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ABSTRACT °

This final report attempts to summarize the major

findings of three and one-half years of research ih the area of .
understanding and accurately judging others.' The author's research on
person perception focuses on the use of sound motion pictures of '
interviews as the primary stimulus and vehicle for the research. . 1
Subjects used for these studies were usually college students from .
psyghology €lasses. There are three major sections or tOplCS for'this [
research: (1) assessing the validity of verbal and non-verb@al cues in 1
accurately Judglng others; (2) effects of money, anticipation and
competition upon judging scores and self-repotts of motivational
arousal, and (3) social stereotyping and its relationship to accur -
in person. perceptlon. Results indicate that accurately perceiving/and

judging another is a complex task affected by many variables, and the
difficulty in decoding then depends on the transparency or opagueness

of the person-being judged. In addltlon, according to the authors,
people can be trained to be better judges of others. (GMF)
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The Px:incipal Inve‘stigat.or wishes to express deep appreciation to
the Office of Educat‘ion"_,.foi' its support of this basic research in the y
area of understanding and accurately judging others. In this Final
Report we will attempt to summarize some of the major findings which
> have emerged fron three-and-a-half years of research activity. The -
stmtoéy; as proposod in the original prospectus, was to condupt a
series of related studies ysing the technique of sound motion piotnroo
» of interviews and carefully developed judging instruments'(as the hasic
measui! of judging accuracy).
‘ The L«incipal Investigator would like to acknowlodgo the invalu- .
able oontmbution mado by a dedicated group of research associa.tgs. Y
assistants, and graduate students wh/ contributed greatly to producing y 7
the many positivo and signifioant outcomes of this research: Jon // !

/.

Atzet, Blaino Holmes, Robert Haésen, Dale Penprase, Joseph Pettit, Y

.Hichaol Shaw, Von Atkinson,/and Carolyn Miller. In some cages soﬂ

of the findings report ere resulted from Masters degree thesis
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’. Assessing the Validity ef Verbal and

. [}

Non-verbal Cues in Accurately

Juc]gir‘xg Others : o

Bffective ccmumcaticn within groups as well asg between paivs

of individuals always requines a correct readiyn( interpretation of
\ both the explicit verbal as well as the covert ncn-verbal cues.

‘rhe author and his aaeociates have been /tg/aged for some Yyears in ) .
research (1964) in the area of person perception ua.king use of sound 0
‘motion pictures of interviews as the primary stimulus ma\t‘erial and '
vehicle for their work. Brief wotion pictures of interviews had the .
advantage of- "fret:zing or holding constant for e "epinental study a

vast humbep of cues and mﬁcmation {n a very

l¢] context. The

/ .
fihned intarv\rw always ined a constant no matter where presented
orlcreened It could 'car"efully studied. and dissected by the experi-

»

PR " ' menter at his leis
. , ' anywhere, but i

- This pv'cvided/'é ideal research setting to stugy the i.ssue of cue
vaiidi‘ty, att pt to determine what kinds of kues taken from a filmeci
' intez'v:kéw contx;i.b e most to ac;umte judgment ! appraisal of another.

s A brlef review of our basi.o llethodology ané research approach
ncwsu Jdd;et would typically. be shown one ob more fnms photqgraphed

.

. , in sound and color ofxn interview with a "standard other." These

- interviews were conducted by skilled interrogators who asked a fairly
T
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. persondlity strengths and weaknesses, personal interests, hobbies,

'recreatioh, *aspects of life style, self-conception, impulse contrbl, ' A

| cult for ]udges to respoad»to Vith a hlgh dﬂgre° of" attention. % klnd '

could econnnzcally and reasonably presﬂ“t to-a'group of judges. Thus,

-N

i ‘ )
. TRT T ! T, * R - .
standard series of questlons (to 1nsure equivalence over intervlewsf BN
W

The interview, about 10 minutes in length, fotused on ‘personal values, ~ -

l
s . ‘ Y ! A} &£

reactloq to the interfiew, etc. The interviewer frequently probed
\'

beyond the initial question when responses suggested important data

about the pérson t?at needed furthcr inquiry or exploration. fhe N
[ ; e '- S '
pacing, order of question, teohniques of probing, etc. Had been devel- -
\\ .
oped follow1ng several years prel;mlnary exploratory research The.

aim was to get as much crucially-vital ‘data about the intervlewee a§

N .

possible in a 10-minute 1nterv1ew Itvwas found that those filmed : .,

+
] - +’

interviews which.went much bey,nd 10 minutes became Increasingly diffl- .

* >
~

of satiation factor set in éven theugh there was some movement in the CL

[

_sence‘of frequnnt slow zooms id on the 1nterviewee s face aad out ag=1n,

to capture his total body ard posture. ‘Also, it vas found that flhncd‘

-

1ntﬂrV1ews that wene "tod lengthy, reduced the number ‘of fllms that one :

with the 10-minute £ilm it ias po::ﬂllc i presant @ naximum of Bix in $

a two-hour perlod and have judgds respond to these vsing specially C o \
3 . . .

eveloped judglng tests.

After a filmed interview had been sho“n, the projector would be

. L]

stopped and the subject-judges were required to fill out paper-pencil

]udging tests. These 1nstruments vere d,vnlcped on thn baSIB of inten-

sive interverB, both with the per"on in the film and with five of his l




mel would be again administered to the subject judges.

" the person seen in the film (interviewee) behaved in everyday life. A

T N i 3

L]
'

. . ’ : ) . .
close’associates, ‘friends, relatives, and others who have knowa_him for

) at least five years. After the tests‘had been filled out the'next filmed

intervxew would be shown, after uhieh the same type of 1udging instiu-

The fipst judging Instrument was referred to as the Behaviural

-'Postdiotion Test. Here the judge . was required to guess or postdict how

L4 .

o

- series.of 20 questions was developed with multiple-choice answers. For

example: - E S, e
12.  When the interviewee (in the film) is in an argument,
he usually ‘

(a) becomes very sarcastic . -

" T (b) ledves the room or-area -’ -
""(c)-uses profanity and obscene words - :

L () strikes or shoves his opponent \i

There was only pﬁe.correct gesponse. The othep alternatives were -
very carefuily clfosen aﬁg cqﬁstructed so as not .to include even part1311¥}§
* 4 Y . * . ‘ .

correct sthtements: A'separate and individually tailored behavioral poét-

diction test was thus, necessaniry, constructed for every film or inter-

viewee.- Other items tapped such areas asirelations with women (men), ’ ~

'soc;al behaviér, . handling faoney , - 1mpulse control, ete. The experimenter
of course knew how each interviewee charaeter;stlcally behaved in real
life because of the intensive interviews held with the subjeet and his

family, clbse friends business associates, etc., about his life style,

7 ‘pevsonal history, etc. Only those be v1ors which all agreed upon as

being charaoteristlc of him were us Thus a separate schedule of" ‘items

had to be byilt for every 1nterviewee. The judging ability scores were
~. : .

™~ .
P
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" the one which he and all or nearly all of the intervxewee 8 friends and

I

obtained by tallying thewnumber of correct predactions/postdictions made

/'-- 7. )

for all of the filmed interviews used. ' _ v . i,

%

The Adjsktive Check List, a mcdification of Gough's ACL test (e.g.,

a list of 300 trait-adjectives) was developed. In:this case the judges

were required to postdict a filmed»interviewee s:self-ratings on the ACL.
’-— ! .

Twenty peirs of descriptive adjectives or traits were presented to the

judge Each, judge was required to predict whith trait (from every pair)

the filmed intervxewee and his five friends and associates consxstently

checked as being descriptive of the interviewee. The correct, trait Was

4

-
v .

associates”had chosen to use in describing or rating him. The incorrect

s

trait was” the one which pad never (on almost never) been checked in

describing rating him. The coprect and incorrect traits in each pair
T

were matched as closely as- pqssible for "social desirability" to prevent

this response bias from influencing the judge in his decision. Example:
' 18. _ (a) Strong . \ N .
._._.(b) Loyal ) \‘\:‘ \.1\ .

)

A nunber of other judging tests nere.déveloped.wpicn space .prevents

tests of the judge's verbal and visual memory‘of the fiim's content,

. C

ab{lity to predict the interviewee'h personal values etc., etc. Our

variouh judging measures do have a modérate relhtionship with each other

and our, research\(lgslb) does suggest a modest amount of "general ability"

[ 4 N °
in one's ability to judge others.,. ' - i oo

L]
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In studying the problem of'what»kind qf cues' or information presented'




" and accurately judged by nearly everyone--hence transparent.

. and several younger siblings.

- ,1
©
» - A N ' ' \§=

in the filmed 1nterv1ews contributed most to accurate judément and ap-

»

-

pralsal of others by our judges we discovered that some fllms (inter-

viewee's) were relatively easy- to judge and others very difficult.

v .

This varied on the continuum of 'transparency"” to "opaqueness." Thus,
some individuals are very open, easily perceived, easily understood
» -

3

However,

moving to the other end of the continuum we ‘found some individuals or

*

interviewees who projected very confusing cues. The more you studied

-

,and listened to them the more contradictory and confusing they appeareéd.

It was as if they were playing roles, and one didn't know for suré\ywho

the real man was undernmeath. HWe referred to the more.extreme ¢ases of

this type of individual as "opaque." We found-that if an individual

.

were either too transparent or too opaque we could not use the film. It

would be ak1n to ah item in a math test that was too easy’ (everybody

passed it) or too dlfflculi (everyone failed it)--it didn't dlerimlnate
/'

so had to be eliminated. Two examples m1ght~111um1nate this point. One

day while filming-eur interviews in a dﬁhntown urban area we noticed a

young man pogsibly 16-18 years of age, not too we;l-dressedt vwho in his

;

general demeanor somehow suggested the inage pf a young “hood." Since

he fitted into the age and socioeconomic category wWe were looking for;

. ~

we approached hlm and,offered him a small sun of money to be interv;ewed.

He accepted and we immediately began the interview (w1th cameras runnlng)

Hls
\ .

whereln we learned that he was from an 1mpoverished background.

" father had died six years previoqsly and he lived with his #idowed mother

From the interview we learﬁed that he had

Al 13 L3
.

-t . [
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N .
p , .a warm and affectionate relationship with his mother, went to church -

,every,Sun@ay, loved his country, anb was doing the best he could to - ‘~/,

support, at a very_meager level, his family. 'We were all touched by
. ] - ! ) ’
t - .
his story. We gave him extra moﬂey fbr participating and bade him

V‘ .

Gog-speed. Ounr. later backgpound study of him showed that he was ‘a: © -//
(\‘a‘,"g N
'hardened, calloused criminal involved in many crimes of violence, at- ’ )

tempted murder, rape, etc. However, he was a consummate role player

. and had the facility and ability to project an xmage very d1fferent -0

from what he was like in real life. We could not use h;s film because

almost mp one could penetrate the false role of a "pléasant al;~American '

- -
C T,

boy down: on his luck" which e .presented gn the film. CL S,
In anothér instance we made a film of & very attractive blonde’
. -«

L 4 . ’
young adult female who in the inter@iew prejected a great deal of -/

-’

"aﬁimalheitality.? Nearly all judges, men and women, did tery poorly -
in“judging her as long as they were watching her presence oﬁ the screen.
. When the judges only heard or even reéad a transcript of the interview
~ but did not see her, jndging scores rose remarkably. When her image wgs -
. on the screen the j:dges apparently paid litWN\e attenxion to what she
said, or discounted it if'they did hear. Her visuyal presence, powerfully
§ o and inaccurately cancelled out the content of her verb;i mesxage.
: _What ell this suggests is that both verbal and non—verbel cu;s can
- be very deceptive ‘and misleading. They may convey messages which obecune/, '
the truth, wh;qh trap and mislead deliberately perhaps. The real issue

‘may be how do we decode these false cues, (verbal or non-verbal) or

A A o
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_ penetrate the mask or role of the opaque indiv1dual or more 1mportantly

e
8

- - A ———— .

" tell whether the gues are false or true, and whether we are dealing with

©o a transparent or opaque individual? The transparenﬁ person is easily

deciphered and read by most who interact with him at ooth verbal and non-

' verbal levels. He's'not owr problem. One can imagine another type of
person, neurotic and conflicted perhaps, who,may project conflicting cuee-yr

But this could be another instance of transparency where the truth is ¢

(AR

that there is complexity and ambivalence. An example might bq the child

who both loves apnd hates his mother. Yet there is that other person who .
is truly opaque and may generate sufficient false cués to grossly “trap’

and mislead us. Where consxdering marriage or hiring for a key company

r

position is involved, this could be “fatal." .

<

He mlght next proceed to examine some of the empirical research '
* /M related to the cue»validity problem to gazn a greater understanding of
what types of cues are most helpful or powerful in contributing to the
accuracy of judgment and knowledge of ‘ne person By another. The first
study to b cited is referréd to as the "Cue Manipulation Research."

. The purpose of this study was to systematically alter the input of '/

o, .
» L.

1nformation or cues available to judges about a particular "other" or

b

subject and thep, determine what effect this'might have upon judging

[N

I
accuracy scores. The standard procedure was to use the sound color films,

| which had already been developed with four judging tests; The first was”
I

. v
:\2 . the Behavxoral Poetdictidn test already discussed The second judging

device was the ACL or Adjective Checklist teet which was prey{ously

described. The third procedure, the Verbal Hémory test, was a procedure
. ’ Yo

-

! N ar—
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judglng 1nstruments.- ) - .

. -they then filled out all judgihg instruments.

.y .

- . .
e

requiring the jndge to show how well he remembered the content of'
iR A

kY 4

fll_}med 1nterv1ew *he had just seen. : A fourth was ‘a Visual Memory t st

.

/
whlch 1nvo1ved hav1ng the judge indicate what had happened or what he had

'a

seen in the f£ilm. All experimental groups saw six fllaed 1nterv1ews and .

A ]

fllled in the approprlate judging tests. Eleven experlmental groups were

@‘organxzed qonslstlng of 25 adults each; as follows:

b
 Group 1 Saw agd heard the standard set of six judging films and

A\

‘fllleﬁ out all 3udg1ng instruments. | '

- Group 2 were given only 1nfonnatlon about. the age and sex of each

> -

1nterv¢ewee in_each fllm and then without seeing the fllm they filled ¢

out the judging instruments. This was a condition of minimum information. -

’

Group 3 Read 12 revealing facts about each interviewee (in each

£ilm). gpch -as. ocegpatzon, educatlon, sex, mar1tal status, race, and‘so f

BNEN

/
forth. Then bn,thefb381s of only this information, they fllléd out all
N

«
e

<

Group 4 Saw only the v1sua1 content of the film but heard nothing,
‘ N ¢

-
-

:’:~Group 5 Heard only the-sound track, but saw nothing. .They then
. : 1 , N .

filled out alI*Uudglng instruments. e ) '
I ’

Group 6 Heard the sound track and saw 30 seconds:of each inter- .

[
LN

viewee's behavior and then filled out all judglhg instruments. '

»

Group 7 Saw the visual content of the filmed interview and heard %

eath interviewee's voice'for 30 seconds only. They then filled out the

judging instruments. - o

Group 8- Read a printed transcript of each intervéew. This was the

-




“ and again filled out all the judging instruments.

v

4

only/In;ormation they were given. They then filled out all judginé .

instruments.

[ )

Group 9 Read a personality sketch only about aach interviewee.

They then filled out all judging instrqunts. ’

-

Group 10 kead.a personality sketch and also saw and heard films.
) ’ ’ s N y R
They also then filled out all the judging instruménts.

i

Group 11 Read a personallt, sketch of the 1nterv1ewee, saw and

heard films, and then, fllled out all judging instruments. Following

1

this they additionally read the printed transcript of each 1nterV1ew

k]
»

In analyzing the results it was fonnd, using an analysis of variance

-~

across all eleven groups and four judging instruments, F ratios were all

[N

significant at much better than .01" level,
’ — ’ N . = .
The Newman-Keuls sequential range statistic was used to test the
significances between jndividual group performances on each of the four

udglng tests across thetexperimental groups. For.the Behavior Post-

?

diction test the groups clustered in

———————

three distinct levels of accuracy.

Groups 2, 4, and 7 tended to be fuite Jlow \in thelr accuracyu Groups 1,
3 5, 6, and 8 were accurate to an interffediate level, and Groups 9,
10, and 11 were high., For the Aci st three very sxm;lar gnoupings
also emerged Groups 22 D and 7 Yeing quite low and Grgpps 1, 3, 5, 6,
and 8 being intermediate, and Groups 9, 10, and 11 being high. The

differences between these clusters were significant. These results in
H ‘ . .

summary indicate that what most interviewees say in response to interview

R

- O
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quest1 s ;s 'far more important, as cues,-than what they look like, vwhat
s et e — . - e e e —r e k. - — e .,._,~ e e

) the voice sounds like, how they act or move (hithout the sound) all put

togefher Also, most 1mportant1y, hav1ng an accurate stereotype like « \7, .
knowing 12 relevant facts about the person such as race, religion, poli-

| 'tlcal inclination, marltal status, etc. glves a judge (in one instance)
as accurate a judging score as hearing and seeing the entlre filmed L.
interview. This is true for at least one Judging dawlce and that is the

- Behavioral Postdiction test. The most accurate groups of all were those

~éroups who read the personality sketch and/or read the printed %r?nscript

.. of the interview. However, it should be noted that the sound quality of '

* 9

-some of the films was only fair, which would permit ‘ahyone reading @ -
" - ‘ ) . L
written transcript of the interview to have an advartage in prohably _ ¢
. ¢ . P . ! & .
Baving more information available to hif. ' ‘ v

K

hith regards to the Verbal Memory judging test, Groups 1,,5, §; 8,

.10, and 11 achieved a high level ,of accuracy, vhile Grosps 2, 3, u,u7;
and 9 obtaided.low scores. =This finding'is easilyfexplained on the basis
of esposuré'of the subjects toffhe verbal content of the interview s

(orally or reading a verbatim transcript). Also, those who read the
.'!interview transcript achieved a nghifieantly ;igher score than those who
. just heard 1t. | PR N 0 1 ) : . .
| With regards to the Vxeqal Memory test, Groups 1, 4,6, 7, 10, and

11 achleved .-aatlvely high sco hav1ng been exposed to the visual

s

conﬁent of the films. Ey€n ;rzo-second exposur3 proved of maa?r value o

i

L 4

)

on. scores achieved on this instriument. However, a. longer visual exposure v

\ © ;I .

\\\;; such as was obtalned in Groups 10 and 11 substantiilly raised the total
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) Table L .~ )
’ Anaiysis of Variance ofCudging Accuracy Scores Across- Eleven Groups o
. ‘
$ i/ . ' (Ana]gsis Broken Down by Judging Instrumcnt)
Source DY MS F P
," . ¢ k i ]
. . h . .
' ; , . . ~
Behavioral Group R 1842.86 « 56¢07 © .01
§ . Postdiction Ss/Group 264 32.87 e
: Total ’ 27
ACL ‘Test Group ~10  ° 1168.56 4. 74 -0l
' : Ss/Group 264 ' 13.97 -
Total 274 ’
g Verbal Group 10 14071.766 -~ 119.76 .0l
* * Memory * Ss/Group 264 117.49 ’
, Total _ 27 . *
visual «  @roup . . 10 *068.78 46.86 ¢ .01
Memory Ss/Group 264 150.8% . . N
. Total - - 274
(S : . * Vo i -\
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_ Table 2 ’
* ’ \
Compdrison of Treatment Totals via }hdividual Dégrees of Freedom Test?
‘(Behavioral Postdiction Test) .
Order of Absolute Totals by Group
4 2 7 8 3 h 6 5 105‘; 11 g,
Nt . . *
. 984 986,990 . 1l4l 1199 1226 1231 1249 1478 1545 1567
‘ . Difference Matrix ‘ -
4y 2 7 8 3 1, ¥ ° 5. 10 1 \fa
4 -- 2 .6 157%%  215%%  2u2%%  2u7k%  261i% ygutkk  SpLEk  SBuNR
a . &’
2 _— y 155%% 213k 240%%  2uSkk  259%% 4%k  55QNk 581 .
7 - (151%k  209%% 236%% 24l¥k  255&% uggik 555%& 5778
8 -~ 58 85 90 104  337%k  uouAER 4ok
3 - I 27 32 Tu6  279%%  3ueRx 368
1 -- .S 19 252%%  319%% . Julit
6 —m 14 2u7A% 3iuNk 336N
. F
"5 ; -- 233#*, 300%k ¢+ 322* |
o .- -5 ‘:67 89 "
11 ) 2a 22
. N 4 '
9 — y

Slgnlflcance calculated via the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range\Statiétic. .

" MSErp. = 32.87 . % = signif. at .05 level , &
df = 264 N *% = gignif. at .01 level ) t .
K =25 * N =25
‘ ° n .
\ & ‘ :L
) IS 4 »




accuracy score still more on this measure. It was found that the Beha-

vior Postdiction and ACL tests were intercorrelated .30 whilé the two |

v
1

memory tests were correlated .25. Neither the poi!&iction nor trait

judging tests were significantly related to either of the memory tests.

While this study is certainly limited in the degree to which we can
\f

generalize from it, it certalnly does emphasize the 1mportance of verbal
‘cognitive material and tends to play down such things as style, .appearance

and the many so-calle# subtie v1sua1 cues which one might guesa wouid be -

14

important when making judgments about another person. One thing noticed
in conducting these/ series of resedches over the years has been that
4 ' ‘
. . ! . o e . A
many times seeing ‘the person you are interviewing can tually interfere

with or reduce the Eécgracy of one's judgment. .Thus while it may be
¢

" possible for a certain judge to be particularly sensitive to style, move-

ment and expressive pehévior and this kind of thing, and these may con-

tribute significantly to his judging ability, still it is possible that

-

many interviewees atre actors or role players who tend to project’false

images of themselves to others which could potentially impair one s

7 ‘ \
judging accuracy. "A.further implication of this study is that descrip-

tive demographlc or what one mlght call stereotypic, 1nformatlon about

N ~

the person such as his religious preference, racial backquun §ocial SRR
class status, ethnlc(derlvatlon, occupation, marital status and so
forth, are of great 1mportance in understandlng and making predictions

5 )
about a person. While the word "stereotype" is almost regarded as a -~ ' -~
"dirty word" when judging people, especially to social fsychologists, <
our data here suggest that,if is most important and if used in conjumetion

-~ 2

A tJ
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with idiosyncratic data, serves to yield powerful and important trends
or data about a person, onn or about which quite pqtent predictions
might be made about his future behavior as well as present functioning.

~ Further work obviously needs to be done in this area. But it certaini§

< &

_points the Qay to furtﬁer fruitful kinds of research endeavors.
The next study is referred to as the "feedback in judging accu- - \
racy training research." - )
Two hunq;ed and seven subjects.were divided inte eight groups of
. twenty-threegﬁhich formed all possible ésmbinatioﬁs of three dichotomous

variables: (a) feedbackl - no feedback, (b) summar-yé Zno summary

’ (c) films - no films; plus a ninth group which recelved no feedback’
* “no summary, saw no fllms but was told the age and sex of the stimulus

person. A descrlptlon of the treatments 1mposed upon | the groups is as .

. N,
follows: ~

. Group 1 Films, summary, immediate feedback

‘ ‘ . -3
(I ' Group 2 Films, suymary, no feedback

NA

Group '3 Films, no summary, immediate feedback

+ ' Gfoup 4 Films, no summary, no feebback

L ' Group 5 No films, summary, immediate’ feedback

BN \\‘ ‘\N . s . "
“j>§¥( lHere a ]udge was given immediate feedback about his judging
) Xi:é? aceuracy follawzng each response to each item.
. &:N - . ¢
Y . 2Here a judge was given a prief written sumary and demographic :
S 1nformation about the person he was judging. : -

Vo ' 3Here a judge saw and heard the complete fllmed 1ntepview, which
he later made judgments about on four tests. .




o - '

Group 6 No films, -summary, no immediate f‘e'edback . -

Group 7 No filn;s, no summary, irmnedi.ate feedi)ack E _

Group 8 No filme, no summary, no, feedback R

Group 9 No filme, no summdry, no ‘%’eedback, but were told the

« aée and sex of the /stimult.; person * T p

The .fllms were shown and questionnei;*es »adminyietere‘d to each of the
above group; in the prescribed manner. ‘ S .

Films - no films:. The.results of an analysis of variance showed

that the no-film u did as well as the film groups.on only ,one
gro :

judging mstmment the Postd1ct1 ‘T Here the mean accutacy scores

of the groups were not sig;mflcantly dlfferent from each other (E = 3, 70

df = 1, 1765 p > .05). ' Significant differences in mean accuracy soores
[ PR ¢ - . e P 1‘.’:9 ‘ ! . "

yere found for the remaining’ instrumentsi®.~ , . T

° . ACL- F 2 4.77;7aF = 1, 176y 2 05 \\

i - Q . .

Verﬁal Hemory F

o

1678.64; df = 1, 176; p > .001

v

Vlsual Mempny: F= 29.47; gf_ s l,' 176; p, > .01

Smn;nary - po summary: . The® analysis of variance showed that summary

-
’

. \‘ 0 L 32
groups were superior to no-summary grougs, on all questionnaires:

. PD: F & 11.29; df = 1, 176; p » .05
'ACL: F = 51.69; df = 1, 176; p > .05

’

Verbal Memory: F'= 7.39; df = 1, 1763 p > .01

»

A
Visual Memory: 21. 16 df = 1, 176; 'p_ > ,001

"n

L2

Feedback - no feedback: The ana1y31s of vamance showed that

feedback groups were not 31gn1f1cant1y more accurate o'd the Verbal

.

Y




‘Memory Questionnaire’ (F = 3.54; df = 1, 1763.p > .05). Significant TR

*

differencgs were found for the remaining instruments:

. PD: F =‘19§.ll; df = 1, 1765 p > .01
' \ © o ACL: F = 18.62; df = 1, 176 p > .01 '
\ ( : ViSL}al Memory: -E = 6?51;. af = l‘, 176; p > 05 -
. "Significant Interaction: Two-Factor ' - . “a“' ,'l
' Films-feedback: This interaction term was not s.ignificant for the fl
Verbal Memory Questi'orinaire. 8F = .694; df = 1, 176; 2_.1 .05). ‘The ' o /'

. interaction s significant for all other instruments. ’ d

ACL:

|m
N

4.19; df = 1, 1765 p > .05

CL \%Visual Memory; F{= 14.86; df = 1, 176; p > .01

*
’

Summary-films® This interaction term was significant on the Post- o

3 — i N .

3l
diétib"rﬁtes‘t only {F =¢19.11; df = 1, 176; p >.01).

.

* ‘Signjficant Interéction:q: Three-Factor

: The three facter inferaction term was significant forf all instru-
! “ments: " \ - .
°. AR S . ’ e
' X . iPp: Fl 11.627 4F = 1, 1765 p >.01 ’
i : ° ' ACL: P 2 14.02; df = 1, 176; p >.01
. . ‘b s ". — . — .
Rk o Verbal Memory:_’{ = 7.51; daf =1, 1765 p > .0} )
. : Visual bfemory'\ F =18.68;.df = 1, 176; B :‘,&.01

The ex:.stence of s:.gn1£1cant mteractmn terms means that care must be
4

taken g.n the mterpretatz.on “of any one factor. In order to gssess the
‘ effect of a factor, the. level of the other- factor(s) must also be"’

known The followz.n& hierirchies of {ccuracy (see Table I) "can be
-

a.rranged, with the conditions most conducive té accurate scores at S

V- - ' ‘.(
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the top, and those least conducive on the bottom.y These factors can

‘be assessed for conditions in which only one factor exists at a time
N \ ’ . [}
and when two or more are in combinatiom. S

)

Providing some soutee of information does improve accuracy on the

ACL and Visual Memory Questionnaires; but the importance of the kind

-

of information provided is not the same for the two instruments (on

~

-

ACL, feedback is the most powerful discriminant;-on Visual Memory,

<

r
films are the most powerful disgniminant). On the other hand, accu-

racy scores would not be improved on the Postdiction and Verbal Memory

Questionnaires merely by adding new information. In particular, scores
on the Postdiction test would not be improved by providing the infor-

mation found in the films, and Verbal Memory stores would not be
\ oo :

W
.

improved by providing feedback of correct anéweqs. fhenefore, whether &

L. \ ] 4"'
or not additional information will increase accuracy stores depends on

the kind of information provided and the judging instrument tgi’?fs

. <
used as the dependent criterion.

Some of the implications of this research aré that, as in the case .

“‘of the Behavioral Postdiction test, it is not nécessary to seé the

t . .

person to make the most accurate judgment about him. Getting informa-

tion about him in the personality sketch, plus the feedbgcﬁ ‘seem. to

be quite potent in producing high accuracy scores. In the case of the '
. - . |
ACL test the films contributed some to accuracy, but feedback and the ¢

personality summary with its demographic (or "stereotype" type) data

contributed move. In the .case of the Verbal Memory ‘test the films

c' .

were more important here, for the very obvious reason that it is. only
. " L]
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. ' . . »

by seeing and~hear1ng the- film thag one gets ‘a complete knowledge of. .

* what the"erson Says 1n response to the questions And since the..

’ :

Ay
gudging'test is taken directly from a transcript ‘of the f;lm this

*

. is the only condition in which the; 3udge is. able to getgspecifiq
)

-
L

data about what was sa1d so these results are to be expected In .

t - 3

. the tase of the Visual Memory test the films as might be reasonably
~N
expected'are-also the-most important conxrlbutpr of informatiof and
data°for the:;ame reason 'This study also gives soméwhat indivect
evidence that people can be taught to 1mprove ;heir iudging scores

by prov1d1ng 1mmedzate feedback to a Judge on whether he 1s correct

K]

or not in his 1ndiv1dual Judgment about a person. This is a very

powerful kind of technique 1n helping our judge to obtain high accu-

, racy scores.. o . . _—
‘ . | . o v,
Thus;, in summary, acturately perceiving and judging'another is

a complex task which is affected by many-variables. (Cues can be

k3

" covert, or overt; verbal or non-verbal--but in ezther case ease 1n

" decoding them can range greatly on %Sgbntinuum of‘difficulty depend—

.~ ~

ing on the transparency or opaqueness of the person being judged.
Additionally, peaple.canibe trained to be better judges of others by -
stich techniqueé.as:giuing the judge feedback about his judgments.
And at least with thé research methodologies used by the present

. .investigators it was found that- the verbal content of the.interv1ew

.

- i
(heard or read) pluS\kn:zledge of .some- demograph;c background data

] )
about the subject contri uted more to judging accuracy than any other

>
factor including "seeing" the’ subject

[y %
) . . ¢ ]
., .

/
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. . Tébles

- “

. . I.;ltgr,l'correlations of Scores on Four Judging Instruments N

ﬂ) ‘ ‘ - / . .

All Possible Intercorrelational Combinations by Groups - N

= ' Y :
N ¢ . 4
Group ' PD® x ACL PD x AMe PD x VM ACL X AM ACL x VM  AM x Vi p

.

- — —

L

e ! ' 2 Cew oo 200 .00 .17 . n
2 .33 -.04 .03 ~ .05 205 .48
3 LF— -8 Lol .02 .13 s N
4 .20 04 .08 .08 02 .22 |
< 5 11 -0 -.08 ~ .02 s L.

6 - 37 .01 .00 . .06, .12 a0

/. 3 -. PRI
L1 .30 , }?u .04 .07 .02 A1
~ ¢ N ' . =
8 125 - .01 .01, 0, .05 S5 s

Poos . g8 . .0l .16 (N3 .04 26 s

. ®pD = Behavioral Postdiction a *
] - ACL = Adjective Checklist:Test , ‘ / -
AM = Verbal Memory £ - ; ) «
. VM = Visual Memory ‘ W | Y
* ’ ' s »

t' ’ ' { vy‘b L0 ) B }




- Table & '

Hierarchies of Condi}ions Conducive to Accuracy

Individual Pag_[tors ‘- cc;mbination Qof Factors
. — .
PD 1. Peedback( . . 1. Feedback + summary
: 2.. Stmmary 2. Feedback + no ‘summary .
s . a 3. , Summary + no feedback :

© ACL

A Verbal. , .
Memory 2. Summdary -~ ¢+ 2. 'Films + po summary

Visual
Metory

1. Feedback .1, Feedback + summary - films

2. Summary . .2, Feedback - summary - no films T e
3.. Films ,3.  Feedback ~ no summary - films
D 1, 4, Feedback - no sumary - no films
RO 5. No feedback - summary - films

‘6. No, feedback - summary - no films
7. No feedback - no;summary - films
8. No feedback - ;:c{ summary - no films

1. Films . * ° 1. Films + swmary

- . -+ 3. No films + summary . |
' 4, No films + no summary (
a_ .
1. Films -~ . '* 1, Films - sumary - feedback
2. Summayy 2. Films - summary - no feedback
3. Feedback ‘3. Films - no sumary - feedback

4, Films-- no summary - no feedback
, 5. No films - sumary - feedback
P 6. No films - gfimmary - no feedback
‘ 7. No films - no summary - feedbalk
8. No films - no summary - no feedback

L

"3 -
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. . Sectioh II

The Effects of Money, Anticipation, and (-':ompet‘ition
Upon Judging Scores and Self-Reports

5' . of Motivation Arousal

. ' " Procedure
7 L4 \ h !
Selection of Sample .

-

°
. +

149 adult male and female S'é‘wéfe drawn'over a period of eight
A . ‘
months from the introductory psychology, abnormal psychology and intdo-

ductory sqciology classes at the University of Utah and Weber State
. ‘ % )
College. Most students in the afoxementioned classes had an opportunity

to participate.” In some caseé, with instructor p?fmissibn,.the entire »

‘class was used. In other cases proféssors encouraged their students to
"- participate and gave extra credit to those who did so during evening

. i , [ N
sessions. . . y ¢ v !

’ ! M

. ‘ &
Without their knowledge Ss. were preassigned one of seven experi-

mental conditions which were six treatments and a control. Each of the
six treatment groups was assigned one of three variables. These were

money, anticipation of results”and competition between sexes. Insert

#1 summarizes the experimental design as it tells the approximate date

and place of completion for each group involved.

Procedures Followed for Each smoup

»

By means of a standard infbrmation sheet handed// all Ss at the

beginning of the experimental session, the E read the procedures to be

-

A 44

* s »
v A

- .




treatment condltion along with the
films. .

A
. . . ‘22
~ . /
Insert 1
N DR .
.o . Experimental Design® '
o . 3 pim Film Completion
Experimental Groups 01 09 Date & Place
. MONEY---30¢ given for each T May ° Z "
correct answer given on the behd- XX . Utah
vior postdiction test. The money : -
was shown before the film began. - © | Yay
\ ) S XX ; {ltah,
" ANTICIPATION---Ss were inform- \%z ‘ Jung
ed that they would receive their X " Utah
test scores and papers after the ' *
film along with a’group mean. June /
. . - o XX .{"  Utah’
A ) ~ -

& 'COMPETITION---Ss were informed : August-
‘that the sexes differ in their abil-{ xx '« -Weber
ity to judge. They were to compete, . -
a mean for each sex was given. Auéust ‘

- . XX __“'Heher

CONTROL---Ss were only shown <t} Jdu 7
the films. They were not given any LA Utahe

N

.

»

——
e

#An X within a cell-indicates that™for the film the particular
group in question received the treatment condition explained.

\

A blank cell 1nd1cates that for the film the partlcular gvoup
in question received only the film, not the treatment condition.

.
\

( Al

RS




, Film 01 was always shown first while Film 09 followed. After

having seen jeach film Ss were requésted to fill out a 21‘@uestion

'

/ paper was a questlonnalre. Ssw elalso requlred %d complete the _

i ) questlons on that paper aftd% hav1ng viewed a fllm and taken its test.

type questions. These Were designed to assgss‘py subjeétive report how
hard the Ss tried, concentrated and thought during a, particular film

.
- . 2 e

|
|
|
!
|
|
\
! [X) _ ‘ ’ v . . .
| . ' K Insert 3 : A S
|
|

<’ Motivation Questions on Questionnaire T

. - . I
. o, . 1. How hard did you try to get all the answers correct?
. . . it .
X X X X 'K X X
Not at Not . Not too Tried Tried quite Really

all Much much i a bit tried

" 4, How much did you concentrate during the session?._

: X X X X X X X -
RN . g A great A lot A little . Not too Not Not at s
N adeal - * much-. much all.
. o 7.\ How deeply did you think through the questions? .
N ) ' \ ’
N & X« %X X X * . X X N
:‘"f\;‘ -great A lot’ A little. . Not too Not ‘  “Not at -

deal . . . - 7 ~much’ - much all

Y

. ,Having compie%ed fhe fovegoing for Film 01,‘§§'repeated the same pro-
o ' cedupe for Fllm 69._ That 1s, they viewed the second film, completed

the tasr for that fllm andtqnestionnalre they received before* the J

N ot

v This questionnaire contalned, along with 1rreléﬁ?nt data, three Likert-

_— o and teét(gggsion. Inézrt #3 gives the three‘questions that were used. .




. - Q’ R "
| : fllm began, and awalted flnaL 1nstructlons by the E. In this case,
-t H

after the secohd fllm Ss were told they could leave.

° i

~ : . For the control group the above procedure comprlsed the sum

S
«

total of each Ss experience. Treatment g;%ups, hov.ever, recelved an
<

added variable dependlng»upon the group 1nvolved Ss in the 01 money
‘ . group, for. exampleé/zgre told'through an added instruction sheét

lnserted between the instructions and the test plus questlonnalre and
\ !

’read by the E, that for the ol film they would receive 30¢ per cerrect'
resqohse on the po%}diqtion test. The promised money in dollar-bills,
quarters, dimeg: and nickels was iaid upon the E's desk at the rear

"of the experihenfal'room after’hay?ng'ﬁeeh showri the Ss. Insert #4

is a-facsimile of the added instructions given the money groups.

‘ . e ‘Insert 4 :
~ ’ ' : ’ ' ?
~Yoney Group -Instruction Sheet .

P

' On this particular test you will receive 30¢ for each correct.

N answer given. Since there are 21 possible responses, youy may receive
up to $6.30 for your half hour's work along with the experimental
point for the séssion. It might be added that provision was made in
the original grant for the allocation of this money. You, therefore;
‘need not feel guilty or inhibited in any way in accepting this stipend.

As soon as you finish, you may brlng yourgtest to me and 1mm°d1-
ately ypon its scoring you will receive the appropraate amount. -
Questlons?

L)

. ’ - ) LR
.

As this added instruction sheet explains, Ss obtained an imme- ¢

diate award. After each "judge'" completed hls test and.quesnmonnaire,
" A,
he’took his papers to the q who scored the test and gave the S the

\ K
proper amount of mohey for his score. §s did not see their test

. papers after their cdprection. As soon-as all Ss completed their

1

. léfgl(;‘ ' . : | | | f. lfi) | . jl.
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A ™ tests and received their awérds, they viewed the second film (09), filled ’\

\ v .

-out its feét, completed the at;éched'questionnaire and left the room.
The 09 money group followed a reverse procedure to tﬂat followed
L by-the 01 money group. These Ss received the experinental instﬁuctions,
saw tﬁe 01 film and filled out afterwards_the 0l test and‘questibnnaire" ‘
. attacked to their instructions. They wére then given the special iastruc-
tioﬂ sheet about the possibility of 30¢ per correct‘ané@er along with the
‘L ngtest agd aécompanying questionnaire. Ss in this gréup, therefore,

. .. . " . & - .
were given money for their responses on the 09 test instead of the‘OI

Z
4

. test. . . ' ) ' s

The 01 an%icipation group followed the pfoéédures explafned above
] .

1]

for the 01 money group'with one exception. Instead of 30¢ per comrect- .

answer, they, the 01 anticipation Ss, were promised the results of their .

Y

p individual tests along with a grou§ mean for the test in quest{on. OL,— Lo~
. i ‘ S
) ’ Insert #5 is a facsimile of the instructions given the amticipation f :.- .
groups. - ' . o ‘ .
* ) I' . J '- -"’ ‘
"Insert 5 ' ]
. Anticipatioﬁ Group Instruction Sheet —_— t ’ . - t.

On this particular test you will receive the results. By compari~
—~ son of your responses with those which are correct you will see where
you accuratgély or inaccurately described the individual in thé film. '
A mean score will also be compiled for the group as a whole and you may
" see how far above or below this mean your score falls. .
As soon as you finish, you may bring your test to me and immediately
upon its scoring it will be returned for your consideration. We ask
only that you return it before you leave. Questions?

.

< . ) o
. -~ A

' . . " -F‘
| 5
O ‘ ? v k . . .
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» These §§ did #eceive their test pépers back after correction.
K e » -
* They would, after “seeing the 01 fidm, fill out their test and question-

naire, turn these in to the E at the rear of the room and receive the

scored siteets back in a few minutes

with the corfectég answers of the
e . ’ H
questions missed circled in.red. This was done only aftér all Ss had

o . . * "' A ’ ¢
finished. That is, corrgcted test papers were taken by the E and return-

l
v te
[N

ed to the Ss after everyone had completed. !

.The 09 ‘anticipation group followed 'the same basic format used for
N ] . AY te *’; ,
the 01 anticipation group. They received, however, their results andf

the ~group mean after the second film. In this respect they .were ideﬁ;

tical to the 09 money group'in’ that their ‘treatment, anticipation of

" v results, came for the 09 film instead of %or the Q£ film, "o

The competition groups were very dimilar to the other treatment
13

groups above. ,The major difference between these two groups and the

»

other f&ur treatment gréups was that the payoff for §§ within'them was

a sex compafis;n rather than money for cdﬁrect fesponses or anticipation
of results. 'Tnis sex comparison was a male and fémglé meén'for the test
given under tgeatﬁent gonditions.’ Other than this difference jin the

.

variable béing testéd, the 01 and 09 competition groups werd bésicall; :
identical to the 01Tand 09 groups for the other two treatmenss. The '
only other proce&ural difference for thege'competitiqp,grbupsféég that

their in;tﬁuctions were given orally E& the E“while the Ss dia not bave
an instruction sheet apout~their treatment vafiable with which ;hey

could follow along as the E.read to them. Insert #6 is a Ebpy of the

explanations given these Ss. .




Insert 6

Competition Group Instructions
N

E4

It has generally been shown that the sexes differ with regard to
their ability to judge another. Usually males j udge one of the sexes
better than they judpe the other, and females generally judge. one of
the sexes better than ,the other also.. We would like you t&»compete
with each other, therefore to see wﬁlch of youc--the boys:br the
girls---are better judges of the person in thlsfbartlcular f£ilm.

Do not- consult with each other.} Just try'as best you can to do
well. After everyone has finished and the tests\ang corrected a.mean
* for the two sexes will be given so that you can t \bll ﬁho did~the best.

Are there any questions? - S

‘:\ '
Tests and Computati;ns . ' F \i: .

Since after éach film in all groups the Ss todk the behaviQr
postdlctlon test and ccmpleted a questionnaire that contained th;ée
"motivation questions," the E had four scores frem all participanté@
These were, once again; the scdre each S obtained fr;m taking the test
and the. three scores each S received from marking his response to the
"mbtivation questions" where possible scores ranged from -3 to +3 on
the seven point écale. 'In each of the éevéﬁ ekperiﬁéntal groups all
four scores were treated separately as they were totaled across §§.and
listed ‘'under their separate headings. These headings were named after
the principal word‘of each motivation question (try, concentraf%, and
think)‘whilé the word scores served for‘thg postdiction test scores.

— A fifth measure was also computed by combining‘thé data from the

three "motivation questions" into one “combined questions® sum. This

was in essence the average of the three separate questions, and it

i

was labeled under the title, combined questions. Each group had,

-




{Difference #2,

~

. therefore, five measures for which raw score totals, means and sums of

squares were computed to be used for inferential comparison.

Several areas of comparison between the control and experimental

groups wezeyhypothesized. These differences are shovn in Insert #7.

~
~

Insert 7
13

-

Possible Differences Between Means

\

Experimental Group
Film 01
P (Trnmtonnt)
or
- (Non-treatment)

NS

.

(p2)

AN

Experimengal Group

Difference #1
’ (D1)

A

Film 01
> {Control)
A

b}

Difference #u

>

[N
.

4 \/

Film. 08 -

Experimental Group.

t
. , Difference #5
(D5)

Difference #6
(D6) .

[N

] ¢

RV

\Y

Experimental Group -
Film-09 L

(Treatment) <-
or
(Non-treatment)

Differénce #3
(D3)

L

>  (Control)

e .




29 ;

It is easy to see that there wege various differences that could have

been tested for siénificance. It should be noted, npwever, that only
lYhree of these differences were seen tp.be important to this barticular

experiment. These relevant differences were: (1) The difference be-
(J
tween the‘'dontrol and an experimental group that received a treatment

L4

condition for the film used for comparison. (D) or (D3) would be the

two differences spoken about here. (2) The difference of change within

a treatment group compaqed with this same change within the control
group. This would be a comparison of (D2) and (D4). (3) The differ-

ence of change from film to film within experimental treatment groups. ’

This would be an analys;s of (D2)

-

The significance of difference #1 above (D1 or D3) was tested by
’ “»

a Fisher's t for uncorrelated mearns. The.suﬁ'ofathe raw scores and

)

‘the_eum of tRe squares of these scores lead easily, along with the means %

!

concerned, to a comparison between the experimental and the cpntrol )
groups on the five measures. To test iifference #2 above was much

more difficult. This test first of all required the individual enb-
tractign of the five means obtained érom,the‘ég films from their cor-
responding means obtained from the Ol films. The resultant loss or gain
'for each measure in the treatment groups was then compared with a‘eimilar ’
lo.ss' or ‘ain which occurred from film to £ilm within the control group
.on the same five measures. A Fishe;}e\t was then-employed again hereC

to test the significance of 'the c péiison; Finally, a Fisher's r was
determined for scores‘from.the 01 film measures and scores from the 09 {

-
4 . ‘s,




%

) ~
" £ilm measyres. With such a coefficient of correlation several ideas
could be formed an& used tb discuss qavioﬁs implications surréﬁhding

difference #3 abgve or (D2) in the tnsert,} :

Results and Discussion.

Graph #1 summarizes the, computations made testing the significance
of D1 and:D3. . ’

Graph 1

Results of Testing for Significant Differences
Between a Control and Three Treatment

. Groups, Each with Two Films )
‘Treatment Try |Concentrate | Think | Combined )
Film Question | Question Question | Questions chres
LY — —— = — - mt—— - —— S s
MONEY-~-30¢ per 0 . ' :  Yes
correct answer 01 i . .05
. YBS - es es Yes .
(given - ) "0} - 05 01 :05
ANTICIPATION-~--~ 0
of correct answers i s
and relative o . ié“‘ k)
rmlking. - 9 . 1, . g >
. o _
o . .
COMPETITION--- 1 | % ‘ - Yes
between males and - - —4 - -
_females on scores. 09 ’ " -

?

*Yes in one of the cells indigates that a significant difference
Between the treatment mean and the control mean did exist at the level
indicated by the number following it. A

A blank cell indicates an insignificant differencg between the treat-
ment mean and the control mean for the measure.in tion.

1Horaafter the subscripts (D1), (D2), etcs will be used in reference
to the diffeyfnces between means either in comparisons between treatment
groups and control or within the treatments from film to film. _The
reader is coumseled to refer frequently to Imsext #7 if it becomex con™

. fusing to follow the text in the next section on results.

©
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A qnick glance over this chart shows that no cnperimental condition was
ccnsistently significant with either £ilm across the four g&éstionnalre
measures and the scores from the postdiction test as well. Only t!he,.(;l
competiticn group was significant%? different from the contnoi group with o g
respect to thc test scoves and at least one of the measures from the
questionnaire. This treatment group was ~significantly different on the
"4 "ty quention".and the test ncores at the .05 level of significance.
Perhaps this is.more impcrtant that if all of the motiyt: ques-
tions had been Bignificantly different for this particularﬁ up. It is

possible that only the "try question" was a valid instrumenf due to the

fact that it was the first question to be answered. The other two moti-
vation questions on concentration and thinking possibly became corrupted
by’ the Ss response to the other items. If the é} did have a "response
seth to the questicnnaire items in general then these two questionsiand
{the ccmninntion of the three would have suffered, There is no way to
tell from this study if the Ss aid in fact behave with such a ngrticulan
wset." Unfortunately the 09 competitionwgg failed to parallel the 01
competition Ss. Not evcn the "tny question" let alone any of the other

¢

four measures were significant for ‘this §5319~ ' ~ |
The E believes tngt another variable or combinition of variables

i //f-”/ nene ope ting"hithin this 09 competition group to obscure a pcssiblc

. ncsult t t WOuld bhave been significant. Such belief is based solely

on observations of theré)oup used. It congisted of an August afterhoon

L

class ‘of Webpr Stato students. The day was hot and the proximity to

¢

being out of school might have created an apparent apathy'that seemed to

- ’
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. exist toward the E and the experiment, The Ss seeméd uninterested and
"put out" to compete with one another. The 01, competition group, on the

- other hand, was also an August class of Weber State students. This

- * | Y .

group was run, however, in the morning hours well before lunch. The Ss
seemed much more "alive" to the E and very interested mot only in the
experiment but also in the competition requested, Such an observation //

: $ .
is only subjective on the part of the E, however, for no data wgs col-

L -
) ' ‘ .
lected to ascertain the truth of this speculatien. Perhaps the fact

that the Ol treatment group, which showed significance on tw3 measures,
was compared with a control taken at the Unlversity of Utah but also
‘from a morning class might lend credence to the above assumption that
time of day could have been an important factor. A morning class com-
pared with a morning class prénuced significance while an afternoon

e

class compared with a morning class did not. Is thn time of‘day such
an 1ndlspensable factor? Further research ;s needed to determine this.
The two money treatment groups showed even more interesting results
than those run on competition. While the Ol group used in the evening
. hours of May at the University of btah was not significantly different
’ at the .05*levélion any of the.measur;s, it was, interbstingly enough,
significantly different from the control (run in the morning,hnurs during

a class period) on the scores Ss obtained. The 09 gronp, for a contrast,

. three questzons ps,wbll as their synthes&s. Surpris;ngly, however, this’

|
|
1
-~ ' |
was consistent;y different at or beyond the .05 1eve1 on all of the ¥> }
|
|
group failed to reqéh significance with respect to the test scorks
|
|

involved. \: x g




‘ In‘this case it is difficult to question about a 'response set" ./
that @nvalidated.tﬁe‘concentration and think questions.~.hv;ery real
significant difference between the control and the 09 money éroup did
’ exist with Yespect the.questions: on the questionnaire. The ép rébortéd
themselves as trying, concentrating ang thinking monn than the control ’
Ss reported themselves. This group's failufe to score higher, though,
| \indicates'thét these 09 money Ss were eithgr more liberal in their self-
appraisal or that their heightened "motivational stnte" did not function
to helL them raise their test scores. Both of these hypotheses could hp
correct but the E feels that the former is less plausxblexthan th€7iatter.
It is possible, of jcourse, that one or more other variables might
have obscured the experimental effect enpected. As questioned with the
competition groups, for example, could it be feasible that it is easier
to become motxvated at one time of day as opposed to another? It is
possible that the control group, arbitrarily taken from a class was not
representative of collegg Ss in general and unlike the other §§‘used
because tnei weré -enlisted from a pool of studgnts that agreed to parti-
® . cipate for extra credit in thetr réspective,coursgg? If so, could such
§ difference in our subiect pool have accounted for thekognmonef Ss that

reported themselves as being highly motivated but might not have been as

'measured by their score achieved? The possibilities to explain the

diversity of results within these txo money'groups seem endless. Further

and’more<conterolled experimentation appears essentiil to resolve some of

then.
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Both the money and the ccmpetition treatments with their gross

. inconsistencies are cOntrasted w1th the two anticipation groups which

.showed no significant differencz on any measure when compared with the
control. At least the consistency across these groups is refreshing.
It was thought, however, that the anticipation of results would produce

a marked change in all of the measured used for comparison Such ex-

pectancy@seemed eminently true if but R few of the Ss in each treatment

b [}

group competed with themselves and/or others so that they maght say to
each other or within that they had' scored so muéh higher than the grohp
s @ whole or the person that\was sitting next to'them. This occurrence
is typical with the E's acquaiptances, many of whom think deeply and
try very hard on tests so that they can have the highest score or one
that is better than that of anpther. If the Ss did in fact‘do this; no
me urahle results contributed to significaﬁce at the .05 level.

Once again it might be noted that both of the antic;pation groups
were run in evening sess;ons that volunteered to come at the end of a

-

day to-receive\extra‘credit. They were being compared, as the other
;reatment groups,‘with a control group that was taken during class time
in a morning class geriod that the instructor, not.the student;, had
offered for the experiment. If the ‘time of day and/or original motive
of pqpticipatton 1? the experiment were relevant variables, as has been
hypothesized, then certainly these factors could be important with the_
two .anticipatiop groups ae'vell as with these mentioned earlier.

There remains, of course, the real possibility that there really '

AR
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\\\ is no difference either for subjective ,reports of objective scores in
‘ .
. \ anticipating one's results from a judging test under the conditions used,

& .
By the E's observations, hoﬂever, these two groups seemed more motlvatf/’——l

3

than the 01 competition group which did reach signiﬂﬁcance on two mea-
. N ' . » “ 3
{/’ sures. These two groups did not, however, seem more aroused than either

. N \ ° o pueo .
money group whjch also reached significance on several measures. Since
not one statisti 'difference was found for a single measure in either

"»‘

Qf these treatment groups, the E, once again 1nfluenced by what he saw,
) tQ%nks that possxbly the motivation was present for at least many "of the

Ss Hut that they neither reported such nor scored higher on the post-

\

diction test to help prove it. Could the anticipation for results have
1 .

creat%d differing "states of anxlety"that hindered Ss in their perfor-
¢

mance? Could the time of day or motive for part1c1pat1on have masked a '

v

real difference that mlght have besn present? Once'agaln it seems impera-

. - tive that f%rtﬁer and more controlled experimentation is necessary to

investigate these questions. '’ ' .
The computations and logic behind the use of D6 were much more dif-

:
-

ficult than the tests and reasons behlnd the use of Dl and D3 as measures »

y
‘ for inferential comparison. As stated in the procedure sect1on, D6 was

1

e a test of the net change within the experimeptal treatment groups com- ‘ "
pared with a similar net change which occurred within the control group.

It was assumed that all Ol treatment .groups would have higher 01 film

means on all measures than the 09 film means which followed them but

+

did not receive treatment for t}e second film. ‘It also seemed logical

to ‘presume that all 09 treatment groups which had received treatment’ on




the 09 film instead of the 01 fiim would have higher heans on the second
film, Following this assumétion the second film measures were subtracted
from their corresponding first film measures. The results from this pro-
cedure should have shown losses for all mgasufes from 01 treatment groups
and gains for all ﬁeasures from 09 treatment grdups. In other worqs,

01 treatment groups would have a minus sign before the difference for"‘
4

dach measure between films and 09 ty%atment groups would have a plus sign

- .
before the difference for each measure between films. ‘ -

This was not éhe cagé. Graph #2 shows that only about fifty perceﬂt
of the difference scores b\etweer\a films (D2 in ];nsert #7) were actually
in the direction ;xpecte&. ,The;e results indicated that the treatments .
were not being measured as having'q\consistent effect in motivating the
Ss. To see if th; magnitude of afy chances were sigﬁﬁficant, D6 was
tested. ,'

Results showed that only one of the Dé scores significahtly deviated
from the correséonding D4 score which occurred in the control. This one
significant measure was the "try question" for the 09 money group, and
it can be seen from the aﬂo&e graph that the D2 differpﬁce for ?his.
measure was the, largest of all D2's involved. All other comparisons of
. D2 with D4 proved insignificant at the .05 level.

This finding might seem qurprising when one sees in the graph that
other D2;s were almost as large as the:+.85 that led to significance.

It would also seem strange if it were confused with findings mentioned '

earlier. This D6 test of significance should not ‘be confused, however,

with what has been.said earlier about those statistical results reported

[

‘
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‘Graph 2.

) _ "Differences, Befween Means Within
! Experimental Groups®

_‘L—- b (Y

. Try " Concentrate. Think - Combined

Treatment Film Scope
Group Questlon . Question Questiofi Questions © s.
- _\ .
\ .
01 | 2,00 - 1.90 1.7 . 1.88 10,35/
l) - 01 Moéey © ) =.h0 -.10 +.10 -=.13 +.10 .
‘ 7109 |1.60 1.80 1.85 .. - 1.75 . 10.45 :
— ‘ & — - : y
. 01 57 1.58 1.42 1.50 9.89 -
\ * 09 Money | +.8s +.79 - +.68 .  +.78 . 41.31
' 09 242 . 2,31  2.10 2.28, 11.26
- . 01 2.1 ©1.89 1.78 1.93 . 10.11
01 Anti- - . \ -.u5 -.06 - -.06 -.19 .04 .
cipation '

09 1.66 1.83 . . 1,72 . '1.73 11.15

1

3

‘ 01 1,65 2.05 1.80 1.83 9.25

2itggﬂpe‘ +.20 -.30 .10 .00 $1.20
09 1.85 - 1.75 1.99 1.83 10.45

) .
-

R 01 2.42 ..1.63 . 1.68 1.91 10.42
09 Compe -.69 -.11 . =11 -30 . =.10
tition

09 1.73 1.52 1.57 1.61 10,32

. 01 1.40 ~ 1.80 1.70 1.53 .65
- Control * ' -.10 +.10 -.28 . -.,08 ¥ +1,35
09 30 ° 1.60 1,45 1.45 10.00 °

-

N

*The first figure in each cell is the first film mean for the treat-
ment group or the control on the particular measure in question.

The second figure in each cell with a plus or minus sign is the
difference between the first and second film means listed when the 09
film mean i$ subtracted from the Ol' £ilm mean.

The third figure in each cell (on a vertical line below the first)
is the second film mean for the treatment group or the control on the
papticular measure in question. - . .

«




: o 'person Interviewed and D3 would be the same if 09 were the more. excit-

L] ’ -
L

in Graph #1. That diagram gave the significance of differencé for direct

comparisons between experimental ,groups and the control for each separ-

L)
ate treatment film. Looking at the chart of differences (Insert #7),

-

the reader will see that those earlier results and discussion were con-

cerned with D1 for the 01 treatment groups and D3 for the 09’ tréatment

".J groups. D6, on the other hand, is entlrely dlfferent in nature frem 3 o
t}ws other d1fferences> ) . L 7 =

D6 is a comgamson across measures of the net change from fxlﬁ: 01

. ta film 09 in an expemmental group ‘With the correspondmg net cha;nge _ 5 -
. \\ N . . ] e

across. measures from film 01 to film 09.id “the control group. ms SR

-

comparison was made in lieu of testmg “the mgm.f;cance of dxf'ference -

-
\ NN

from film to f£ilm within treatment groups (D2 alone), ,because it was N -

. bossible that the films were differently mQtivéting 1n and of them-
. v s . - .

%

selves, If this wéere the case, then Ss would co_nceivaﬁly get’_hi’ghér} - B ‘

. -
‘ e 4

. scores on any or all of the measures just because one of the bet'sons . .
intemlriewed in the films wis more agreeable, similar, or aro.t;sing to ' \ .

) ... . the Ss than the ot.her:' person interviewed. This possible difference .

b_etw‘eer'x peréeue judged would not bother the D1 or the D3 tests for" .

signif:'tea}nce beea_us\e the hypothesized "likeabilitshr" factor would be &

co:nstant that helped on h'inderee all Ss in the control and ‘treatment

. greups alike on that specific film. D1 would still, therefore, beva

L N . )

test of‘ 'the mdtivation treatment alone if 01 were the more ™arousing" .

1
“

[ -t .
(\ o ];'mg* person filmed. : ,




. If the 01 fiimed subject was moreK?otitating, however; D2 weﬁld
:be a test of a-multiple variable, the latent difference in films and
. Tthe tredtment iqposed.l For this reason D6 was used in élace of D2 as
a test for significance'ef difference between means from oneﬁ%ilm to the
next. It took into account the poss%ble difference one filmed persdn
would "excite" the Ss more than the other.
. Recalllng that only one D6 was found to be 31gn1f1cant, it seems

1mperat1ve that another conc1u51on be drawn For we must suspect that

\ “even though some of the other direct comparisons of the difference

» between treatmentssand the control were strong and siignificant, the het

change within Ss from film 01 to f11m 09 was very, small and almost in-

varlably insignificant. If thls was a failure of the treatments in

* rd

<arousigg the Ss or if it was a failure due to other variables that might

have mégked a real and present effect cannot be ascertained from'tﬂe data.
. A ;
[

With D6 as with D1 and/or D3 we can only say that most of the data indi-

! catés a negllgzble dlfferencedgetween gnpups. The reasons for such an’

~ -
»

occurrence are to be found by more research.

PN
¢

"A final test proved interesting to one of the hypotﬁeses given_

»

edrlier, however. The hypot esis in questiof, expressed several times

élready, states that perhaps induced motivation arousal creates ''states

" of excitement" that difédr within Ss as they act to hel§ some while, they

) - 1Graph #2 shows that when compared Wlth the control, .ten of the
* fifteen measures in the three 09 treatment’ groupg that had nothing in
the way of treatment for the first film %ezggﬁ;gggf than similar 01 film
.Measures’ in the control. This difference in Insert #7), although
not significant, was an indication.that film Ol might have been a little™
more ."motivating” to the Ss than the 09 film.

-
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hinder others. The computations which lend some validity to this assump-
N .tion were correlation coefficients computed'between the measures on film

01 and the measures on film 08. Such coefficients are between the same

~F
3

means used earlier to ébtain the D2 difference within.groups: Graph #2,

*

, used twice before, also shows these means.
A positive correlation—for these two scores would indicate that *
those who sccred high on the first test and questionnaire measuggs also
scored high on the secogg test and'questionnaiﬁe measures. It wouldaghow
besides that those who scored low on the first film measures also score@
‘ low on those of ‘the second film. This coéfficieﬁt would ggz_signify\fhat
either high or* low scorers on the.figst film did better on the'second
film, let alone significantly better. Nor w?uld such a statistic indi-/
cate that a treatment condition caused the scores of ?EE/sepond film to
be either higher or the same as they were'fo; the first film. A positive
corrblaiibn would indicate a trend, however, that showed that Ss were
baszcally in the same general ranking from film to film.
A negatlve correlation, on the other hand would indicate that those
. who scored low on the first film measures scored high on the measures of
the second film. The cpnvérse, of course, would élso ?e true. A zero
or near zero correlation, to complete all possibilities, would indicate
that Sé weré randomly different frqm film to film. That is, while some

- 4 -

Ss were hlgh and others low on the first film measures, these same Ss

s %

c \vere likely to be anywhere.}n the ranking df the second film results.

Graph #3 shows the correlations between films in the treatment

v '
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i Graph 3
| . Correlations Between Treatment and Non-
Treatment Measures Within Groups* '
’ g Try - Concénfrate Think Combined
Groups  Treatment Question Question , Questios Questions scores
Non- Film 01 .03 01 089 01 09 01 09 - 01 0%
& Treatment T ‘ ' .
Money 0l -,36 -.28. -.%8 -,26 .00
[
x> A\ Y
Money 09 . -.2mi. +.43 -.04 -.02 +.47
Antici- :
pation - 01 -.02 +.1? -.10 -,02 +.02
Antici- 03 -.09 -.38 ~.26 -.2u +.02
pation
Compe- 01 -.06 +.23 .31 ¢ +.02  +.09
tition .
3 — ! —
»
: Compe- 08 +.11° -.27 .24 .00 -.22
, tition

., *Each figure represents, for the measure in question, the coeffi- .
cient of correlation between the film that received the treztment con-

d;tlon and the film that did not .

&

groups on the five measures. Eighteeﬂ of the thirty'corfelations are .

negative and only one of those positive’is sigﬁificant. Perhaps more
important seems the £a¥t that most of the coefficients are low and not’
more positive. If they were a little more positive, then a consistent-

trénd, as mentioned aone, would seem to §how that the introduction of

’/Joa treatment condition at least kep the Ss ranked relatively the same

A

k




<. ’

from film to film. Such would apparently say at the treatments uni-

formly raised or lowered Ss scores from one”test to the next depending
upon which filh received the treatment cpndition. The fact that the

¢
correlatlpns are small and more negativel than positive indicates, if

.-ﬂl
P

\
SN

y but slightly, thgt the three treatments

»

ither- had little or no effect .

to speak of (or that the effect that they produced was mixed and led to

contradictory results. If the latter is the case, further experimenta-
¥ S .tion is called for once again to find those conditions that motivate

and the magnitude at which such conditions must be preseﬁt to produce

a uniform effect upon most Ss.

Summary of Results ‘ . .

.

§ L This experiment was designed to test the hypothesis that various

1. treatments might produce significant effects on Person Perception test

f * . -
scores and subjective reports of motiyat}on arousal as measured by ¢

. three“queations on a questionnaire. Monéy,_anticipation of results,

. :and competition betweah aexes were used as the treatment conditions
under observation. The following is a summary of the finainga of three *

tests for s1gn1f1cance of dlfferences

(A) When compared with a control money and competition treatments
produced significant differences at or beyond the .05 evei on:
(1) two out of four test means; and N
o ! (2) five out of twenty questlonnalre derived means.
(B) When compared w1th the net change of scopes,from film to fllm
withIn a control, only the net change of score from film to film for
the "try question" of the 09 money group proved significant.

(C) Correlations between first and second film 'means within groups
‘ were mall and generally negative.

’n.“ o N ' ‘;_' .
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Two hypotheses were given to explaid'this data: (1) It was hypo- ;
thesized thaE thé-disparigy between groups regarding the original motive
Ss had in.participating as well as the different time of day groups were
, run could have invalidated the study and any possible effects, pregedt.:
« 7 but masked from the treatment conditions. (2) It was tﬂought that pos-
sibly even with more controlled experimentation Ss might still differ
‘widéi§'éﬂ'%Seir“réspense.x§.$§§ frgatmenttbrocedures. That is, some

might score higher on the test or questionnaire measures as others

scored lower on either or both of the same.
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reported that a large portion of the accuracy achleved by. the judges °

. in these studles can often be attributed to the ]udges haV1ng an

v _ Section III . .
Social Stereotyﬁing and Its Relationship

to Accuracy in Person Perception

. PO ﬂly 'y
For many years a generally consistent conclusion reached by many

-

authors in the field of psychology and sociology has been that svcial

3

stereotyping is a totally undesirable strategy in making.evaluations

3

qr behavioral predictions about peréoqi&%r groups; rthe Eigg\and effort
that day be sa?ed‘is almost always at the expensé of accurac§ (e.gey -

\
|
i
|
\
. , i
Bogardus, 1950; Hayakawa, 1950). On the other hand, researchers in i
» . P ‘c ' - :."’ . ﬂ
the field of person perception (Cline, 1964; Cronbach, 1955) have often

accurate stereotype on which they based thelr predictlons ) .

Slnce the effect of global stereotyplng on person perceptlon h

accuracy has never been directly assessed, and since the.findings of
- . |
0 . B .
the person perception studies with régaqd to use of stereotypes suggest o
< - . |
‘e ° . 3& . Pl . i
that the early negative conclusions reached about sterg¢otyping and

'

accuracy may not be entirely valid, the present study was conducted.

An attempt was made to determine "the relationship between accuracy in
person perceptlon and degrces of global stereotyping. An ‘attempt was
also made to assgss some personality correlates of stereotypzng since
it was believed this knowledge would facllltate yhe understandlng of
thé rclatlonshlp between stereotyping and accuracy. . . Y

\

|

\

i - 1
. |

|

The following three hypotheses were advanced:. (1) persons who

N




t . ) .
stereotype to a’greater than average degree will tend to have lower

judging accuracy scores than persons who stereotype at an average or
below average level; (2)persons who stereotype at an above averé%e
level will differ from persons who stereotype at an average level on

several personality traits, as measured by the Cal;fornla Psychological

. Inventory; (3) persons who stereotype at a below average level Wlll'

tend to differ from persons who stereotype at an average level on

\

-

several pgrsonallty traits.
Nlnety-seven\male and female Uh;yer81ty of Utah student volunteers
were ask;%'toacompiete the CPI, view three of the interview films
déveloped by Cline (1955) and complete the three corresponding judging -
accuracy tests,.and complete two stereotyplng tests that were developed

foq‘tga'purposés.of this study. The original group of 97 students was

divided into three subgroups: HS group (High Stereotypers--scores’
‘ TN A

-
above average), AS group (Average Stereotypers--average scores), and

-

LS group (Low Stereotypers--below average scores). The first hypothe-

sis was tested by comparing the HS group mean judging accuracy score

N

with the AS and LS group mean judglng accuracy . scdres by means of one-

talled t-tests » The second and third hypotheses were ‘tested con]olntly

by means of separate one-way analyses of variance of the three groups'

scores on each of the CPI subscales.

-~

v

’

The results.gf these gtatistical tests suggested that the first

hypothesis should not be accepted. Of 24 comparisons of means, 22
. ’ ‘ .
yielded non-significant .t-scores. The second and third hypotheses

.
~
i

*
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were only minimally supported. The HS female group had a higher mean

score on the Sociability subscéle:and the LS hale‘gr°up had higher °
mean scores on the Comﬁunality aﬂé{lntellectuél Béficiency'subscales.

fi> Correlating the stereotyplng and judging accuracy scores led to
the conclusion that ‘the two varlables are positively related. It
would appear that in situations whe?e ju@gmgnts about others must be ]
made on very limited data, use of stereotypes may be hhe most effi- ‘
cient strategy. It was also conc 'déa that inferred or hypoth:iized' ' '

» . - -
relationships between,stereotyping and constructs such as intellectual

;iéidity and cognitive simplicity should be re-gﬂ;mined.
We have presen;éd here only a summary of this'reséarchxand its
.-’,flndlngs A completely detailed ver51on is avallable as a Master“l
thesis from the University of Utah library under the name of Dale Lt'

a

Penprase, datad June 1972. ' : ‘ .




