obtained in a recent study by Rogers et al.,(1977).

An application of the prototype or schema concept to the self

suggests that self-involvement in the interpretation of new material

would impart a degree of richness to the input, because of the

availability of the immense amounts of previous experience embodied

in the self. Rogers et a!.,(1977) tested this proposition by using

a slightly modified version of Craik and Tulving's (1975) depth of

processing incidental recall paradigm. Subjects rated a set of

forty personal adjectives (i.e. ambitious, loyal, outgoing) on four

orienting tasks designed to force varying kinds of encoding;

structural (whether or not the word was written in big letters),

phonemic (whether or not the adjective rhymed with a given word),

semantic (whether or not the adjective meant the same as a given

word); and self-referent (whether or not the adjective describes

you). Subjects responded either YES or NO to each rating task

question. In two experiments, incidental recall of the rated words

indicated that adjectives rated under the self-referent task were
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recalled the best. This enhanced recall argued strongly for the

involvement of the self, as a cognitive schema or prototype, during

the self-referent judgments. This involvement then resulted in a

stronger memory trace (as tapped by the incidental recall test) for

adjectives rated under the self-referent task, when compared to

personal adjectives rated under semantic, phomemic, or structural

tasks.

Self-referent processing of personal information has also been

demonstrated to facilitate recognition memory performance. Rogers

(1977; Experiment 3) exposed two groups of subjects to 60 personal-

ity items in the test phase of a recognition memory study. One

group received standard memory instructions, while the second group

received self-referent instructions. This manipulation consisted

of the addition of the phrase "read the item and decide if it

describes you, and use this to help your memory" to the standard

instruction condition. In the test phase, subjects were shown the

original 60 items plus 60 distractors. For each item subjects were

required to state whether or not it had been presented in the

original study list. Results indicated significantly better recog-

nition memory performance for the self-referent instruction group,

when compared to the standard instruction group. These findings

were interpreted as evidence consistent with the notion that the

self can be viewed as a cognitive structure, which is involved in

processing incoming materials. Explicit instructions which prime

the use of this structure then result in facilitated recognition

memory performance.
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A final example illustrating the prototypical properties of

the self might be cited. In the cognitive literature, the presence

of a prototype is often inferred from the demonstration of a "false

alarms effect" in recognition memory ("i.e., Cantor & Mischel, 1977;

Pompi & Lachman, 1967; Posner & Keele, 1968; 1970; Reed, 1972). For

example, Posner & Keele 0970} showed subjects a series of dot

patterns in the study phase of a recognition experiment. These

study patterns included a set of variations derived from a proto-

typical pattern. The prototype representing the central tendency

of this set was not shown in the initial study phase. However,

during the test phase subjects were shown (among other patterns) the

prototype. Most subjects indicated that it was part of the study

list, when actually it was not. From these findings Posner & Keele

(1970) argued that subjects abstracted a prototype of the patterns

during the study phase. This abstracted prototype was then used as

a standard or comparator during the test phase, and resulted in the

documented "false alarms effect." In other words, the probability

of committing a false alarm increased with the similarity of the item

to the abstracted prototype.

Rogers et al., (Note 3) reasoned that it should be possible to

demonstrate this "false alarms effect" for the self, if it also

functioned as a prototype or schema. Accordingly, subjects first

made self-ratings on a series of 84 personal adjectives. Each

adjective was rated on a 9 point scale with the end points "Extremely

unlike me" and "Extremely like me." Two and one-half months later,

these same subjects were involved in a recognition memory study
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employing the same set of 84 adjectives. In the study phase subjects

were shown half of these adjectives, while in the test phase the entire

set was shown. The self-ratings obtained earlier were then used to

idiographically sort each subject's response protocol into four

levels of self-reference or prototypicality. These levels ranged

from "Extremely unlike me" at the lowest end to "Extremely like me"

at the highest. Results for the NEW ttems ("i.e., those not shown in

the study phase)' indicated that performance Became poorer as the

level of self-reference increased. Stated differently, these findings

revealed that more "false alarms" occurred as the adjectives became

more self-descriptive or prototypical. This pattern of findings

documents the existence of a "false alarms effect" for the self. As

such, it offers some further convergent evidence for the proposal that

the self functions as a cognitive prototype or schema.

Overall, the four preceding studies (Markus, 1977; Rogers,

1977; Rogers et al., 1977; Rogers et al., Note 3) might be considered

as representative of a contemporary approach to self research and

theorizing. This approach is typified fay its strong commitment to a

cognitive process orientation. All of these studies present some

empirical evidence consistent with the notion that the self, as a

cognitive prototype or schema, is active in the interpretation,

organization, and memory for personal information. This attempt to

provide multiple and converging empirical referents for a theoretical

construct (j'-e., the self as a prototype) reveals a neomentalistic

position (Paivio, 1975), in that behaviorial data (memory performance,

rating times) are used to make inferences about hidden psychological
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processes. This attempt to strengthen tlie data-theory bridge may also

serve to overcome some of the shortcomings listed earlier in Wylie's

(1974) critique of self research and theorizing. One such criticism

was the lack of clear empirical referents for many of the theoretical

constructs employed. Contemporary research differs, in that a funda-

mental tenet of this current approach is the establishment of a

comprehensive empirical foundation for the proposed model of self.

This emphasis on providing strong empirical moorings may possibly

mark th.e beginnings of a systematic and well-formulated model of

self. Thus, a potential benefit of this contemporary approach is

that it may provide a model of self which can readily be applied to

other relevant areas of psychology. With specific reference to

interpersonal perception, this application may be facilitated even

further by the several basic communalities between current research

and theorizing in that area ("i.e., Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Higgins

et al., 1977; RothBart et al ., 1978). and contemporary work concerning

the self C i « e - > Markus, 1977; Rogers et al., 1977). For example,

both, approaches share a commitment to an experimental process

orientation. Furthermore, both approaches demonstrate a strong

interface with cognitive psychology. This basic compatibility may

serve to facilitate an examination of how the self, as a cognitive

schema or prototype, is involved in the processing of personal

information about others.

Self Involvement in Other Processing

The body of literature just reviewed indicates that the self

may function as a cognitive prototype in the processing of self-

related information. Earlier it was suggested that the self may also
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be implicated in the processing of information about others. Findings

from the personal relevance domain revealed that the observer's own

view of self played a prominent role in the choice of categories or

dimensions for describing others (Hastorf et al., 1958; Lemon &

Warren, 1974; Shrauger & Patterson, 1976)". Similarity, the attribution

literature indicated that the self may function as a cognitive

reference point for interpreting information about others [Hansen &

Donoghue, 1976; Ross, 1977; Ross, Sreene & House, 1977). Both of

these lines of research, offer important preliminary evidence for

considering the self as an aspect of processing information about

others. Yet, neither stems directly from the contemporary model of

self just outlined. Thus, a crucial next step is the demonstration

that the self, as a cognitive prototype, is involved in the processing

of information about other people. This demonstration consists of

two interrelated components. First, it must be illustrated that the

processing of information about others can be differentiated, in some

fashion, from the processing of personal information about one's self.

Only after these differences have been established is it possible to

investigate the potential form that self-involvement in other process-

ing may take.

Self-Other Differentiation

The rationale for demanding the pre-requisite of "self-other

differentiation" stems from a "generalized person" hypothesis

advanced in a recent series of studies by Kuiper & Rogers (in press).

Briefly, this hypothesis states that the processing of all person-

related information, regardless of a self-other distinction, is
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handled by one common cognitive structure or schema. This structure

may be conceptually similar to implicit personality theories, and

functions to simplify and reduce all incoming personal data to a

manageable size [Kuiper & Rogers, in pressJ. The most important

aspect of this hypothesis is that it does not distinguish between

the processing of information about one's self, and about others.

By postulating the existence of only a "generalized person" schema,

it is unnecessary to evoke the separate and additional construct of

the self as a cognitive prototype.

Kuiper & Rogers ("in press) tested the "generalized person"

hypothesis by employing the incidental recall paradigm used by

Rogers et al., (1977}, but with the rhythmic task replaced by an

"other-referent" task (decide whether or not the adjective is

descriptive of the experimenter1. For the structural, semantic,

and self-referent tasks the instructions and conditions were left

unchanged from Rogers et al. 0977).

The major goal of this research was to determine if self-

referent processing could be differentiated from the processing of

personal information about others. The establishment of substantive

empirical differences would permit the rejection of a "generalized

person" hypothesis. Documenting differences would thus serve to

pave the way for a further examination of self-involvement in other-

referent processing, as a separate and unique cognitive prototype.

The first experiment in this series was a group manipulation

of the depth of processing paradigm (Rogers et al., 1977; Experiment

2)". Subjects were read a list of 48 personal adjectives by the
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experimenter. Each adjective was rated on one of the four rating

tasks. After the YES/NO ratings Had Been obtained, subjects were

asked to recall as many of the adjectives as they could remember.

The incidental recall findings indicated that adjectives rated under

the sel f-referent task were recalled the best ("See Table 1). Ratings

made about an unknown other person Ci.e., other-referent task) did

not result in recall performance superior to structural or semantic

ratings. Only self-referent ratings produced superior recall. These

results offered evidence contrary to the hypothesis that it is person

involvement in general (regardless of a self-other distinction) which

produces enhanced recall in this memory paradigm. Instead, the

results indicated that there may be substantive differences in the

processing of personal information about one's self, and about others.

The significantly poorer recall for other-referent words, when compared

to sel f-referent adjectives, hinted at the possibility that other-

referent processing may not involve the same type of efficient cognitive

structure or schema that has been previously documented for self-

reference (̂ Rogers et al., 1977).

The next two experiments in this series were designed to gather

additional data which would focus on this proposed difference in self-

and other-referent processing. Ratings were made under conditions

which also permitted an assessment of the actual amount of time

required to make a judgment. This involved an individual testing

procedure, in which the set of adjectives (and rating task cue

questions), were presented on a TV monitor. Subjects made their

ratings by pressing either a YES or NO button on a response panel
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Table 1

Summary of Major Findings from Kuiper & Rogers (in press)

Experiments 1, 2, & 3

Mean Adjusted Recall

Rating Task

Experiment Structural Semantic Other-referent Self-referent

.18 .15 .18 .31

.08 .16 .26 .33

1

2

3 not applicable .23 .28

Mean Rating Times for Experiment 2 (n=23)

Rating Task

Recall Other-referent

Recalled Adjectives 3223a

Nonrecalled Adjectives 2714

Sel f-referent

2375

2558

a=time in msec
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placed directly in front of them. Rating time thus consisted of the

interval between the initial presentation of the adjective on the

screen and the subjects YES/NO decision.

Incidental recall findings for both these studies (Experiments

2 and 3} revealed that recall for the self-referent words was slightly

Higher than for other-referent adjectives (see Table 1). This pattern

was consistent with the findings from Experiment 1. However,

statistical analyses indicated that this difference was nonsignificant

in froth. Experiments 2 and 3. This seeming discrepancy between the

group (Experiment 1) and individual administration (Experiments 2 and

3) was further explored by analyzing the rating time data available

for the latter two experiments. Rating times for self- and other-

referent judgments were categorized separately, according to whether

or not the adjectives were recalled or nonrecalled. The mean rating

times for this classification scheme for Experiment 2 are shown in

the lower panel of Table 1. Of special interest was the finding of

significant self-other differences in rating times for recalled

words. For the self-referent task the recalled adjectives had very

short rating times. In contrast, only adjectives with very long

rating times were recalled for the other referent task. This

difference was explained in terms of a "two-process" interpretation.

For the other referent task an effective memory trace resulted only

from increased effort or rehearsal during encoding. The long rating

times for other-referent recalled words suggested that subjects were

using the additional time to search out and possibly even combine

various sources of information about the other person. This
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information would include such inputs as personal and physical

characteristics, and behaviors exhibited in the situation (Secord &

Backman, 1974). These sources would aid in the making of a personality

judgment about that person. Each additional source would also serve

to increment an internal memory store, and thus result in a stronger

memory trace. The stronger memory trace would subsequently increase

the probability of recall for that particular adjective. Because of

the limited amount of information available about this person (she

was being meet for the first time), it is even possible that subjects

may have employed a cognitive structure of sorts to assist in their

judgments. This structure might be thought of in terms of an

implicit personality theory Qtestorf et a!., 1970) or stereotype

(.Jones & Gerard, 1967). However, the extremely long rating times for

these recalled judgments suggests that if a cognitive structure of

some sort is involved in these ratings, it is employed in a relatively

inefficient manner.

The short rating times for recalled sel f-referent words might

be considered as evidence indicating the involvement of an efficient

cognitive structure. Specifically, this finding might be viewed as

further convergent evidence for the model of the self as a cognitive

prototype or schema (Rogers et al., 1977; Rogers et al., Note 3).

This schema is a highly organized and very efficient cognitive

structure, which readily integrates compatible new input. The use

of this schema during the self-referent task facilitates personal

judgments, and thus results in the documented "savings" in rating

times for recalled words.
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To summarize, the analysis of rating times offered evidence in

support of a "two-process" interpretation of self- and other-referent

processing. Self-referent processing appears to involve an efficient

cognitive prototype or schema. In contrast, other-referent processing

entails a rehearsal or effort strategy. While one aspect of this

strategy may be the use of various cognitive structures (i.e., stereo-

types or implicit personality theories}, the longer rating times

suggest that they are applied in an inefficient manner, if used at

all. Overall, the series of studies reported in Kuiper and Rogers

Ctn press I failed to offer any empirical support for the notion that

all person-related information, irrespective of a self-other

distinction, is dealt with By a single common "generalized person"

schema or cognitive structure. Instead, these studies demonstrated

major differences in the processing of personal information about one's

self, and about other individuals.

The establishment of self-other differences in this series of

studies lays the groundwork for a further investigation of self-

involvement in other processing. Because of differentiation it becomes

possible to pursue the specific issue of how the self, as a unique

cognitive prototype, is implicated in the processing of personal

information about other people.

Purpose and Overview of the Present Experiments

The major purpose of the present series of experiments is to

investigate the role of the perceiver's own view of self in inter-

personal perception. This investigation will employ a cognitive

model of the self, and attempt to determine how it may be involved
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in the process of making personality judgments about other people.

Thus, the present research represents an integration of the self as

prototype model with theorizing and research in the domain of inter-

personal perception.

Th'e actual strategy employed in this integration might be

divided into three stages-. Tfie first stage is represented by the

preliminary studies indicating that the self functions like a cognitive

schema or prototype in the interpretation, organization, and memory

for personal information CMarkus, 1977; Rogers, 1977; Rogers et al.,

1977; Rogers et al., Note 3). These studies have provided converging

empirical support for the basic model of self which will be used in

the integration. The second stage in integration consists of a

demonstration that self-referent processing differs in some fashion

from the processing of personal information about others. This

demonstration has been provided by the Kuiper & Rogers (in press)

series of studies outlined earlier. Basically these studies have

demonstrated that self-referent processing involves an efficient

cognitive prototype, whereas the processing of personal information

about unknown others does not. This distinction is important as it

indicates that all personal information, regardless of a self-other

difference, is not processed via a single common "generalized person"

schema or cognitive structure. By demonstrating differences it

becomes possible to pursue how the self, as a unique cognitive proto-

type, is involved in other-referent processing. This pursuit represents

the third stage in integration, and is the focal point of concern in

the present experiments. The third stage might be further subdivided
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into two steps. The first step is an attempt to provide preliminary

data relating to self-involvement in other processing. The two pilot

studies address this issue By analyzing unreported data gathered in a

previous series of experiments (Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Experiments

2 & 3). The general strategy employed in this analysis consists of

two major components. The first component is to take a well-established

prototype finding from the cognitive literature, and then document its

existence - or lack of - for self-referent processing. The second
component considers the possible extension of this prototype finding

to include personality judgments made about unknown others. Overall,

the focal concern of the two pilot studies is to yield initial data

pertaining to how the self, as a cognitive prototype, is involved in

the processing of personal information about unknown others. After

this issue has been examined via the pilot study data, the main

experiments will consider the effects of familiarity on self-

involvement in other-referent processing. Research has indicated

that our descriptions, evaluations, and judgments about others may

change as a function of their familiarity level (Fiske & Cox, in

press; Hastorf et al., 1970). Thus, it is possible that any degree

or form of self-involvement documented for unknown others in the

pilot studies may change as a function of their familiarity level to

the perceiver. The intent of the main experiments is to explore

this possibility by having individuals make personality judgments

about other people at different levels of familiarity. This will

permit an assessment of the potential changes in self-involvement at

various levels of acquaintanceship. This assessment might be viewed

as the second and final step in the present integration.
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PILOT STUDIES

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Perhaps one of the major points to emerge from the preceding

review of the literature on interpersonal perception is that there

is enough preltminary empirical evidence to warrant the proposal that

the self or observer is an important aspect in our descriptions,

evaluations, and judgments concerning those about us. Research in

implicit personality theory on personal relevance has indicated that

personally relevant terms are used more often and earlier in our

free descriptions of others CDornbusch et al ., 1965; Lemon & Warren,

1974; Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). Attribution research has

revealed the existence of a "self-based consensus" bias in which

causal explanations for another person's behaviors are distorted by

the perceiver's own view of self (Hansen & Donoghue, 1976; Heider, 1958;

Ross, Greene, & House, 1977]. Both of these lines of research are

consistent with the notion that the self plays a prominent role in

interpersonal perception. However, a major limitation facing this

research has been the lack of a cohesive, well-formulated model of

self. This may have served to hamper the unification or integration

of these various scattered findings, with the result that the body

of evidence supporting the preceding notion appears somewhat

fragmentary and indirect. In order to avoid this state of affairs

it was recommended that an investigation of self-involvement in the

processing of personal information about others should be based on

a specific model of self. It was further recommended that this model
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should be systematic and complete with converging multiple empirical

referents.

The major purpose of the two pilot studies is to provide

preliminary data in line with both of the above recommendations.

Thus, a model of the self as a cognitive prototype was used as the

theoretical basis for an empirical examination of self-involvement

in other processing. The examination consisted of a further analysis

of data gathered in the Kuiper & Rogers (in press) series of experi-

ments. This examination was divided into two components. First it

was necessary to determine whether or not a typical prototype finding

from the cognitive literature could also be documented for the case

of self-reference. After examining this issue the next component

was considered. This concerned whether or not this same prototype

finding would also apply to personality judgments regarding an

unknown other person.

As indicated previously, several recent studies have provided

empirical support for the view that the self is an important aspect

in the processing of personal information. These studies have

demonstrated (1) that self-referent decisions or instructions result

in enhanced recall and recognition performance (Rogers et al., 1977;

Rogers, 1977), (2) self-relevant traits are more resistant to

incongruent information, and yield an increased number of specific

behavioral exemplars (Markus, 1977), and (3) the number of false

alarms in a recognition memory paradigm increases as the items become

more self-referent (Rogers et al., Note 3). When considered together,

these findings argue for the notion that the self functions as a
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cognitive prototype or schema. This notion further suggests that the

self should exhibit other characteristics which are typically associated

with a cognitive prototype. Thus, one aspect of the pilot studies was

a further test of this model wftich casts the self as a prototype. This

test involved determining whether or not a typically obtained prototype

finding would also apply to self-referent decisions regarding personal

adjectives. This test is of some importance as it is possible to

envision a number of different types of cognitive structures which

could describe the self. These structures might range from associative

networks to lists of behaviors, frames, and prototypes. Since each

type of structure implys somewhat different properties and processing

involvement, it is necessary to map out the exact nature of the self

structure. By testing some of the specific properties associated with

a cognitive prototype, the pilot studies represent such an examination.

Perhaps one of the strongest and best documented findings in

the prototype categorization literature is that the degree of proto-

typical ity of a specific category exemplar affects decision time

regarding category membership CRosch, 1973; 1975; Schnur, 1977;

Smith, 1976). Very prototypical and unprototypical exemplars result

in fast decision times, while moderately prototypical objects produce

the longest verification times. One example of this finding is

provided by a study in which subjects were required to judge whether

or not a given word or exemplar was a member of a specific semantic

category, such as "vehicle" (Schnur, 1977). Subjects were presented

with several different words which varied in their degree of rated

prototypicality, as determined by independently obtained norms
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(Rosch, 1975). The findings for this study indicated that the rating

times for YES/MO decisions varied systematically, as a function of

rated prototypicality. High ranking exemplars, such as "automobile"

produced quick decision times, while moderately prototypical exemplars,

such as "wheelchair" resulted in extremely long latencies. Words that

were incongruous with a given category, such as "clock" in the case of

"vehicle," were found to produce relatively quick decision times.

From findings such as these it has been argued that category

membership should not be considered an all or none phenomenon. Instead,

the internal structure of some categories might be better represented

1n an analog manner, with the members of the category varying in

degree of prototypicality. The clearest cases or best examples of the

category would be the most prototypical members, while the remaining

members could be ordered in terms of prototypicality, from best to

worst tRosch & Mervis, 1975).

If the self is viewed as a cognitive prototype, then it follows

that the general terms which comprise the structural aspect of the

self might also be thought to vary in their degree of prototypicality.

Terms which are highly self-descriptive might be considered as the

most prototypical or best examples of the category "self." Moderately

self-descriptive terms might be considered as poorer exemplars or

less prototypical members. At the extreme, terms which are incompati-

ble with the person's own view of self might be considered as

unprototypical.

This postulated variation in the degree of prototypicality of

the terms comprising the self offers a further opportunity to empirical-
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ly test a model of the self as a prototype. If the self functions

like a prototype, then rating times for YES/NO decisions regarding

the self-referent qua!ity of various personal adjectives, such as

orderly or cautious, should vary systematically as a function of their

independently assessed degree of prototypicality. Adjectives that

are highly prototypical or unprototypical should have relatively fast

decision times, when compared to adjectives which are moderately

prototypical or self-descriptive. Conversely, if the self does not

function like a cognitive prototype, then this inverted-U shaped

function for rating times would not Be expected. In this case, the

degree of prototypicality of the personal adjectives should not have

a systematic effect on rating times.

A second major aim of the pilot studies was to determine if

this inverted-U shaped function would emerge for judgments about

another person. If this effect were to obtain, it would offer some

preliminary evidence for self-involvement in other processing.

Specifically, it would suggest that the ease or speed with which

personality judgments are made about another person are intimately

tied in with the perceiver's own view of self. Involvement of the

self as a prototype would facilitate judgments concerning adjectives

with an extreme degree of prototypicality (either high or low). In

the present paradigm this facilitating effect would emerge in the

form of a "savings" in rating times for extremely prototypical

adjectives, and thus produce an inverted-U shaped function. This

pattern of results would concur with earlier findings revealing that

personally relevant traits are used earlier and more frequently in
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free descriptions of others (Lemon & Warren, 1974; Shrauger & Patterson,

1976).

A second possible outcome is that there will be no systematic

differences in the rating times for other-referent judgments, as a

function of prototypicality. This pattern of results would suggest

that the self is not involved in other processing, as the degree of

prototypicality of the adjectives has no bearing on other-referent

judgments.

In review, the pilot studies have two major purposes. First,

they provide a further test of the self as a prototype model. This

model predicts that self-referent judgments concerning extremely

prototypical or unprototypical adjectives will be made more quickly

than judgments about adjectives with only a moderate degree of

prototypicality. A second purpose is to explore the possibility

that the self is also involved in making personality judgments about

another. Involvement of the self as a prototype would be revealed

if an inverted-U shaped function also emerged for these ratings.

Pilot Study 1

This study involves an analysis of additional data gathered

in Experiment 2 of Kuiper & Rogers (in press). Since the study

contained four different types of rating tasks (structural, semantic,

other-referent, self-referent) it was also possible to analyze

rating times for adjectives in the structural and semantic tasks, as

a function of their degree of prototypicality or self-reference. In

essence, these non-person tasks served as control tasks. They permit-

ted an assessment of whether any obtained prototypical findings are
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restricted to "people" tasks, or extend to include the processing

of information for non-person tasks. This facilitates the establish-

ment of Boundary conditions for any obtained prototype effects.

Method

Overview

The study consists of three main parts. First, subjects

rated 40 personal adjectives on one of four tasks. This rating

involved the presentation of a cue question, followed by one of the

forty adjectives. Subjects then answered Yes or No to the cue

question, as it applied to th.e adjective. The cue questions, along

with the manipulations for each task, are presented in Table 2.

Following the ratings, the second part of the study consisted of a

free recall period, where subjects attempted to remember the words

they rated. In the final part of the study subjects made self-

ratings on the entire set of 40 adjectives. These self-ratings were

ultimately used to establish the degree of prototypicality of each

adjective.

Materials

a) Adjectives and Stimulus Lists: The 48 adjectives (40 target

adjectives plus four recency and primacy buffers) employed in this

study were chosen to maximize the set of possible personality

characteristics to be rated. These adjectives were selected from

the trait descriptors of the fourteen content scales of Jackson's

(1967). Personality Research Form A Manual. Examples of the adjectives

used are: organized, dominant, rational, impulsive, outgoing, and

curious.



Table 2 48

Examples of the Rating Tasks Used in Pilot Study 1

Task

Structural

Semantic

Other-referent

Self-re ferent

Cue Question

Big Letters?

Means Same As
YYYY?

Describes Her?

Describes You?

Manipulation

The adjective was either
presented in the same
size type as the question,
or twice as large.

YYYY was either a
synonym or unrelated
word to the presented
adjective.

Subjects rated whether
or not the word describes
the experimenter.

Subjects simply responded
Yes or Np_ to indicate the
self-reference quality
of the presented adjective,
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The semantic rating task required two supplementary lists

(YYYY in Table 2], such that one-half of the words rated under that

task would receive YES ratings. The synonym list was generated from

Roget's Thesaurus, while the non-synonym list was constructed from

available adjectives-.

Four counterbalanced lists of adjectives were constructed

such that 10 adjectives were rated under each task, and over the four

lists each adjective was rated under each task. Each of the four

lists was used to construct two lists of YYYY words, where a given

adjective under a semantic task would obtain a YES rating on one list,

and a NO rating on the other. In the structural and semantic tasks,

one-half of the words had an expected YES response, in all eight

lists. In all lists, order of the cue questions was randomly assigned

in blocks of eight trials.

b] Self-Rating Booklet: The self-rating booklet consisted of the

40 adjectives presented in a random order. Self-ratings were made on

a 9-point scale, where 1 was "Extremely UNLIKE Me," and 9 was

"Extremely LIKE Me." The midpoint of the scale was marked "Neutral."

The scale labels were printed at the top of each page in the booklet.

The first page of the booklet consisted of the instructions for the

self-rating task. Appendix A contains the instructions and sample

page from the self-rating booklet.

Procedure

Subjects were tested individually in a small room. All stimuli

were displayed on a television monitor driven by a POP 8/1 computer,

which also recorded the ratings and rating times. Including the four
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buffer items at the end and beginning of the list, there were 48

rating trials. Each of these consisted of (a), a 3-second presenta-

tion of the cue question, Cb} a 500msec blank interval, (c)' presen-

tation of the target adjective, ("dl a YES/NO response by the subject,

using a two-button response panel, wfiich terminated the visual display,

and Cd)~ a 2-second intertrial interval before the next cue question

was presented. After the rating task the subject was allowed 3

minutes to recall, in any order, as many of the adjectives as possible.

Upon completion of the recall phase each subject was admini-

stered a post-experimental questionnaire. The first section of this

questionnaire contained a series of questions pertaining to the

subject's perceptions and reactions regarding the various rating

tasks (i.e., difficulty and confidence ratings). The second and final

section of this questionnaire contained the self-rating booklet. The

experimental session ended after completion of the self-ratings.

Each subject was then given a brief explanation of the nature and

purpose of the study.

Experimenter

The rating target for the other-referent condition was a female

psychology graduate student, who was unknown to the subjects. The

only contact between her and a given subject was a telephone call

asking for the subject's participation, and the 5 minute period before

the experiment began. This period was filled with greetings and

instructions for the rating tasks.

Subjects

Volunteers from the introductory psychology subject pool served
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as subjects. There were 24 subjects ("14 female and 10 male), with

an average age of 18.5 years. Each subject received $2.00 for

participation. Subjects were randomly assigned to one of the eight

lists.

Results and Discussion

Since the recall data pertaining to this study has been

presented in detail elsewfiere ("Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiment

21, the present analysis concerned rating times.

The initial step in this analysis was a sorting of the rating

times for adjectives into three degrees of self-reference or prototy-

pical ity. This sorting procedure was performed idiographically for

each subject, and was based on the self-ratings obtained in the

final section of the experiment. For each subject, the 10 adjectives

rated under each of the four orienting tasks were rank ordered from

lowest to highest, in terms of that subject's self-ratings. Then,

for each task, the 3 adjectives with the lowest self-ratings were

placed in the low degree of self-reference group. Similarily, the 3

adjectives with the highest self-ratings went into the high degree of

self-reference group. The medium degree of self-reference group

contained the remaining 4 middle adjectives. In the case of ties,

where the same self-rating could be placed in either of two adjacent

groups, the adjectives with the like ratings were randomly assigned

to the two groups. Mean self-ratings were then calculated for each

degree of self-reference, for each task. A two-way (Rating Task x

Degree of Self-reference) repeated measures analysis of variance on

the data comprising these means revealed that only the expected main
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effect of Degree of Self-reference was significant, £(2,461 = 412.97,

£ < .001. Collapsing across tasks, the mean self-ratings in the Low,

Medium, and High, categories were 3.84, 6.28, and 7.85 respectively.

A Newman-Keuls post-hoc test on these data points indicated that all

possible comparisons were statistically significant at £ < .01. These

results confirm that the sorting procedure resulted in meaningful

differences between Degrees of Self-reference. Furthermore, these

differences are not contingent upon the specific type of Rating Task,

as all of the sources of variance involving this factor were non-

significant.

The rating times associated with the adjectives were averaged

separately for each subject, as a function of Rating Task (structural,

semantic, other-referent, and self-referent), and Degree of Self-

reference (low, medium, high). In the final step the 24 individual

data matrices were collapsed across subjects. The resulting mean

rating times are shown in Figure 1. An inspection of this figure

reveals that inverted-U shaped functions obtained for both the self-

referent and other-referent tasks, but not for the structural or

semantic. In other words, it appears that the prototype "inverted-U

effect" is restricted only to tasks involving persons. This conclusion

is supported by an analysis of variance of these data (Table 3).

This analysis revealed a significant interaction between type of

Rating Task and Degree of Self-reference, £(6,138) = 3.35, £ <.01.

In addition, the main effect of Rating Task was significant, £(3,69) =

28.66, £<.001, indicating that structural ratings are made more quickly

than semantic, other-referent, or self-referent. This result was
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task and Degree of

Self-reference for Pilot Study 1

Source SS df MS_ £ £

Rating Task 69.95 3 23.31 28.66 .001

Rating Task x Subjects 56.11 69 .81

Degree of Self-reference 18.94 2 9.47 16.75 .001

Degree of Self-reference x 25.99 46 .56
Subjects

Rating Task x Degree of 12.58 6 2.09 3.35 .001
Sel f-reference

Rating Task x Degree of 86.24 138 .62
Self-reference x Subjects



55
expected, as it is in accord with the usual depth of processing

finding that "shallow" tasks require -much less time to complete than

"deeper" tasks (Craik & Tulving, 1975]. Finally, the main effect of

Degree of Self-reference was also found to be significant, £(2,46) =

16.75, £<.001, with medium adjectives requiring more rating time than

either high or low. However, this main effect is clearly qualified by

the significant interaction.

The pattern of findings for the self-referent task replicates

the typical rating time finding for prototype categorizations (Rosch,

19.73; Schnur, 1977). A follow-up Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 4)

revealed that within the self-referent task all possible comparisons,

except Low versus High, were significant at £<.05 or better. Thus,

judgments concerning the self-referent quality of moderately proto-

typical adjectives required significantly more time than judgments

regarding extremely prototypical adjectives (either high or low).

These predicted systematic differences in rating times suggest that

the self is involved as a schema or prototype during the making of

self-referent decisions. This involvement serves to facilitate

decisions, but only for adjectives which are either very good or

very poor exemplars of the category "self." Overall, this pattern

of results seems to offer some further convergent evidence for the

proposal that the self functions as a cognitive prototype in the

processing of personal information.

Of additional and special interest was the finding that other-

referent decision times can also be predicted from a knowledge of

the observer's own view of self. A Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 4)



Table 4 56

Newman-Keuls: Rating Times as a function of Rating Task and

Degree of Self-reference for Pilot Study 1

Alab A2 A3 D3 C3 Dl

Treatment Sums 33.04 33.33 33.49 43.50 52.61 55.24

Al .29 .45 10.46 19.57** 22.20**

A2 .16 10.17 19.28** 21.91**

A3 10.01* 19.12** 21.25**

D3 9.11* 11.74

C3 2.63

B3

Cl

81 * £<.05

B2 **£<.01

C2

a A=Structural Task, B=Semantic, C=0ther-referent, D=Self-referent

b l=Low Degree of Self-reference, 2=Medium, 3=High
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B3

Treatment Sums 56.47

Al 23.43**

A2 23.14**

A3 22.98**

D3 12.97

C3 3.86

Dl 1.23

83

Cl

81

82

C2

* £<.05
** £<.01

Cl

58.00 64

24.96** 31

24.67** 31

24.51** 30

14.50 20

5.39 11

2.76 9

1.53 7

6

Bl

.33

.29**

.00**

.84**

.83**

.72

.09

.86

.33

65

32

31

31

21

12

9

8

7

B2

.12

.08**

.79**

.63**

.62**

.51

.88

.65

.12

.79

73

40

40

40

30

21

18

17

15

9

8

C2

.64

.60**

.31**

.15**

.14**

.03**

.40

.17*

.64*

.31

.52

73

40

40

46

30

21

8

17

15

9

8

D2

.96

.92**

.63**

.47**

.46**

.35**

.72*

.49*

.96*

.63

.84

.32

a A=Structural Task, B=Semantic, C=0ther-referent, D=Self-referent

b 1=Low Degree of Self-reference, 2=Medium, 3=High
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of the rating times for other-referent judgments revealed that only

the Low versus H i g h comparison was non-s igni f ican t . Stated di f ferent ly ,

judgments about another person on moderately sel f-descriptive traits

require s ign i f i can t ly -more time than judgments on traits w h i c h are

either quite self-descriptive, or not at al l self-referent. This

"inverted-ll effect" for other-referent judgments offers pre l iminary

support for the proposal that the self is involved, as a prototype,

in the processing of personal information about others. It suggests

that the same type of faci l i ta t ion or "savings" wh ich emerged in the

case of self-reference, can also extend to inc lude judgments about

another person.

The proposed interpretation of the "inverted-U effect" for

self and other-referent processing stresses self-involvement in the

form of a cognitive prototype. An alternate interpretation migh t

possibly be formulated in terms of the word attributes of the

adjectives. Spec i f ica l ly , it is possible that adjectives w h i c h

receive either very h i g h or low self-rat ings d i f fer systematically

from medium adjectives on such word attributes as f ami l i a r i t y or

frequency (Kucera & Francis, 1967), meaningfu l ness (Noble , 1952), or

concreteness (Pa iv io , 1971). This bias may then have resulted in

the obtained differences in rat ing times. For example, it is possible

that adjectives with more extreme self-ratings are more f a m i l i a r .

This increased f ami l i a r i ty may have faci l i ta ted judgments regarding

these adjectives, and produced an inverted-U for ra t ing times.

However, two l ines of evidence argue aga ins t th is "general

word attribute" hypothesis. First, the m a n i p u l a t i o n of Degree of
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Self-reference was completely idiographic. This means that it is quite

possible for tFie same adjective to appear in all Degrees of Self-

reference. Tfiis natural "counterbalancing" would then serve to mini-

mize any possible word attribute effects.

The second line of evidence comes from a further examination

of the pattern of rating times for the semantic and structural tasks.

A Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 4)" revealed that within each of these

tasks tfiere were no significant differences in rating times, as a

function of Degree of Self-reference. Yet, if word attributes result

in an inverted-U, this effect should also Be witnessed in these two

tasks. The results clearly demonstrate that this is not the case,

and thus offer evidence contrary to the "general word attribute"

hypothesis.

In summary, Pilot Study 1 has provided three important findings.

First, it has demonstrated an "inverted-U effect" for sel f-referent

judgments. This effect was then attributed to the involvement of the

self as a prototype. Second, it has shown that this effect also

extends to include judgments about another person. This particular

finding suggests that the self may play an important role in the

processing of personal information about others. Finally, the present

study has offered evidence that indicates a "general word attribute"

interpretation of the "inverted-U effect" is not tenable.

Pilot Study 2

While results from Pilot Study 1 revealed an "inverted-U effect"

for other-referent processing, there is one major weakness in this

study wfitch attenuates the generalizability of the finding. It may be
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possible that the other-referent pattern of rating times is due to the

specific other target employed. Perhaps a different target may not

yield this pattern. Pilot Study 2, which is based on unreported data

gathered in Experiment 3 of Kuiper & Rogers (in press), overcomes this

weakness by using a different target person for the other-referent

ratings. Since the structural and semantic tasks were eliminated in

this study, the number of observations for each person task was

increased. This step also allowed a different sorting procedure to

be employed, with more observations at each of four Degrees of Self-

reference .

Predictions for this study are the same as Pilot Study I. If

the processing of personal information involves the self as a proto-

type, then the "inverted-U effect" should obtain for both self and

other-referent judgments. In the present design this pattern would

emerge as a significant main effect of Degree of Self-reference.

Extremely prototypical adjectives ("either low or high) would have

faster rating times than adjectives in the moderate range.

Method

All aspects of this study were identical to Pilot Study I,

except that only self and other-referent tasks were used. This meant

that only two stimulus orders were necessary to counterbalance

adjectives across rating tasks.

Experimenter

A female psychology graduate student tested subjects, and

served as the target for the other-referent ratings. She was not the

same experimenter used in Pilot Study I.



Subjects

Twelve undergraduate volunteers (."six female) served as subjects.

Each, was paid $1.50 for participation. Their mean age was 20.3 years.

Results and Discussion

Subjects' rating times for self and other-referent judgments

were sorted using the same general classification procedure as outlined

in Pilot Study I. The only change was the use of four Degrees of

Self-reference. Since 20 adjectives were rated under each person task,

th.is resulted in 5 observations per level ("Low, Low-Middle, High-

Middle, High]. As a check on th.is sorting procedure, mean self-

ratings were calculated for each of the four Degrees of Self-reference,

for each rating task. A two-way ("Rating Task x Degree of Self-

reference) repeated measures analysis of variance on these ratings

indicated that only the expected main effect of Degree of Self-

reference was significant, ££3,33) = 283.06, £<.001. From low

through to high, the four mean self-ratings comprising this main

effect were 3.24, 5.87, 7.49, and 8.00 respectively.

The overall mean rating times for all subjects are shown in

Figure 2. As can be seen, rating times varied systematically as a

function of Degree of Self-reference. Both tasks showed the

"inverted-U effect," with adjectives in the moderate range (i.e.,

Low-middle) taking longer to rate than more extreme adjectives (Low

or High). The presence of this effect was further supported by an

Analysis of Variance on these rating times (Table 5). This analysis

revealed that only the predicted main effect of Degree of Self-

reference was significant, ££3,33)" = 17.83, £<.001. A Newman-Keuls
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task and Degree of

Self-reference for Pilot Study 2

Source SS df MS £ £

Rating Task 3.63 1 3.63 2.89 ns

Rating Task x Subjects 13.79 11 1.25

Degree of Self-reference 47.75 3 15.91 17.83 .001

Degree of Self-reference x 29.45 33 .89
Subjects

Rating Task x Degree of 5.46 3 1.82 2.01 ns
Self-reference

Rating Task x Degree of 29.86 33 .90
Self-reference x Subjects
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analysis (Table 6) on the data points comprising this main effect

revealed that all possible comparisons, except High-Middle versus

Low, and High versus High-Middle, were significant at £<.05 or better.

This pattern indicates that the predicted effect is restricted only

to comparisons involving Low, Low-Middle, and High adjectives. In

other words, rating times for adjectives in the High category were not

significantly faster than times for the High-middle category. This

lack of differentiation might possibly be attributed to the extremely

small difference in mean self-ratings between these two categories

(7.49 versus 8.00). While adjectives in the High category were

slightly more "prototypical" than adjectives in the High-middle

category, a post-hoc Newman Keuls test on this difference indicated

that it failed to reach statistical significance. However, this same

post-hoc test indicated that the mean self-rating for the low-middle

group ('5.87) was significantly different from the low (3.24) and high

(8.00)_ categories at £'s<.01, and the high-middle group (7.46) at

jD<.05. This pattern suggests that meaningful variations in Degree of

Prototypicality occurred for the Low, Low-middle, and High groups, with

the difference between the High-middle and High groups being nonsigni-

ficant. From this pattern it might be expected that differences in

rating times would not emerge between the High-medium and High

categories, as they are at an equivalent Degree of Prototypical ity.

Overall, the present pattern of rating time findings offer a

general replication of the findings observed in Pilot Study I.

Ratings about a different unknown other still result in an "inverted-

U effect" for decision times. Th.is effect even obtained with a



Table 6

Newman-Keuls: Rating Time as a function of

Degree of Self-reference for Pilot Study 2

High Low High-middle Low-middle

Treatment Sums 64.42 79.39 79.99 110.94

High 14.97* 15.57 46.52**

Low .60 31.55**

High-middle 30.95**

* £<.05
** £<.01
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different sorting procedure. For the self-referent task, the present

study offers a second demonstration of the "inverted-U effect," but

with an independent sample of subjects, and a different categorization

method. The stability of the "inverted-U effect" across these various

changes suggests that the effect is robust and generalizable.

General Discussion

The obtained "inverted-U effect" for self and unknown other-

referent personality judgments has two implications for the further

investigation of self-involvement in other processing. First, it

provides additional empirical support for a specific cognitive model

of self. Second, ft offers an initial demonstration of how this

specific model may be involved in the processing of personal informa-

tion about others.

For the self-referent task the "inverted-U effect" might be

considered as further convergent evidence for the model which casts

the self as a cognitive prototype. A typical and consistent finding

in the cognitive prototype categorization literature has been that

rating times for judgments concerning category membership vary

systematically as a function of the degree of prototypicality of the

exemplars. Generally it has been found that extremely prototypical

exemplars produce faster rating times than medium level exemplars

(.'Rosch, 1975; Schnur, 1977). The results from both pilot studies

indicate that this pattern of findings also applies in the case of

self-reference. Involvement of the self prototype produces a

"savings"in rating times for adjectives which are extremely like or

unlike the self.
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The present rating time data represents one type of empirical

indicator or referent which can Be linked to a specific theoretical

model of self. Various other types, of empirical referents have also

been tied to this model. In the earlier review of contemporary self

research., a number of indicators were mentioned. These ranged from

assessments of self-descriptive Behaviorial protocols (Markus, 1977)

to the measurement of memory performance in recall (Rogers et al .,

1977)" and recognition ('Rogers et al., Note 3} paradigms. These

diverse referents have generally offered empirical support for the

proposal that the self functions as a prototype. For example, in a

recognition paradigm the number of false alarms for NEW items was

found to increase as the items became more self-referent or proto-

typical (Rogers et al., Note 3). This type of "false-alarms effect"

is traditionally considered as an indicator of the operation of a

cognitive prototype in the processing of information (Posner & Keele,

1970). When the present "inverted-U effect" is added to the "false

alarms effect," an even stronger case for the self as prototype might

be argued. By providing a number of converging empirical referents

this contemporary research seems to overcome one of the limitations of

earlier theorizing and research on the self. This limitation was the

lack of clearly specified empirical referents for major constructs in

a self theory. By failing to create a strong data-theory bridge, these

theories were often poorly formulated and unsystematic (Wylie, 1974).

This may have hindered any thorough investigation of the role of the

self in interpersonal perception. Thus, the first step in rectifying

this situation is the development of a more cohesive theoretical model
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of the self, complete with strong empirical underpinnings. The

present rating time data for self-referent judgments speak directly

to this issue. By- providing yet another type of empirical referent

for the self as prototype notion, these data aid in the formulation

of a more systematic, thorough, and cohesive theory of self. In

turn, tliis "data-based" model tnay form the foundation for an inte-

gration of self research and theorizing with the work in interpersonal

perception.

The pilot studies also offer preliminary data which focuses on

this issue of integration. After providing empirical evidence

pertaining to a particular cognitive model of self, the rating time

data for other-referent personality judgments was analyzed. The

specific aim of this analysis was to determine how the self, as a

cognitive prototype, is involved in the processing of personal

information about others. Thus, rating times for adjectives were

sorted according to their degree of prototypicality or self-reference

for the perceiver. Both pilot studies revealed an "inverted-U effect"

for other-referent processing. Rating times for personality judgments

about another person were found to vary systematically with the

perceiver1s own view of self. These findings were then offered as

preliminary evidence in support of the proposal that the self is an

important aspect in the processing of personal information about

others. Specifically, this self-involvement was postulated to be in

the form of a cognitive prototype. The use of this self prototype

facilitated decisions about extremely prototypical adjectives or

traits, with facilitation being inferred from the significantly
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shorter rating times for these adjectives.

In sum, the "inverted-U effect" for unknown otfier-referent

processing points to the involvement of a specific model of self in

making personality judgments about others. In line with contemporary

research on self-reference (Markus, 1977; Rogers et a!., 1977; Rogers

et al., Note 3). it was suggested that this model might be conceived of

as a cognitive prototype.

To Briefly summarize, the major goal of the pilot studies was to

provide preliminary data which would reflect the extent to which the

self is involved in the processing of personal information about

others. This was accomplished via two steps. First, the rating time

data for self-referent judgments was analyzed. The resulting "inverted-

U effect" was interpreted as further empirical support consistent with

the self as prototype notion. Next, the self as prototype model was

used as the basis for an integration with other-referent processing.

The "inverted-U1s" for unknown other-referent personality judgments

suggested that the self, as modeled in terms of a cognitive prototype,

plays an influential role in our processing of personal information

about others.

While the pilot studies do offer evidence that the self

prototype is an aspect of other-referent processing, an important

caveat should be stated with respect to these results. In both

pilot studies the other-referent target person was completely unknown

to the subjects prior to the rating task. An unknown other was used

in both cases to minimize any possible design confounds associated

with, how well the subjects knew the other target. However, it is
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possible that th.e degree or form of self-involvement may be contingent

upon familiarity. Since familiarity was not systematically manipulated

in either of the pilot studies, this possibility remains open to further

consideration. For example, it -may be possible that self-involvement

in other processing is most pronounced for unknown others. Several

person perception researchers have expressed this view, but in the

form of a "projecti-yist" hypothesis ("Hastorf et al., 1970; Koltuv,

1962):

"it is generally assumed that perceiver biases are
manifest with, more frequency and greater intensity
under conditions wfiere information about the stimulus
object is minimal and ambiguous. This assumption is
illustrated in the rational underlying the use of
projective techniques, in which it is expected that
the ambiguity of the stimulus allows it to serve as
a sort of screen upon wfn'cfi the subject "projects"
his characteristics, ideas, attitudes, and "biases"
CKoltuv, 1962, p. 5J.

In the two pilot studies, the stimulus object faced by the

raters was an ambiguous person, about whom the perceivers had

minimal information. Under these conditions the "projectivist"

hypothesis suggests that there will be maximal involvement of the

self. Accordingly, an analysis of rating times did yield an "inverted-

Li effect." What is not known is if this effect would obtain for a

more familiar other. In other words, the pattern of results for both

pilot studies offer only a picture of processing during initial

impression formation. While this information is important in its own

right, it does not consiuer the possibility that the degree or form

of self-involvement may be critically related to the familiarity of

the other person. This possibility might be viewed as the next stage

in an examination of self-involvement in other processing. As such
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it is the focal point of concern in the main experiments. These

experiments will attempt to explore this possibility fry having

individuals make personality judgments about other-referent targets

at varying degrees of familiarity. Using the same general paradigm

as the pilot studies, subjects will make ratings about familiar others,

as well as unknown others, and the self. The inclusion of familiar

others will allow an assessment of any possible changes in self-

involvement in other processing, as- a function of increasing familiar-

ity. This assessment Becomes complex, however, because it is also

necessary to concomitant!y consider the possibility of various additi-

onal changes in the processing of personal information about another

person, as a function of familiarity. These changes in other process-

ing at different levels of familiarity have been hinted at in several

studies. For example, in the realm of implicit personality theory,

Koltuv 0962) has demonstrated simpler multivaritate structures for

judgments about unknown others, compared to personal acquaintances.

Simtlarily, other researchers have observed that the validity of

trait inferences increases as the target becomes more familiar

(Jackson, Neill, & Bevan, 1973; Norman & Goldberg, 1966). Finally,

it has been shown that the tendency to ascribe traits to others is

also dependent upon how well known the person is (Fiske & Cox, in

press; Nisbett, Caputo, Legant, & Marecek, 1973; Taylor & Koivumaki,

19.76). When considered together, these empirical demonstrations

suggest that there are substantive differences in other processing, as

a function of changes in familiarity level. These observed changes

furthermore suggest that a very necessary component in the examination
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of self-involvement in other processing is the simultaneous examination

of changes in other processing, as a function of familiarity. This

simultaneous examination is important Because it is first of all

necessary to understand the nature of other processing at different

levels of familiarity. Only after this has been established, can an

attempt be made to determine tfte possible role of the self at these

different levels. Overall, this type of strategy indicates that the

development of a general model of other processing, as a function of

acquaintanceship, is an extremely important aspect of the present

investigation of self-involvement in the processing of information about

others. Because of this importance, such a model is outlined and

elaborated on in the following chapter. The purpose of this model

is to provide a theoretical framework for interpreting any possible

changes which may emerge in other-referent processing, as a function

of familiarity level. By providing this framework the ultimate goal

of investigating and interpreting self-involvement at various levels

of familiarity might be aided considerably.



CHAPTER 3 

FAMILIARITY AND A MODEL OF OTHER PROCESSING 

The i n i t i a l  s tage  i n  t h e  development o f  a  model o f  o t h e r  p ro -  

cess ing  i s  t he  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  how i n d i v i d u a l s  process i n f o r m a t i o n  

about  an unknown o ther ,  o r  someone t hey  a r e  meet ing f o r  t h e  f i r s t  

t ime.  I n  t h e  person pe rcep t i on  and s t e r e o t y p i n g  l i t e r a t u r e  i t  has 

been suggested t h a t  ou r  judgments, eva lua t i ons ,  and d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  

such people i n v o l v e  a  c o g n i t i v e  schema o r  s t r u c t u r e  o f  some s o r t  

(Cantor  & M ische l ,  1977; H igg ins  e t  a1 . , 1977; Ross, 1977; Ro thbar t  

e t  a l . ,  1978). Th i s  s t r u c t u r e  has been v a r i o u s l y  l a b e l l e d  as an 

imp1 i c i  t personal i ty  t h e o r y  (Has to r f  e t  a1 . , 1970; Schneider,  1973),  

o r  s t e reo t ype  (Jones & Gerard, 1967; Secord & Backman, 1974).  The 

f u n c t i o n  o f  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  i s  t o  " s i m p l i f y  t h e  complex w o r l d  o f  o t h e r  

people"  ( ~ a s t o r f  e t  a1 . , 1970, p. 16) .  When r e q u i r e d  t o  make judg-  

ments o r  eva lua t i ons  about  an unknown o t h e r ,  t h e  pe rce i ve r  p robab l y  

r e l i e s  h e a v i l y  on such f a c t o r s  as p h y s i c a l  appearance, e x h i b i t e d  

behaviors ,  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

personal o r i g i n s ,  and i n t e r n a l  p r o p e r t i e s  (Beach & Wertheimer , 1961 ; 

F i ske  & Cox, i n  press; Jones & Gerard, 1967; Secord & Backman, 1974).  

Wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  these f a c t o r s ,  Jones & Gerard (1967, p. 261) have 

commented t h a t ,  

" t h e  most c e n t r a l  process i s  moving f rom behav io ra l  
cues t o  i n fe rences  about  endur ing  d i s p o s i t i o n s .  " 

Th i s  movement f rom a c t s  t o  d i s p o s i t i o n s  i s  p o s t u l a t e d  t o  r e q u i r e  a  

c o g n i t i v e  s t r u c t u r e  o r  schema which p resc r i bes  c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n s  

between observabl  e  behav io rs  and personal  i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (Cantor  

& Mischel  , 1977; H a s t o r f  e t  a1 . , 1970; Ross, 1977).  T h i s  s t r u c t u r e  

then  serves t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  p roduc t i on  o f  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  i n f e rences  
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about others. The presence of this structure has been inferred from

the demonstrated ease with which individuals can go from behaviorial

signs to agreed upon dispositional attributions (Has tor f et al., 1970.;

Jones et al., 1971).

However, and as- stated earlier, a recent series of studies by

Kuiper & Rogers ("in press)" present empirical evidence which contests

the assumption that a well-integrated, organized, and efficient

cognitive structure is involved in the processing of personal info-

rmation about unknown others. These studies employed a number of

converging measures ('i.e., rating time, recall) to illustrate self-

other differentiation in the processing of personal information.

The major findings for the other-referent task were inconsistent

with an efficient schema interpretation. For example, when rating

time was limited by the experimenter-paced group manipulation, it

was found that self-referent recall was superior to other-referent

(Experiment 1). Thus, th.e enhanced recall effect, normally attributed

to the involvement of an efficient and highly organized cognitive

structure or schema during encoding, was found only for the self-

referent task. The poorer recall for the unknown other-referent task

suggested that an integrated and efficient cognitive structure was not

involved in these ratings. While it is quite possible that a cognitive

structure of some sort (i.e., implicit personality theory or stereo-

type) forms an aspect of unknown other-referent personality judgments,

the overall low level of recall for this task hints that these

structures are employed in a relatively inefficient manner during the

actual rating, if used at all. Later experiments in this series
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tended to offer support for this proposal. In Experiments 2 and 3

it was found that when rating time was not restricted ('i.e., the self-

paced individual procedureJ, recall differences did not emerge between

th.e self and other-referent conditions. However, an analysis of

rating times showed that only adjectives with very long rating times

were recalled for the other-referent task. In contrast, the recalled

words for the self-referent task had very short rating times. This

difference in rating times was explained via a "two-process" interpre-

tation. For the self-referent task it was postulated that the short

rating times reflected the involvement of the self as an efficient and

well-integrated cognitive prototype or schema. The longer rating

times for recalled words in the other-referent condition suggested

that an efficient cognitive structure was not involved to facilitate

personality judgments. Instead, it suggested a frequency or rehearsal

interpretation CKeele, 1373; Klatzky, 1975; Norman, 1969), where

greater time spent performing the rating task increased the probability

of recall (Vaugh & Norman, 1965). This additional time is spent

seeking out more information about the other (i.e., verbal and behavior-

al output, nonverbal cues), and/or combining available inputs. Again,

it is quite possible that information from various cognitive structures

(.i.e., stereotypes, implicit personality theories) forms an aspect or

component of the input material. Each of these varied sources of

information would then add to or increment some internal memory store,

and thereby facilitate subsequent memory performance. In hand with

ratings, that showed the other-referent task to be significantly more

difficult than the self-referent, this rating time finding argued
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for an "effort" interpretation, rather than one focussing on the

involvement of an efficient and integrated cognitive structure. Over-

all, the results of the first three studies reported in Kuiper &

Rogers On press! do not offer-much support for the proposal that

our personality judgments about unknown others are mediated solely

by a cognitive structure Ci.e., s-tereotype, implicit personality

theory) which would be equivalent to the self prototype in terms of

efficiency in processing personal information. Instead, these

findings sugges-t that any relevant input information stored with an

applicable cognitive structure is utilized in a relatively inefficient

manner, along with the other available inputs.

While cognitive structures may play only a limited role in the

processing of information about an unknown other, it is possible

that this state of affairs may change with increasing familiarity.

As an individual comes to know someone else, two critical aspects

change (Kuiper & Rogers, in press). First, there is much more

information available about that person. The perceiver is often

exposed to the other person across a number of occasions or settings.

This permits a sampling of behaviors to occur, with the amount of

information pertaining to the other accumulating rapidly. Also with

the increase in familiarity comes the time to formulate a specific

cognitive structure or organization for that person. This structure

functions to reduce the increasing amounts of information about that

person to a more manageable level. Multiple, redundant information

about another is categorized via this structure in order to facilitate

"cognitive economy- in memory storage" [Cantor & Mischel, 1977, p. 47).
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The final result of changes in these two critical factors is the

development of a reasonably accurate and organized cognitive structure

pertaining specifically to a particular known other (Hastorf et al.,

19701.

The notion that increasing familiarity results in the formation

of a specific cognitive structure about another person was empirically

tested by Kuiper & Rogers (in press, Experiment 4). This study

involved a group manipulation of the depth of processing paradigm

CRogers et al ., 1977, Experiment 2J. Subjects were read a list of

personal adjectives. For each adjective, subjects made either

structural, semantic, other-referent, or self-referent ratings. The

target person for the other-referent task was the same experimenter

as used in the first experiment in this series. The only difference

between the first and fourth experiment was the intervention of 11

weeks. During this period the experimenter became more familiar

with the subjects, as he was their lab instructor in an introductory

psychology course.

It was suggested by Kuiper and Rogers (in press) that it would

be possible for subjects to develop a cognitive structure or schema

for this person during the intervening time period. Other-referent

decisions could then be based on this new organization, and produce

reasonably elaborate memory encodings. This organization or structure

would also be available as part of the retrieval environment

(Moscovitch & Craik, 1976), and therefore serve to facilitate recall.

Thus, th.e critical test for determining the presence of a specific

cognitive structure for a known other was the level of recall for this
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task. If recall in this experimenter-paced experiment was inferior to

the self-referent task, the proposal that a specific cognitive structure

had been estaBlished would not Be warranted. On the other hand, if

other-referent recall was equivalent to self-referent, the hypothesis

would Be supported. The pattern of recall findings from this study

offered support for the hypothesis, as self and other-referent recall

were equivalent, with Both superior to recall for adjectives rated

under the semantic task. This finding was replicated in a fifth and

final study (Xuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiment 5) which used the

same experimenter/target person, But a different sample of subjects.

In conclusion, the results from Both these experiments (4 & 5)

provide preliminary data hinting at suBstantive changes in other

processing, as a function of increasing familiarity. These changes

are in the form of a development of a specific cognitive structure

aBout another person, But only as that person becomes better known

to the perceiver. This structure then functions to aid the perceiver

in interpreting, organizing, and retaining the increasing amount of

personal information accumulating aBout a familiar other.

At a general level, the series of experiments reported in

Kuiper & Rogers (in press) indicate that the degree of acquaintance

exerts a powerful influence on the nature or form of other-referent

processing. This proposal is quite consistent with various scattered

reports in the realm of person perception research, which have all

Printed at the powerful effects of familiarity on our descriptions,

judgments-, and evaluations of others ("Fiske & Cox, in press; Hastorf

et a!., 1370.; Jackson et al., 1973; Koltuv, 1962; Taylor & Koivumaki,
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1976). When these findings are added to the Kuiper & Roger's data, a

fairly strong argument for including familiarity as a critical component

in a general model of other process-ing might be made. The key disti-

nction in this model is the need to differentiate between unknown and

known others. This distinction is viewed as critical because the

actual means whereby personal information about another person is

processed depends on familiarity levels. Data from the Kuiper & Rogers

experiments seems to indicate the possible existence of at least two

types of processes which might be involved in other-referent processing.

Furthermore, the use of one or the other of these processes is contin-

gent upon the exact degree of prior knowledge about that particular

other-referent target. The processing of personal information about

unknown others seems to involve an inefficient rehearsal type strategy.

In contrast, known other processing appears to involve a more efficient

cognitive organization which represents that person. This distinction

immediately questions the validity of any model of other processing

which ignores the familiarity dimension. Thus, the model which will

serve as a theoretical framework for investigating other-referent

processing in the present experiments incorporates the familiarity

dimension as a fundamental component. Since this model will assume

such an important role, its key features will be briefly highlighted.

Starting with a complete stranger or unknown other, the model

proposes that the processing of personal information about that person

involves a relatively inefficient "effort" strategy. In making a

personality- judgment the perceiver is faced with a fairly difficult

task, since almost nothing is known about the target person. Thus,
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the perceiyer must utilize any available cues exhibited by the target

person in the situation. These cues might involve such factors as

physical appearance and dress, mannerisms and nonverbal behavior, and

verbal output. Interpretation of these cues might be assisted in some

cases b.y the use of various cognitive structures, in the form of

stereotype expectations, or implicit personality theories. For example,

implicit personality theories may be sometimes employed to make the

inferential leap from observed acts or behaviors in the situation, to

presumed dispositions or personality traits. Searching for, and

combining these various sources of available information requires

the expenditure of a fair degree of effort on the part of the

perceiver. Empirically, this effort is reflected in the longer rating

times for recalled words in the other-referent condition (Kuiper &

Rogers, in press; Experiments 2 & 3). Theoretically, it has been

proposed that this longer time also reflects the ongoing incrementation

of an internal memory store. Each additional source of information

adds to this store. This process serves to strengthen the memory

trace, with the end result that recall performance is positively

correlated with the amount of effort expended by the perceiver in

arriving at the personality judgment. Overall, this process represents

a relatively inefficient means of processing personal information.

This inefficiency may stem, in part, from the lack of a specific

cognitive structure for representing information about that particular

person. One of the major functions of a cognitive structure is to

assist the perceiver in processing large volumes of information in a

quick and efficient manner. Th.is- function has been demonstrated in
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the case of self-reference, where the use of the self-prototype in

processing personal information produces Both enhanced recall (Rogers

et al., 1977] and short rating times CKuiper & Rogers, in press).

However, for an unknown other the perceiver has not yet had enough

time to formulate a specific cognitive structure for that person.

Th.is means that a specific framework for interpreting and evaluating

personal information about that person does not yet exist. This lack

of a cohesive, organized structure may Be instrumental in forcing an

inefficient method of processing information aBout that person. Since

a specific cognitive s-tructure does not exist, the perceiver cannot

interpret, organize, and evaluate information about another via this

structure. Thus, the perceiver must rely on a relatively inefficient

rehearsal or effort strategy, where available inputs are interpreted

and stored without the benefit of an overall organizing structure

representative of that particular person.

Once a person becomes more familiar, the proposed model of

other processing suggests there would be a shift from the relatively

inefficient effort-based rehearsal strategy to a more efficient schema-

Based processing strategy. This shift in the type of processing would

be directly attributable to the formation and development of a specific

cognitive structure for representing and interpreting information about

that person. As the perceiver comes to know someone, more and more

information would begin to accumulate about that person. In order to

reduce this data load to manageable proportions it is quite possible

that a specific cognitive structure develops to represent that person.

The formation of this structure would occur gradually over time, as



82
more input materials become available. The perceiver would then utilize

this structure whenever required to process any personal information

about that person. Sfnce the structure would provide an organizing

framework, it would function to facilitate processing. This would then

produce a relatively efficient type of processing, where input

information is linked to the e-xfstfng cognitive structure.

In sum, the major feature of the proposed model of other proces-

sing concerns the formation or development of a specific other-

referent cognitive structure, as a function of familiarity. The

developmental sequence Begins with an unknown other. At this level a

specific cognitive structure is not involved. This results in

inefficient processing. However, as the person becomes more familiar,

additional data is accumulated. When this load becomes burdensome,

a cognitive structure develops. This structure functions to reduce

the information load to a manageable level. It also functions to

assist in the processing of any further information about that person.

This would then result in a relatively efficient type of processing,

as ft would now be schema-based.

The proposed model of other processing will be used in the

present experiments as a conceptual frame for guiding the theoretical

interpretation of any obtained changes in other-referent processing,

as a function of degree of familiarity. For example, at a very general

level, the application of this model suggests that the pattern of

results for the processing of personal information about known others

will exhibit at least some schema-like characteristics. This general

expectation might be viewed as the Basis for the overall approach to
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be taken in the present experiments, concerning the processing of

personal information about familiar or known others. Thus, the use

of th.is model may serve to facilitate our understanding of variations

in other-referent processing, at different levels of acquaintanceship.

In turn, this enhanced understanding may provide the necessary

information to untangle the potential role of the self, as a cognitive

prototype, in the processing of personal information about individuals

at various levels of familiarity.

This issue of self-involvement forms the focal point of concern

in the present series of experiments. A preliminary investigation of

this issue is reported in the first main experiment. The two subsequent

experiments expand on the above issue Ey clarifying several points which

arise in connection with the first experiment.
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CHAPTER 4

MAIN EXPERIMENTS

Experiment 1

The major goal of this experiment is to explore the possibility

of changes in the role of the self prototype in processing personal

information about other people, at different levels of familiarity.

As outlined earlier, this exploration also requires a detailed exam-

ination of two related issues in personal information processing.

The first concerns changes in other-referent processing at various

degrees of acquaintanceship. The second considers the need to

establish self-other differentiation. Both of these related issues

might be thought of as necessary pre-requisites for an investigation

of self-involvement. As such, they will now be considered in some

detail, prior to an examination of the possible form of self-

involvement.

The first related issue focuses on the general model of other

processing advanced in the previous chapter. In both pilot studies

it was demonstrated that the self is involved, as a cognitive proto-

type, in the processing of personal information about others. This

demonstration revealed that a prototypical "inverted-U effect"

obtained for personality judgments about another person, in addition

to the self. This finding indicates that even for another person

the processing of personal information is facilitated for dimensions

or traits which are extremely prototypical for the perceiver. The

replication of this effect across two different target persons

suggested that this type of self-involvement is fairly robust.
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However, one important caveat was raised with respect to this pattern

of results. Since both targets were unknown to the perceiver, it

remained possible that the documented effect would not extend to

include the processing of personal information about known others.

This possibility was raised by consideration of the "projectivist"

hypothesis, in which several investigators have proposed that self-

involvement would be maximal under ambiguous stimulus conditions

(i.e., unknown other targets). Some further indirect support for

this caveat came from studies in the interpersonal perception domain,

which have hinted that the exact nature of other processing may be

contingent upon familiarity level. Overall, this caveat suggested

that the next crucial stage in the examination of self-involvement

in other processing is an exploration of the effects of familiarity.

The present study examines this issue by having individuals

make personality judgments about known and unknown other targets, in

addition to the self. These judgments will be made via the same

basic paradigm employed in the pilot studies. By including both

the unknown and known conditions, it will be possible to assess any

potential changes in other-referent processing, as a function of

familiarity. Generally, the model of other processing advanced in

the previous chapter proposes that these changes would be in a

definite direction. They would be away from the inefficient

rehearsal or effort strategy which characterizes unknown other

processing, and towards a more efficient processing strategy

reflecting the development and use of a specific cognitive structure

for that person.
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The proposed changes are supported by some empirical evidence.

In the last two experiments (4 and 5) of the Kuiper & Rogers series

(in press) it was found that recall performance for a known other

target was equivalent to self-referent recall. This equivalence is

in contrast to the results for the first experiment in the series.

There it was found that recall for an unknown other target was

inferior to memory performance for the self-referent condition. The

only difference between the first and last two experiments was the

change in familiarity level of the other-referent target. This

suggests that the enhanced recall for a known other (when compared

to an unknown other) may stem from the use of an efficient, specific

cognitive structure, but only for the known other case. This

structure develops as the person becomes better known to the per-

ceiver. It then functions to facilitate the processing of personal

information about that person.

While the Kuiper & Rogers (in press) findings do support the

proposed model of other processing, they might be considered as

somewhat tenative, since they were based only on group studies. The

group manipulation of the depth of processing paradigm suffers from

two major drawbacks. First, it precludes the assessment of rating

times. Second, it is not as methodologically rigorous or controlled

as the individual laboratory procedure.

The first limitation is of crucial importance, as two studies

in the Kuiper & Rogers series (Experiments 2 & 3) have demonstrated

that a convergence of multiple dependent measures is often required

to make theoretical inferences concerning the presence or absence of
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a cognitive structure or schema. For example, in the case of the

self and an unknown other, a combination of rating time and recall

data was used to infer that an efficient cognitive structure was

involved only for self-referent ratings (i.e., the "two-process"

interpretation). Since rating time data is not available for judg-

ments concerning a known other in Experiments 4 & 5 of Kuiper &

Rogers, the proposed interpretation of the obtained findings does

not yet receive extremely strong empirical support.

Thus, one of the purposes of the present study was to obtain

rating time data for a known other, under more controlled laboratory

conditions. This rating time data, in combination with the recall

data, will permit a more rigorous test of the model of other pro-

cessing first advanced in Experiments 4 & 5 of Kuiper & Rogers. If

a specific cognitive structure or schema does develop for a known

other, then a schema-like pattern of findings should emerge for the

rating time and recall data. Since the presence of a cognitive

structure is hypothesized to facilitate processing, the decisions

regarding the applicability of various adjectives to a known other

can be made efficiently and relatively quickly. Furthermore, the

cognitive structure would also be available as part of the retrieval

environment, and thus enhance recall. These two postulated effects

of a cognitive structure would combine to yield a predicted pattern

of results in which the rating time for recalled words is not signi-

ficantly longer than the time for nonrecalled words. If rating

times for recalled words were longer, the results would support an

effort or rehearsal strategy (Kuiper & Rogers,in press), rather than



one involving an efficient cognitive structure.

The use of multiple dependent measures in the present study

will also allow a further test of self-other differentiation.

Earlier in the general introduction it was stated that differentiation

between the processing of information about the self and about others

is a necessary component of investigating self-involvement in other

processing. Differentiation counters a "generalized person" argument,

in which it is suggested that all processing of personal information,

(regardless of a self-other distinction), involves only a single

common schema. If initial processing differences can be established,

then it becomes possible to further investigate the role of the self,

as a separate cognitive structure or prototype, in the processing of

information about others. However, if differences cannot be estab-

lished at some level, then a "generalized person" argument cannot be

refuted. This would preclude a further examination of self-involvement

as a distinct cognitive structure, since only a single common schema

would process all information.

In the present experiment an analysis of rating times and recall

for the self-referent and unknown other tasks will serve as the basis

for a further test of self-other differentiation. Predictions for

these two conditions are based on the "two-process" interpretation

originally advanced in Kuiper & Rogers (in press). If self-referent

processing involves a schema or prototype, then a schema-like pattern

of results would be expected for the rating time and recall data.

Specifically, the rating times for recalled words would not be

significantly longer than the rating times for non-recalled words.
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For the unknown other task it is hypothesized that an efficient

specific cognitive structure or schema is not involved. Instead,

subjects employ a frequency or rehearsal strategy, where recall is

a direct function of effort spent encoding the adjective. This

position would predict that rating times for recalled words would be

significantly longer than times for non-recalled words. In both the

self-referent and unknown other tasks it is possible that the pre-

ceding effects would emerge as a significant three-way interaction,

when the Rating (Yes/No) variable is added, since previous research

(Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiment 3) has revealed that this

pattern is restricted only to the Yes ratings.

An examination of the recall data alone will also furnish

supplementary evidence for testing some of the preceding notions.

For all three rating tasks, it is predicted that incidental recall

will be at an equivalent level. This prediction is derived from

several sources. Rogers et al., (1977) have shown that recall for

a self-referent task is superior to a semantic task. In terms of a

depth of processing position (Craik & Tulving, 1975), this finding

suggests that self-referent decisions produce elaborate and deep

encodings. The strength of the resulting memory trace produces

enhanced recall for this task, when compared to a semantic task.

Several studies in the cognitive literature on depth of processing

indicate that judgments concerning personality characteristics about

another person may also result in deep and elaborate memory traces.

In these studies subjects are shown pictures of a number of people.

They are then required to make ratings about physical qualities of
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the person (e.g. height or weight), or psychological qualities (e.g.

dependable or honest). In a subsequent recognition test, subjects

are better able to Identify the faces given the psychological or

deeper ratings (Bower & Karlin, 1974; Patterson & Baddeley, 1977;

Strand & Mueller, 1977; Warrington & Ackroyd, 1975; Winograd, 1976).

These findings reveal that ratings of others which involve person-

ality characteristics tend to create elaborate memory traces, when

compared to physical (shallow) tasks. Since the ratings about

others in the present study also involve psychological qualities,

the resulting memory traces should also be elaborate, and result in

a high level of recall performance.

In general, these studies suggest that any rating task involving

judgments about personality characteristics should produce superior

recall in a depth of processing paradigm. This finding has been

demonstrated for both self-referent (Rogers et a!., 1977) and other-

referent tasks (Bower & Karlin, 1974; Kuiper & Rogers, in press).

Since the present paradigm involves only personality judgments about

people, the basic depth of processing position would predict equiv-

alent recall across the three "deep" tasks. However, a word of

caution is in order. While equivalent recall is expected, the

rationale behind this prediction differs from task to task. For the

unknown other task, recall is related to study time or effort during

encoding. For the self-referent and known other tasks, the same

level of recall is related to the involvement of more efficient

cognitive structures or schemas during encoding.

To briefly reiterate, the predictions generated thus far relate
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to two important aspects of an examination of self-involvement in

other processing. These issues are, (1) an examination of possible

changes in other processing, as a function of increasing familiarity,

and (2) the establishment of self-other differentiation in the pro-

cessing of personal information. The first issue will be addressed

by an examination of the rating time and recall data for a known

other (compared to the same set of data for the unknown other). The

second issue revolves around a consideration of rating time and recall

data for the self-referent and unknown other tasks. In addition,

the recall data alone will furnish evidence pertinent to both of these

issues. Once these two issues have been considered it is possible to

return to the originally formulated question. This question focusses

on self-involvement in other processing, as a function of changes in

familiarity level.

The Self as an Aspect of Other Processing

The findings from both pilot studies indicated there were

systematic differences in the rating times for the unknown other and

self-referent rating tasks, as a function of the degree of proto-

typicality of the adjectives employed. This "inverted-U effect"

suggests that the self is involved, as a cognitive prototype, in the

processing of personal adjectives about an unknown other, in addition

to the self. This involvement facilitates judgments concerning

adjectives which are extremely like or unlike the self. With respect

to the present study, this postulated involvement of the self gener-

ates relatively straightforward predictions for the unknown other

and self-referent tasks. If the processing of personal information
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involves the self as a prototype, then an analysis of rating times

as a function of degree of self-reference should yield the "inverted-U
effect" for both tasks.

Predictions concerning the known other task are slightly more

difficult to generate. On the one hand, the several studies reviewed

earlier indicate that other processing may possibly change as a

function of increasing familiarity (Fiske & Cox, in press; Jackson

et a!., 1973; Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Norman & Goldberg, 1966;

Taylor & Koivumakai, 1976). In combination with the "projectivist"

hypothesis (Koltuv, 1962; Hastorf et al., 1970), these findings

suggest that self-involvement may not be as pronounced for a known

other. If this is the case, then an "inverted-U effect" might not

obtain. On the other hand, there are also several studies which

indicate the presence of a form of self-involvement for a known other.

These studies, which have been presented in detail in the general

introduction, reveal that self-relevant traits or dimension emerge

earlier and more frequently in free descriptions about known others

(Dornbusch et al., 1965; Hastorf et al., 1958; Lemon & Warren, 1974;

Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). This pattern of findings offers some

tenative and indirect evidence consistent with the notion that the

self is also involved in the processing of information about a known

other. Empirical support for this proposal would be obtained if an

"inverted-U effect" also emerged for rating times about a known other.

In summary, the present study has three major purposes. All

three relate to an examination of self-involvement in other proc-

essing. First, the present study will provide additional information
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pertaining to possible changes in other processing, as a function of

familiarity. Second, it will provide data concerning self-other

differentiation. Third, it will empirically test the notion that

self-involvement, in the form of a cognitive prototype, also extends

to include judgments about a known other.

Method

Overview

The study employed the same general procedure as the pilot

studies, but with several variations. Subjects were first required

to rate a set of 48 personal adjectives on one of three tasks. A

cue question, followed by an adjective, was shown via a TV monitor.

For each question and adjective pair the subject responded either

YES or NO. The three rating tasks, along with their respective cue

questions and manipulations, are presented in Table 7. In the

second part of the study three minutes were allowed for the inciden-

tal recall of the rated adjectives. After the free recall period,

subjects made self-ratings on the entire set of 48 adjectives. As

in the pilot studies, these self-ratings were ultimately employed to

determine the degree of prototypicality of each adjective.

Materials

a) Adjectives and Stimulus Lists: The 54 adjectives (48 target

adjectives plus 3 primacy and 3 recency buffers) employed in this

study were chosen from the trait descriptors of the 14 content

scales of Jackson's (1967) Personality Research Form A Manual. In

line with earlier research (Rogers et al., 1977; Kuiper & Rogers,

in press), these adjectives were selected to represent a broad
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Table 7

Examples of the Rating Tasks used in Experiment 1

Task Cue Question Manipulation

Unknown Other Describes Exp? Subject rated whether or
not the word described
the experimenter.

Known Other Describes Prof? Subject rated whether or
not the word described
their professor.

Self-referent Describes You? Subjects responded Yes
or Np_ to indicate the
self-reference quality
of the presented adjective.
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spectrum of possible personality characteristics. The majority of

these adjectives (60%) had not been used in previous research (i.e.,

pilot studies).

In order to maximize the diversity of content for each rating

task (self, unknown and known other), three sublists of adjectives

were constructed, such that each of the 14 content scales was

represented at least once in each sublist. As 16 adjectives were

required for each task, the content scales of aggression and impuls-

ivity were duplicated under each list'. A list of the set of adject-

ives used is presented in Appendix B. This listing is divided into

the three sublists, with each adjective categorized according to its

PRF content scale.

In addition to maximizing content dispersion within a sublist,

the three sublists were constructed such that several word attributes

were held constant across sublists. By equating the sublists on

attributes such as frequency of occurrence (Kucera & Francis, 1967),

word length, and social desirability (Jackson, Note 4), a word att-

ribute interpretation of any subsequent findings is minimized. The

means and standard deviations for each of the three sublists, on

each of the three preceding word attributes, are presented in Table 8.

Separate one-way repeated measures analyses of variance (with words

treated as subjects) were performed on each attribute, to ensure

that any differences between means were non-significant. Results

for all three analyses revealed non-significant F values (frequency

of occurrence, £(2,30) = .71; word length, £ (2,30) = .40; and social

desirability, £(2,30) = .06).
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Table 8

Word Attribute Means and Standard Deviations for the

Three Sublists of Adjectives used in Experiment 1

Frequency of Occurrence S u b 1 T s t A Subl is tB SublTst C

Mean 10.93 10.68 10.33

Standard Deviation 15.37 15.18 16.07

Word Length Sublist A Sublist B Sublist C

Mean 8.62 8.31 7.87

Standard Deviation 1.62 1.70 2.84

Social Desirability Sublist A Sub l i s tB Sublist C

Mean 5.58 5.60 5.48

Standard Deviation 1.48 1.39 2.01
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In order to ensure that each adjective was rated under each

different task, 3 stimulus lists were constructed such that the

adjectives (in sublists of 16) were completely counterbalanced

across tasks. A different random order for the presentation of task-

adjective pairs was generated for each list. The only restriction in

presentation order was that each task appeared once every 3 trials.

A further set of six adjectives was generated to serve as

primacy and recency buffers. Each task was represented once at the

beginning and end of each stimulus list. The same buffers were used

for each of the 3 lists. The buffers were included to minimize

primacy and recency effects for the recall task. Thus, the buffer

items were excluded from all subsequent analyses,

(b) Self-Rating Booklet: A self-rating booklet consisting of 4 pages

was used. Appendix A provides an example of the format employed,

along with the instructions for this task. Each adjective was rated

on a 9-point scale with the following end points; (1) "extremely

Unlike me," and (9) "extremely Like me." The midpoint of the scale

(5) was marked "Neutral." Two different random orders of the 48

adjectives were used to construct the booklets. Each page of the

booklet contained 16 adjectives. The presentation of pages was

determined randomly for each booklet.

Procedure

Each subject was tested individually in a small lab room

(4.2m long x 3.2m wide). The subject was seated comfortably in

front of a table (1.2m x .8m) placed 2.75m in front of an Electro-

home black and white TV monitor (20" diagonal screen, Model #
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V.I. 902.004). A black response panel (22cm x 15cm) was positioned

directly in front of the subject. This panel contained two white

response keys (Elec-Trol Model # KA 1001-0004) placed 8cm apart,

and 3 cm below the top of the response panel.

The experimenter then read the instructions for the rating

tasks to the subject (Appendix C). After ensuring that the subject

fully understood the details of the rating tasks, the experimenter

left the room, and the subject then made the ratings on the set

of personal adjectives. All stimuli were displayed on the TV

monitor in front of the subject, with individual letters being

approximately 1.75cm high x .75cm wide.

All of the stimulus materials (rating task cue questions and

target adjective) were presented using the standard Digital Equip-

ment Corporation character set. The TV monitor was diven by a

PDP8/I computer, via a Type 4501 scan converter/character generator

unit (Tektronix, Inc.). The PDP8/I computer also recorded the

rating (Yes/No) and rating time (msec.) for each trial. Rating

time was defined as the interval between the initial presentation

of the adjective till the subject's Yes or No response.

Including the 3 buffer items at the beginning and end of each

list, there were a total of 54 rating trials. Each trial consisted

of (1) a 3 second presentation of the cue question, (2) a % second

blank interval, (3) presentation of the target adjective, which

was terminated by the subject's response, indicated on the two-

button response panel, and (4) a 2 second intertrial interval

before the next cue question was presented.
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After the rating task, the subject was given a piece of paper,

and asked to recall, in any order, the adjectives he or she had just

rated. Three minutes were allowed for incidental recall. The

recall period was followed immediately by the administration of a

booklet containing difficulty and confidence ratings for all three

tasks, and familiarity ratings for the known other task (Appendix D).

Upon completion of these ratings, each subject was administered the

Raven's Progressive Matrices (Form A) for a 5 minute period. The

purpose of this filler task was to increase the time period between
the first set of ratings and the final set to approximately 15

minutes. This would allow any short-term memory effects associated

with the first task sufficient time to dissipate.

The final stage in the study was the collection of self-ratings

for the entire set of 48 target adjectives. The self-rating booklet

described earlier was used for these ratings. The experimental

session ended with an explanation of the nature and purpose of the

study.

Experimenter (Unknown Other Target)

The rating target for the unknown other-referent condition was

a psychology graduate student, who was completely unknown to the

subjects. To ensure unknown other targets of both sexes, a male

and female experimenter were used, with each experimenter running

an equal number of male and female subjects.

Known Others (Professors)

Subjects were instructed to rate the psychology professor who

taught them introductory psychology, starting in January. Since

the present experiment was conducted in mid-April of the same year,
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this selection criterion ensured that approximately 12 weeks had

elapsed between the initial meeting with the known other, and the

time when ratings were required about that person. This time period

was employed to make the present study compatible with earlier

research using a known other (Kuiper & Rogers, Experiments 4 & 5,

in press). If the subject was not taking a psychology course during

this winter term, or knew the professor from an earlier course, an

alternative known other was selected. The subject was required to

list all the courses he or she was taking during this term. The

experimenter then randomly selected one of the courses, and the

subject was required to rate the professor who taught that course.

This alternate selection was also subject to the restriction that

the professor had been known only since the start of the term. The

intent of this selection process was to maximize the number of known

others rated, while still retaining some control over the length of

time the person had been known.

Subjects

The 24 volunteers (12 female) who took part were students in

introductory psychology courses. Their mean age was 19.8 years,

with a range from 17 to 27. Each subject was paid $1.50 for partic-

ipation.

Results and Discussion

Composition of Known Other Group and Familiarity Ratings

In total, 14 different professors were rated. One professor

was rated 5 times, three were rated 3 times, and the remaining 10

were each rated once. This dispersion indicates that the goal of
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maximizing the number of known others to be rated had been met. A

closer examination of the composition of this group revealed that

12 of the 14 known others were male. Furthermore, 10 of the 14 were

psychology instructors, with the remainder coming from math, politi-

cal science, english, and economics departments. An inspection of

the stimulus lists revealed that all known others rated more than

once were rated on at least 2 of the 3 stimulus lists. This ensured

that ratings for these individuals (4 out of 14) were distributed

across differing sublists of adjectives.

The mean familiarity rating of 4.91 obtained from the 7-point

familiarity scale (see Appendix D) indicated that the subjects felt

they knew their respective professors a little less than "moderately

well." Results from the 9-point familiarity scale were quite simi-

lar. On this scale the mean rating was 6.25. This indicated a level

of familiarity slightly less than that of a "casual aquaintance."

Almost all subjects stated that their interaction with the professors

had been limited to the classroom setting, or the instructor's office.

Overall, the level of familiarity of the known other in the present

study is quite compatible with the familiarity level of the known other

in earlier research (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiments 4 & 5).

Adjusted Recall

Recall was scored under the following conditions; (a) the first

three and last three adjectives presented were not included, as

memory for these is probably due to primacy and recency effects,

(b) grammatical transformations of the word were scored as wrong,

and (c) a proportion correct score was employed to insure that
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differential numbers of Yes or No ratings were not affecting the

recall scores (Rogers et al., 1977).

The rational for employing a proportion correct score derives

from the inability to experimentally control the number of Yes or

No ratings for each of the tasks. In all three rating tasks it is

the person's own view of self, or of others, which dictates whether

a particular adjective will receive a Yes or No rating. This could

produce an extreme state of imbalance, were the number of Yes

responses varies widely from task to task. Since Yes-rated are

normally associated with better recall in the depth of processing

paradigm (Craik & Tulving, 1975), this potential imbalance may

induce biases in recall figures, unless adjusted for.

The adjustment used in the present analysis consisted of a pro-

portionality score. A particular subject's recall of Yes-rated

words under a specific rating task was divided by the number of Yes

ratings the subject made while doing that task. This transformed

score represents the proportion of recalled words the subject rated

as Yes. Similarily, the No-rated word recall on a given task was

divided by the number of No responses made on that task, to yield a

score representing the proportion of recalled words rated as No.

This proportionality adjustment was calculated individually for each

subject. In the final step in this analysis, the individual propor-

tion scores were averaged across subjects. These mean proportion

correct scores are presented in Table 9. An inspection of these

means revealed that self-referent recall was superior to recall for

both other person tasks. This finding was verified in an analysis
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Table 9

Mean Adjusted Recall for Experiment 1

Rating Task

Rating Unknown Other Known Other Self-referent Mean

Yes

No

Mean

.10

.16

.13

.11

.12

.11

.21

.21

.21

.14

.16
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of variance of the data making up these means (Table 10). The main

effect of Rating Task was the only significant source of variance,

£ (2,46) = 8.94, £ < .001.1 A Newman-Keuls follow-up analysis on

the means comprising this main effect (Table 11) revealed that self-

referent recall was significantly greater than unknown and known

other recall (jj_'s < .05). A comparison between the two other-

referent tasks failed to reveal any significant difference in recall.

The finding of a recall difference between the three person tasks

was completely unexpected. The original prediction stated that all

three tasks would produce equivalent levels of recall (albeit for

different reasons). This prediction was based primarily on the

depth of processing literature. This literature suggests that

personality judgments about people (regardless of a self-other

distinction) should produce deep and elaborate memory traces, and

thus enhance recall (Bower & Karlin, 1974; Patterson & Baddeley,

1977; Rogers et al., 1977). The present paradigm employed this

type of judgment across the three rating tasks, yet recall differed

substantially. This unexpected difference may have some important

implications for the general depth of processing model.

In the depth of processing position it has been postulated

that memory performance is a function of the depth of encoding of

the to-be-remembered materials. Depth in this context refers to

greater degrees of semantic and cognitive elaboration (Craik &

Lockhart, 1972; Craik & Tulving, 1975). A considerable amount of

empirical support has accumulated in support of this formulation

(Craik & Tulving, 1975; Hyde & Jenkins, 1973; Moscovitch & Craik,
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Adjusted Recall as a

function of Rating Task and Rating for

Experiment 1

Source

Rating Task

Rating Task x Subjects

Rating

Rating x Subjects

Rating Task x Rating

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects

SS df MS

.28

.72

.02

.27

.02

.58

2

46

1

23

2

46

.14

.01

.02

.01

.01

.01

8.94

1.60

.77

.001

ns

ns
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Table 11

Newman-Keuls: Adjusted Recall as a function of

Rating Task for Experiment 1

Known Other Unknown Other Sel f-referent

Treatment Sums 5.60 6.55 10.51

Known Other .95 4.91**

Unknown Other 3.96**

** £<.01
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1976; Rogers et al., 1977). Generally, these studies have indicated

that shallow or sensory processing, such as graphemic or phonemic

encodings, produce poorer recall than deeper or semantic processing.

An example of this latter form of processing might be the decision

as to whether or not a given word would fit in a certain sentence

frame (Craik & Tulving, 1975).

While the general model has received empirical support, it has

not been without its critics (Baddeley, 1978; Eysenck, 1978; Nelson,

1977). One criticism is the inability to handle repetition effects

in memory (Nelson, 1977). A second theoretical limitation is the

apparent circularity of the model. Depth has traditionally been

inferred from memory performance. Better recall or recognition is

equated with greater depth. What is required is an index of depth

independent of memory performance (Baddeley, 1978; Eysenck, 1978;

Nelson, 1977).

The adjusted recall results from the present study may possibly

speak to yet a third limitation of this model. This is the inabil-

ity to independently differentiate various tasks within a specific

realm or level of processing (Baddeley, 1976; Klein & Saltz, 1976).

In the present design, all three tasks involved "deep" cognitive

processing. Yet, recall was not equivalent. The explanation of

this apparent inconsistency seems to require additional theoretical

constructs not advanced in the original depth of processing model.

For example, one possibility is that a specific combination of

orienting tasks may affect the pattern of results (Coltheart, 1977).

Each of the three rating tasks in the present study presumably
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required fairly extensive processing. This requirement may have

induced an "overload" state, where a large amount of diverse inform-

ation must be dealt with in a relatively short time period. Under

such conditions it is possible that the prototype effects associated

with the self may become even more pronounced. The involvement of

the self as a prototype may have facilitated the processing of

information concerning self-referent decisions, and thus produced

an elaborate memory trace. In turn, this elaborate memory trace

resulted in enhanced recall for this task (Rogers et al., 1977),

when compared to recall for the known and unknown other tasks.

To briefly review, the unexpected recall difference in the

present study suggests that the specific combination of rating tasks

may have induced an "overload" condition. Under these conditions

subjects may rely to an even greater extent on processing strategies

which can cope quickly and efficiently with large volumes of inform-

ation. One such strategy is the use of a cognitive structure or

prototype to facilitate processing. In the self-referent task, this

strategy may have involved the extensive employment of the self as

a prototype. Since a prototype can deal adequately with the large

influx of information, recall for the self-referent task would not

be as severely affected as recall for the two other-referent tasks.

It might be noted that implicit in this post-hoc interpretation

is the assumption that processing of information for the two other

person tasks did not involve an efficient cognitive structure or

schema. This assumption is contrary to the original prediction

that known other processing would involve an efficient and specific
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cognitive structure. Fortunately, this apparent contradiction can

be resolved by a further examination of the rating time and recall

data.

Rating Time and Recall

The analysis of rating times for recalled and nonrecalled words

for each of the three rating tasks permits an assessment of two

issues pertaining to self-involvement in other processing. First,

it will provide information concerning self-other differentiation.

Second, it will also allow an examination of possible changes in

other processing, as a function of increasing familiarity.

The first step in this analysis consisted of the sorting of

rating times for adjectives into recalled and nonrecalled categories.

This sorting procedure was done separately for each of the three

rating tasks. By also retaining the Yes-No classification, this

categorization technique resulted in 12 cells per subject. Each

subject's data matrix of rating times consisted of a Rating Task

(Self, Unknown, Known) x Recall (Recalled, Nonrecalled) x Rating

(Yes, No) classification. Unfortunately, it proved impossible to

fill all 12 cells for each subject, in all cases. Typically, data

points were missing for the Yes and No-rated Recalled words in the

Unknown and Known Other conditions. This deficit stems from the

unexpected recall difference, in which the recall levels for both

other person tasks were extremely low. The poor recall resulted in

a situation where the probability of a subject remembering both a

Yes and No-rated word for both other-referent tasks was quite low.

One possible means of analyzing this data is by an unequal
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N least squares analysis of variance solution (Overall & Spiegal,

1969). However, this method was not used in the present case,

because of the numerous difficulties inherent in the interpretation

of an unequal N, multi-factorial repeated measures analysis of

variance (Searle, 1971). Instead, the rating time data was analyzed

via an equal N three-way repeated measures analysis of variance

(Rating Task x Recall x Rating). Missing cells in the design were

filled with appropriate category means (see also Kuiper & Rogers,

in press, Experiment 2). Since mean values were inserted in 12% of

the cells, extreme caution should be exercised in any subsequent

interpretation of this data. The need for caution is further rein-

forced by the fact that there was a bias in the placement of these

means, with the majority being in the two other-referent tasks.

The mean rating times for this analysis are presented in

Figure 3. The analysis of variance performed on this data revealed

three significant sources of variance (Table 12). The main effect

of Rating Task was significant, F_ (2,46) = 5.93, £ < .01. Collapsing

over the Recall and Rating factors, self-referent decisions required

only 2759 msec, unknown other judgments required 3091 msec, and

known other ratings required the longest time of 3322 msec. The

analysis of variance also revealed a significant interaction between

Rating Task and Recall, £ (2,46) = 3.47, £ < .05. The means comp-

rising this interaction are shown in Table 13. A close inspection

of these means reveals several observations of interest. For both

other person tasks the recalled words had longer rating times than

nonrecalled words, while for the self-referent task the rating times
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a function

of Rating Task, Recall, and Rating for Experiment 1

Source SS_ df MS_ £ £

Rating Task 15.33 2 7.66 5.93 .01

Rating Task x Subjects 59.45 46 1.29

Recall 9.41 1 9.41 4.09 ns

Recall x Subjects 52.92 23 2.30

Rating .07 1 .07 .12 ns

Rating x Subjects 14.96 23 .65

Rating Task x Recall 7.55 2 3.77 3.47 .05

Rating Task x Recall x Subjects 50.07 46 1.08

Rating Task x Rating 5.44 2 2.72 2.19 ns

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects 57.01 46 1 .23

Recall x Rating .85 1 .85 .83 ns

Recall x Rating x Subjects 23.77 23 1.03

Rating Task x Recall x Rating 8.60 2 4.30 3.55 .05

Rating Task x Recall x Rating x Subjects 55.74 46 1.21
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Table 13

Mean Rating Time (msec) as a function of Rating

Task and Recall for Experiment 1

Rating Task

Recall Self-referent Unknown Other Known Other

Recalled 2747 3261 3706

Nonrecalled 2771 2921 2937
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for recalled and nonrecalled words were almost identical. This

pattern of results for the self-referent and unknown other tasks

replicates earlier findings (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiments

2 & 3), and thus offers some additional evidence for the "two-

process" interpretation. The longer rating times for unknown other

recalled adjectives suggest that an efficient and specific other-

referent cognitive structure is not yet involved. Instead, subjects

employed a frequency or rehearsal strategy, where greater effort

(as tapped by rating time) increases the probability of recall

(Kuiper & Rogers, in press). For the self-referent task, the

shorter rating times for recalled words, when compared to unknown

other recalled times, suggests that an efficient cognitive schema

is implicated. The involvement of the self as a prototype allows

for the quick and efficient processing of self-related material,

without any subsequent reduction in recall performance. Overall,

these findings reinforce the position that processing of information

about one's self can be differentiated from the processing of inform-

ation about another.

The pattern of findings for the known other task does not

support the view that a specific cognitive structure develops as a

person becomes more familiar. One of the postulated effects of this

structure is that it would facilitate other processing. This facil-

itation would be revealed by a schema-like pattern of findings, where

rating times for recalled words would not be longer than rating

times for nonrecalled words. The present pattern of results for

this condition clearly contradicts this position.
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Before discussing these findings further, it might be pointed

out that the preceding effects and interpretations are further qual-

ified by the significant three-way interaction, £ (2,46) = 3.55,

2 < .05, produced when the Rating (Yes, No) variable is added (Table

12). For the self-referent task, a series of post-hoc tests revealed

that there were no differences between the rating times for recalled

and nonrecalled words for either the Yes or No Ratings. The same

set of comparisons for the unknown other task indicated a significant

difference for the Yes Ratings. Recalled words in this condition

required significantly longer rating times than non-recalled words

(JD < .05). This pattern of results suggests that the "two process"

interpretation may be localized to the Yes Ratings. This result is

consistent with earlier findings, which have also revealed a signi-

ficant three-way interaction, in which the predicted pattern was

restricted to Yes Ratings (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiment 3).

Post-hoc tests on the rating times for the known other task indicated

that recalled words had significantly longer rating times for both

the Yes and No conditions (£'s < .05). This finding offers some

additional support for the proposal that a specific cognitive

structure is not yet involved in the processing of information about

people at this level of familiarity.

In general, the analysis of rating times and recall for the

three tasks offers some preliminary tentative evidence which seems

to indicate that other processing does not change substantially as

familiarity increases. It seems that the pattern of results

displayed in the unknown and known other conditions can both be
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accounted for by a rehearsal or effort hypothesis. This is in

direct contradiction to the original prediction, which indicated

that a specific cognitive structure should develop as the other

person becomes more familiar. However, any interpretation of these

contrary results should be tempered by the fact that empty cells in

the design matrix were filled with the appropriate means. Since

12% of the cells were filled in this manner, these findings should

be treated with extreme caution. Finally, the analysis of rating

time and recall offered preliminary evidence indicating differences

between self- and other-referent processing. It appears from the

present data that only the former involves an efficient cognitive

schema. This finding counters a "generalized person" argument, and

thus opens the door to a further investigation of self-involvement

in other processing.

Rating Times and Degree of Self-Reference

Subjects' rating times for adjective judgments concerning the

self, unknown other, and known other were sorted using the same

general classification procedure employed in both pilot studies.

Self-ratings obtained in the final section of the study were used

to idiographically sort each subject's rating times into four

Degrees of Self-reference (Low, Low-middle, High-middle, High).

This categorization was done separately for each rating task. Since

16 adjectives were rated under each task, there were 4 observations

per Degree of Self-reference, per task. To ensure that this

sorting procedure resulted in a meaningful classification, the mean

self-ratings for each task, at each Degree of Self-reference were



117

calculated. A two-way (Rating Task x Degree of Self-reference)

repeated measures analysis of variance on these self-ratings

indicated only the expected main effect of Degree of Self-reference,

f_ (3,69) = 445.63 £ < .001. In ascending order from Low to High,

the four means comprising this main effect were 2.38, 4.81, 6.54,

and 7.98. A post-hoc Newman-Keuls test on these means indicated

that all possible comparisons were significant at JD'S < .01. These

findings indicate that the categorization according to self-ratings

is statistically meaningful.

Each subject's matrix of rating times consisted of 12 data points

in a 3 (Rating Task) by 4 (Degree of Self-reference) configuration.

Individual data matrices were averaged across all subjects to yield

the mean rating times presented in Figure 4. Inspection of this

figure reveals a pronounced "inverted-U effect" for both the Self-

referent and Unknown Other conditions, and a slight tendency for an

inverted-U in the Known Other condition. This pattern suggests that

the degree of prototypicality of the adjectives may have a differ-

ential impact on the various rating tasks. This suggestion was

confirmed by an analysis of variance on these data (Table 14), which

revealed a significant interaction between type of Rating Task and

Degree of Self-reference,£ (6,138) = 4.23, £ < .001. The signifi-

cant main of Degree of Self-reference (£ (3,69) = 17.21, £ < .001)

is clearly qualified by this interaction. A Newman-Keuls follow-up

analysis (Table 15) was performed on this data in order to determine

the significant differences within each rating task. For the self-

referent task, the only nonsignificant comparisons were Low-middle
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as

a function of Rating Task and Degree of

Self-reference for Experiment 1

Source SS. elf MS. £ £

Rating Task 2.79 2 1.39 1.53 ns

Rating Task x Subjects 42.01 46 .91

Degree of Self-reference 43.40 3 14.46 17.21 .001

Degree of Self-reference x Subjects 57.99 69 .84

Rating Task x Degree of Self-reference 16.83 6 2.80 4.23 .001

Rating Task x Degree of Self-reference 91.56 138 .66
x Subjects
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Table 15

Newman-Keuls: Rating Times as a function of Rating Task and

Degree of Sel f-reference for Experiment 1

Treatment Sums

S4

SI

UK1

UK4

Kl

K2

K4

K3

UK3

S3

S2

S4ab SI UK1 UK4 Kl K2

48.43 55.14 59.29 61.70 66.73 69.97

6.71 10.86 13.27 18.30 21.54**

4.14 6.56 11.59 14.83

2.41 7.45 10. 6P

5.03 8.26

3.23

* £ < .05
** £ < .01

a S=Self-referent task, UK=Unknown Other, K=Known Other

b l=Low Degree of Sel f-reference, 2=low-middle, 3=High-middle
4=High



121
Table 15 (Continued)

K4 K3 UK3 S3 S2 UK2

Treatment Sums 71.19 78.19 78.56 79.18 82.98 85.60

S4

SI

UK!

UK4

Kl

K2

K4

K3

UK3

S3

S2

22.76** 29.76** 30.13**

16.05 23.05** 23.42**

11.90 18.90* 19.27*

9.49 16.49* 16.86*

4.45 11.45 11.82

1.22 8.22 8.59

7.00 7.37

.36

* £ <.05

** £ <.01

30.75**

24.03**

19.89*

17.47*

12.44

9.21

7.98

.98

.61

34

27

23

21

16

13

11

4

4

3

.55**

.84**

.69**

.28**

.25

.01

.79

.79

.42

.80

37

30

26

23

18

15

14

3

7

6

2

.17**

.46**

.31**

.90**

.87*

.63

.41

.41

.04

.42

.61

a S=Self-referent task, UK=Unknown Other, K=Known Other

b l=Low Degree of Self-reference, 2=Low-middle, 3=High-rm'ddle
4=High



122

versus High-middle, and Low versus High. All remaining comparisons

were significant at JD'S < .01. This pattern clearly supports the

predicted "inverted-U effect" for these judgments, and thus offers

a third demonstration of the facilitation effect for self-referent

decisions concerning traits which are extremely like or unlike the

self. The involvement of the self as a cognitive prototype was also

predicted for the unknown other task. This hypothesized involvement

should produce an "inverted-U effect" for these ratings. The

Newman-Keuls analysis showed this to be the case, as the pattern of

comparisons within the unknown other task was almost identical to

the self-referent pattern. The only nonsignificant comparisons

were between the Low-middle versus High-middle rating times, and

the High versus Low times. Of the remaining comparisons, two were

significant at JD'S < .05 (Low versus High-middle and High-middle

versus High), while two were significant at £'s < .01 (Low versus

Low-middle, and Low-middle versus High). Overall, these comparisons

indicate a strong "inverted-U effect" for unknown other-referent

judgments. This is the third confirmation of this finding, and was
2obtained with an unknown other of both sexes .

For the known other task, the Newman-Keuls analysis showed that

all possible comparisons were nonsignificant. In other words the

present findings failed to demonstrate an "inverted-U effect" for

judgments concerning a known other. The lack of an inverted-U

indicates that the Degree of Self-reference has no effect on known

other rating times. Extremely prototypical adjectives (either High

or Low) do not produce a "savings" in rating times about a person
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known to the subjects. This finding is compatible with the

"project!vist" hypothesis (Koltuv, 1962; Hastorf et al., 1970), as

it seems to suggest that self-involvement may taper off as the other

becomes more familiar.

A further analysis was performed on the rating time data to

ensure that the obtained "inverted-U effect" for the self- and

unknown other tasks can be attributed to self-involvement, and not

some other source. This analysis involved a normative sorting pro-

cedure, based on the social desirability ratings of the adjectives.

A possible alternative interpretation of the present data is that

subjects base responses primarily on the degree of social desirabil-

ity of the adjective. Traits that are extreme in social desirability

(either High or Low) result in relatively quick Yes/No decisions,

when compared to adjectives that display moderate amounts of social

desirability. If this strategy is employed by subjects, it could

also result in an "inverted-U effect". Thus, an alternative inter-

pretation of the obtained results for the self-referent and unknown

other tasks might stress the social desirability aspect of the

adjectives, rather than their degree of prototypicality or self-

reference. Since this alternative explanation does not emphasize

self-involvement in the form of a prototype, it presents an issue

which must be resolved if the original theoretical formulations

concerning the self are to be retained.

One means of resolving this issue is an examination of the

rating times for each task, as a function of the degree of social

desirability of the adjectives. In this examination the 16
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adjectives used in each rating task were rank ordered in terms of

normative social desirability ratings (Jackson, Note 4), from lowest

to highest. This ranking was then divided into four Degrees of

Social Desirability (Low, Low-middle, High-middle, High), with 4

rating times at each level, for each task. It might be noted that

since this ranking was based on normative values, the sorting pro-

cedure was identical for all subjects. The mean rating times for

this sorting procedure, collapsed across subjects, are presented in

Table 16. An examination of the means for each task reveals that

there is a very slight tendency for the more extreme socially desir-

able adjectives to be rated more quickly. However, an analysis of

variance on these data ( Table 17) failed to reveal any significant

sources of variance.

The demonstrated failure of this categorization procedure to

have any systematic effect on rating times indicates that an

alternative formulation, in terms of social desirability values,

may not be warranted. By demonstrating the lack of any effect, the

original proposal that the Degree of Self-reference or prototypical-

ity is the critical factor in determining rating times, receives

additional support.

By way of a general summary, an analysis of rating times, as a

function of Degree of Self-reference, revealed "inverted-U effects"

but only for the unknown other and self-referent tasks. Further

analyses of these data indicated that the obtained pattern of

findings could not be attributed to the specific sorting procedure

employed (Footnote 2), nor to the social desirability values of the
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Table 16

Mean Rating Time (msec) as a function of Rating Task

and Degree of Normative Social Desirability for

Experiment 1

Degree of Social Desirability

Rating Task

Unknown Other

Known Other

Self-referent

Low

2696

2818

2806

Low-middle

3139

3188

2855

High-middle

2983

3018

2732

High

2827

2968

2692
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Table 17

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task and Degree of Normative

Social Desirability for Experiment 1

Source SS. df MS £ £

Rating Task 2.50 2 1 .25 1 .28 ns

Rating Task x Subjects 44.81 46 .97

Degree of Social Desirability 3.36 3 1.12 1.76 ns

Degree of Social Desirability 43.85 69 .63
x Subjects

Rating Task x Degree of Social 1.33 6 .22 .29 ns
Desirability

Rating Task x Degree of Social 104.25 138 .75
Desirability x Subjects
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adjectives. It was suggested that the "inverted-U effects" for the

self and unknown other conditions reflected the involvement of the

self as a cognitive prototype. In both cases, this involvement

facilitated judgments about extremely prototypical adjectives, and

thus resulted in a rating times "savings." For the known other task

the major finding was that rating times were not contingent upon

the Degree of Self-reference. One possible interpretation of this

finding is that self-involvement in other processing becomes less

pronounced, as the other becomes more familiar (Koltuv, 1962).

However, a more general examination of the pattern of results in

the present study seems to hint that this interpretation or con-

clusion may be somewhat premature. In the rating time and recall

analysis, the significant interaction between Rating Time and Recall

indicated that Recalled words required significantly longer rating

times for both the unknown and known other tasks. From this equiv-

alent pattern of results it was argued that an efficient cognitive

structure had not yet developed for the known other. In light of

this equivalence, it seems somewhat surprising that significant

differences did emerge between these tasks on a further measure.

Specifically, an "inverted-U effect" was obtained for unknown other

judgments, but not for ratings about a known other. This anomaly

tentatively suggests that there may be some differences between

these two tasks. To further explore the possible nature of these

differences, it may prove beneficial to return to the model of

other processing advanced earlier.

In this model it was proposed that two critical aspects change
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as the other person becomes more familiar. First, there is more

information available about that person. Second, a specific

cognitive structure develops to effectively cope with this increasing

load of information. This structure functions as a data reduction

mechanism. When faced with large amounts of information about

another, an abstraction process begins to occur. Communalities in

exhibited behaviours are abstracted, and become the stored elements

in a cognitive structure or organization about that person. These

elements consist of generalizations about the other person (Cantor

& Mischel, 1977; Fiske & Cox, in press; Kuiper & Rogers, in press;

Taylor & Koivumaki, 1976).

Empirical evidence consistent with this proposed model has been

presented by Fiske & Cox (in press). When individuals were asked

to describe an unknown other (a stranger) they relied heavily on

specific behavioural exemplars or scripts, rather than abstracted

traits. However, when asked to describe a known other (a family

member or close friend), the descriptive protocols generated by

subjects indicated a higher frequency of abstracted traits, than of

specific observed behaviours. Furthermore, traits are generated

much earlier in the protocols for known others, suggesting that

they do indeed serve a summarizing function. For strangers, traits

begin to emerge in the protocol only after the opportunity for

observation has been provided. Hence, increased exposure to

another person enhances the probability of abstraction.

Implicit in this model of other processing is the assumption

of a transition point in the cognitive structure representing the
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other person. Up to a certain level of familiarity, information

about the other is stored in the form of specific behavioural

instances. However, as the other becomes well known, this form of

storage becomes too bulky and unwieldy. Consolidation of inform-

ation then occurs via an abstraction process. After consolidation,

information about the other is stored in the form of summary trait

labels. This form of storage does not, of course, preclude the

possibility of generating specific behavioural exemplars for the

other person.

In the present study it is possible that the known others were

at a point just prior to the consolidation of information. This

proposal can account, in a post-hoc fashion, for the discrepant

results just mentioned. For example, in the recall and rating time

analysis, the longer rating times for Yes and No recalled words

would reflect the search for specific behavioural exemplars, and

then their conversion (or abstraction) into trait labels compatible

with the questions being asked. This search and conversion process

would require extensive cognitive analysis. Elaborate analysis

would require longer rating times, but would also ensure a higher

probability of recall. Thus, prior to the consolidation point,

study time may still be the critical determinant of other-referent

recall.

A "pre-consolidation" hypothesis can also offer a post-hoc

explanation of the rating time findings. The lack of a rating time

"savings" for extremely prototypical adjectives may reflect the

same search and conversion process as just outlined. A large
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amount of specific information about the known other may have

accumulated for self-relevant adjectives or traits. Since the

known other is hypothesized to be at a "pre-consolidation" stage,

this extensive corpus of information has not yet been summarized.

Thus, questions concerning these personality characteristics of the

known other would require extensive processing, in which the rele-

vant information would be matched to the question via an abstraction

process. This process of summarizing individual samples of behav-

ioural information into a trait form would require additional

rating time. This would then produce a state of affairs where

"savings" were not evident for extreme traits.
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Experiment 2

The proposed interpretation of some of the unexpected and

discrepant findings from Experiment 1 focused on a "pre-consolidation"

hypothesis. It was suggested that behavioural information about

the known others employed in this study was stored in the form of a

large number of specific exemplars or scripts. Since this inform-

ation load had not yet accumulated to an unmanageable level, abstr-

action into summary trait labels had not yet occurred. This lack of

abstraction was reflected in two sets of data. For the rating time

and recall data, it produced significantly longer rating-times for

the recalled words. For the rating time data alone it resulted in

the lack of an inverted-U. In both cases, the longer rating times

were attributed to a search and conversion process, in which

specific information was examined, selected, and converted into a

more general trait form.

While a "pre-consolidation" hypothesis can account for the known

other findings in Experiment 1, it suffers from two major limitations.

First, it is entirely post-hoc in nature, and thereby demands inde-

pendent testing. Second, the lack of sufficient observations for

the rating time and recall data resulted in an analysis where mean

values were placed in a relatively high percentage of the cells.

While this allowed an analysis to be performed, it makes any sub-

sequent interpretation extremely tentative. It is possible that

the observed pattern of results for the known other is an artifact

due entirely to the large number of inserted means. Therefore, any

serious consideration of the "pre-consolidation" hypothesis must
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first determine if this previous finding can be replicated under

conditions where observations are not missing.

The present study was designed to overcome the two preceding

limitations by; (a) providing a direct test of the "pre-consolidation"

hypothesis and (b) increasing the number of ratings per task to

eliminate any possibility of empty cells in the subject data matrices.

In order to fulfill this last condition without making the overall

task unmanageable, the unknown other task was eliminated. This

increased the number of ratings for the known other and self-referent

conditions to 24 per task. The self-referent task was retained in

the present study as a comparison and control condition. The

inclusion of this task allowed a check to ensure that the present

sample of subjects also displayed the patterns of results character-

istic of prototype involvement. Once this has been established,

the findings from this task can then be compared and contrasted to

results from the known other condition.

A final change in the present study was the use of only a single

known other. In Experiment 1 the 14 known others were, on the

average, much older than the subjects. In conjunction with the

fact that all were university professors, subjects may have possibly

considered the known others as "authority figures." It is possible

that this type of relationship may have had some bearing on

Experiment 1 findings. In order to avoid this potential problem

in Experiment 2, the known other was much younger, and also a

university student. This ensured a closer match to the relevant

peer group.
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Predictions for the known other in the present study relate

to the "pre-consolidation" hypothesis advanced in Experiment 1. For

the recall and rating time analysis, it is predicted that the rating

times for recalled words will be significantly longer than the times

for nonrecalled words. Longer study times for both Yes and No

recalled responses would possibly indicate the occurrence of an

extensive abstraction process, consisting of both a search and

conversion component.

Turning to the self-referent task, it is expected that the same

analysis will yield quite a different pattern of results. If the

self functions as a prototype, then recalled words should not have

longer rating times than nonrecalled words. This prediction is

based on the proposal that the involvement of a schema or prototype

allows for the quick and efficient processing of information. Since

earlier research (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiment 3) has

revealed that this effect is restricted primarily to Yes ratings,

the present analysis of recall and rating times may even yield a

significant three-way interaction, when the Yes/No Rating variable

is also considered.

An examination of the rating time data alone will provide

further information pertaining to the "pre-consolidation" hypothesis.

From the results of Experiment 1 it is expected that rating times

for the known other condition will not be contingent upon the Degree

of Self-reference or prototypicality of the adjectives. In other

words, it is suggested that a prototypical "inverted-U effect" will

not emerge for known other judgments. The lack of "savings" in



134

rating times for extreme adjectives would reflect the presence of

the abstraction process previously outlined. It might be noted

that the prediction of this linear pattern is contingent upon two

factors. First, the known other employed in the present study must

be at a level of familiarity equivalent to the known others of

Experiment 1. If the present known other is more familiar, it is

possible that an abstraction or consolidation process has already

occurred. Since "post-consolidation" individuals may yield yet a

different pattern of results, it is crucial that the same level of

familiarity is tapped in the present study. Second, the analysis

of rating times and recall must reveal a pattern of results consis-

tent with the "pre-consolidation" hypothesis. This initial analysis

would then provide the required preliminary data in support of the

proposal, and thus lead to the prediction that rating time "savings"

will not be evidenced in the subsequent analysis of decision times.

Rating times for the self-referent task will also be analyzed

in the present study. Based on earlier findings, it is predicted

that the "inverted-U effect" characteristic of prototype involvement,

will emerge. Since a linear pattern is predicted for the known

other task, a significant interaction between Rating Task and Degree

of Self-reference is expected.

Method

Overview

All aspects of this study were identical to Experiment 1,

except for changes relating to the use of only a known other and

self-referent task. One minor change was in the cue question used
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for the known other condition. Whereas Experiment 1 employed

"Describes Prof?" the present study used the given name of the

common known other, resulting in the cue question "Describes Ed?"

Materials

A) Adjectives and Stimulus Lists: The same set of 48 personal

adjectives employed in Experiment 1 were used. These adjectives

were divided into two sublists of 24 adjectives. The sublists

are presented in Appendix E, with each adjective categorized

according to its PRF content scale. Content diversity was maxi-

mized within each sublist by ensuring that at least one adjective

from each of the 14 content scales was in each list. The scales of

Aggression and Impulsivity were represented by 3 adjectives per

list, while the remaining scales had either 1 or 2 adjectives per

list.

Because different sublists had been formed from the original

set of 48 adjectives, it was again necessary to ensure that the

sublists were equated on the word attributes of frequency of occurr-

ence, length, and social desirability. The means and standard

deviations for each of these attributes, for both sublists, are

presented in Table 18. Separate t-tests were performed for each

attribute, and yielded a nonsignificant difference in each case

(frequency of occurrence, t_ (46) = -.10; word length, t_ (46) = -.07;

social desirability, t_ (46) = -.38).

Two counterbalanced stimulus lists were constructed to ensure

that all adjectives (in sublists of 24) were rated under both tasks.

A different random presentation order was generated for each list,
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Word Attribute Means and Standard Deviations for the

Two Sublists of Adjectives used in Experiment 2

Frequency of Occurrence

Mean

Standard Deviation

Word Length

Mean

Standard Deviation

Social Desirability

Mean

Standard Deviation

Sublist A

10.41

12.72

Sublist A

8.25

2.00

Sublist A

5.49

1 .66

Sublist B

10.87

12.63

Sublist B

8.29

2.34

Sublist B

5.66

1.56
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with the only restriction being that each task appeared once every

two trials.

An additional set of 4 adjectives was generated to serve as

primacy and recency buffers. Each task was represented once at the

beginning and once at the end of each list, for an overall total of

52 trials. The same buffers were used for both lists,

b) Self-rating Booklets: Format and instructions for the self-rating

booklet were identical to Experiment 1 (see Appendix A).

Since all remaining procedural aspects are identical with the

first study, they will not be repeated at this point.

Experimenter

All subjects were tested by the female psychology graduate

student employed in Experiment 1.

Known Other

The rating target for the known other task was a 24 year old

male psychology graduate student. This student was the lab instr-

uctor for an advanced psychology undergraduate course in animal

learning.

Subjects

Twelve undergraduate volunteers (6 female), enrolled in an

advanced undergraduate psychology course in animal learning, served

as subjects. At the time of the study each subject had known the

lab instructor for approximately 3̂  months. Each subject was paid

$1.50 for participation. Their mean age was 22.6, with a range

from 19 to 35.
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Results and Discussion

Familiarity Ratings for Known Other

The mean familiarity rating on the 7-point scale was 4.75, while

on the 9-point scale it was 5.83. These figures indicate a familiar-

ity level approaching "moderately well", or akin to "a casual

aquaintance". On both measures, the present subjects indicated they

were slightly more familiar with the known other than subjects in

Experiment 1. However, separate t-tests for each rating scale,

across the two studies, indicated that the differences were not

significant (For the 7-point scale, t_ (34) = .47, while for the

9-point scale, t_ (34) = 1.77). The lack of any significant differ-

ences supports the conclusion that the known others in both studies

were at equivalent levels of familiarity. This finding is of some

importance, as it is a necessary pre-requisite to any further test

of the "pre-consolidation" hypothesis.

Adjusted Recall

The adjusted recall as a function of Rating Task and Rating was

calculated. The means derived from this proportionality analysis

are presented in Table 19. An analysis of variance of these data

revealed that none of the sources of variance were significant

(Table 20). This finding replicates earlier research (Kuiper &

Rogers, in press, Experiments 2 and 3) which demonstrated that the

inclusion of only two person tasks in this paradigm results in

equivalent recall levels. While the earlier research has revealed

this to be the case for unknown other and self-referent tasks, the

present finding indicates this effect also obtains for a known
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Table 19

Mean Adjusted Recall for Experiment 2

Rating Task

Rating Known Other Self Mean

Yes .19 .20 .20

No .12 .20 .16

Mean .16 .20
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Table 20

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Adjusted Recall as a

function of Rating Task and Rating for

Experiment 2

Source SS_ df MS I £

Rating Task .0234 1 .0234 2.94 ns

Rating Task x Subjects .0874 11 .0079

Rating .0208 1 .0208 3.20 ns

Rating x Subjects .0715 11

Rating Task x Rating .0133 1 .0133 4.41 ns

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects .0332 11 .0030
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other and self-referent combination, This demonstration speaks to

the "overload" interpretation advanced in Experiment 1. This inter-

pretation was proposed to account for the unexpected supremacy of

the self-referent task in recall performance. It was suggested that

the combination of three person tasks, each requiring extensive

processing, may have induced an "overload" condition where a large

amount of assorted information had to be dealt with in a short time

period. Under these conditions it was suggested that the prototype

effects associated with the self became more pronounced. In sum,

as the number of person tasks increases, it was proposed that the

power of the self-prototype as an encoding and processing device

becomes more apparent.

An alternative interpretation of Experiment 1's unexpected

recall difference is that it stems from the specific type of person

tasks involved. Perhaps it was the processing of information about

a known other that had such a marked effect on overall recall per-

formance. However, the present findings indicate that this alter-

nate interpretation is not viable. This alternate proposal would

have predicted a recall difference in the present study between the

known other and self-referent tasks. Since this did not occur,

only the original proposal is supported.

The equivalent recall levels between the two tasks also suggests

that the problem of missing data observations encountered in Experi-

ment 1 will not prevail in the present study. Thus, it is possible

to do a proper analysis of rating times for recalled and nonrecalled

words, for both rating tasks.
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Rating Time and Recall

The major purpose of the rating time and recall analysis was to

determine if a non-schema like pattern of findings would replicate

for the known other condition. Rating times for each subject were

sorted into the 8 cells of a Rating Task (Self, Known Other) by

Recall (Recalled, Nonrecalled) by Rating (Yes, No) matrix. Using

this classification scheme all cells were filled, except for one

missing data point for one subject (Self-referent Recalled No).

The appropriate mean value was inserted in this single cell. Data

matrices were averaged across subjects, and the resulting mean

rating times are shown in Figure 5. Of particular interest is the

evident "cross-over" effect for Yes ratings, but not for No ratings.

This suggested the presence of a significant three-way interaction,

which was verified by an analysis of variance of these data (Table

21). In addition to the predicted triple interaction, F_ (1,11) =

6.16, £ < .05, the analysis revealed several other significant

sources of variance. The main effect of Rating Task, £ (1,11) =

20.07, £ < .001, indicated that self-referent decisions were made

more quickly than known other judgments (2414 msec versus 2940 msec).

The mean rating times associated with the significant two-way inter-

action between Rating Task and Recall, £ (1,11) = 12.40, £< .01,

are shown in Table 22. A Newman-Keuls follow-up analysis of these

means revealed that for the known other task the recalled words had

significantly longer rating times than the nonrecalled (£ < .01).

In contrast, the same comparison for the self-referent task failed

to reveal a significant difference. Overall, this pattern is
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Table 21

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task, Recall, and Rating for

Experiment 2

Source SS df MS £ £

Rating Task 6.63 1 6.63 20.07 .001

Rating Task x Subjects 3.63 11 .33

Recall .59 1 .59 3.86 ns

Recall x Subjects 1.68 11 .15

Rating .82 1 .82 1.84 ns

Rating Task x Subjects 4.90 11 .44

Rating Task x Recall 4.14 1 4.14 12.40 .01

Rating Task x Recall x Subjects 3.67 11 .33

Rating Task x Rating .02 1 .02 .11 ns

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects 2.80 11 .25

Recall x Rating 1.08 1 1.08 2.43 ns

Recall x Rating x Subjects 4.89 11 .44

Rating Task x Recall x Rating .82 1 .82 6.16 .05

Rating Task x Recall x Rating 1.47 11 .13
x Subjects
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Table 22

Mean Rating Time (msec) as a function of Rating

Task and Recall for Experiment 2

Rating Task

Recall Self-referent Known Other

Recalled 2285 3226

Nonrecalled 2544 2654
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precisely as predicted. The longer rating times for recalled words

in the known other condition suggests that the consolidation of

information about that person has not yet occurred. Thus, longer

study times are needed to abstract the generalized information

required for the personality judgment. The lack of any significant

rating time difference for recalled and nonrecalled self-referent

judgments reflects the involvement of the self as a prototype.

This permits for the quick and efficient processing of personal

information.

The predicted interaction was further qualified by whether a

Yes or No rating had been made (Figure 5). A Newman-Keuls follow-

up analysis on the data points comprising the significant three-way

interaction indicated several comparisons of interest (Table 23).

For the known other task recalled words had significantly longer

rating times than nonrecalled words, for both Yes (£ < .05) and No

(£ < .01) ratings. This suggests that specific behavioural inform-

ation is accumulated for both the positive and negative aspects of

a known other. When required to make a generalized trait judgment

an abstraction process occurs in both instances, and results in

either a Yes or No rating. Comparisons for the self-referent task

revealed that recalled words required significantly less rating

time than nonrecalled words, but only for the Yes condition (£ < .01)

For No ratings, the difference between the two conditions was not

significant. This pattern suggests that the prototypical properties

attributed to the self are even more pronounced for highly self-

descriptive adjectives. Yes decisions concerning these adjectives
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Table 23

Newman-Keuls: Rating Time as a function of Rating Task,

Recall, and Rating for Experiment 2

A Inf*
SRr SNRN ONRY SRN

Treatment Sums 23.72 29.49 31.11 31.13

SRY 5.77** 7.39** 7.41**

SNRN 1.62 1.64 2.10

ONRY .02 .48

SRN .46

SNRY

ONRN

ORY

* £<.05

** £<.01

a S=Self-referent Task; 0=0ther-referent

b R=Recalled; NR=Nonrecalled

c Y=Yes-rated; M= No-rated
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Table 23 (Continued)

Treatment Sums

SRY

SNRN

ONRY

SRN

SNRY

ONRN

ORY

SNRY

31.59

7.87**

2.10

.48

.46

* £<.05
** £<.01

ONRN

32.60

8.88**

3.10

1.49

1.47

1.01

ORY

37.66

1 3 . 94**

8.17**

6.55*

6.53*

6.07*

5.06*

ORN

39.78

16.06**

10.29**

8.67**

8.65**

8.20**

7.18**

2.12

a S=Self-referent Task; 0=0ther-referent

b R=Recalled; NR=Nonrecalled

c Y=Yes-rated; N=No-rated
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can be made extremely quickly, and do not result in a subsequent

decrement in memory performance. This pattern of findings is

congruent with earlier research (Rogers et al., 1977; Kuiper &

Rogers, in press) which has shown a consistent trend for Yes rated

words to have higher recall levels than No rated words. When

considered together, these sets of data suggest that self-descriptive

words, or those which "fit" with the self-prototype, produce even

stronger and more elaborate memory traces.

In summary, the findings for the self-referent task offer a

fourth independent replication of a schema-like pattern of results

for the rating time and recall analysis. Two studies in previous

research (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiments 2 & 3), and

Experiment 1 in the present series have all indicated that recalled

words do not require significantly longer rating times than non-

recalled words. The present study offers even stronger evidence

for the self as a prototype notion, by revealing that Yes rated

recalled words have significantly shorter judgment latencies than

nonrecalled words.

The overall pattern of results for the known other task does

not support a specific schema interpretation. Instead of the

presence of an efficient and organized cognitive structure, it

appears that subjects are basing decisions on specific behavioural

exemplars. The longer rating times for Yes and No Recalled words

supports a "pre-consolidation" hypothesis. In this interpretation

it was proposed that an abstraction of the stored information

about the known other into a general trait format has not yet
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occurred. Thus, the longer rating times reflect the additional time

required for this process.

The present findings supporting a "pre-consolidation" hypothesis

for the known other have important bearing on the predictions con-

cerning the pattern of rating times, when plotted as a function of

the Degree of Self-reference of the adjective. In the introduction,

it was proposed that a necessary pre-requisite for a predicted

linear effect was the initial establishment of a non-schema pattern

of results for the known other in the rating time and recall data.

Since this pattern obtained, it can be predicted that the known

other will not display the prototypical "inverted-U effect" for

rating times, when sorted according to degree of prototypicality.

Rating Times and Degree of Self-reference

The usual sorting procedure was used to categorize each subject's

rating times for the two tasks into four Degrees of Self-reference.

Mean self-ratings were also caculated for each of the 8 cells in

this 2(Rating Task) X 4(Degree of Self-reference) matrix. An

analysis of variance on these self-ratings revealed only the

expected main effect of Degree of Self-reference, £ (3,33) = 320.36,

£ < .001. For this main effect the mean self-ratings from Low to

High were 1.99, 4.57, 6.10, and 7.86 respectively. A post-hoc

Newman-Keuls test showed that all possible comparisons between these

means were significant at jj's < .01.

The mean rating times for each task as a function of Degree of

Self-reference are shown in Figure 6. Inspection of this figure

clearly reveals an "inverted-U effect", but only for the self-
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referent task. Rating times for the known other did not vary syst-

ematically as a function of Degree of Self-reference. An analysis

of variance of these data (Table 24) indicated that this predicted

interaction between Rating Task and Degree of Self-reference was

significant, F_ (2,33) = 3.72, £ < .025. The analysis also revealed

that both main effects were significant. Rating times concerning

the self were shorter than known other judgments, £ 0»11) = 8.46,

£ < .025; and decisions concerning more extreme adjective (High or

Low) were faster than medium (Low-middle and High-middle), £ (3,33)

= 8.03, £ < .001. However, these main effects are clearly qualified

by the obtained interaction. A Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 25) on

the data points comprising this interaction determined that all

possible comparisons within the known other task were nonsignificant.

For the self-referent task a different pattern emerged. Two compar-

isons were nonsignificant (Low versus High), while the remaining were

significant at either £ < .05 (Low versus Low-middle) or £ < .01

(High-middle versus High). This pattern clearly indicates the

presence of the "inverted-U effect" used to infer the involvement

of a prototype (Rosch & Mervis, 1975; Schnur, 1977). The self-

prototype facilitates judgments concerning extremely prototypical

adjectives, and results in a rating time savings. However, this

savings does not extend to include judgments about a known other.

This lack of savings is attributed to the necessity of abstracting

the appropriate specific information concerning the known other into

a general trait form. This abstraction process requires additional

time, and ultimately results in the absence of an "inverted-U effect"
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Table 24

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task and Degree of Self-reference

for Experiment 2

Source SS_ df MS_ £ £

Rating Task 1.61 1 1.61 8.46 .025

Rating Task x Subjects 2.09 11 .19

Degree of Self-reference 6.28 3 2.09 8.03 .001

Degree of Self-reference 8.60 33 .26
x Subjects

Rating Task x Degree of 4.51 2 1.50 3.72 .025
Self-reference

Rating Task x Degree of Self- 13.39 33 .40
reference x Subjects
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Table 25

Newman-Keuls: Rating Time as a function of Rating Task and

Degree of Self-reference for Experiment 2

S4ab SI 04

Treatment Sums 22.17 26.19 31.81

S4 4.02 9.64

SI 5.62

04

03

01

02

S3

* £<.05

** £<.01

03

32.66

10.48

6.47

.85

a S=Self-referent Task; 0=0ther-referent

b l=Low Degree of Self-reference; 2=Low-middle;
3=High-middle; 4=High
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Table 25 (Continued)

Treatment Sums

S4

SI

04

03

01

02

S3

01

32.96

10.79*

6.78

1.15

.31

02

33.52

11.36*

7.33

1.72

.86

.56

S3

34.37

12.20**

8.18

2.57

1.72

1.41

.85

S2

35.79

13.62**

9.89*

3.97

3.13

2.82

2.26

1.41

* £<.05

** JJ<.01

a S=Self-referent Task; 0=0ther-referent

b l=Low Degree of Self-reference; 2=Low-middle;
3=High-middle; 4=High
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for known other-referent processing.

In summary, the present data offer further support for the

"pre-consolidation" hypothesis advanced in Experiment 1. Using a

different known other, at a comparable level of familiarity, it was

found that the effects attributed to "pre-consolidation" were repli-

cable. These effects included longer rating times for Yes & No

recalled words, and the lack of an inverted-U when rating times were

categorized according to Degree of Self-reference. Both findings

were hypothesized to involve a search and conversion process, in

which specific exemplars or scripts are abstracted into the appropr-

iate summary trait labels.

The known other findings from the present experiment (and Experi-

ment 1) further hint that the general model of other processing, as

advanced in Chapter 3, may be a bit too simplistic. In this model

it was proposed that the only critical distinction lies between

unknown and known other processing. The former involves a relatively

inefficient effort strategy, whereas the latter makes use of a more

efficient specific cognitive structure. However, the present data

for known other judgments do not support an efficient schema inter-

pretation. But then, at the same time, they do permit a distinction

to be drawn between the unknown and known other conditions. This

pattern indicates a definite need to further subdivide the known

other condition into at least two levels of familiarity. The known

others tapped in Experiments 1 and 2 might be thought of as being

at a low level of familiarity. These people might be conceived of

as "casual acquaintances," and as such, would be in the "pre-
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consolidation" phase. While the processing of personal information

about these individuals differs from complete strangers, it is still

not akin to the type of processing specified for known others in the

original formulation of the model. To find evidence for this type

of processing it may be necessary to employ known others at a much

higher level of familiarity. These people might be close family

members or best friends. Regardless of this distinction, they would

be "well-known," as opposed to just "known." This implies they

would also be in the "post-consolidation" phase, rather than in the

"pre-consolidation" phase. Thus, it may be possible that the facil-

itating effects attributable to the involvement of a specific cog-

nitive structure emerge only in the "well-known" case, instead of

simply at the "known" other level.

This possibility is explored in the final experiment in the

present series by having people make personality judgments about

well-known others (and themselves). If a schema-like pattern of

results emerge for these ratings, it would indicate that the model

of other processing must be suitably revised to take into account

various specific levels of familiarity.
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Experiment 3

The first two experiments in the present series have revealed

that the rating times for judgments about the self, and an unknown

other, display an "inverted-U effect." This effect was attributed

to the involvement of the self as a cognitive prototype in both tasks.

These studies have also indicated the absence of the prototypical

"inverted-U effect" for judgments concerning an individual known

previously to the perceiver. This finding might be considered robust,

as it has been demonstrated with two separate subject samples, and

different known others. It has been suggested this lack of an

"inverted-U effect" for known other rating times can be attributed

to changes in the processing of information about another person,

as familiarity increases.

When required to make personality judgments about an unknown

other, the perceiver must rely to a large extent on such available

cues as context, physical appearance, dress, and the small sample

of behaviors exhibited by the other in the setting (Fiske & Cox, in

press; Jones & Gerard, 1967; Secord & Backman, 1974). This emphasis

on present situational cues reflects the lack of specific information

about that person. However, as the other person becomes more

familiar, the perceiver has increasing opportunity to observe the

other in a number of situations. This results in the accumulation

of a number of specific behavioral exemplars or scripts about that

person. When required to make personality judgments about a known

other, the perceiver can draw from this information stored in memory.

Since this information has not yet been consolidated or summarized

into more economical trait labels, the act of making a general
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dispositional judgment first requires an abstraction process. Specific

information stored in memory is searched, selected, and converted to a

trait label. The additional time necessary for this process is

reflected in the lack of rating time savings for extremely prototypical

adjectives.

While the preceding explanation can account for the observed

changes across the unknown and known levels of familiarity, there is

still insufficient evidence to warrant the full acceptance of a "pre-

consol idation" hypothesis. In addition, it is necessary to demonstrate

that ratings concerning an individual past the "pre-consolidation"

phase would yield a predictable "post-consolidation" pattern of

results. This demonstration would offer stronger empirical support for

the proposed model of other processing. Since the "pre-consolidation"

phase is presumed to be one aspect of this model, the demonstration

would also lend further credence to the existence of this earlier

phase.

All of the known others employed thus far have been considered

to be at a level of familiarity prior to the consolidation or

abstraction process. This implies that yet a third level of familiarity

must be examined. Individuals well-known to the perceiver would be in

a "post-consolidation" phase. At this level, an abstraction process

would have already occurred. Information about this individual would

be stored in a generalized trait format, since the accumulation of

specific information would have already passed the point where it was

manageable (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Fiske & Cox, in press; Kuiper &

Rogers, in press). Thus, an efficient and specific cognitive structure

would develop for the "post-consolidation" individual. This structure
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serves two inter-related purposes. First, it a l lows for "cognit ive

economy in memory storage" (Cantor & M i s c h e l , 1977). Second, it

faci l i ta tes the e f f ic ien t processing of personal informat ion pe r t a in ing

to that person. This latter effect suggests that personal i ty judgments

about a "post-consolidation" i n d i v i d u a l w i l l y ie ld a certain predict-

able pattern of results in the rating task paradigm.

The present experiment was designed to offer such an empir ical

test. Us ing the same general paradigm as employed in earlier studies,

subjects made personality judgments about a wel l -known other, and the

se l f . The analysis of f ind ings from the wel l -known other task w i l l

permit an assessment of the notion that a consolidation or abstraction

process occurs, as the level of f ami l i a r i t y is increased. This

proposal w i l l be tested by de r iv ing several specific predictions for

the pattern of results for the wel l -known other condi t ion . These

predictions are a l l predicated on the assumption that wel l -known

other processing does indeed invo lve a specif ic and eff ic ient cognit ive

structure.

In the analys is of ra t ing time and recall it is predicted that

recalled words for the wel l -known other w i l l not have s i g n i f i c a n t l y

longer rating times than nonrecal led words. This prediction is based

on the assumption that a specific cognit ive organization exists for the

wel l -known other. The presence of this organizat ion would facil i tate

personality judgments about the wel l -known other, since the required

informat ion is already in a trait form. This would result in the

qu ick and e f f ic ien t processing of in format ion , wi thout a decrement in

recall performance. Since an identical pattern of results is a lso

predicted for the self-referent task, it is possible that the predicted
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effects will be revealed by the absence of a significant three-way

interaction between the Rating Task, Recall, and Rating Factors.

Instead, it may emerge in the form of a two-way interaction involving

the recall factor. For example, it is possible that Yes-rated recalled

words for both tasks would require significantly less rating time than

nonrecalled Yes words. If, in addition, the No responses showed a

nonsignificant difference between recalled and nonrecalled words, a

significant two-way interaction between Rating (Yes/No) and Recall

would obtain.

The predicted pattern of results for the rating times concerning

a well-known other, when plotted as a function of Degree of Self-

reference, is contingent upon several factors. First, the analysis

of rating time and recall must offer evidence consistent with an

efficient schema-based interpretation. This would then suggest that

a specific cognitive organization is present for that person, and

abstraction has already occurred. Second, a prediction can only be

made after a further consideration of the possible mechanisms or

cognitive structures which may be involved in guiding this abstraction

process. For example, it may be possible that the perceiver's own

view of self is active in the summarizing of available information

about another person. The self is a cognitive structure that has

evolved to help summarize available self-related information. This

means that it serves the same function as the abstraction process

involved with other people. It is quite possible then, that summaries

of information about other people are bound up with the perceiver's

own view of self (Kuiper & Rogers, in press).

The proposal that the self is involved in the development of
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a cognitive representation for another person has received some indirect

theoretical consideration, and empirical support. Snygg and Coombs

(1959) have suggested that the self is the reference point for the

processing of all information. With respect to the processing of

information about others, they suggest that "people are not really

fat, unless they are fatter than we are" (Snygg & Coombs, 1959, p. 145).

Comparisons of others to the self also form the keystone of Festinger's

(1954) "social comparison" theory, and Jone's and Gerard's (1967)

"comparative appraisal" theory of self-development. In sum, all of

these theorists suggest that the self functions like a fixed cognitive

reference point, in the processing of information about others.

Empirical evidence compatible with the above notion has been

obtained in research on the "self-based consensus" for causal

attributions (Hansen & Donoghue, 1977; Ross, 1977; Ross, Greene, &

House, 1977). This research, outlined previously, indicated that

perceivers base population performance and their causal attributions

about others on their own behaviorial choices, while ignoring sample-

based evidence (Heider, 1958).

Additional indirect support for the proposal that the self is

an important aspect in the development of a cognitive organization for

another person comes from several studies concerning free description

protocols of known others (Hastorf et al., 1958; Lemon & Warren, 1974;

Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). These studies, which were also reviewed

earlier, revealed that the observer's own view of self played a

prominent role in the choice of categories or dimensions for describing

well-known others.

Overall, these two lines of research indicate that the self may
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serve as a cognitive reference point for our judgments, descriptions,

and evaluations about other people. Since this research has demon-

strated that the self is important in these aspects of other-referent

processing, it is also quite possible that the self may be influential

in the formation of a cognitive organization or structure for others.

The self-prototype may function to guide the abstraction process

whereby specific information concerning the other is summarized. The

initial step in this process would be the collection and retention of

specific behaviorial exemplars along dimensions or traits which are

self-relevant. Information pertaining to terms which are extremely

like or unlike the perceiver's own view of self would have a higher

tendency of being retained. This would result in the buildup of self-

relevant information about the other. The lack of a rating times

"savings" for the known others in the first two experiments in this

series might be considered as preliminary evidence supporting this

proposal. In this case, the lack of an inverted-U suggests that

larger amounts of specific information are accumulated for the extremely

prototypical terms in the self. However, once this information load

has become too complex and unmanageable, an abstraction or summarization

process must occur. If this process is guided by the self-prototype,

abstraction may be limited primarily to the categories of information

which are of principal concern to the self. In other words, abstraction

may occur only for extremely prototypical terms (High or Low). When

rating times for a well-known other are sorted according to degree of

prototypicality, an inverted-U shaped function may result. This

predicted pattern would reflect the savings in rating time resulting

from the prior completion of the abstraction process (i.e., search and
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conversion) required for generalized personality judgments.

In review, the major purpose of the present study is twofold.

First, it will provide data concerning the postulated change in other

processing, as a function of increasing familiarity. If the rating

time and recall data pertaining to a well-known other show a schema-

like pattern of results, then the proposal that a specific cognitive

organization develops for a well-known other will be supported.

Second, the study will also test the notion that the self-prototype

guides the abstraction process which terminates in an efficient

cognitive organization for the well-known other. Evidence supporting

this proposal would indicate an "inverted-U effect" for rating times

concerning judgments about a well-known other. Since it is also

expected that the self-referent judgments will produce an "inverted-U

effect," the analysis of rating times should reveal a significant

main effect of Degree of Self-reference.

Method

Overview

All aspects of this study were identical to Experiment 2, except

for changes relating to the use of a well-known other rather than a

known other. Prior to being read instructions for the self-referent

and well-known other rating tasks, a standard selection procedure was

employed with each subject, in order to determine the well-known other

that would be rated. The form of the cue question for the well-known

other task was contingent upon the sex of the selected well-known other.

For males the cue question was of the form "Describes him?," whereas

for females it was "Describes her?"
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Experimenter

All subjects were run by the same male psychology graduate student

employed in Experiment 1.

Hell-Known Others

A standard selection procedure was used with each subject to

determine the well-known other which would be employed in the ratings.

This selection procedure consisted of several steps. In the first

step subjects were given a piece of paper and were asked to:

"write down the names of at least five people that you know
very well, and are currently important in your life. These
people can be family members, best friends, or anyone else
that you feel you know quite well. Please do not include
anyone in this list that you have known for less than three
months."

The second step consisted of subjects estimating how much time per

week, over the past three months, had been spent with each person on

the list just generated. In the final step, subjects made a

familiarity rating for each person. A 7-point rating scale with the

end points of "Extremely Well" (1) and "Moderately Well" (7) was used

for this purpose. The well-known other rated in the study was

selected on the basis of these familiarity ratings. The person with

the highest familiarity rating was chosen. If any ties ensued, the

second selection criterion of estimated hours per week was also employed.

In this case, the well-known other with the highest familiarity rating

and the highest hour estimate was selected.

Subjects

Eighteen undergraduate volunteers (9 female) served as subjects.

Each was paid $1.50 for participation. Their mean age was 20.8, with

a range from 19 to 24.
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Results and Discussion

Composition of Well-known Other Group and Familiarity Ratings

The selection procedure employed resulted in a relatively

heterogeneous sample of well-known others, with 8 being family

members (mother, father, brother, wife) and 10 being nonrelatives.

All of the nonrelatives fell under the "best friend" category, with

6 being male, and 4 being female. Overall, 8 of the well-known others

were female, while 10 were male. Complete details concerning the well-

known others are presented in Appendix F. This Appendix includes such

factors as age, sex, years known, estimated hours per week spent with,

and relationship to the subject. These details are presented separately

for the male and female subjects.

The mean rating on the 7-point familiarity scale, across subjects,

was 1.44, with a standard deviation of .98. This finding indicates

that, as expected, the others rated in the study were "extremely well"

known. Subjects also rated the well-known other on the same 9-point

rating scale used in the earlier studies. Results indicated a mean

rating of 1.38, with a very small standard deviation ( .5 ) . In terms of

the anchor points used on this scale, the obtained rating suggested that

subjects knew the well-known others "As well as a best friend." This

finding was expected, and is in marked contrast to the level of famili-

arity for the known others in Experiments 1 and 2. Separate t-tests

were performed to compare the present mean rating to the earlier ratings.

For Experiment 1, t(40) = 19.32, £<.001, indicating that the known other

rating of 6.41 was significantly less than the present rating. Similari-

ly, the 5.83 mean rating of Experiment 2 was also significantly less

than the present rating, t_ (28) = 20.01, jx.OOl. These differences
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support the proposal that the present sample of others is significantly

more familiar or "well-known" than the earlier samples. This finding

is important, as it meets the initial requirement for a further investi-

gation of the "post-consolidation" hypothesis.

Rating Time and Recall

The major purpose of the rating time and recall analysis was to

establish if a schema-like pattern of results would obtain for the

well-known other condition. The rating times for each subject were

sorted into the usual Rating Task x Recall x Rating matrix. The two

empty cells in the resulting matrices were filled with the appropriate

mean values (Self-referent and Well-Known Other Recalled No). Mean

rating times across all subjects are presented in Figure 7. Preliminary

inspection of this figure suggests that both the well-known other and

self-referent ratings are schema-based. For the Yes ratings, the

recalled words for both tasks appeared to have rating times approximately

700 msec faster than nonrecalled words. In the case of No ratings, a

"cross-over" effect was evident. Recalled words had shorter latencies,

but only for the well-known other task. In the case of sel f-reference,

the opposite pattern obtained. For the self-referent ratings the

overall pattern is consistent with earlier findings (Kuiper & Rogers, in

press, Experiment 3; Experiments 1 and 2 in the present series).

This suggests the prototypical effects associated with the self are
i

more pronounced for Yes-rated words, or those which "fit" into the

self-prototype. For the well-known other task, the documented pattern

supports the proposal that a specific cognitive structure does develop

for individuals well-known to the perceiver. This structure functions

to facilitate both Yes and No personality judgments about another, and
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thus results in faster rating times for the recalled adjectives in both

these categories. Overall, the Yes-No differences between the two

tasks, for recalled and nonrecalled rating times, hints at the possibili-

ty of a significant three-way interaction. However, an analysis of

variance of these data (Table 26) revealed that this triple interaction

failed to reach significance, £ (1,17) = 1.59, ns. Instead, it appears

that the effects just discussed emerged in the form of significant

two-way interactions. Specifically, the analysis of variance

indicated that the predicted interaction between the Rating and Recall

factors was significant, £ (1,17) = 6.85, jx.025. The mean rating

times comprising this interaction are presented in Figure 8. A

Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 27) revealed that Yes rated recalled

responses, collapsed over tasks, required significantly less rating

time than nonrecalled Yes responses (_p_<.01). For the No-ratings the

same comparison produced a nonsignificant difference. This pattern of

comparisons is compatible with an efficient schema-based interpretation

for both tasks. It suggests that the facilitating effects of a self-

prototype, and a specific cognitive structure representing a well-

known other, are even more pronounced for Yes-rated words.

Unexpectedly, the analysis of variance also indicated that the

Rating Task by Recall interaction was significant, £ (1,17) = 7.29,

£<.025. The mean rating times for this interaction are plotted in

Figure 9. This figure indicates that rating times for recalled words

in both tasks were shorter than nonrecalled words. However, a follow-

up Newman-Keuls analysis (Table 28) revealed that this difference was

only significant for well-known other ratings (£<.01). On the one

hand, this pattern seems to indicate that the specific cognitive
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Table 26

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a

function of Rating Task, Recall, and Rating

for Experiment 3

Source SS_ df MS_ F. £

Rating Task 5.52 1 5.52 9.28 .01.

Rating Task x Subjects 10.11 17 .59

Recall 4.64 1 4.64 3.47 ns

Recall x Subjects 22.75 17 1.33

Rating • 5.64 1 5.64 3.41 ns

Rating x Subjects 28.12 17 1.65

Rating Task x Recall 2.14 1 2.14 7.29 .025

Rating Task x Recall x Subjects 4.99 17 .29

Rating Task x Rating 3.59 1 3.59 4.40 (.10)

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects 13.88 17 .81

Recall x Rating 4.37 1 4.37 6.85 .025

Recall x Rating x Subjects 10.84 17 .63

Rating Task x Recall x Rating 1.09 1 1.09 1.59 ns

Rating Task x Recall x Rating 11.61 17 .68
x Subjects
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Table 27

Newman-Keuls: Rating Times as a function of Rating

and Recall for Experiment 3

Treatment Sums

Recall ed-
Yes

79.41

Nonrecalled-
Yes

104.90

Recall ed-
No

106.20

Nonrecalled
No

106.59

Recalled-Yes

Nonrecalled-Yes

Recalled-No

25.49** 26.79**

1.30

27.18**

1.69

.39

** £<.01
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Newman-Keuls: Rating Times as a function of Rating Task

and Recall for Experiment 3

174

Treatment Sums

Other-Recalled

Other-Nonrecalled

Self-Recalled

Other- Other- Self- Self-
Recalled Nonrecalled Recalled Nonrecalled

81.36 103.06

21.70**

104.25

22.89**

1 .19

108.39

27.03**

5.33

4.14

**
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structure or organization representing a well-known other may be an

even more efficient processor of information than the self-prototype.

On the other hand, it may primarily be an artifact of collapsing over

the Rating (Yes/No) variable. While the three-way interaction was

nonsignificant, it did reveal different trends for the two tasks, when

plotting recalled and nonrecalled words separately for Yes and No

decisions. Times for recalled words were longer than nonrecalled

words only in the case of Self-Referent No decisions. This longer

rating time would inflate the overall average for self-referent

recalled times, and result in a situation where rating times for

recalled words in this condition would not differ significantly from

times for nonrecalled words. This would ultimately result in the

observed interaction between Rating Task and Recall. Furthermore, the

hint of a three-way interaction may also be responsible for the

marginally significant interaction between Rating and Rating Task,

£ (1,17) = 4.40 £<.10. Mean rating times concerning this interaction

are shown in Table 29. A post-hoc test indicated that No-rated

Self-referent adjectives required significantly longer rating times

than any of the three remaining conditions (£'s<.01). This effect

might again be attributed to the excessively long rating times for

No-rated Sel f-referent Recalled words. This would result in longer

rating times for No-rated Sel f-referent words, when compared to the

remaining cells in this interaction.

In summary, the analysis of rating time and recall data does

offer support for the proposal that a specific cognitive organization

or structure develops for a well-known other. The data also supports

the conclusion that the self is involved as a schema or prototype in
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Table 29

Mean Rating Time (msec) as a function of

Rating Task and Rating for Experiment 3

Rating Task

Rating Self Well-Known Other

Yes 2598 2522

No 3310 2602
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self-referent judgments. Both of these proposals are supported most

clearly by the significant interaction between Recall and Rating.

This interaction indicated that Yes recalled words, collapsed across

tasks, had faster judgment latencies than nonrecalled adjectives in

the same category. For No judgments the difference between Recalled

and Nonrecalled words was nonsignificant. This pattern suggested that

the schema properties attributed to a cognitive organization emerge

to a greater extent for adjectives compatible with the perceiver's own

view of self, or of the well-known other being rated.

The evidence suggesting the presence of a specific cognitive

organization or structure for a well-known other also supports the

proposal that an abstraction process has occurred. Therefore, the

next step in the present investigation is to determine if the self-

prototype guides this process. This investigation considers rating

times, as a function of Degree of Sel f-reference, for both the well-

known other and self-referent tasks.

Rating Times and Degree of Self-reference

Each subject's rating times for the two tasks were categorized

into four Degrees of Self-reference via the same sorting procedure

employed in the previous experiments. As a check on this procedure the

mean self ratings were calculated for each task at each Degree of Self-

reference. An analysis of variance on these self-ratings revealed

only the expected main effect of Degree of Self-reference, £ (3,51)

= 341.79, £< .001. The four means in this main effect were 2.35, 4.61,

6.71, and 8.03; from Low to High respectively. A post-hoc Newman-

Keuls test indicated that all possible comparisons concerning these

means were significant at £'s<.01.
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The mean rating times for each task at the four Degrees of Self-

reference are shown in Figure 10. Inspection of this figure indicates

that the more extreme adjectives (Low and High) had much shorter rating

times than the medium adjectives (Low-middle, High-middle). This

"inverted-U effect" for both tasks suggests the presence of the

predicted main effect of Degree of Self-reference. An analysis of

variance of these data (Table 30) confirmed this suggestion, as this

main effect was indeed highly significant, £ (3,51) = 22.57, £<.001.

The failure of the Rating Task factor to contribute any significant

sources of variance implies that the Self-referent and Well-known

other tasks are indistinguisable when their rating times are analyzed

in this fashion. Accordingly, a Newman-Keuls analysis was performed

on the four data points comprising the significant main effect (Table

31). This post-hoc analysis revealed that only the Low versus High

comparison was nonsignificant. All possible remaining comparisons were

significant at j3 's<.05 or better. This pattern of comparisons supports

the predicted "inverted-U effect," and thus has theoretical implications

for both types of ratings. For the self-referent task, these results

are yet another demonstration of self-involvement in the form of a

schema or prototype. This involvement facilitates judgments concerning

extremely prototypical adjectives. For the well-known other task, the

"inverted-U effect" might be considered as evidence supporting the

proposal that the self is also involved in the processing of information

about others. In this case, it seems that the self-prototype has

guided the abstraction process whereby specific information concerning

a well-known other is summarized. The basis for this statement is the

demonstrated savings in rating times for personality judgments about a
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Table 30

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Rating Time as a function

of Rating Task and Degree of Self-reference

for Experiment 3

Source SS_ df MS. F £

Rating Task .8320 1 .8320 1.99 ns

Rating Task x Subjects 7.1010 17 .4177

Degree of Self-reference 57.78 3 19.26 22.57 .001

Degree of Self-reference 43.51 51 .85
x Subjects

Rating Task x Degree of 1.50 3 .50 1.42 ns
Self-reference

Rating Task x Degree of 17.95 51 .35
Self-reference x Subjects
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Table 31

Newman-Keuis: Rating Time as a function of Degree

of Self-reference for Experiment 3

Treatment Sums

High

Low

High-middle

High Low

73.51 89.13

15.62

High-middle

107.49

33.98**

18.36*

Low-middle

134.78

61 .27**

45.65**

27.29**

* £<.05
** <
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well-known other, along dimensions or traits which are extremely self-

relevant. From this savings it might be inferred that an abstraction

process has already occurred for the categories of information of

primary concern to the perceiver's own view of self. This means that

the summarization of available specific information about a well-known

other may be restricted primarily to self-relevant terms. These terms

would either be extremely like or unlike the self. Since abstraction

has already occurred for these extreme terms, additional time would

not be required for personality judgments about these terms. The

prior completion of the search and conversion components of the

abstraction or summarization process would facilitate these particular

judgments, as the information is already stored in a form compatible

with the generalized format required by the decision. Ultimately,

this prior abstraction for extremely prototypical terms would be

reflected in the obtained savings for Low and High rating times.

The present well-known other finding also addresses itself to

earlier data concerning known others. It was suggested that the lack

of an "inverted-U effect" for known other rating times might be

attributed to the accumulation of specific behaviorial exemplars

concerning self-relevant terms. Since this available information had

not yet been summarized, it resulted in the lack of a rating time

savings for extreme judgments. While such a "pre-consolidation"

hypothesis could account for the known other data, these findings

alone were insufficient to warrant full acceptance of the hypothesis.

It was also necessary to demonstrate that an even more familiar

other would display a pattern of results indicative of the abstraction

process postulated to terminate the "pre-consolidation" phase. This
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demonstration would offer a stronger empirical test of the proposed

changes in other processing, as a function of increasing familiarity.

The present data offer such support by first of all indicating

that an efficient cognitive structure or organization has developed

for a well-known other (rating time and recall data). In addition,

the present findings indicated that the self-prototype may be

influential in guiding the abstraction process which is an integral

component of this development.

When considered at a more general level, the overall results

from the two analyses of rating times present little evidence to

distinguish between the processing of personal information about one's

self, and about a well-known other. Generally, the analysis of rating

time and recall indicated that self and well-known other processing

both appear to be schema-based. Similarity, an analysis of rating

times, at different Degrees of Self-reference, revealed the same

"inverted-U effect" for both tasks. This lack of differentiation

between the two tasks on both these measures raises the possibility

that self and well-known other processing are indistinguishable. In

turn, this re-introduces the "generalized person" argument, albeit in

a somewhat modified form. In its revised form, this argument would

propose that all processing of personal information about the self

and well-known others (i.e., "post-consolidation" individuals) is

handled by one common cognitive structure or schema. This interpreta-

tion does not require postulating the existence of both a cognitive

organization representing the well-known other, and a prototype for

the self. By eliminating the need for two separate cognitive structures,

the modified "generalized person" interpretation of the present data
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might be considered more parsimonious. As such, it must be refuted

if the original proposal is to be retained.

One possible means of resolving this potential ambiguity in

interpretation is by a further examination of the present data. This

examination will focus specifically on the levels of recall for both

tasks, as memory performance can be used to make various inferences

about the existence of cognitive structures (Bartlett, 1932; Rogers

et al., 1977).

Adjusted Recall

Proportion correct scores were derived for each subject.

These were calculated separately for the Yes and No ratings, for both

tasks. The mean adjusted recall figures for this analysis are

presented in Table 32. An examination of this table shows that

adjusted recall for the self-referent task was at a much higher level

than recall for the well-known other condition. A subsequent analysis

of variance of these data (Table 33) revealed that this was the only

interpretable effect, as the main effect of Rating Task was the sole

significant source of variance, £ (1,17) = 35.73, £<.001.

The recall difference between the two tasks offers evidence

contrary to the modified "generalized person" argument. If a single

common cognitive schema were responsible for both self and well-known

other processing, there would be no basis for predicting a recall

difference. Presumably, the involvement of this single schema would

have common effects across the two tasks. This would include the

quick and efficient processing of both types of information, and the

equivalent enhancement of recall performance for both tasks (Rogers et

al., 1977; Kuiper & Rogers, in press). Since the present paradigm did
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Table 32

Mean Adjusted Recall for Experiment 3

Rating Task

Rating

Yes

No

Mean

Self

.27

.23

.25

Well -Known Other

.14

.13

.14

Meai

.21

.18
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Table 33

Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Adjusted Recall as a

function of Rating Task and Rating for

Experiment 3

Source SS_ d_f MS_ £ £

Rating Task .2145 1 .2145 35.73 .001

Rating Task x Subjects .1020 17 .0060

Rating .0136 1 .0136 3.02 ns

Rating x Subjects .0765 17 .0045

Rating Task x Rating .0051 1 .0051 .38 ns

Rating Task x Rating x Subjects .2292 17 .0134
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not employ "shallow" rating tasks, this latter effect would emerge as

a nonsignificant difference in recall performance between the two tasks.

Yet, this was not the case. Instead, recall performance for the self-

referent task was superior to well-known other-referent recall. This

suggests the existence of separate cognitive organizations for process-

ing self-related information, and information pertaining to a well-known

other. The former case involves the self-prototype, whereas the

latter also involves an additional cognitive structure containing

summary information about that particular individual.

The present recall difference also has some implications for

the general depth of processing model (Craik & Lockhart, 1972; Craik &

Tulving, 1975). Earlier it was suggested that one of the possible

limitations of this model was the inability to predict recall perfor-

mance when certain combinations of "deep" tasks were presented to

subjects (i.e., the "overload" hypothesis for Experiment 1). The

present recall pattern suggests yet another possible limitation, namely,

that more attention should be given to the "retrieval environment"

(Eysenck, 1978; Morris, Bransford, & Franks, 1977; Moscovitch & Craik,

1976). In the depth of processing approach the traditional emphasis

has been placed on the nature of the processing during the encoding

phase. Memory performance is argued to be almost entirely determined

by the encoding operations performed on the to-be-remembered materials.

Extensive and elaborate semantic processing results in enhanced recall

performance, when compared to shallow encoding tasks such as structural

or phonemic ratings (Craik & Tulving, 1975).

In the present paradigm, it has been argued that personality

judgments about the self and others (well-known in this instance) both
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involve extensive and elaborate encoding (Bower & Karlin, 1974;

Kuiper & Rogers, in press). Yet, recall was inferior for the well-

known other task. It seems difficult to attribute this difference

to aspects of the encoding phase, as the present analyses failed to

reveal any substantive differences in the initial processing of

information. Both rating time analyses offered data to suggest that

well-organized cognitive structures were available to deal in an

efficient manner with input for both types of rating tasks. This

lack of any demonstrated difference during encoding seems to force

attention on possible differences in the "retrieval environment" or

recall phase.

One of the postulated effects of a cognitive structure or

schema is that its presence during a recall task enhances memory

performance (Rogers et al., 1977). However, the present findings seem

to indicate that this particular effect may be quite contingent upon

the specific cognitive structure or schema that is involved. In other

words, the presence of a self-schema in the retrieval environment seems

to function as a very effective cue for the recall of adjectives rated

under the self-referent task. In contrast, the cognitive structure

representing the well-known other seems to have a minimal impact on

aiding other-referent recall. This implies that vf this cognitive

structure is active during the retrieval phase, it serves as a very

ineffectual cue for recall (Moscovitch & Craik, 1976).

Overall, this proposed interpretation of the recall difference

seems to indicate that the schema-like effects attributed to the

involvement of a cognitive structure can, in certain situations, be

isolated separately for encoding and retrieval stages. Whereas both
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rating tasks demonstrated schema-based patterns of results for encoding,

only the self-referent task continued to exhibit prototypical patterns

for recall. This proposed explanation further suggests that aspects of

the retrieval environment warrant a closer inspection than traditionally

received in the depth of processing literature (Eysenck, 1978).

To summarize, the present study has revealed two important

aspects concerning the processing of information about a well-known

other. First, it has offered empirical evidence which suggests that

this processing involves a specific cognitive structure consisting of

abstracted information about that person. While the processing of

self-referent judgments was also demonstrated to involve a cognitive

structure, further data in the present study permitted the rejection

of a modified version of the "generalized person" hypothesis. The

significant recall difference between the two tasks suggested that a

common person schema was not implicated for both types of processing.

Instead, it supported the original proposal that separate cognitive

structures are involved for each task. Second, empirical evidence

from the present study suggested that the self-prototype plays an

influential role in summarizing the available information about a well-

known other. When the number of specific behaviorial exemplars concern-

ing a known other becomes too cumbersome, a summarization or abstraction

process occurs. The "inverted-U effect" for present rating times

suggests this abstraction process is tied intimately to the perceiver's

own view of self. The data seem to indicate that abstraction is

limited primarily to dimensions or traits which are extremely self-

relevant or prototypical.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present series of five experiments offers consistent evid-

ence arguing for the proposal that the self should be considered as an

important agent in the processing of personal information about others.

In constructing this argument, it was found necessary to consider several

related issues. These included; (1) a further examination of the model

which casts the self as a cognitive prototype, (2) an assessment of the

differences in processing information about the self and about others,

and (3) the development of a model of other processing which could

account for the demonstrated changes across different levels of

familiarity.

Prior to discussing each of the above issues in greater detail,

a brief synopsis of the obtained results will be presented. This

will provide an overview, across all of the studies, of the major

findings pertaining to each issue.

Self-involvement in other processing was investigated by sorting

the rating times for other-referent judgments into different Degrees

of Self-reference. Ratings about either an unknown or well-known other

always revealed an "inverted-U effect." This finding indicated that

rating times for personality judgments concerning these types of

individuals are systematically related to the perceiver's own view of

self. It appears that there is a facilitation effect for personality

traits which are extremely like or unlike the self. However, this

effect did not appear for judgments relating to a known other. In

this case, a "savings" in rating times was not evident for extremely

self-referent terms. This lack of savings was attributed to various
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additional changes in the processes attending other-referent personality

judgments, as the ratee became more familiar.

The present studies also yielded information about these proposed

changes in other processing. The analyses of rating time and recall

data revealed substantive changes as the other-referent target became

more familiar. For unknown others, the pattern of results suggested

that the personality judgments did not involve an efficient and specific

cognitive structure or organization. Instead, the longer rating times

for recalled words indicated that memory performance was tied directly

to the amount of effort expended during encoding. However, as the

other person became more familiar, data accumulated to suggest that a

specific cognitive structure was developing for that person. For a

known other person, the rating time and recall data (in combination

with additional findings) supported the proposal that specific

information concerning the known other was now being retained in

memory. This information was postulated to be in a "pre-consolidation"

format, in which it was organized in terms of individual behavioral

exemplars, rather than summary trait labels. Because this available

information had not yet been summarized, it resulted in the demonstrated

lack of rating time savings for extremely prototypical adjectives.

When the other person became even more well-known, the rating time and

recall data suggested that a consolidation process had occurred.

Consolidation comes about because the accumulated specific information

about another person has reached a state of cognitive "overload." Thus,

the stored information is summarized in order to reduce the data proces-

sing load to a more manageable level. The significantly shorter rating

times for recalled words indicated that an efficient and organized
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cognitive structure was now implicated in other-referent processing.

This structure was postulated to develop via an abstraction process,

in which the specific information relating to another is summarized

into more general and economical trait labels. Since the self-

prototype was hypothesized to guide this abstraction process, rating

times about the well-known other also displayed a "savings" for more

extreme self-referent adjectives.

Overall, these findings supported the postulated model of other

processing advanced in earlier research (Kuiper and Rogers, in press).

In addition, they offer corroborative evidence for the proposal that

level of familiarity has an impact on both other processing, and the

specific form of self-involvement in that processing.

A final related issue examined in the present series of studies

was the notion that the self functions as a cognitive prototype.

Findings from the two sets of rating times analyses offered further

convergent evidence for this proposal. In the three main studies,

rating times for recalled words were never found to be significantly

longer than times for nonrecalled words. This finding is consistent

with the notion that self-referent judgments are facilitated by the

involvement of the self-prototype. Involvement of this prototype

resulted in the quick and efficient processing of personal information,

without any decrement in recall performance. Additional support for

this model was obtained from the rati-ng time analyses performed on all

five sets of data. These analyses indicated an "inverted-U effect"

for self-referent judgments, in all cases. Since this pattern has been

traditionally associated with the involvement of a prototype, it might

be considered as further support for the proposed model.
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In summary, the major focal point of concern in the present

investigation was upon self-involvement in other processing. Of

necessity, this investigation also required an examination of several

additional pertinent issues relating to the processing of personal

information about people. Only after considering the effects of

familiarity on other processing, and establishing that a prototypical

"inverted-U effect" obtained for self-referent judgments, was it

possible to systematically investigate the potential role of the self-

prototype in other-referent processing. Accordingly, these "background"

issues will be discussed prior to a further discussion of the findings

relating to self-involvement in other processing. The first of these

issues concerns the need to differentiate processing of information

about the self from the processing of information about others.

Self-Other Differentiation

In the general introduction, it was suggested that an integral

component in the examination of self-involvement in other processing

was self-other differentiation. This type of differentiation is

required in order to refute a "generalized person" argument. In this

argument it was proposed that the processing of all personal information,

regardless of a self-other distinction, is handled by a single common

schema. Thus, a "generalized person schema" interpretation precludes

the necessity of postulating separate cognitive structures for self

and other processing. This proposal is contrary to the notion that

the self is a unique cognitive structure or prototype. As such, it

warrants serious consideration. If differences cannot be established

between self and other processing, than it would be futile to argue

for the involvement of the self, as a unique and separate cognitive
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prototype, in other processing. The basis for this latter type of

argument lies in the empirical demonstration that the processing of

information about the self differs, in some fashion, from the proces-

sing of information about others. Only after this pre-requisite has

been met, is it possible to pursue the potential form that self-

involvement in other processing may take.

The original demonstration of self-other differentiation was

provided in the Kuiper and Rogers (in press) series of experiments.

It was suggested that a "two-process" interpretation could account for

the obtained differences in the processing of information about

unknown others, and the self. The pattern of rating time and recall

findings for the unknown others in that series (Experiments 2 and 3)

supported an effort or study time hypothesis. The acceptance of this

hypothesis suggests that unknown other processing does not involve an

efficient specific cognitive structure formulated for that person.

In contrast, the same analysis for self-referent judgments did support

a schema-based interpretation. In this case, the findings indicated

that the self functioned as an efficient cognitive structure or proto-

type.

The present series of studies offer both a replication and an

extension of the "two-process" interpretation. The replication concerns

unknown other and self-referent judgments (Experiment 1), while the

extension pertains to changes in other-referent processing, as a

function of increasing familiarity (Experiments 1,2, and 3). This

replication and extension of self-other differentiation has two major

theoretical implications. First, the extension across different

levels of acquaintanceship necessitated the formulation of an explicit
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model of other processing. This model can be considered as an addition-

al pre-requisite to the examination of self-involvement in other

processing. It is first of all necessary to establish a theoretical

rational for changes in other processing, as a function of increasing

familiarity. Once a theoretical framework for these changes has been

established, it becomes possible to determine the nature of the inter-

face between the self-prototype and the processing of information about

individuals at varying degrees of familiarity. Second, the present

work on self-other differentiation offers a further opportunity to

extend and refine the model which casts the self as a cognitive

prototype. By comparing and contrasting self-referent processing

with other-referent processing (at different levels of familiarity),

additional knowledge concerning the functioning of the self as a

prototype can be amassed. The documentation of differences and

similarities in self and other-referent processing permits a further

assessment and refinement of the self as a prototype model.

Generally, the consideration of self-other differentiation can

be separated into two avenues of exploration. The first concerns the

model of other processing, whereas the second relates to the self as

a prototype model. Both avenues ultimately converge on the examination

of self-involvement in other processing. Because of the theoretical

importance of both, each will be considered separately, and in some

detail.

A Model of Other Processing - The Effects of Familiarity

The findings from the present series of studies demonstrate

that the processing of personal information about another is contingent

upon the degree of familiarity. Specifically, these experiments reveal
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the existence of at least three degrees or levels of familiarity.

These are; an unknown other, a known other, and a well-known other.

Respectively, these levels might be thought to roughly correspond to;

an initial meeting with a stranger, knowledge concerning a casual

acquaintance and information about a best friend. These latter two

stages might be differentiated on the basis of whether or not consoli-

dation of information had occurred. A known other is in the "pre-

consolidation" phase, whereas a well-known other is "post-consolidation."

In the former, accumulated information about that person is stored in

terms of specific behaviorial exemplars, whereas in the latter infor-

mation may be available in a more generalized trait format. This

shift occurs when stored information about another person reaches an

"overload" stage. An efficient cognitive structure then develops to

represent generalized information about that person. Functionally,

the formation of this organization serves to facilitate the processing

of information about individuals known to the perceiver.

While there are demonstrated empirical differences at each of

the three proposed levels of familiarity, a basic theoretical com-

munal ity exists across all levels. This is the concern with under-

standing the cognitive operations and/or structures which are presumed

to be involved in the processing of information about another. Since

they may vary somewhat with degree of familiarity, each level of

acquaintanceship will be discussed separately, in turn.

For an unknown other, it has commonly been assumed that an

efficient cognitive structure or organization of some sort is involved

in the processing of personal information about that person (Cantor &

Mischel, 1977; Ross, 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978). In the general
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introduction it was indicated that a consensus among researchers in the

field of person perception is that our judgments about such people

involve an implicit personality theory (Hastorf et al., 1970; Schneider,

1973). Since this schema prescribes the various relationships between

observable behaviors and personality characteristics, it functions to

facilitate the generation of inferred dispostions from actual acts or

behaviors (Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Hastorf et al., 1970; Jones et al .,

1971; Ross, 1977). However, data from the present series (Experiment

1 ) and an earlier series (Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Experiments 2

and 3) combine to seriously question the validity of the preceding

assumption. Across the four unknown others employed in these studies,

it was consistently found that rating times for recalled words were

significantly longer than times for nonrecalled words. Instead of

supporting an efficient schema interpretation, this highly replicable

finding points to a study time or rehearsal strategy (Keele, 1973;

Waugh & Norman, 1965). It appears that individuals utilize the

additional rating time to search out (and possibly even combine)

various sources of information about the unknown other. These

sources would aid in the making of a personality judgment about that

person. Each additional source would also serve to increment an

internal memory store, and thus result in a stronger memory trace.

The stronger memory trace would subsequently increase the probability

of recall for that particular characteristic or adjective.

The various forms of information which the perceiver might

employ in this task include such factors as behaviors exhibited in the

situation, physical appearance, social relationships, and personal

origins (Beach & Wertheimer, 1961; Fiske & Cox, in press; Secord &
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Backman, 1974). Because of the limited amount of information pertain-

ing to the unknown other, it is even possible that there may be some

recourse to the use of a cognitive structure, as suggested by person

perception researchers. For example, Hastorf et al., (1970, p. 44)

have proposed that:

"Implicit theories of personality in the form of
assumptions about which traits are related to one
another operate most strongly when the perceiver
faces an ambiguous person, one he does not know well.

On the other hand, when the perceiver is rating
people he knows something about, such stereotyped
inferences are modified to fit actual characteristics
of the other more closely."

While cognitive structures of the above sort may play some role

in unknown other-referent judgments, the present rating time findings

seem to suggest that their impact on the subsequent efficient process-

ing of personal information about another is minimal. Efficiency in

this sense refers to the ease or speed with which the information can

be processed. Since personality judgments for recalled words required

long rating times, the facilitation which could be attributed to the

involvement of an efficient schema was absent.

At a more general level, the lack of support for an efficient

schema interpretation for unknown other ratings emphasizes a basic

distinction between a content and process orientation towards research

in interpersonal perception. As stated in the general introduction,

much of the research on implicit personality theories has relied

extensively on a descriptive or content approach. While this approach

has mapped out the underlying factor structure of the perceiver's

implicit personality theory (Passini & Norman, 1966; Schneider, 1973;

Wiggins, 1973), it does not specifically focus on how this structure

is implicated in subsequent interactions with other people. However,
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the process orientation which characterizes the present mode of

research bears directly on this issue of involvement. Within the

constraints of the present paradigm, this process oriented research

has hinted that ratings about an unknown other do not appear to involve

an efficient cognitive structure as prescribed by implicit personality

theorists. Thus, there seems to be little evidence to warrant the

process assumption which was derived by implicit personality theorists

oriented towards a content approach. Of course, this lack of support

should not be interpreted as an immediate dismissal of the proposal

that a cognitive structure of sorts (i.e., implicit personality theory

or stereotype) is involved in our judgments about unknown others.

This conclusion would be premature, and would also unjustly dis-

regard the extensive line of research which has documented

the existence of such structures (Schneider, 1973). Rather, the

present findings suggest there is a need to refine the concept of an

implicit personality theory to fit within the framework of a process

orientation. This would imply a move away from the use of implicit

personality theories as a convient and vaguely defined heuristic

device to explain our perceptions of others (Ross, 1977). What is

required is a theoretical formulation which would specifically outline

the proposed effects of this presumed structure on interpersonal

perception. This approach would be more compatible with a process

orientation. As such, it would provide a more direct test of the

preceding proposal than has been previously offered in the traditional

content orientation towards interpersonal perception.

Returning to the model of other processing, it has been

suggested by Kuiper and Rogers (in press) that increasing familiarity
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with the target person results in changes in the actual mode of

processing. These changes are proposed to reflect the development

of a specific cognitive organization or structure representing that

particular individual. The first step in the development of this

structure is the accumulation of specific information about that

person. The type of information which could be gathered and retained

at this stage might range from socio-demographic background material

to specific behaviorial exemplars and displayed attitudes and interests.

Once this type of information has accumulated to the point were it

becomes unwieldy and unmanageable, a summarization process occurs.

This summarization marks the transition from "pre-" to "post-consoli-

dation," and occurs when the specific information stored in memory

has reached an "overload" point. The abstraction into more general

trait terms might be viewed as the second step in the development of

a cognitive structure for another person. In this step, the commun-

al ities in exhibited behaviors and attitudes are abstracted, and

become the stored elements in a cognitive structure or organization

about that person. This structure then functions as a data-reduction

mechanism, and permits for the efficient processing of personal

information about that person.

This proposed model has not been without some empirical

support. As indicated earlier, Kuiper and Rogers (in press) have

demonstrated that the recall deficit apparent with an unknown other

target in the experimenter-paced condition (Experiment 1), is not

apparent in the same paradigm when the target is known to subjects

(Experiments 4 and 5). This lack of a deficit suggests that a

specific cognitive structure has developed for a known other. The



201
presence of this structure was hypothesized to permit efficient process-

ing in the limited time available, without any subsequent decrement in

recall performance. Similarily, Fiske and Cox (in press) have shown

that descriptive protocols of strangers consist primarily of specific

behaviorial exemplars and physical attributes. More general summary

trait labels were found to emerge predominately in the descriptive

protocols for well-known others. Again, this pattern is consistent

with the notion that a specific cognitive structure develops as the

person becomes more familiar.

The findings from the three main studies in the present series

also offer empirical support for this proposed developmental

sequence. The findings for known others in Experiments 1 and 2 relate

to the first step in this sequence, whereas the results for a well-

known other pertain to the second step.

In the first two studies it was found that rating times for

recalled words in the known other condition were significantly longer

than times for nonrecalled words. From this pattern it was inferred

that subjects used an effort or rehearsal strategy during the

encoding or rating phase. The use of this strategy precludes the

assumption that an efficient cognitive structure has already developed

for a known other. In fact, the pattern of rating time and recall

findings for an unknown other (Experiment 1) was almost identical to

the known other pattern. Collapsing over the Rating (Yes/No) variable,

an analysis of variance of rating times for Experiment 1 revealed a

significant interaction between the Rating Task and Recall variables.

For both the unknown and known other tasks it was found that recalled

words had significantly longer rating times than nonrecalled words.



202
This similarity suggests that an effort or rehearsal strategy can be

applied to explain both sets of data. If one were to rely solely on

this measure, the lack of any major differences between the two

conditions would seem to force the conclusion that the state of affairs

associated with processing information about a known other is no

different than that associated with an unknown other. In other words,

this analysis alone does not lend much support to the proposed model

of other processing, which suggests there should be a build-up of

specific behaviorial information for a known other. In order to

provide support for this first step in the developmental sequence it

is necessary to concommitantly consider an additional analysis. This

analysis did reveal substantial differences between the two other

person conditions. In this analysis, rating times were plotted as a

function of the Degree of Self-reference of the adjectives. For an

unknown other, this analysis consistently revealed an "inverted-U"

shaped function. (Pilot Studies 1 and 2, Experiment 1). However,

for a known other, this "savings" in rating times for extremely self-

referent adjectives was not witnessed (Experiments 1 and 2). This

lack of savings might be considered as evidence consistent with the

notion that persons at this particular level of familiarity are at a

"pre-consolidation" phase. In this stage there would be a build-up

of specific behaviorial exemplars and information along dimensions

or traits which are of relevance to the perceiver. Because this

information has not yet been consolidated or abstracted, additional

rating time is required for judgments concerning the applicability

of these traits. This additional rating time is used to search,

select, and then abstract the specific stored information relevant
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In sum, the first two experiments in the present series offer

some further additional support for the model of other processing

advanced in earlier research (Kuiper & Rogers, in press). The findings

indicate that there may be an accumulation of specific information for

an individual known moderately well to the perceiver. This build-up

is postulated to be the first step in the formation of a cognitive

structure for that person.

Prior to considering the next step in the model, a few general

observations concerning this first step might be made. These obser-

vations are of both a methodological and theoretical nature.

With respect to the general methodology employed in investi-

gating other processing, the present research again underscores the

need for a convergence of multiple dependent measures to unravel the

complexities which seem inherent in this research. Kuiper and Rogers

(in press) have demonstrated this need in the context of determining

whether or not efficient schema were involved in both unknown and

self-referent judgments. In that particular case, a combination

rating time and recall measure was used to infer that an efficient

schema was involved only in the latter type of judgment.

The present series of experiments have extended this approach

even further. These studies have revealed that it may be necessary

to simultaneously consider the overall patterns of results from

several different analyses. Only by analyzing this convergence of

measures does it appear possible to determine the exact nature of

processing which transpires during the rating task. This point is

graphically illustrated by the findings from the known other condition.
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Results from the rating time and recall analysis only revealed that an

efficient cognitive schema did not appear to be involved in these

judgments. Since the same conclusion could be drawn from an identical

analysis for unknown others, this measure alone was not sufficient to

tap the proposed changes attributable to increasing familiarity. In

order to tap these changes, it was also necessary to consider rating

times for adjectives at different levels of self-reference. This

second analysis revealed changes in other processing, which were

compatible with the hypothesized model. Further, the proposed inter-

pretation (in terms of a buildup of specific information) was also

compatible with the results for a known other in the rating time and

recall analyses. If this individual is in a "pre-consolidation"

phase, then it would still be expected that recalled words would have

longer study times than nonrecalled words.

To briefly summarize, the use of multiple converging measures

in the present research seems to offer hope for untangling some of

the intricacies prevelant in research on the processing of personal

information. This triangulation of measures might be considered as

one aspect of the neomentalistic perspective (Paivio, 1975) adopted

by contemporary research on the self (Markus, 1977; Rogers et a!., 1977).

In the present situation this perspective resulted in a number of

empirical referents being employed to make theoretical inferences.

Findings from several types of analyses were combined to allow an

inference to be made about the exact nature of information stored in

memory concerning a "pre-consolidation" individual. Once the

nature of this information had been ascertained, it was also possible

to make further inferences about the processing of personal information
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A second general observation about the known other findings

might also be introjected at this point. In the original set of

predictions for a known other in Experiment 1, it was hypothesized

that a schema-like pattern of results would obtain. This prediction

was based on the model of other processing derived by Kuiper & Rogers

(in press). In its original format this model only differentiated

between an unknown other and a known other. It was proposed that a

specific cognitive structure existed for a known other, but not for

an unknown other. While the two step developmental sequence for a

specific cognitive structure was outlined in this model (i.e., the

build-up of information, and then its summarization), it was not

explicitly envisioned that these two aspects could be separated at an

empirical level. Yet, the present findings for a known other demon-

strate this to be the case. The "pre-consolidation" hypothesis used

to account for the patterns of findings for this individual indicates

that empirical referents for the first step in the consolidation

process can be established. These findings also suggest that the

original model, as presented in Kuiper & Rogers (in press), may be

too simplistic. Instead of proposing just two levels of familiarity,

it appears necessary to postulate at least three. The third level of

familiarity would encompass the "post-consolidation" or well-known

individual. At this level, the second aspect of the original model

becomes evident. This aspect is the formulation of an efficient

cognitive structure for representing and processing information about

that person.

Empirical evidence relating to this aspect of the model was
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obtained in the third and final experiment in the present series. The

analysis of rating times and recall in this study indicated that an

efficient cognitive structure representing the other person was impli-

cated in the processing of information about that person. It was

found that Yes-rated Recalled words had significantly shorter rating

times than Nonrecalled words. In the case of No-ratings, the differ-

ence in times between Recalled and Nonrecalled words was nonsignificant.

This pattern of results for well-known other processing is in marked

contrast to earlier findings. In Experiments 1 and 2 it was found

that recalled words had significantly longer rating times than non-

recalled words. This pattern obtained for ratings about both an

unknown and known other. It was used to infer that subjects employed

an effort or study-time strategy, and that a specific cognitive

structure (representative of the other) was not yet present. However,

the pattern for a well-known other indicated that a study-time inter-

pretation was no longer applicable. The shorter times for recalled

words might be considered as an indication that a specific schema or

structure is now involved in other processing. Stated differently,

these findings suggest that the others being rated in this study were

in the "post-consolidation" phase. The major feature of this stage is

that an abstraction or consolidation process has already occurred.

Because the amount of specific information about that individual has

reached a cognitive "overload" stage (i.e., too bulky & unwieldy), a

summarization process occurs. Information about the individual would

now be stored in a generalized trait format. This form of storage

would ensure two things. First, it would result in "cognitive economy"

in memory storage (Cantor & Mischel, 1977). Second, it would facilitate
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the efficient processing of personal information about that person.

This latter effect is evidenced in the rating time and recall analyses,

where recalled words did not require significantly longer rating times

than nonrecalled words.

Several features concerning this proposed cognitive structure

are of special interest. These will be mentioned briefly at this

point, and then considered in more detail in a later section. One

feature is that it appears that the self-prototype is very influential

in guiding the abstraction process which results in the transition

from a "pre-consolidation" to "post-consolidation" phase. A second

feature is the demonstration that the beneficial effects attributable

to the involvement of this cognitive schema or structure seem to be

restricted to the encoding phase. Specifically, the use of this

structure appears to facilitate personality judgments during the

rating task, but does not produce an elaborate or strong memory

trace. This restriction is revealed by the adjusted recall analysis,

which found that other-referent recall was significantly inferior to

recall for self-referent adjectives. This difference in the cognitive

organizations or schemas representing the self and a well-known other

suggests that it may be possible to isolate the effects attributable

to a schema, for the various stages in the encoding and retrieval

process.

At a more pragmatic level, this demonstrated difference fulfills

the requirement for self-other differentiation. As indicated previously,

differentiation counters a "generalized person argument," and thus

establishes the groundwork for a further examination of self-involvement

in other processing. In the present series, differentiation was
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evident at all three levels of familiarity. For an unknown and known

other the findings indicated that the processing of personal information

did not yet appear to involve an efficient other-referent cognitive

structure. This is in contrast to the efficient schema-based process-

ing of self-referent information. For a well-known other, differentia-

tion emerged in the recall phase. While initial encoding and processing

of both types of ratings (self and well-known others) appeared to be

schema-based, the further involvement of a schema in recall was

apparently limited to the self-referent condition.

In review, the results from the present experiments offer

empirical support for the model of other processing advanced in Kuiper

& Rogers (in press). In its slightly revised version, this model is

somewhat more complex than the original form. Instead of just two

levels of familiarity, the present experiments indicate a need for at

least three. These are; an unknown other, a known other, and a well-

known other. For an unknown other, processing of personal information

does not involve a specific cognitive structure for that person.

Instead, the perceiver appears to search out, and subsequently combine,

various sources of information which are deemed relevant to the making

of a personality judgment. For a known other, processing is based on

the specific information stored in memory about that individual. Since

this information is in a "pre-consolidation" or non-summarized format,

the processing is still relatively inefficient. However, for a well-

known other, processing is more efficient. This efficiency stems from

the prior completion of the summarization or abstraction process which

occurs when "overload" is encountered. In the "post-consolidation"

phase, the cognitive structure representing the other person is fully
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developed. Information contained in this structure is stored in terms

of summary trait labels.

Overall, this proposed model of other processing suggests that

familiarity is a critical aspect in the processing of information about

other people. The present findings indicate that there are substantive

differences in processing, as a function of the degree of acquaintance-

ship. These findings corroborate earlier scattered reports in the

personality and social psychology domain, which have hinted that

familiarity may have a powerful effect on how we judge, describe or

evaluate others (Fiske and Cox, in press; Jackson et al., 1973;

Koltuv, 1962; Nisbett et al., 1973; Norman and Goldberg, 1966; Taylor

and Koivumaki, 1976). The findings also suggest that any future work

in this domain must clearly specify the degree of familiarity of the

other-referent target. Because of the changes at different levels of

familiarity, a failure to do so would only serve to enhance the

difficulty of formulating a general explanatory system for understanding

how we process personal information concerning those about us.

In the present experiments familiarity was manipulated by the

use of various selection criteria, and/or the specification of certain

time constraints for the length of acquaintanceship. Rating scales of

familiarity were then employed as a check to ensure that the desired

level of familiarity was indeed being tapped. By using these

procedures, the experimental control which could be exercised over

the length and type of acquaintanceship decreased systematically, as

the familiarity level increased. For example, with an unknown other

it was possible to precisely control both the length of acquaintance-

ship, and the type of relationship or interaction. For a known other,
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some of this control was relinquished. In this case, it was possible

to specify a time constraint of approximately three months, and a

restriction that the major portion of the interactions with the known

other had occurred primarily in one type of setting. However, for a

well-known other, almost all experimenter control over length and

type of acquaintanceship was, of necessity, abandoned. While a

minimal time period of at least three months was specified, the

actual length of acquaintanceship ranged from a few years to over

twenty. In addition, a number of different types of relationships

were represented in the well-known other sample. These included

individuals in such varied roles as a father, mother, best friend,

or wife.

Generally, the procedures used to manipulate familiarity in

the present experiments represent but one possible means of defining

level of acquaintanceship. Future research in this area might begin

to map out the potential effects of some of the parameters which were

not systematically controlled for in the present series. For example,

in the case of well-known others, it may be of interest to determine

if the exact type of relationship between the perceiver and other has

an important bearing on information processing. Bourne (1978) has

suggested that this may be the case, with the type of relationship

(i.e., father-son, teacher-student) being as important as the length

of acquaintanceship.

Other areas of future research might focus on several related

issues. These might include a more rigorous investigation of what

exactly the term "familiarity" implies. The preliminary work reported

in the present series of studies used a relatively simplistic conception.
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This related primarily to the familiarity ratings obtained on two

"global" measures of familiarity Csee Appendix D for examples).

Future work might refine these measures to consider more specific

aspects of familiarity, which might be included in this global rating.

Another area of future research might consider the transition from

"pre-" to "post-consolidation." Here, questions relating to both the

other person and the perceiver might be generated. For example, are

there any restrictions in the type of other person for which consoli-

dation occurs? And, if there are restrictions how might these relate

to the perceiver1s own view of self? It might also be of interest to

determine the perceiver1s attitudes towards an individual prior to,

and then after consolidation. Perhaps the transistion marks the

first time when the perceiver would phenomenologically indicate that

he or she "really knew" the other person. The shift from "pre-" to

"post-consolidation" may also reflect the stage in other-referent

processing were many of the documented processing and memory biases

associated with the involvement of a cognitive schema first become

apparent. After consolidation, the perceiver may selectively ignore

any new input information about another which is irrelevant to the

constructed schema. The perceiver may even display a tendency to

reject information which is incongruent with the now established

other-referent cognitive structure (Bartlett, 1932; Gofer, 1976;

Markus, 1977; Neisser, 1976; Norman & Bobrow, 1976). If these types

of biases occur, they may sometimes produce detrimental consequences in

our interactions with others. In certain cases it is possible that

the cognitive structure we have developed for a familiar other may no

longer represent an adequate "frame" for interpreting and storing
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information about that person. Examples might include instances were

a well-known other has "out-grown" a long-standing and established

relationship with the perceiver (i.e., student to teacher or child to

parent). A failure on the part of the perceiver to correctly modify

his or her views of the other may reflect the continuing and pervasive

effects of the already established cognitive schema. Future research

might investigate several parameters which may be related to this

complex issue of schema modification and/or replacement. For example,

one parameter might concern the nature and amount of incongruent

information which must be presented to the perceiver before he or she

becomes willing to make basic changes in an existing other-referent

cognitive structure. Another parameter might relate to perceiver

characteristics, while yet a third may focus on the specific relation-

ship involved. Overall, this type of research may offer some insight

as to a possible cause for at least one fairly common occurrence in

interpersonal relations.

In sum, the present series of experiments might be viewed as

offering an initial demonstration that familiarity is a very important

aspect in other processing. These findings indicate that familiarity

level should be considered as the major underlying component in the

model of other processing. However, considerable research is still

required to further develop this proposed model.

The Self as a Cognitive Prototype

The second major aspect of self-other differentiation is that

it provides an opportunity to further refine the model of the self as

a prototype. The inclusion of a self-referent task in all of the

present studies permits a comparison of findings from this task with
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the findings from the other-referent tasks. By assessing the similari-

ties and differences between the two sets of findings, it is possible

to make further inferences concerning the applicability of the self as

a prototype model .

In the present research, this type of comparative strategy

consistently resulted in the accumulation of findings which supported

the self-prototype model. Comparisons across the different rating

tasks focused primarily on two types of analyses. These were the

rating time and recall analyses, and the adjusted recall analyses.

For the rating time and recall analyses, the findings for the

self-referent task were consistent with the pattern predicted by the

"two process" interpretation. Kuiper and Rogers (in press; Experiments

2 and 3) found that recalled words for a self-referent task had much

shorter rating times than recalled words for an other-referent task.

To explain these results, they suggested that self-referent process-

ing was schema-based, whereas unknown other-referent processing

required an effort or rehearsal strategy.

In the present series, all three main studies yielded data

congruent with this schema-based interpretation for self-referent

processing. In the first study, Yes-rated recalled words concerning

an unknown other required significantly more rating time than the

nonrecalled words. In contrast, there were no significant differences

in rating times between the recalled and non-recalled words for a

self-referent task. This equivalence applied to both Yes and No

ratings. Overall, this pattern replicates the earlier findings

(.Kuiper and Rogers, in press), and thus offers more empirical support

for both aspects of the "two-process" model.
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As the last two studies did not employ an unknown other, their

findings concerning other-referent processing are not relevant to the

"unknown other" aspect of the model. However, they do continue to

offer support for the self as schema aspect. In both studies, it was

found that Yes-rated recalled words for this task had rating times

significantly shorter than nonrecalled words. On the other hand,

rating times for recalled and nonrecalled words receiving a No rating

were equivalent. This pattern suggests that the prototypical

properties attributed to the self are even more pronounced for highly

self-descriptive adjectives. Decisions concerning adjectives which

"fit" into the self-schema can be made extremely quickly. Furthermore,

this efficient processing does not result in a decrement in recall

for these adjectives. When considered together, these findings argue

quite strongly for the proposed model of self. In this model it has

been suggested that the self is involved as a schema or prototype in

the processing of personal information. Processing would include such

features as the interpretation, transformation, organization, and

storage of self-relevant information (Markus, 1977; Rogers et a!.,

1977).

The self as schema model also receives additional empirical

support from several of the adjusted recall analyses in the present

series. The findings from Experiments 1 and 3 revealed two unexpect-

ed "power" tests of the model. It was found that, under certain

specific conditions, the enhanced recall normally attributed to the

involvement of a self-schema (Rogers et al., 1977), can be re-obtained.

For example, in the first experiment it was revealed that self-referent

processing resulted in recall performance superior to both other
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person tasks. This finding was totally unexpected, as it has generally

been acknowledged in the depth of processing literature that any rating

task involving extensive and elaborate semantic encoding should produce

a high level of recall (Craik & Tulving, 1975). Since personality

judgments, regardless of a self-other distinction, require such

processing, equivalent levels of recall across all three rating tasks

(self, unknown and known other) had been predicted.

Empirical support for this prediction was derived from depth

of processing literature concerning personality judgments (Bower &

Karlin, 1974; Patterson & Baddeley, 1977), and also from earlier

research in the present vein (Kuiper & Rogers, in press, Experiments 2

through 5). Yet, the prediction was not supported. In an attempt to

explain the unexpected findings, an "overload" hypothesis was advanced.

It was suggested that the combination of three "deep" person tasks

may have induced an information overload condition. In this condition,

a large amount of diverse information must be dealt with in a very

short time period. Because of these constraints, it is possible that

subjects would rely more extensively on processing strategies which

could cope effectively and quickly with the large influx. One such

strategy would be the use of the self-prototype. Under these conditions

it is possible that the schematic properties associated with the self

are enhanced to an even greater degree. The facilitation of self-

referent processing ultimately resulted in the enhanced recall witnessed

for this task, when compared to the two other person tasks.

The above pattern of results, along with the proposed "overload"

interpretation, has general implications for at least two areas of

psychology. These are the social and cognitive domains.
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With respect to the first domain, social psychologists have

often displayed an interest in studying the interactions between

individuals. This examination has ranged from the dyadic situation

involving only two people, to the formation* maintenance, and effects

of large groups (Freedman, Sears, & Carl smith, 1978; Wrightman, 1977).

The present approach seems to offer promise of providing an alternative

means for investigating such inter-personal relations. As such, it

addresses issues which have traditionally been ignored by social

psychologists. For example, one issue concerns the retention of

personal information for other individuals in the group, as a function

of group size. With respect to this issue, the present findings would

suggest that the dyadic situation is markedly different from situations

involving more than two individuals. In the former case, it appears

that the perceiver can adequately cope with the amount of information

which must be processed about the other. However, when more indivi-

duals are added, the perceiver's ability to cope effectively diminishes.

The end result is that information about the others in the group is

not well retained. In addition to lending some support to the old

adage that "Two's company, and three's a crowd," this pattern of

findings would indicate that group size plays a very important role

in the extent to which processing is applied to other group members.

More generally, this type of approach would offer a means of assessing

the effects of both group composition and size on our cognitive

representations and processing of others. One parameter which might

be varied in terms of composition is the degree of familiarity of the

others. In the present series, an "overload" condition was encountered

for an unknown, known other, and self combination. Many possible
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combinations remain to be tested. For example, it may be of some

interest to determine if the same pattern would emerge if both the

others were known to the perceiver. In sum, the present approach and

methodology would seem to be eminently suitable for an application to

various areas of concern traditionally considered by social psycholo-

gists (i.e., group interactions, stereotyping). This application

would then serve to raise a number of intriguing theoretical issues

which are presently not being assessed.

The "overload" hypothesis also has implications for research

and theorizing in the cognitive domain. However, since these impli-

cations have already been discussed in some detail earlier (Experiment

1), they will only be briefly reviewed at this point.

The major theoretical implication for these findings concerns

the depth of processing model (Craik & Lockhart, 1972; Craik &

Tulving, 1975). The unexpected recall difference points to a basic

inability to predict effects which may be associated with certain

combinations of tasks (Coltheart, 1977). According to the depth of

processing model, recall should have been equivalent for all three

types of "deep" personality judgments (Bower & Karlin, 1974). The

resulting lack of equivalence reflects a major limitation of the

model. This is the inability to precisely differentiate various tasks

within a specific realm of processing (Baddeley, 1978; Klein & Saltz,

1976). This inability does not emerge in the traditional test of the

model, which has typically involved only one task from each realm

(structural, phonemic, semantic). However, it does become quite

pronounced when all the orienting tasks are from a single realm, as in

the present work. In this work, the semantic processing required of



218
subjects seems to possess a fairly high degree of "ecological validity"

(Neisser, 1976), both in terms of the type and combination of judgments.

As such, it would appear to be crucial for the depth of processing

model to be able to explain these results. Yet, the basic model cannot.

It is necessary to invoke extra theoretical constructs, not included in

the original model. It was suggested that the schematic properities

of the self-prototype permitted efficient processing of information,

but only for self-referent decisions. In the case of both types of

other-referent judgments, it was suggested that the poorer recall was

a result of inefficient nonschema-based processing of information.

The present requirement for additional theoretical constructs

seems to reflect a similar increasing trend in the cognitive

literature on depth of processing. On numerous occasions, it has

been found necessary to explain findings by invoking such additional

constructs as "compatibility," "specificity," and "elaboration"

(Baddeley, 1978; Moscovitch & Craik, 1976). While the addition of

such constructs to a basic theoretical position may be warranted under

some conditions, the increasing numbers employed in the depth of

processing model seems to begin to question the basic utility of the

model (Baddeley, 1978).

A second "power" test of the self as schema model was revealed

in the adjusted recall findings for the final experiment. In this

study, the two rating times analyses (rating time and recall, rating

time as a function of self-reference) indicated that both well-known

other and self-referent processing was schema-based. For the self-

referent task this schema consisted of a self-prototype, whereas for

the well-known other task it was proposed to consist of a cognitive
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structure representative of the other person.

While both rating tasks demonstrated schema-like patterns of

results for the encoding phase (the making of personality judgments),

only the sel f-referent task continued to exhibit a prototypical

pattern for recall. Memory performance for adjectives rated under the

self-referent task was markedly superior to performance for well-known

other adjectives. This finding offered a further demonstration of the

power of self-reference, by indicating that it is functional in both

the encoding and retrieval environments. This is in contrast to the

cognitive structure representing a well-known other. This structure

appears to function effectively only for encoding. The poorer recall

for this task indicates that this structure has a minimal impact on

the retrieval phase.

One possible extension of the present research concerns the

investigation of this apparent deficit in well-known other processing.

This research might employ a recognition memory paradigm to determine

if the deficit stems from an inability to effectively retrieve the

stored information about another, or a more basic inability to

adequately store this information. In the cognitive domain, recall-

recognition differences have traditionally been employed to explore

the above distinction (Kintsch, 1970). If a memory performance deficit

is apparent in recall, but not recognition, the subsequent inference

is towards a retrieval deficit. This inference is based on the

assumption that recognition only involves a decision process, whereas

recall involves both a search and decision process (Lockhart, Craik,

& Jacoby, 1975). Thus, the lack of a deficit in recognition would

indicate that the information is indeed being stored in memory.
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Furthermore, a recall deficit for the same material would localize the

performance deficit to an inability to retrieve this stored information,

since recall involves a search process, in addition to a decision.

On the other hand, a deficit in recognition performance would

indicate that the required information is not even stored in memory.

The rationale for this inference is that a recognition test does not

involve retrieval of stored information. Therefore, poor performance

on this task would indicate that the information is not even available

for an Old/New decision.

Returning to the well-known other task in the present research,

the proposed model of other processing would theoretically suggest that

the obtained deficit in memory performance may relate primarily to

retrieval difficulties. The basis for this suggestion is the proposal

that a specific cognitive structure is presumed to develop as the

individual becomes more familiar. One of the major aspects of this

structure is that it does indeed contain summary information about

the individual. Evidence consistent with this proposal comes from

the two rating times analyses. Both showed evidence of a schema-like

pattern of results which would appear only if this structure was

involved.

Further evidence consistent with the retrieval deficit

hypothesis comes from a series of unpublished studies conducted at

Stanford University (Lord, Note 5). Using the group manipulation of

the depth of processing paradigm, Lord exposed undergraduates to a

set of personal adjectives. For one group of subjects, the four

orienting tasks used in Rogers et al. (1977) were employed

(structural, rhythmic, semantic, self-referent). The critical change
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for a second group of subjects was the replacement of the self-

referent task with a well-known other task ('Describes your Father?).

Both groups of subjects showed the usual depth of processing effect,

with person-referent recognition being superior to semantic, and so on.

Of special interest was the finding that recognition performance for

both person tasks was at a roughly equivalent level. Thus, the well-

known other performance deficit which appears in recall (.Present

series, Experiment 3), does not appear in recognition. This suggests

that information about the well-known other is being stored, but is

less retrievable in memory than information about the self.

While Lord's research does point to a retrieval deficit, it is

based solely on the group procedure. Thus, there is a definite need

to replicate these findings under the more rigorous laboratory

paradigm employed in the present research. Testing under individuali-

zed conditions would also permit an assessment of the times required

for Old/New recognition decisions. The collection of such data may

prove extremely valuable, given its demonstrated importance in the

present work. Finally, the use of a recognition paradigm would also

allow a signal detection analysis to be performed on the data. This

analysis would be instrumental in determining whether or not subjects

adopted different decision strategies for the various types of

judgments (.i.e., self, unknown, known, well-known others).

By way of a very general summary, the present series of studies

have offered a considerable amount of evidence supporting the notion

that the self functions like a cognitive prototype or schema. Through-

out the series, comparisons of self with other-referent processing, on

a number of dependent measures, have consistently revealed that the
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processing of information about one's self is schema-based. For the

rating time and recall analyses, it was shown that self-referent

recalled words had shorter rating times than nonrecalled words. In

the final two studies, this pattern was restricted to Yes responses,

suggesting that adjectives which are highly self-descriptive, "fit"

more readily into the self-prototype. The adjusted recall analyses

alone also revealed evidence consistent with the proposed model. The

power of self-reference as an encoding and retrieval agent was

unexpectedly demonstrated in two of the experiments. For experiment

1, this power test emerged in an "overload" form. When faced with

several deep encoding tasks, it was found that the schema effects

associated with the self were even more pronounced. For the final

study, it was demonstrated that the involvement of the self-prototype

was consistent across both the encoding and retrieval stages. This

consistency in application is in contrast to the cognitive structure

for a well-known other, which appeared to have little impact on the

retrieval phase.

It might be noted that the above patterns of self-referent

results are generally quite compatible with the notion that an

emotional or affective component forms an important aspect of the

self-schema. While this notion was not explicitly tested in the

present series of experiments, attempts have been made to incorporate

affect or arousal into the cognitive model of self which underlies

the present research (c.f. Rogers, 1977). Indeed, most self theorists

since the time of William James 0890) have elaborated on the

emotional or affective nature of self. A recurring theme has been the

proposal that increases in the perceived relevance of an event or
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object to the self lead to heightened affect or emotionality (Cooley,

1902; Epstein, 1973; James, 1890; Rogers, 1951; Snygg & Coombs, 1959).

This theme is also evident in a recent research program which has

focused on the relation between affect and memory performance (Dutta &

Kanungo, 1975}. In this program it has been suggested that the

perceived intensity of affect determines memory. Intensity of affect

is defined in terms of perceived personal relevance, with extremely

self-relevant stimuli producing the greatest affect, and thus the

highest levels of recall. This hypothesized relation between self-

reference, affect, and memory performance has received empirical

support in the work reported by Dutta & Kanungo 0975). The present

self-referent findings might be viewed as offering some additional

(.albeit more indirect) support for this proposed relation. Self-

referent personality judgments may produce greater affective responses

than any type of other-referent personality judgment. This increased

affect may be incorporated as part of the functional memory trace for

self-referent adjectives, and thus result in enhanced recall under

certain specified conditions. These conditions might range from an

information processing "overload" situation (Experiment 1) to cases

were processing times are only of limited duration (Experiment 3; and

also Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Experiment 1). Thus, it is possible

to speculate that some of the facilitating memory effects documented

for the self-schema may be at least partially attributable to the

affective component of self-reference. It is also conceivable that

this affective component may be a crucial feature distinguishing the

self schema from various other cognitive structures. Speculating

further, it might be suggested that the affective component of self



224
may even play an important role in guiding or directing our behaviors

or actions. This proposal has been advanced in a number of self-

theories (Cooley, 1902; Epstein, 1973; James, 189.0, Rogers, 1951;

Snygg & Coombs, 1959). For example, Epstein [1973) has suggested

that one of the major functions of a "self-theory" is to maintain the

individuals self-esteem. This need for self-esteem may cause the

individual to behave in a certain fashion in a specific situation. A

concrete example is provided by the research investigating individuals

causal attributions for success and failure (JCuiper, 1978; Miller &

Ross, 1975). Numerous studies have indicated that people tend to

assume more personal responsibility for success than failure.

Attributions for successful outcomes are typically ascribed to

personal or internal factors (high effort or ability) whereas failure

outcomes are ascribed to causes external to the person (bad luck or

high task difficulty). This pattern of internal-external attributions

is often interpreted as evidence consistent with a self-serving

biases hypothesis. Presumably, internal attributions for success are

self-enhancing, whereas external attributions for failure are self-

protective. This pattern is quite compatible with the self-theorist's

proposal that the individual will perform certain actions or behaviors

(in this case attributions) in order to maintain self-esteem. Since

affect is such an important component of self-esteem, it may thus

serve to guide these behaviors.

When the self-referent findings from the present studies are

added to the contemporary research literature on the self, an even

stronger case might be advanced for the self as schema model.

Numerous measures have been employed in these studies to document the
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effects of the self as an aspect of the human information processing

systems. These measures range from free self-descriptions (Markus,

1977) to recall (Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Rogers et al., 1977) and

recognition paradigms (Rogers, 19.77; Rogers et al ., Note 3). Also

included have been assessments of rating times for self-descrtptive

adjectives (Markus, 1977; Kuiper & Rogers, in press), and measures of

the degree of resistance to counter-schematic information (Markus,

1977). The neomentalistic perspective (Paivio, 1975} embodied in th.is

convergence of a number of dependent measures overcomes one of Wiley's

(1974) major critiques of modern period self research and theorizing.

This is the failure to specify empirical referents for the major

theoretical constructs in a self theory. Contemporary research seems

to overcome this criticism, by specifying a number of empirical

referents for the major theoretical construct of a schema or prototype.

Instead of placing undue reliance on a single type of empirical

referent or operation, this neomentalisitic approach bases major

theoretical inferences on the "triangulation" of a number of referents

and/or operations. For example, the concept of a self-prototype has

been infered from both the pattern of "false alarms" in a recognition

memory paradigm (Rogers et al., Note 3), and the pattern of rating

times for adjectives of varying Degrees of Self-reference (present

series). In the first of these demonstrations, Rogers et al. (Note

3} found that the number of adjectives falsely identified .as being

in the study phase of a recognition memory test increased as these

adjectives became more self-referent. In other words, more "false-

alarms" occurred for previously unseen adjectives which were highly

self-descriptive or prototypical. This pattern is identical to the
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"false-alarms effect" which has traditionally been associated in the

cognitive literature with the involvement of a prototype (Posner &

Keele, 1968; 1970). Thus, the demonstration of this effect for self-

referent processing offers empirical evidence consistent with the

notion that the self also functions as a cognitive prototype.

A second line of empirical evidence supporting the prototype

notion has been obtained in the present research. Across all five

studies it was found that the rating times for personality judgments

concerning adjectives extremely like or unlike the self were much

shorter than times for adjectives which were only moderately self-

descriptive. In the cognitive literature on prototype categorization,

this "inverted-U effect" is one of the strongest and best documented

of the prototype findings (Rosch, 1973; 1975; Schnur, 1977; Smith,

1976). Its extension to include self-referent judgments thus offers a

further demonstration of the self as prototype model. The findings

from these rating times analyses suggest that the general terms which

comprise the structural aspect of the self-prototype can be differenti-

ated into various degrees of prototypicality. These range from very

good to very poor exemplars of the category of "self." In between are

terms which are only moderately prototypical exemplars.

When the "inverted-U effect" is added to the "false alarms

effect," the evidence for the self as a cognitive prototype appears

even more substantive.

This emphasis on providing a number of empirical referents

might be viewed as the initial stage in the development of a well-

formulated model of self, complete with strong empirical moorings.

In turn, this contemporary model may provide a more suitable basis
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for the application and/or integration of self theory and research

with other areas of psychology. One such area is the study of inter-

personal perception. Of interest with respect to this area is the

issue of how the self, as a prototype, might be involved in the process-

ing of personal information about others. Perhaps the first step

towards a better understanding of this issue might be a further

theoretical clarification of why the prototypical "inverted-U effect"

obtains for personality judgments about the self. One possibility is

that this effect represents the operation of a "judgmental heuristic."

This heuristic may reflect differences in the cognitive "availability"

of the various terms which compose the structure of self.

The Self-Prototype and the Availability Heuristic

In cognitive psychology, the concept of a "judgmental heuristic"

has been applied to explain a number of demonstrated biases which obtain

when people are asked to judge either the frequency of an event, or

its probability of occurrence (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Tversky &

Kahneman, 1973; 1974). For example, in one study subjects were read

a list consisting of an equal number of names of well-known personalities

from both sexes (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973; Experiment 8). Different

lists were presented to different groups of subjects. In some of the

lists, the men were relatively more famous than the women. The reverse

situation was created for the remainder of the lists. The major

finding of the study was that judgments concerning the number of

individuals in each class (sex) appeared to be based on relative

fame, rather than actual numbers. For each list, the subjects erron-

ousely judged that the class that had the more famous members was the

more numerous.
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Tversky & Kahneman (1973) explained these results in terms of

an availability heuristic. They suggested that individuals base such

frequency judgments on "the ease with which relevant instances or

occurrences can be brought to mind" (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973, p. 1127).

In this study, it was proposed that famous names are easier to recall

than more obscure names. Therefore, if frequency judgments are

mediated by assessed availability (i.e., the ease with which relevant

instances come to mind), then a certain pattern of responses would be

predicted. Namely, it would be expected that the class consisting of

more famous names should be judged more numerous than a numerically

equivalent class consisting of less famous names. This is precisely

the pattern that obtained. In a group of subjects asked to recall

the names, results indicated much higher levels of recall for more

famous names. This is consistent with, the notion that there is

greater availability in memory for such names. In turn, this greater

availability appears to have caused the numerical over-estimation for

the sex with the more famous people in it.

The preceding example is but one demonstration of the operation

of an "availability" heuristic to produce certain biases in the

processing of information. Within the cognitive domain, Tversky &

Kahneman (1973; 1974) have provided several further empirical demon-

strations to illustrate the employment of an availability heuristic

by subjects. Even more recently, the concept of an availability

heuristic has been borrowed by social psychologists to explain certain

findings in their domain. (Ross, 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978). Two

such, areas were briefly outlined in th.e general introduction. The

first concerns current work on stereotyping, while the second relates
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to the "self-based consensus" bias in causal attributions. In the

stereotyping literature it has been found that subjective estimates

for the frequency of criminal behaviours in a group of 50 men

increases significantly as the criminal acts depicted become more

serious (Rothbart et al., 1978). This finding was attributed to the

greater availability of such information in memory, when compared to

the availability of similar information concerning less serious

criminal activities. Since frequency judgments are presumed to be

mediated by ease of availability, the above difference resulted in

the demonstrated overestitnation for criminal acts in the serious

crime condition.

The second line of social research incorporating the availability

heurisitic relates to attribution theory. As indicated earlier,

several researchers (.Hansen & Donoghue, 1977; Ross, 1977; Ross, Greene,

& House, 1977) have found that the perceiver's own view of self may

play an influential role in attribution processes. These studies have

revealed that individuals base population estimates and their

attributions about others on their own behaviorial choices, while

ignoring sample-based information. This "self-based consensus" bias

has also been explained via the availability heuristic. For example,

Lee Ross (1977, p. 192) has suggested that,

"In a given situation, the specific behaviors that we
have chosen, or would choose, are likely to be more
readily retrievable from memory, and more easily
imagined than opposite behaviors."

Since these self-based behaviors and choices are more available in
memory, they might naturally serve as the reference point for

assisting in the interpretation of information about others. This
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greater availability of self-relevant information is subsequently

demonstrated in the existence of a "self-based consensus" bias for

causal attributions.

Overall, the research pertaining to this judgmental heuristic

suggests that differences in the availability of stored information

may have a potent effect on the subsequent processing of information.

The cognitive literature has indicated that differences in availability

result in systematic biases in frequency judgments (Tversky & Kahneman,

1973; 1974). The social psychology literature has revealed that

differential availability can influence both our overall impressions

of a group (Rothbart et al., 1978), and our causal attributions about

another (_Hansen & Donoghue, 1977; Ross, Greene & House, 1977). These

latter findings argue strongly for the proposal that differential

availability may play an important role in the processing of inter-

personal information. The attributional findings also implicate the

self as a primary source of differential availability. In this

domain of research it has been repeatedly shown that self-relevant

information is more accessible or available in memory than generalized

information (i.e., population norms as one example). The logical

next step in this line of research is the consideration of differences

in availability within the realm of self-relevant information. The

present research is directed specifically towards this issue. The

"inverted-U" rating time effect for self-referent judgments, across

all five studies, suggests that there may be differential availability

in memory for the general terms which make up the self structure.

Several lines of research which offer some preliminary support for

this proposal will now be considered. Basically, this research has
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demonstrated that information pertaining to a self-schemata has greater

accessibility or availability in memory than non-schematic information.

The first demonstration comes from Markus1 (19.77) findings

concerning the generation of specific behaviorial exemplars for the

independence dimension of personality characteristics. Results

indicated that schematics, or those rating high on this trait, could

generate many more specific instances of independent behavior (in a

given time period) than individuals who did not rate high on this

particular trait (i.e., aschematics). .This pattern is quite compati-

ble with Tversky & Kahneman's (1973) recall results for famous names.

Both sets of data point to differences in availability, or "the ease

with which relevant instances come to mind" (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974,

p. 220). In the Tversky & Kahneman study this differential availability

is tied to the degree of familiarity of the personalities. In the

Markus (1977) findings, it seems that differential availability is

tied to the individual's own view of self, with schematic information

being more readily accessible.

Dependent measures other than recall have also suggested there

may be differential availability for personal information. Using a

rating time measure, Markus (1977) has shown that the decision times

for self-referent personality judgments are systematically related to

the presence or absence of a self-schema for that particular dimension.

In this part of her study, subjects "schematic" for the trait of

independence were required to rate a number of personal adjectives.

Some of these adjectives related highly to the independence dimension,

whereas others clustered around the notions of dependence, and

creativity (a control condition). For each presented adjective,
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subjects made a self-descriptive "Me" or "Not Me" judgment. Response

latancies were recorded for each trial. Her major finding of interest

to the proposed availability hypothesis was the "Me" judgments for

independent words were reliably faster than the same type of judgments

for adjectives unrelated to a schematic dimension. From these findings,

Markus (.1977, p. 69) has argued that,

"The faster processing times for the independent words
suggests that it is indeed easier for Independent
subjects to think about themselves in these terms or
that they are used to thinking about themselves in
tKese terms."

In sum, Markus1 (1977) decision time data suggests that rating

times may be an additional useful index of degree of cognitive availa-

bility. While cognitive psychologists have already proposed this

measure (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973, p. 208), there has been almost no

application to either the cognitive or social psychology domains.

Thus, the Markus (1977) study represents a preliminary application of

the rating time measure to the concept of availability. In this

application, she demonstrates that differences in availability are

highly correlated with the presence or absence of a cognitive schema

for the to-be-processed materials. The shorter rating times for the

independent adjectives reflects greater availability for traits or

terms which are part of the self-schema of independence.

The proposal that schema-based information is more accessible

or available than nonschema-based information has recently been

advanced by several other researchers in the social cognition area

[Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Ross, 1977). For example, Cantor and

Mischel (1977) have suggested that material stored within a trait

schema (j.e., introversion as one example) remains more available
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over time.

The present findings also converge on the notion that schematic

information is more available than non-schematic. However, a further

distinction is made in the present research. This is the capability of

differentiating availability within a schema. This distinction might

be clarified by briefly contrasting Markus1 (1977) findings with the

present approach. In her study, Markus has revealed that schema-

relevant information is more available than non-schematic personal

information. This difference was as-sessed via both rating time and

free description measures. In contrast, the present rating time data

suggest that there may even be further differences in availability

within the self-prototype. Availability may relate to the exact

degree of prototypicality of an exemplar, with the more extreme

exemplars or terms being more available. These differences are then

reflected in much shorter rating times for extreme terms. When

rating times are then plotted as a function of degree of prototypi-

cal ity, the observed "inverted-U effect" emerges for self-referent

judgments, in all five studies.

In conclusion, it has been suggested that differences in

cognitive availability may provide a theoretical interpretation for

the prototypical "inverted-U effect" obtained for self-referent

judgments. Earlier contemporary research on the self has demonstrated

greater availability for information incorporated in a self-schemata

(Markus, 1977). The present research offers a finer distinction, as

it indicates that differences in availability can also be mapped for

the various terms within the self-prototype.

The proposed explanation for self-referent judgments might be
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considered as the initial step towards a better understanding of how

the self, as a cognitive prototype, is involved in the processing of

personal information about others. The next step is an explicit

consideration of how differences in self-reference availability may

affect other-referent processing, at various levels of familiarity.

Self-referent Availability and the Model of Other Processing

Instead of commencing with the unknown other case, the present

discussion will first consider the issue of self-involvement in known

and well-known other processing. TMs order will be followed for

several reasons. First, the model of other processing has already

suggested that the self-prototype may play an integral role in the

formulation and abstraction processes surrounding the development of

a specific cognitive structure or organization for a known or well-

known other. Thus, the incorporation of a self-referent availability

notion into this aspect of the model is relatively straightforward,

and requires little elaboration. However, the "inverted-U effect"

obtained for unknown other-referent judgments is more problematic for

the model. Since the proposed interpretation of this effect requires

a more extensive discussion, it will be deferred until a later point.

Thus, a second reason for diverging from an unknown to well-known

other presentation order concerns the additional complexity inherent

in an interpretation of the unknown other findings.

For a known other, it was twice demonstrated that a rating

times savings did not occur for judgments relating to extremely self-

referent traits (Experiments 1 and 2). However, an "inverted-U

effect" did obtain for personality judgments concerning a well-known

other [Experiment 3). At the same time, the analysis of rating time
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and recall suggested that an efficient cognitive structure was

implicated only in the well-known other case (Experiment 3). For

known others, the longer rating times for Recalled Yes and No words

permitted the inference that an efficient cognitive organization,

representing the other, was not yet involved (Experiments 1 and 2).

A joint consideration of all the preceding analyses suggested

two things. First, it indicated that a cognitive structure represent-

ative of another person does develop as that person becomes more

familiar. Second, it revealed that the self-prototype was influential

in this development. The lack of a rating times savings for the known

other condition suggested there was a buildup of specific behaviorial

information along extremely self-relevant dimensions. The subsequent

"inverted-U effect" for well-known other processing indicated that an

abstraction or summarization process had occurred for the stored

information concerning these same dimensions. Both of these findings

can be explained in terms of th.e differential availability hypothesis.

For a moderately familiar other, the perceiver may be desirous of

acquiring and accumulating more information about that person. One

possible means of searching for, and organizing this material might

be in terms of its personal relevance to the perceiver. Thus, the

perceiver might invoke his or her self-schema as an agent to guide

this search and accumulation process. Since it has been demonstrated

that extremely prototypical terms in the self-schema are more

available, it is quite possible that these particular terms play a

much greater role in determining what is selected and retained.

Ultimately, this differential availability would result in the

acquisition of a great deal of specific information relating to the
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more available traits in the self-prototype. Since this information

had not been summarized, there would be no savings evidenced in times

for personality judgments concerning these traits. However, as the

individual becomes better known, a summarization process would occur.

Again, differential availability of the terms in the self-prototype

may have an important bearing on the exact nature of the development

of this other-referent cognitive structure. Since more extreme terms

are more available, it is possible that a summarization or abstraction

process would be limited primarily to these terms. Th.is restriction

would reflect an attempt to develop a more succinct and economical

cognitive representation, which at the same time, would provide the

perceiver with the kind of information that would be the most

personally useful and relevant. To satisfy these criterion, abstraction

may relate principly to the more available self-referent terms,

because these would probably be employed more often in the processing

of personal information.

While the differential availability hypothesis can be readily

incorporated into the known and well-known aspects of the other-

referent processing model, its incorporation into the unknown other

component is slightly more complex. A puzzling aspect of this data

is the finding that the Degree of Self-reference of adjectives even

has an effect on the processing of personal information about a

person just being meet for the first time. The faster rating times for

more extreme adjectives suggests that differential self-referent availa-

bility may enter into other-referent processing, even prior to the

formation of a cognitive structure representative of that person. In

order to explain this effect, it is necessary to take a further look
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at the possible means whereby personality decisions are arrived at for

an unknown other.

Earlier, it was proposed that subjects would employ any potentially

relevant information to assist in the decision making process. This

strategy would consist of the search for, accumulation, and possible

combination of such available input as physical appearance, exhibited

behaviors, and socio-economic demographic data (Fiske & Cox, in press;

Kuiper & Rogers, in press; Secord & Backman, 1974). Because of the

scarcity of such information, it was further suggested that subjects

may possibly rely on a stereotype conception of the unknown other

(.Hastorf et al., 1970; Secord & Backman, 1974). In the present

pardigm, this stereotyping strategy might be based on expectations

concerning a psychology graduate student or research, assistant (Jones

& Gerard, 1967). The use of such a strategy would allow the perceiver

to embellish an incomplete memory representation resulting from an

inadequate opportunity to observe the target tKuiper and Rogers, in

press).

A further intriguing possibility is that the perceiver uses

his or her own view of self to serve this embellishing function. It

may be possible that some aspect of the information applied towards

the required personality judgment is the perceiver's own position on

the trait of concern. If this strategy formed a large component of

the utilized input for unknown other-referent decisions, it may even

result in quicker decision times for adjectives that are extremely

prototypical. The faster times for such judgments might thus reflect

the greater availability of extremely self-referent terms. Because

of their increased accessibility, positions on these terms might be
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used more often, and more quickly, to embellish an otherwise insuf-

ficient data pool. The potential end result of this strategy might

be a rating time pattern that closely matches the pattern for sel f-

referent judgments. Thus, the "inverted-U effect" obtained for self-

referent decisions would also obtain for unknown other-referent

judgments. As this finding did obtain across several replications

(Pilot Studies 1 and 2, Experiment 1), it seems to offer some

preliminary support for this proposal. In sum, the "inverted-U

effect" for unknown other-referent judgments supports the possibility

that the self-prototype may serve an embellishing function, in the

case of inadequate alternative sources of information being available.

While considerable research is still required to adequately

explore the preceding proposal, the postulated embellishing function

of the self is not inconsistent with current views in the attributional

and implicit personality domains. As described earlier, work on the

"self-based consensus" in causal attributions has determined that

individuals often use their own view of self as a reference point for

interpreting information about others (Hansen & Donoghue, 1977;

Heider, 1958; Ross, 1977). Furthermore, the "projectivist" hypothesis

CHastorf et al., 1970; Koltuv, 1962) has suggested that this type of

self-involvement may be maximal for decisions or evaluations concerning

ambiguous or unknown others.

The general theoretical compatibility between these various

views, and the proposed embellishing function of the self is further

supplemented by an analysis of some ancilliary data collected in the

present series of experiments. For each of the main experiments, the

number of Yes responses, per level of self reference, was calculated.
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These calculations were performed separately for each rating task, and

were based on the idiographic sorting procedure previously employed for

determining Degree of Self-reference of the adjectives. The results

from this analysis for Experiment 1 are presented in TabMe 34.

Inspection of this data indicates several trends of interest. First,

the number of Yes responses increases systematically as the Degree of

Sel f-reference increases. This- effect was observed for all three

rating tasks, and resulted in a significant main effect of Degree of

Self-reference, £C3,63) = 119.52, £<.001, when this data was analyzed

in a two-way ("Rating Task by Degree of Self-reference) repeated

measures analysis of variance. Of special interest was the finding

that the interaction between these two independent variables was also

significant, £(6,138). = 4.58, £<.001. For the sel f-referent task, an

extremely small number of Yes responses were obtained in the Lowest

Degree of Self-reference condition (2%). Conversely, for the High

Degree of Self-reference, almost all of the responses were Yes ratings

(97%). This pattern was to be expected for this task, and thus offers

an independent confirmation that subjects were performing the self-

referent judgments in a proper fashion.

Turning to the other-referent tasks, comparisons within a Degree

of Self-reference yield some additional evidence consistent with the

"embellishment" hypothesis. If subjects were using their own view of

self to assist in unknown other judgments, then it might be expected

that the profile of Yes ratings for an Unknown other would more

closely match the Self-referent pattern, than the profile for known

other ratings. In other words, the use of a self-referent "embellish-

ment" strategy would be instrumental in producing a pattern of Yes/No
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Table 34

Mean Number of Yes Responses per Degree of Self-reference

for the three rating tasks employed

in Experiment 1

Degree of Self-reference
Rating Task

Self

Unknown
Other

Known
Other

Low

.08a

.45

.87

Low-middle

1.58

1.54

1.62

High-middle

3.25

2.87

2.41

High

3.87

2.95

3.12

values can range from 0 to 4
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ratings indicative of greater "similarity" between the unknown other

and the self, than between a known other and the self. The present

findings reveal this type of pattern. For example, in the Low Degree

of Self-reference condition, fewer Yes ratings were made in the unknown

other condition, than known other condition (11% versus 21%). In

two of the remaining comparisons (low-middle and High], the number of

Yes responses for Both other-referent tasks were roughly comparable.

However, in the fourth instance (High-middle) the pattern for an

unknown other is again closer to the self-referent pattern.

The finding that other-referent ratings increasing diverge

from the self-referent pattern, as familiarity increases, is corrobor-

ated By a similar analyses of Yes responses for Experiment 3. In

this final study it was found that the percentage of Yes ratings at

each Level of Self-reference differed markedly, as a function of the

Rating Task (Self-referent, Well-Known other) involved, £ (3,51) =

59.07, £<.001. For example, in the Self-referent condition, S% of

the responses in the Low Degree of Self-reference condition were Yes

ratings. In contrast, 29% of the Well-known other-referent responses

in the same condition were rated Yes. Similarily, 98% of the self-

referent responses in the High Degree of Self-reference condition

were Yes-ratings, whereas only 72% of the well-known other ratings

for the same level were Yes.

Overall, the pattern of findings from these two studies seems

to suggest that an embellishment interpretation of the "inverted-U

effect" for unknown other-referent processing may be tenable. The

finding that the pattern of Yes ratings for an unknown other bears

the closest resemblance to the self-referent pattern is quite
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consistent with the notion that individuals utilize the self-prototype

to provide the additional information required for an unknown other-

referent personality judgment.

At a more general level, the need to consider an embellishment

hypothesis, tn addition to the more basic notion of differential

availability, seems to indicate that any interpretation based solely

on the availafrility heurtsftic inay Be insufficient. Alone, the

differential availability hypothesis cannot predict the unknown other-

referent "inverted-U effect." A further rationale for self-involvement

is required. Once th.is is provided, implicit in the embellishment

interpretation is the notion of differential availability. This

requirement for a multiple explanation might be viewed as an indication

that the availability heurisitic is a necessary, but not sufficient

interpretation for explaining self-involvement in other processing.

Stated differently, availability may always form the nucleus of any

proposed explanation, but may require extensive elaboration in order

to fully explain the obtained pattern of findings.

The view that differential availability may be a necessary, but

not sufficient explanation of self-involvement in other processing

is reinforced by a re-examination of the interpretation of findings

for a well-known other. In Experiment 3 it was found that an "inverted-U

effect" obtained for rating times concerning well-known other judgments.

It was proposed that this effect reflected the involvement of the self

as a prototype in guiding the abstraction process concerning stored

information about a well-known other. Differential availability of

s*elf terms caused an initial accumulation of information on extremely

self-relevant traits or dimensions, and then their subsequent
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summarization when the acquired information became too u n w i e l d l y .

Aga in , the proposal that differences, in the availabil i ty of self-

referent terms accounts for the obtained pattern of we l l -known other-

referent f indings might be viewed as the nucleus of an explanat ion .

In addi t ion, it is necessary to postulate that the self-prototype

functions to guide the development of a specific cognitive structure

for representing another. Once this proposal has been advanced,

differential availability then provides a specific explanation of

exactly how th.e self-prototype is involved in guiding other-referent

processing.

The complexity of examining self-involvement in other processing

is further i l lustrated by th.e fact that several interpretations of the

differential ava i lab i l i ty hypothesis are still compatible with the

present f i nd ings . Perhaps the s implis t interpretation of different ia l

ava i l ab i l i t y is that there is a decided preference for the perceiver

to employ the same dimensions or traits in other-referent processing,

as in self-referent. This view has received some support for the

social psychology literature. For example, the essence of Bern's

(1967; 1972) at tr ibution theory is that self-perception is a s imple

extension of interpersonal perception. Attributions about the self

are deemed to be equivalent to an outside observer 's, both in terms

of the information ava i l ab le , and the manner in which it is processed.

Simi lar i ly , some research in impl ic i t personality theory has made the

same basic assumption that self-perception is but a simple extension

of the perception processes used for others (Rosenberg & Sedlack, 1972).

Both of the preceding views are consistent wi th the notion

that differential ava i l ab i l i t y might refer only to the preference for
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using the more available sel f-referent terms in both self and other-

referent processing. However, a more complex interpretation might

stress that differential availability, when applied to other-referent

processing, would also incorporate the notion of an implicit and

automatic comparison of the other to the self. When making personality

judgments about another, it is- poss-ible that one aspect of this

process- is a comparison of one's own position on the trait of concern

with the perceived position of the other. This more complex inter-

pretation has been advanced in the motivationally-based drive theories

of social comparison ("Festinger, 19"54; Jones & Gerard, 1967). These

theories have suggested that people constantly compare their own

abilities and values with those held by others, because of;

"a continuous need to establish the correctness of
their Beliefs and attitudes about the world with those
held by- others, in order to assess the validity of their
own postion" CSergen, 1971, p. 49).

While this proposal has retained its popularity over the years, it has

received only very limited and indirect empirical support. For example,

one set of studies which are presumed to offer support for an implicit

and automatic self-other comparison process were reviewed earlier, in

relation to the issue of personal relevance in person perception

(Lemon & Warren, 1974; Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). Both of these

studies demonstrated that in free descriptions of known others, traits

or dimensions which were highly self-relevant emerged earlier, and

more often, in the generated protocols. Solely on the basis of these

findings, it was concluded by both teams of researchers that "judgments

of another automatically involve a kind of implicit self-comparison

process" (Lemon & Warren, 1974, p. 119). While the findings do offer
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support for the notion that individuals employ the same dimensions for

self- and other-referent processing, the extrapolation to include a

more complex implicit comparison process seems a bit tenuous. The data

presented By both teams does not warrant such a conclusion. However,

th.e bas-ic proposal is intriguing, and it may prove fruitful to pursue

it in a slightly different manner. Future research might employ a

cognitive process orientation, in an attempt to clarify some of the

ambiguities in this interpretation of earlier research (i.e., Lemon &

Warren, 1974;. Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). Using the self as prototype

model, this research might be able to furnish a more direct test of

the proposal that an important aspect of other-referent processing is

an implicit self-comparison. One possible research strategy would

involve a direct extension of the present paradigm. The crucial

addition would be an attempt to experimentally manipulate the proposed

comparative process, via an instructional set. In an "explicit"

comparison condition, subjects might be told to carefully consider

their own position on the trait of concern, when making a personality

judgment about another. Using the variety of dependent measures

employed in the present research, comparisons might then be made

between this explicit condition, and the standard rating condition.

If an important component of this latter condition is an implicit

and automatic self-comparison, then major differences between the two

instructional conditions would not be expected. On the other hand,

if substantial differences were encountered, the notion of an implicit

and automatic self-comparison might be questioned.

Regardles-s of outcome, this proposed research might continue

to support the proposal that the self-prototype is an important
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aspect in the processing of personal information about others. Any

differences between the two instructional conditions would indicate

the exact extent to which the self-schema is implicated. For example,

if the present findings replicated under the standard instructional

condition, they would again support the proposals that the self serves

an embellishing function for unknown other-referent processing, and a

guiding function for known and well-known processing. Implicit in

both these assumptions is the acceptance of a differential availability

hypothesis. A replication of present findings under the explicit

comparison condition might be used to infer that the self is even more

deeply implicated in other-referent processing than originally

envisioned. Th.is pattern would suggest that the present findings are

not only due to a preference to employ more available self-referent

terms in all types: of personal processing (self and other), but also

to an automatic comparison of information stored in the self-prototype

with information concerning another. These results would be both

theoretically and empirically compatible with other literature indicating

that the self may serve as the reference point for the processing of

all personal information (Hansen & Donoghue, 1977; Heider, 1958;

Rogers et al., Note 2; Snygg & Coombs, 1959). Furthermore, they

would also be consistent with the general finding in the cognitive

literature that the prototype is used as the standard or comparator

for numerous types of judgments CCantor, Note 6; Posner & Keele, 1968;

1970; Rosch, 1975; Tversky, 1977). If the self-prototype were to

function in such a manner, it would suggest the operation of yet

another judgmental heuristic with respect to interpersonal processing.

This would be tfie anchoring and adjustment heurisitic (Tversky &
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Kahneman, 19.741. In the use qf tHis. heiiris.ttic, Tvers.ky & Kahneman

("1974, p. 11281 have pfopos.ed that many« types of judgments, across

various situations, are arrived at "Ey-starting from an initial value

that is adjus-ted to yield the final answer." In tPte case of inter-

personal judgments, it may- Be possitxle that the self functions as

such an anchor or fixed reference point, with the degree of adjustment

determined By the availability of other inputs. For an unknown other,

this additional input may pertain to specific cues in the rating

situation, whereas for a known and well-known other, information

stored in memory^ may Be applied.

To generally review-, the present findings offer evidence

consistent with the view that the self is an important aspect in the

processing of information about other people. For an unknown other,

it w.as proposed that the self may serve an embellishment function.

For known and well-known others it was suggested that the self-

prototype may function to guide the abstraction process which

ultimately concludes in the formation of an efficient cognitive

structure for representing information about another. Underlying

both of these functions is the proposal that more extreme terms in

the self-prototype are more available. This differential availability

then results in the obtained patterns of findings, when the self is

applied to other-referent processing.

It was also indicated that at least two possible interpretations

of differential availability still remain. With respect to other-

referent processing, differential availability may merely indicate

a preference to use the same self-relevant dimensions or traits for

both, self and other-referent processing. A more complex interpretation
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was also advanced. This interpretation suggested that an implicit

comparison of the self to another was- automatically- incorporated in

the differential availability hypothesis. Finally, a possible means

of testing between tfiese two interpretations- was advanced.

In addition to focusing s-pecifically on self-involvement in

other-processing, the findings from the present series of studies have

more general theoretical and empirical implications for various domains

in psychology. Several of these implications will be outlined in the

following final major section of the discussion.

General Implications of the Present Findings

One of the major conclus-ions wfiich might be drawn from the

present research is that the s-elf should be regarded as a potent force

in much of the research in the domains of personality and social

psychology. While this- conclusion may appear somewhat blatant and

obvious, it is one that has frequently been ignored by investigators

in these fields-. A prime example might be in the area of implicit

personality theory, were a two decade long struggle to introduce the

concept of personal relevance has proven largely unsuccessful (Hastorf

et a!., 1958; Shrauger & Patterson, 1976). Contrary to the personal

relevance findings, and the present data, investigators in this area

have generally exhibited a remarkable resistance to incorporating

the self in their research (Schneider, 1973; Wiggins, 1973). This

failure then results in the loss of the explanatory and predictive

power which accrues when the self is acknowledged as an important

organizational and processing agent. Basically, this loss stems,

from the lack of any rdiograph:ic manipulations, either in the original

design of the s-tudy-, or in the subsequent analyses of data.
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In the present research, the insistence on retaining idiographic

procedures has resulted in the accumulation of data which can be

interpreted to offer some insights into the nature of interpersonal

perception. For example, in Experiment 1, a sorting procedure of

rating times based on normative social desirability values failed to

yield any interpretable data. In contrast, when the same data was

analyzed via an idiographic self-reference sorting procedure,

highly interpretable findings emerged.

The power of the idiographic manipulation which underlies

self-referent research has also been revealed in research on cross-

situational consistencies in behavior (Bern & Alien, 1974). For many

years, numerous studies have found that the observed consistency

across situations for behaviors indicative of a common underlying

trait was remarkably low. In a classical study in this area,

Hartshorne & May (1928) reported that the average correlation co-

efficient across situations, for behaviors relating to the trait of

honesty was only +.30. This figure seems to represent the upper

limit for correlations concerning cross-situational consistency in

behavior, and has led Mischel (1968) to conclude that behaviors are

extremely dependent upon the particular situation. In contrast to

this situationist argument, Bern and Alien (1974) have proposed that

the traditional +.30 correlation may not really represent high

variability, but rather a failure to consider idiographic aspects of

assessment. To illustrate this concern, Bern and Alien used the

subjects' own self-reports on cross-situational variability to form

two groups. One group consisted of those who admitted to being highly

variable across situations on the trait of friendliness. The other
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group contained subjects who indicated low variability on the same

dimension. For the high variability group, the average cross-

situational correlation coefficient was +.27, whereas for the low

variability group it was +.57. The much higher coefficients for the

latter group suggests that the failure to utilize self-reports and

idiographic techniques may have contributed heavily to the earlier

findings, indicative of low levels of cross-situational consistency.

When both of these factors are taken into account, much higher values

emerge.

Generally, the research reported in the present series, and

the Bern & Alien (1974) type of research, offers testimony to the

explanatory and predictive power of the idiographic procedure.

Since such procedures form a fundamental tenet of the self as

prototype model, these findings might also be interpreted as offering

further support for the view that the self should receive greater

consideration in the social and personality domains. With respect

to research on interpersonal perception, the self might be

incorporated in two ways. One is an application to traditional

research and theorizing in this area, while a second is an appli-

cation to the more current cognitive process orientation.

Traditionally, research in implicit personality theory has

tended to ignore the characteristics of the individual perceiver. The

major thrust of this research has been to map out a common factor

structure for personality inferences, collapsing across both perceivers

and target persons (Schneider, 1973; Wiggins, 1973). The present

findings suggest that this procedure of ignoring variance attributable

to the perceiver may be misleading, and may even result in the loss of
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valuable information. Thus, one recommendation which stems from the

present work is that researchers in this area might more systematical-

ly investigate the implicit personality theories of individual

perceivers. This examination might include an in depth analysis of the

characteristics of a single perceiver (c.f., Rosenberg & Sedlack,

1972), and an investigation of the extent to which individual

differences are prominent in implicit personality theories (Carrol!

& Chang, 1970; Jones & Young, 1972).

The study of individual differences in the descriptive approach

might further be supplemented by adopting the same strategy with

respect to the more current cognitive process orientation. For

example, Cantor & Mischel (1977) have recently proposed that

personality traits or dimensions may function like cognitive proto-

types in the processing of information about others. On a recognition

memory test it was revealed that subjects falsely identified

extroversion-related items as having been in a previous study list,

when they had not. This bias was attributed to the prior activation

of the prototype for extroversion. The use of this prototype as a

standard or comparator during the memory task then resulted in the

documented memory bias.

While these findings do offer preliminary support for the trait

as prototype notion, they leave a number of important issues unresolved.

One such issue concerns the potential effects of the interface between

the self-prototype and individual personality trait-prototypes, as

studied by Cantor & Mischel (1977). It is quite possible that some of

the effects documented by Cantor & Mischel may be quite contingent

upon the degree of self-reference of the individual trait dimensions.
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By forcing all subjects to attend to information pertaining to an

extroverted character, Cantor & Mischel eliminated this possibility

from consideration. However, in a less structured setting subjects

might only attend to presented information which has a high degree

of self-reference. In this case, the prototypical effects found

by Cantor & Mischel (1977) might not obtain. Thus, any extension of

this type of research might include a consideration of the effects of

self-reference on trait-as-prototype processing. For example, in a

less structured setting it might be demonstrated that the self-

prototype is extremely influential in determining exactly which

dimensions or traits will be applied in the processing of information

about another. This knowledge concerning the selection process for

trait-prototypes would then add considerably to the general model of

interpersonal processing advanced by these researchers (Cantor,

Note 6; Cantor & Mischell, 1977).

A more applied application of some of the present work on

interpersonal perception concerns the area of psychopathology. Within

the past few years it has become increasingly evident that the study

of interpersonal relationship is an important aspect of this area

(Coyne, 1976; Hammen & Peters, 1978; Lewinshon, 1975). At the same

time, it has been demonstrated that attitudes or views towards the

self also form an important component in many disorders (Bandura, 1977).

In the case of depression, this attitude emerges in the form of a

negative view of self (Beck, 1967). This poor self-concept then has

implications for the manner in which depressives interpret information.

For example, Kuiper (1978) has shown that depressives offer different

causal attributions for failure on a task than nondepressives. Whereas
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normals attributed failure to non-personal external causes

(difficulty of the task or bad luck), depressives tended to blame

themselves (lack of ability or effort).

The emphasis on the self in depression (and its subsequent

effects on information processing) suggests that the application of

present techniques to this area may reward us with a better under-

standing of this disorder. By employing the methodological

procedures derived in the present series to the study of depression,

several interesting facets of this disorder might fee uncovered.

First, the use of multiple converging operations or referents, such

as rating times and recall, may yield clues as to the nature of the

depressive1s processing of personal information about him or

herself. By including a nondepressed control group it would be

possible to discover any basic differences which might exist between

the two groups. The second step in this proposed research strategy

would involve an extension of the present general paradigm to

include an examination of depressives1 processing of personal

information about others. Again, comparisons might be made with a

nondepressed control group to determine if any deficits or pecularities

exist for the abnormal group. Contingent upon outcome of these

proposed studies, it may even prove possible to design a treatment

program which would specifically address anomalies in the depressives1

processing of information about the self, and/or about others.

A final general implication of the present series of studies

relates to the issue of "ecological validity" in research (Neisser,

1976).

Within the past decade, the number of studies investigating
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various aspects of memory and information processing has increased

dramatically. Along with this increase has come a better and more

detailed understanding of the cognitive structures and processes

implicated in the individual's interpretation and organization of

the world about him or her.

The predominant technique for gathering this information has

been the laboratory study. A major advantage of this technique is

that it permits for the independent manipulation of presumably

important variables, while simultaneously providing rigorous control

over the possible intervention of extraneous factors or variables.

This advantage eventually culminates in the making of a causal

inference.

While it cannot be denied that the application of this technique

has provided us with much useful information, the extreme reliance

placed on it in cognitive psychology has recently caused some

discomfort. For example Ulric Neisser (1976) has proposed that one

of the major shortcomings of cognitive psychology has been the

failure to demonstrate that any of the obtained findings generalize

beyond the confines of the laboratory setting. With respect to the

study of memory, Neisser (1976, p. 142) has suggested that, "Until we

known more about memory in the natural contexts where it develops and

is normally used, theorizing is premature." This plea for "ecological

validity" in cognitive research has been coupled with a detailed

prescription for its application. Neisser (1976, p. 34) has indicated

that;

"Demands for ecological validity are only intelligible if
they are specific. They must point to particular aspects
of ordinary situations that are ignored by current
experimental methods, and there must be good reason to
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suppose these aspects are Important."

Cognitive psychologists have been responsive to Neisser's plea.

These responses include a number of extensions into areas compatible
with the prescription, but traditionally ignored. One such extension

has been the study of memory for natural conversations in natural

settings (Bates, Masling, & Kintsch, 1978; Keenan, MacWhinney, &

Mayhew, 1977; Kintsch & Bates, 1977). Contrary to the usual

laboratory memory findings for connected discourse, subjects in these

studies display a remarkably high level of retention for the surface

structure of the material. This unexpected finding was attributed

to the pragmatic function served by the surface structure of natural

discourse (Bates et al., 1978). In a natural conversation, the

speaker uses surface structure to convey additional information to the

listener. The actual form of an utterance or sentence might reveal

such details as the speaker's intentions, relations, and expectations

concerning the listener (Keenan et al., 1977). Since this pragmatic

information rarely forms a critical aspect of the usual lab study on

connected discourse, memory for surface structure under these

conditions is, as expected, extremely poor. However, pragmatic infor-

mation is of importance in natural conversations. Thus, an experi-

mental design which also taps this aspect of discourse reveals

different findings. Under these more "natural" conditions, it is

found that peoole do retain specific information about the surface

structure, or actual form of the utterance.

Overall, this research on pragmatics in memory offers a

convincing demonstration for the need to seriously consider "ecological

validity" as an important issue in cognitive psychology. The
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demonstration that a traditional psycholinguistics finding is largely

constrained by the artificiality of the experimental design which

produced it, argues strongly for the proposal that aspects of the

natural setting should be weighted more heavily in theory construction

and testing. Generally, these findings suggest that ecological

validity might be ascertained by assessing the degree to which tradi-

tional theories and findings can be applied to situations more

representative of the type which would normally be encountered by an

individual. In other words, psychologists must consider the types of

cognitive tasks faced by a person in his or her daily routine, and

then attempt to offer explanations for these more relevant or

"ecologically valid" tasks.

One stream of research which has attempted to pursue this type

of strategy pertains to the study of the self as an important agent

in the human information processing system (Greenwald & Ronis, 1978;

Markus, 1977; Rogers et al., 1977). In this research, it has been

argued that one of the more important (and continually re-occurring)

tasks faced by an individual is the requirement to make sense out of

the vast amount of social information impinging almost constantly.

Thus, the first step in this research program was the attempt to gain

a basic understanding of the cognitive processes and structures which

might be involved in the selection, interpretation, organization, and

retention of social information pertaining to the self. Several studies

conducted at this stage revealed that a model of the self as a cognitive

prototype could offer an adequate explanation of the above factors

(Markus, 1977; Rogers, 1977; Rogers et al., 1977; Rogers et al ., Note 3).

The next stage in the research program focused on the question of how
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the Individual dealt with the remaining information prevalent in his

or her social environment. Since it was presumed that the major

portion of this remaining social information concerns other people,

research was directed towards the issue of other-referent processing.

The first series of experiments at this stage attempted to derive a

basic model which could account for other processing (Kuiper & Rogers,

in press). In doing so, these studies also revealed that the process-

ing of personal information about others could be differentiated from

self-referent processing. In turn, this finding laid the groundwork

for the next stage in the investigation of the processing of social

information. This stage is the present series of studies, which deal

with the proposal that the self-prototype is a crucial aspect of the

information processing system used to handle information about others.

In summary, this stream of research exhibits two general

qualities. First, this type of research has been carried out in a

sequential manner, with the findings from one study weighing heavily

in decisions regarding the directions future research will take.

Second, a consideration of the "ecological validity" of the proposed

research also weighs heavily in any research decisions. At a very

general level, this latter quality is revealed in the basic orientation

of all of the research. This is the attempt to understand how a person

deals with the large influx of social information encountered daily.

A concern for ecological validity also enters'in at a very

specific level in the present series. As well as specifying a need

to study more natural tasks, the prescription for ecological validity

indicates a need to use more naturalisitic materials (Bates et al.,

1978). The present series has complied with this need by using real
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people in all of the person-rating tasks. Since the focal point of this

research is interpersonal perception, this move hardly seems unusual.

Yet, an examination of the vast majority of the work in this area reveals

that real targets are rarely employed (Fiske & Cox, in press; Fiske,

Note 7). Typically, subjects are presented with a target "person" that
<~

is entirely fictious. This person might simply consist of a list of

trait attributes, or perhaps a short descriptive paragraph. After

viewing this material, the subject is required to either rate the

target "person" on a number of dimensions, or complete a check-list

of sorts. Using this procedure, it is possible for the subject to

make literally dozens of evaluations or judgments across a number

of different target "persons," in the course of one experiment.

The rationale for the use of such a fictious and highly

artifical target is that it provides the rigorous control over

stimuli required by any psychological study (Jones & Gerard, 1967).

This argument might be faulted on two grounds. First, the use of

real persons does not automatically imply that all experimental

control over the target is lost. Rather, and as discussed earlier,

there is a blend of control. For highly unfamiliar others it is

possible to maintain a high degree of control. As the target

increases in familiarity, control naturally diminishes.

A second, and more serious grounds for refuting the proposal

that only highly controllable targets (i.e., fictious others) should

be employed, comes from a consideration of the ecological validity

of the stimulus materials. The use of attribute lists to portray

a real person probably results in a state of affairs in which the

experimental task faced by the subject may bear little resemblance
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or relevance to daily life, As was the case with psycho!inguistics

research, the artificiality of the materials employed may be influential

in generating a pattern of findings which has little generalizability

beyond the specific setting. For example, the research on connected

discourse revealed that the failure to consider the pragmatic function

of surface structure stemmed from the sterility of laboratory stimulus

materials. Interpersonal perception research employing fictious target

persons may face the same general problem. Here the sterility of

the artifically produced stimuli may be instrumental in producing

results which have little real-world application. In fact, data from

the present series of studies hints that this may be the case. Using

real other-referent targets, one of the major findings was that the

processing of personal information about an unknown other is by no

means equivalent to the processing for known and well-known others.

These differences across levels of familiarity immediately question

the generalizability of any findings obtained from a single level.

Since the fictious other research taps only the stranger or first

impression level, findings and conclusions from these studies should

not be indiscriminantly extrapolated to include all levels of

familiarity. Furthermore, even the basic assumption that the presenta-

tion of a list of stimulus trait attributes is equivalent to meeting

a stranger for the first time might be questioned. Both the present

series, and earlier research (Fiske & Cox, in press; Kuiper & Rogers,

in press) have revealed that the processing of information about an

unknown other may require much more effort than the mere evaluation

of a number of supplied summary trait labels. Instead of being

handed a neatly-packaged description or trait list, real world first
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meetings involve an extensive search for any information which would

provide the perceiver with clues as to the target's personality

characterisitics. Fictious other research bypasses this search,

accumulation, and combination phase. By doing so, it may offer a

somewhat distorted picture of the proceedings during initial impression

formation.

It might be noted that the above criticisms are not just

limited to the traditional work on interpersonal perception. One of

the hallmarks of the descriptive research approach has been its heavy

emphasis on fictious others (Fiske & Cox, in press). It seems that

this reliance has been carried over into the current cognitive process

orientation. For example, all three of the representative studies

presented in the general introduction employed fictious others

(Cantor & Mischel, 1977; Higgens et al., 1977; Rothbart et al., 1978).

This continued use may then result in a serious problem in terms of

the ecological validity of research in interpersonal perception.

While the present cognitive process orientation seems to have overcome

many of the general problems facing personality and social psychology

(Mischel, 1977; Sechrest, 1976; Silverman, 1977), it has not yet

adequately come to grips with some of the more specific problems.

One problem, considered in the present research, concerned the impact

of the self on interpersonal perception. A second problem, still

awaiting future consideration and research, concerns the vital issue

of ecological validity in social cognition.
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1. Several additional analyses of variance were performed in order

to ensure that the reported results were not specific to the

particular analysis presented. The first analysis considered the

possibility that sex differences may have been a significant

factor in determining proportion correct scores. However, a

four-way mixed design analysis of variance (Rating Task x

Rating x Sex of Experiment x Sex of Subject) revealed that any

main effects or interactions involving the sex factors were

nonsignificant. A second analysis focussed on unadjusted recall

scores. This analysis indicated an equivalent pattern of results

as reported in the proportionality analysis. A final analysis

examined sex-differences in the unadjusted recall. This analysis

also showed that sex was not a significant factor.

2. An analysis of variance was also performed on this data with the

additional factors of sex of experimenter, and sex of subject.

This analysis yielded an equivalent pattern of results, as none

of the main effects or interactions involving the sex factors

contributed significant variance. Furthermore, the rating time

data were sorted using an alternate categorization scheme to

ensure that the obtained results could not be attributed to the

specific sorting procedure employed. For each task, three degrees

of self-reference (low, medium, high) were used to sort the rating

times. The results from this analysis were in complete agreement

with the presented data. This suggests that the specific sorting
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procedure has little impact on the subsequent pattern of

results, and can be dismissed as an alternate interpretation

of the data.
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NAME:

AGE:

SEX:

Adjective Check List

On the following pages you will find a set of adjectives that can
be used to describe a person. Beside each word you will find the numbers
1 through 9.

Your task will be to read each adjective and decide if it describes
you. Suppose the adjective was "shy", like the example.

ct-5ro3n>

m
<-••
o> m

3

shy 3 4

If you view yourself as a shy person you would circle 8 or 9. If you
think you are NOT shy, then you would circle 1 or 2.

Please work through the adjectives in order, without skipping any.
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, so just put
down what you honestly feel about yourself.
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COMFORTING

ENERGETIC

MALICIOUS

INDIVIDUALISTIC

RASH

RESOURCEFUL

COURTEOUS

JOKING

CRUEL

PROBING

GAUDY

SYSTEMATIC

LEADING

GENIAL

WATCHFUL

HASTY

Extrem
ely

UNLIKE me

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

N
eutral

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

m|— x

m ro

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9

9
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List of 48 adjectives employed in Experiment 1

PRF Content
Scale

achievement

affiliation

aggression

aggression

autonomy

dominance

endurance

exhibition
harm avoidance

impulsivity

impulsivity

nurturance

order

play

social recognition

understanding

Sublist A

industrious

co-operative

aggressive

quarrelsome

resistant

dominant

durable

expressive
vigilant

fool hardy

careless

maternal

neat

playful

gracious

exploring

Sublist B

purposeful

hospitable

hostile

rebellious

defiant

powerful

persistent

pretentious

prudent

impulsive

reckless

assisting

orderly

jolly

polite

inquiring

Sublist C

resourceful

genial

cruel

malicious

individualistic

leading

energetic

gaudy
watchful

rash

hasty

comforting

systematic

joking

courteous

probing
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Instructions for Subjects in Self, Unknown, and
Known Other Study

Phase 1: Rating Task Instructions

In this study we are interested in examining a number of different

properties of personal adjectives. One way to do this is to ask you to

respond to several different types of questions about the adjectives you

will be shown. The types of questions you will be asked about include:

(1) whether or not you feel a given personal adjective describes you, (2)

whether or not you feel a given personal adjective describes me_ (referring

to the experimenter), and finally, (3) whether or not you feel a given

personal adjective describes a professor from one of your classes.

The questions and personal adjectives will appear on that TV screen.

Your response will be made using the YES/NO buttons on the panel immediately
in front of you.

The first thing that will happen is that you will see a question

appear on the screen. After a few seconds the question will disappear,

and then an adjective will appear on the screen. The adjective will stay

on the screen until you have made a rating by pushing either the YES or NO

button. Upon pushing a button the adjective will disappear, and a few

seconds later the next question will appear, followed by the adjective

for that question, and so on. The questions will not be in any particular

order.

Now, to the details of the three kinds of questions you will be

asked.

(1) For the "Describes Prof?" task I would like you to rate the psychology

prof who taught you your psychology course this term, from January to

Apri1.
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(Ensure this is possible for the subject. Ensure this prof has been known

only since January of this year, and primarily limited to the class room

setting. IF these conditions do not obtain, ask subject for other courses

taken this term, and then you pick a course and have subject make the

ratings about that prof.)

(2) For the "Describes Exp?" question I would like you to decide whether

or not the given adjective describes me, while for the (3) "Describes you?"

task I would like you to decide whether or not a given adjective describes

you.

Here are some examples of the three different types of questions.

1) For the "Describes Exp?" task, the words "Describes Exp?" will appear

on the screen. For instance, you will see this (push Y button to show

sequence of events for 1st example). This question will disappear from

the screen, and be followed by an adjective, such as "sensible" in this

example. Your task will be to decide if this word describes me. If you

feel the word does describe me, you would press the YES button, like this

(demonstrate for subject). However, if you feel the word does not describe

me, you would press the NO button. While these ratings may sometimes be

somewhat difficult to make, try and do the best you can.

2) Another type of question which will appear is "Describes Prof?" (press

YES button now). After this question disappears, an adjective will appear,

and you should now decide whether or not this adjective describes the

professor you are rating. In this example, if you felt that the professor

you are rating is "mature", you would press the YES button, like this

(demonstrate). However, if you felt the professor you are rating was not

mature, you would press the NO button.

3) The final type of question which will appear is Describes YOU? After

(press Y button at this point) this question disappears, the adjective will
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appear, and you should now decide whether or not the word describes you.

If you felt that "outgoing" describes you, then you would push the "YES"

button, like this (demonstrate). If you feel that "outgoing" does not

describe you, you would push the NO button (DON'T respond).

Fine - do you think you understand the procedure now? Do you have

any questions? First, the question will appear on that screen, then it

will disappear, and soon after the adjective for that question will appear.

This adjective will stay on the screen until you have responded. Then it

will disappear, and another question will appear. There will be 54

questions in all, in this part of the study. Remember, the questions are

in no particular order, so if you see two of the same type in a row, don't

worry. When you are ready to begin, just press one of the keys in front

of you.
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NAME AGE SEX

Part II

During the first part of this study you made three different types
of ratings (i.e., Describes You?; Describes Exp?; & Describes Prof?) on a
number of personal adjectives (i.e., energetic, orderly, gracious, etc.).
In this part of the study we are interested in obtaining some of your
perceptions and reactions regarding the making of these ratings. Below
are a series of questions about the different rating tasks.

Difficulty of Making Ratings

While making the various ratings you may possibly have felt that
all three rating tasks (Describes Exp?, Describes Prof?, & Describes You?)
were equally difficult. Or, conversely, you may have felt that it was
easier to make the ratings for some of the rating tasks than for others.
For each rating task, please indicate on the accompanying rating scale
how difficult that you felt it was to make the ratings for that task.
Please indicate your answer by circling the appropriate number on each
rating scale.

a) In general, the making of ratings for the "Describes Prof?" task was:
1

not at all
difficult

moderately
difficult

extremely
difficult

b) In general, the making of ratings for the "Describes You?" task was:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all
difficult

moderately
difficult

extremely
difficult

c) In general, the making of ratings for the "Describes Exp?" task was:

1
not at all
difficult

moderately
difficult

extremely
difficult

Confidence in your making of the Ratings

Another feature which might possibly differentiate the rating tasks
is the amount of confidence you felt in making the various ratings. Perhaps
you felt equally confident in the making of ratings for all three rating
tasks. Or, perhaps you felt much more confident in the ratings made for
some of the tasks than for others. For each rating task, please indicate
on the accompanying rating scales how confident you felt in making the
ratings for that task.
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In general, my level of confidence in the ratings made for the "Describes
Exp?" task was:

1 2
minimal

4
moderate

7
extreme

In general, my level of confidence in the ratings made for the "Describes
You?" task was:

1 2
minimal moderate

7
extreme

In general, my level of confidence in the ratings made for the "Describes
Prof?" task was:

1 2
minimal

4
moderate

7
extreme

Ratings about your Professor

Name of Professor whom you rated for the "Describes Prof?" task:

(If you can't remember name, please give as many descriptive physical
details as possible)

Sex of Professor:

Estimate Age:

M

Course that Professor taught you (i.e., Psychology, History, Math, etc.)

Level of Course (Course # or specific name)

Date when you first met this professor

Year Month Time of Month: (check one)
Near beginning ________
Near middle _______
Near end
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Situations or places where you've observed this professor

For each of the places presented below, please indicate by using a check-
mark whether or not you have observed your professor in that particular
setting. If you have observed him or her in a given setting, try and
estimate as accurately as possible the number of times.

YES NO # of times
Classroom setting __ __ __________
In his or her office __ __ _______
Around campus __ __ _______

Other (Please specify, along with # of times)

Familiarity Ratings

The scales presented below ask you to rate how well you feel that
you know your professor, or in other words, how familiar he or she is to
you. Please read each question carefully, and then respond by circling
the appropriate number on the scale.

I feel that I know this professor:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely moderately not at all
well well well

I feel that I know this professor:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
as well as well as well
as my as a as a
best casual complete
friend acquaintance stranger

Making Ratings about the Experimenter: Strategies Used

When you were making ratings for the "Describes Exp?" task, what sort

of strategies did you use in order to arrive at a Yes/No decision for each

adjective rated under this task?
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List of 48 adjectives employed in Experiments 2 and 3

PRF Content
Scale

Achievement

Affi1i ati on

Aggression

Autonomy

Dominance

Endurance

Exhibition

Harm avoidance

Impulsivity

Nurturance

Order

Play

Social Recognition

Understanding

Sublist A

industrious

co-operative

aggressive
quarrelsome
cruel
resistant

dominant

durable
energetic
expressive
gaudy
vigilant

foolhardy
careless
hasty
maternal
comforting
neat
systematic
playful

gracious
courteous
exploring
probing

Sublist B

purposeful
resourceful
hospitable
genial
hostile
rebellious
malicious
defiant
individualistic
powerful
leading
persistent

pretentious

prudent
watchful
impulsive
reckless
rash
assisting

orderly

jolly
joking
polite

inquiring
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in Experiment 3

Nine Female Subjects
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Subject

1
2
3
4

Sex

F
F
F
M

Age

45
41
29
17

Relationship

Mother
Mother
Sister
Brother

Years
Known

20
20
19
17

Hours
per Week

28
35
10
12

33 19 21.20

Subject

5
6
7
8
9

Sex

M
M
M
F
F

Age

19
18
22
20
21

Relationship

Friend
Friend
Friend
Friend
Friend

Years
Known

6
4
3
3
3.5

Hours
per Week

7
20
9
20
12

Mean 20.00 3.9 13.60
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Nine Male Subjects

Relatives

Subject

10
11
12
13

Mean

Non-relatives

Subject

14
15
16
17
18

Mean

Sex

M
M
M
F

Sex

F
F
M
M
M

Age

50
50
52
22

43.5

M
18
19
22
23
21

20.60

Relationship

Father
Father
Father
Wife

Relationship

Friend
Friend
Friend
Friend
Friend

Years
Known

24
19
20
5

17.00

Years
Known

3.5
6.5
6
13
3

6.4

Hours
per Week

10
45
20
30

26.20

Hours
per Week

24
12
4
20
9

13.80




