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Gy Abstract
. . L -
Subjects viewed twp vndootupos, one depicting a stimulus parson's self-

A ‘.

doscription and the other depicting that person s behavior in a éonversa;ioh,
according to a four-way factorial design: per§pnality descriptor used ‘in the
self-deicription (”1ntrovert"\or "extraverb”) X type of behavior displnyeé
) dur%ng thea COnversatlon (introverted or extraverted) x order of presentation
(sejf descriptlon seen first or conversatlon seen first) x stimilus person
(one of two actrssses)- After viewing the stimuli,,subjects‘rated the
stimufus person on severél‘personality dimensions related to intréversion- )
ektfaversion and ;;he attrib@fﬁons‘about Fhe cause of her conversation_'
behavior. Result; showed a clear superiority q{ behavioral evidence o;er
seif-descriptfon in impact on. the personality rating;. Althougﬁ most of

.
the personality dimensions showed significant effects of both the self-
description and the behavior, the latter accounted for much more of the
variance in these ratings. In contragt to previous‘fiﬁdings, no order-of-
.préséntation effpcfs were found. Subjecfs tended to attribute the stimulus
p;rson's behavior to her personal{ty in.consistentlcqﬁaitions (where the
'self-descriptor agrged-with the behavior), but tended to attribute more

¢ 4
causality to situational factors in inconsistent conditions. Several
A ‘ _ :

A 2

differences betwéen previous research and the current method of examining

i

. L -
effects of inconsistent personality information are noted. The results

{ . : *
f

i are discusskd in terms of strategies of information integration and errors

’

- - - - ’

in information processing.

2 - ' ' ) [} -
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‘When Self-Descriptions Contradict Bohavior:

k)

"Actions Do Speak Loudér than Words

\

In making judgmentq about another individual's personality, w6 are
seldom presented with perfectly consistent pieces. of information. A

graduate student who described himself As diligent in his letter of

¥

application might be seen spend1ng most of his first semester relaxing in
€ - the coffee room, or a colleague who conibssesto a terrible temper might

appear to be rema}kably self—posses%ed in frustrating situations. It has

_ " long been part of common wisdom that belfavior ii a more. powerful
) hd rl . ! ’

;,~ indicator, of what a person is really like than are self-descriptions.

During political campaignb\\candidates rely heavily on the '"Actions speak

) . N -
louder tHan words' premise, pointing out contradictions between their
7 - ) ) . y

. opponent's past words and deeds, ministers remind their congregations that

they_must "Practice what they preach'; and parents recognize the futility

of instructing their children to '"Do as I say, not as I do.'"" Although it

¥ . - .
has not coined any such, pithy destriptions of the phenomenon, social

psychology seems to have generally accepted the pro osition that actions are
p

v

the most potent indicants of personality and ability (Heider, 1958; Jones

& Davis, 1965). ° ' y
. v‘ * - . .
_-Pespite the general acceptance of this assumption, however, social .

-

psychpiogical research has not directly examined the presumed superiority

»

Qf behavior over self- deqcription in shaping personality impressions ‘
¢ \ ¥
Instead, most theorizing has focused on the effects of inconsistent trait

‘information on overgll impressions of stimulus persons. Asch's (1946)
pioneering work on pereon perception and impression formation is a prime

example of this approach. On the basis of his classic experiments, Asch

-

A o - ‘ X ’.
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L 4
concluded that when.percelvers are given inconsistent information on’

' ' .
persgnality, they attempt to integratec all components of the information

Into' a unified impression. - He suggegted that the first *few pieces of

7N

Information provide.perceivers with a "set." If inconsistent information /

. follows, the perceivers look for shades of meaning jﬁ the inconsistent

terms that render them more compatible with the earlter items. 'Thus,

.

Asch 5 early Qp4k and the muny studies. that built upon it (e.g., Cohen,

’d
1961 Gollin, 1q\g Haire § Grunes, 1950; Kelley, 19%0) suggested two
4 LY

major theoretical propositibns: first, that perceivers do attempt to form .
unified impressions, even when. faced with contradictory information; and

\ second, that imitial inf01matiqn may lead to a ''change of meaning" of

-
Y

later inconsistent information.

t

A number of theoteticians since Asch (e.g., Anderson; 1965; Anderson §
g ‘

Jacobson, 1965; Wyer, 1968) have suggested aJﬂpre.strictly mathematical

model of information integration. This weighted-average model of trait .

combination proposes that traits are individuelly assigned values according
! J

to their valence, their importance to the perceiver, and their relevance t;/,\\

t
~the judgment being made; these values are- then averaged together into a

-

final impression. According to this model, traits that are inconsistent

.
-

' )
with the genéral impression ate given ‘a lower weighting in the fina

/ combination. \

-,

-

A third'major theoretical treatment of personality judgment baded on

ftad

inconsistent information deriVes'from'attribution theory (Heider, 1958;
Jones § Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967, 1973). Attribution theorists have been

. ' ¢ -

- - less concerned with the combination of large numbers of personality

aescriptorgydnto an overall impression and more concerned with the cognitive

strategies employed whén perceivers- &onfront two distinctly contradictory .

¢ » \

- 0N
- 5
.
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pieces of information about a stimulus porson.' This attributional approach

exuminhes both trait-words and behaviors as stimdli and focuscs on the causal

/ {4

" attributions ‘perceivers make about the inconsistencies they observe.

Although the main body of attribution research suggests that perceivgfs

tend to view behaviors as caused by underlying personality dispositions

" (Jones §& Nisbett, 1971; Ross, 1977; Snyder & Jones, f§74), it has been

proposed (Hayden'§ Mischel, 1976) ﬁhut if behaviors are extremely 1ncon51stent
" with previouSly }ormed impressions, they may not be sgfn as rcflcctlnL stable
dispositlons, but may be d15m1ssed asunihformntlve or as caused by situational
factors.

A}though no research Qithin these theoretical traditions has directly

' ' !

examined contradictions between self—description and behavior, they do
suggest hypotheses ab?ut the personal1ty Judgments made unde1 such circum-
~stances: (1) averall, behavior should/carry more weight in the final |
1mpression (Heider, 1958; Jones § Nisbett, 1971; Ross, 1977; Snyder & Jones,
1974) (2} if a bit of behavior contradicts. a previous self-description
(

or vice versa), it should be integrated somehdw into the overall impression
;sless, perhaps; the inconsistency ﬁs extren:e (Asch, 1946; Anders m, 5965;

q .
Hayden § Mischel, 1976); (3) in the overall integration, the piece of*

information that is given the least weight shottld be that which is seen as

inconsistent with a Iarger body of evidence, all other factors (valence,

-~

"'importance.to the perceiver, and so on) being equal (Andefson, 1965 s

Andersor. § Jacobson, 1965; Wyer, 1968). Each of these hypotheses is

addressed in the present research.

-

Despite the lack of direct evidence in these theoretical tradjtions
(/ A

on the relative importance of self-description and behavior for personality

*

impressions, several studies provide empirical evidence that is indirectly’
) .
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relevent to this question. é;dg example 4t appears that the order in which -

the pleces ‘of contsadiutory

-

on inconsistency in persenality information hds examined “such order effects.

The earliest work, carried out-by Asch (1946}, seémed to give strong

evidence ¢f a p?&macf effeqé. tﬁyn trait-words were presented in a good-to-

- bad order, the final impression was more fayorable than when they were

presented "in a bad-gb—good order. Th; first grbup of studios des igned
specifiunlly to examine primacy and recency‘ef%ecfi (Luchins, 1957)
presented'suhjlcts yjth narrative paragrdphs about the stimulus persdn,’
who was dé&cribé& in one ﬁérugraph as‘nn introvert and in #he other as an

[N

extravert. The final impressions of subjects who read only one paragraph

_ : *

nformation are presented %e as Important a

doterminant of impressions as the actual inpformational 3ontqnt. Most rescarch

-

were compared with those of subjects who read both, in either.the introverted-

{

extraverted order or the extraverted-introverted order. A strong primacy

effect was found, an effect that has been replicated a nﬁhber of times /

(cf. Jones § Goethals, 1971). \ ¢ ’

L}

N

Subsequent work on order effects has shown several factors to be -

2 +

important in determining the strength of the prihécy effect, however, and
* ‘ . . > ’ A
1t is possible, under sote circumétances,xtq eliminate it or to produce\a
. ) - .

fecehcr effect. Anderspn'(1974) has interpreted the mafn,body of evidence °

in the order-of-information stgd[es'u% suppofting an attention decrement

-

explgnatibnx. He érghes that primacy effeets are normally obtained bec}use.

t v

of a passive decrement in attention over Yhe several bits of ‘information;

- ] * Y

if the éttentioﬁ décrement can'be countered . the primacy effect shoulﬁ

¥

v

disappear. -This suggests that order of presentatioﬁ might be one important

¢ -~ L J AN

factor in determining the relative.effects'of éeIf-describtion ang behavior,

.. ' . S. , :
but that it might only have 'a significant influence if attention dectrements
» N g ~
vy o . 4 o ) ®

}
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‘are pdssible. . \

Few studies have departed from the tradition-of focusing on order

N

effects under conditions that presont subjjects: with inconsistent traitgword

.in{ormution. In one (Hayden § Mischbll 1976) 5 subjects first read paragraphs

describing aggressive or submissive behayiors of a stimulus person and then

read cartoons that depicted the stimulus person behaving either -aggressively
-y : - : .
or submissiVely. They -then made attributions about the causes of the

stimulus, person's behavior in the cartoon. The results suggested that
N ‘ \
subjects may adopt two strategies in dealfng with inconsistent information:

thoy may at®ribute inconsistent behaviors to situational factors, or they

~

may revise their overall personality impressions so that the behaviors can

acfually be viewed as consigtenf. Another study (Bryan'ﬁ Walbek, 1970) «

pvesented~b pé;son's own words in direct contradiction to her actions.

v

Results suggested that, when children viewad a videotaped model who practiced ‘

elther generosity or sclfishness and preached éither gencrosity or .
. ‘v -

'selfishness, the model's actual behavior was more important in determining

ch%ldrenfs imprcssiénSn Rating&!of her attractivenecss were dependent dnly
‘upon her acts, and her acts hWad a. ﬁaréinally significant effect upon the
. ; . .
chil@nen's lasefdaltruistic behaviér. :7
- .There is, then, a qubsténtial body of social psxchological research

, . Ny STy s .
on thd judgments perceivers make when presented with inconsistent information.

- >
'

However, there are several dWmensions along which the present research

differs from prefious work.’ In the present study, subjects were given

- N ) - \ .
counterbalanced presentations of self-descriptive and behavioral information
concerning a stimulus pexson's personality in order to determine the relative

impact of these two types of information on subjects' impressions of her
L4

personality and their attribufions({or her behavior. Peréoqality impressions
{ . .

) ~ .

-4
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and attributions formed when the two pieces of information were inconsistent/

were compared to those formed when the two were consistent. The most

N,
R

important differences between this and previous research can be grouped

into three categories: the stimuli used, the source of the infoer;ion

given, and the types of inconsistent information provided. :

impression formation has used relatively sterile stimuli, the most common

#

Most previous research on the ¢ffects of Inconsistent infowmation on

" type of stimulus being the trait-adjective 1ist(Anderson, 1965: Asch, 1946; -

———

Hendrick § Constantjni, 1970; Stewart,- 1965). Occasionally, suhjegts have

been given narrative paragraphs describing the stimulus person (Hayden §

Mischel, 1976; Luchins, 1957; Rosenkrantz'& Crockett, 1965).,On1y a small
. [ 4 s

number of studies have used more vivid stimuli such as cartoon drawings

however, fhéQpersdnﬁlity information conveyed by these stiquli has not been

-

- 4

(Hnyden & MischeI{ 1976), motion pictures (Collin, 1954), or videotapes

. ~ s ‘ .
" “  (Bugental, Kas@ln & Love, 1970 3 Reedey & Fulks, 1980). 1In some instances,

-

.14

adequately assessed prior to their use. In addition, almost all of the

v = f ¢

previous research on inconsistency has used stimuli that are §trongly

: . 4
evaluatively valenced--e.g., friendliness, warmth, or intelligence. In
v

ontrast

~—

to previously-used stimuli, those in the present research were

vivid (videotapes) and were exhaustively tested to determine precisely ,

K .
what personality information they conveyed. Moreover, since the crucial i

-~

dimension of persoﬁalify judgment Gsed herefiintroversién-extraversion—fis

not strongly evaluatively valenced (Anderson, 1968), it should allow the

present work to importantly extend previous results.z ' 5

3

Except for a few studies in which the stimulus person himself or '

S

herself appearson a mation picture film or videotape (Gollin, 1954; Bugental, ¥ .

. 4

Kaswan, § Love, 1970; Reeder § Fulks, 1980),, most previous jnconsistency

e

' T _ . (

* - 1 ’ v -
¢ E)
) \ |
. . .
‘
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studies leave the source of the information unspecified (e.g., Anderson,

1965; Asch, 1946; Halre § Grunes, 1950; Nayden & Mischel, 1976; Hendrick § .

[ 3 P

Constantlﬁi, 1970f. By making the stimulus persm the source of the infor-
matibn) the pfos?nt_study nftempted to increase the salience of the incon-
sistency and to‘force subjects to confront.it, not ul]owing them the
‘st¥ategy of disregarding the inconsistent informétion as co&iﬁé from a

) . '
questionable source. Furfhermore, this use of the stimulus person as

source allows this research to more directly confront the question of

AN

whether a person's actions speak louder than her words.,

The types of inconsistent information presented are also crucial here.
“ré

Mo§t pre?ious research on inconsisteﬁcy has pitSed a trait description against
“a trait deécriptioq or a behavior description against a behavior description
(e.g., Arderson, 1965; Asch, 1946; ‘Bossart & DiVesta, 1966; Hayden §Mischel,

_ A
1976). 1In contrast, the present research presents.subjects with trait-behavior
inconsistencieé, a pairing that has not beeﬁ used -before but that seems

4
to capture the essence of many reaﬁiworld confrontations with inconsfistency.

-In addition, most studies use several piecey of information, occasio ally

-
%

making it difficult to p{npojnt the locus of the inconsistency. A few
..studies, on the other\hﬁnd, have used only one pifece of information
_(eﬂg.,.Reede} & Fulks, 1980), ;ﬁch that inconsistency is not directly
presented ;t all; conclusigns abont the .relative strength of words and
~actions can then oﬁly_be made by between-group compagisons. The research
preéented heére, however, uses two--but onl} two--pieces of distinctly

consistent’ or. distinctly inconsistent information-. ' _ N

The goal Qﬁnthe'present résearch was to directly examine the question .
- )

- of whether a person's, actions are more important in determining impressions_ i

LN .
_of her personality- than are her self-descriptions. 1In addition, thts research -

-

v . 1

10
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was- designed to examine the role of order effects in the formation of these

impressions, the degree of, integration of inconsistent information, and W
’ \_\

N ther causal attributions that are made for behavior that contradicts a

" self-description. ( ) ¥

1
-

In Study 1, sets of videotaped stimuli werg tested to determine the
.nagure of the personality inforqption they conveyed. Wﬁe criterion here was
‘that the self-descriptive stimulus and the behavioral stimulus convey
clearly opposite or clearly identical information about the stimulus
person's intrbvergion—extraveT&ion. In Study 2, subjeccts watched two
clips of these stimuli, a self-descriptive monologue and an overt port}ayal
of conversation beh&Vior, in counterbalunéed orders. A completely grossed
. design was used to vary the type of self—descripto; givén ("introvert" or
K\\ ""extravert'") and the type of behavior shown (introxgrted or extraverted).

-’

In order to imcrease the generaljzability of the results, two stimulus persons

L]
ted

were used,' Subjects rated the stimulus person on several personality

” -
dimensions, and also made attributiobns as to the causes of her behavior in

! 4 .
“the conversation. ' .
' / .-‘ '
, . . Studz 1
Method \ »

Subiects: This study cbnsisted of four phases. In Phases 1, 2 and 3,

L different subjects wgﬁched one of the videotapes to be used in Study 2;=in
-» \ . .

\‘ Phase 4, subjects watched two of these-videotapes. Twenty male and female .

Brandeis University undefgraduates participated in each of Phasés 1, 2, and
\ © k¢ ‘

4, agg\fo participated in\?hase 3. These 100 students were reéruited for

a study on "personality impressioné" and were paid for their participation. !

N Stimuli. Two graduate.actresses from the theater arts department of

-

Brandeis University were recruifed;xo play the parts of the stimulus persons.
- : \ - -

«
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Fach actress recorded hoth an "introvert™ and an "extrdvert" self-description,
\

as well as an introverted and an extraverted conversation.

The four self-descriptive monologuesswere all one minute in ength

. _
(- 5 seconds). For these monologues, the actresses' scripts werc marked it .

seveéal points for them to look up ht the camera, su;h-that each actress looked
at the camera 14 ‘times during each monolbguer A1l mqno]ogﬁe‘Eetipts weré
identlcafvgxcept for the worﬁ "introverted'" or "extraverted". ‘The basic'\
scrlp} began with démographic informafion-~plhce of birth, number of siblings,

»
and so on. Following this, the stimulus person mentione€d attitudes toward

M~ - -~

“school and went on &e a personality self-description.. All descriptive
. - . - \ - . '
adjé€ctives used in the monologue were chosen to be irrelevant to the dimension® zs
ke

of introversion-extraversiQn (Cantor & Mischel, 1977).. At the end of the

personality description, the Stimulus person said, '"...and I'd say that my

. ¥

©

personality is fairly (introverted) (extraverted).'" She concluded the
monologue with a statement about her hobbies, which were also chosen. to be

irrelevant to introversion-extraversion. The actresseg were instructed to

- S

]
make their deliveries of the two different monologues as identical as possible

in every respect. Tﬂus,.jt was hoped that the.only information conveyed by

the self-descriptive monologues would be the self-descriptive statements

themseIVes, with no cues from other sources. .This, of course, was necessary
’

a
¢

so that data in Study 2 might cleariy be interpreted in terms of “wordé“_

4

vef3us "actions." s,

. ) ] .
All cenversation tapes presented the same cgnversation between threqj

young women. Since the same script was used for all conversations, the only

variable intrcduced into these tapes was the part played by the stimulus
1
person: she played either the introvert or the extravent. n each ,tape,

the three women enfexed a room and seated themselves in a gemi-circle, '
A

# ) ‘ <

) R - 12

o

-
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' N
' cxpressing discomfort about being "thrown togethe}” to get dLQUﬂlnth Mn

such a short txme One character (the extravcrt) asked the others” their

names and then procecded to describe a-mowie she had just seen. During. this

IS c - »
- : conversation, the introvert said very little, and spoke only when spaken to.
N - i P . ) I ’ . ‘ - '*
The neutral character did a moderate amount-of talking and occasionally
A : . . .. _ .

initiated comhents or questions. .Thgygpnyersation lasted approximately ‘two

,.x

minutes. After the three characterngEre seated the cameta MOved in for a~ -

Al

close-up of the stlmuxgs person and remalned focused on her :for the remaander

v

of the tonversatlonr\\:ach “of the two main’actresses played both the:introvert
and the extravert, yielding four bopyeréatidn tapes. (A ”bit player” played
« theineutral character in all tapes.) The actresses were 1nstructed to play

>their parts with both their verbal and the1r nonverbal behavrol, but to av01q_h/r"’

\

overacting. LR : - ‘ ‘~
Procedure. - In Phase 1, the 20 subjects viewed one,of the. four monologues >

~and then completed personallty rataﬂgg of the stimulus person, including rat1ngs
of shyness'and outgo1ngness The 20 subjects in Phase 2 viewed one.oﬁ the
monologues with the critical word, "introverted" or "extraverted," deleted.

This was done in order to determine that the critical word was the only clue

to the stimulus person's placement on the introversion-extraversion dimension.

These subjects completed the same personality ratings as did those in Phase 1.

The 40 subjects in Phase 3vviewed one of the four conversations and then rated .

~

the stimulus person on these personality dimensions. Finally, the 20

- subjects in Phase 4 watched ane of the four inconsistent pairings of monologue -~

and conversation videogapes (e.g., stimulus person A: '"introvert" monologue,

extraverted conversation)” in order to determine if'subjects would find the

'_persbnallty ratlng task too difflcult under these conditions, or if the

- __shypotheses of the experiment would be obv1ous to them.

N

. - ) - - Ol N .
o o s
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Results and Discussion _ oD

»

- o~

A1l personnlity ratings were made o 40-point 'scales. Mean ratings of

the qtimulus person by %uhject% 1n Pha%e 1,.who viewcq one’ complete monologue

' { «
indicate thut they did_believe hew\to be shy when she described herself as in-.
troverted (stimuluﬁ person A, M = 29.8;.3timulus person B,_ﬂ = 28.2); in'éddi—

tion, they rated her low on the "outgoipg' variable {§timulus person A,'M = 11.8;

. - ’ ’
stimulus person B, M =8.8). By contrast subjects who heard the stimulus

person de%crlbe herself as extraverted rated her loQ on the "shy'" variable
(stimulus persdn A, M =16.2; stimulﬁs pcrson'B,.ﬂ = 11,8) and)high on the
"outgoing'" variable (stimulus person A, M= 23.4; stimulus person", y ='30.2).
In. addition, it“pppears that there were no differences in subjects’ perception§
of the two stimulus persons. For both variables, the eFFect 'of the type of

self-description was statistically significanf: shy, F(l 16) = 12.42, p <.003;

-

outgoing, 5(1,16)'= 40.97, p < .001. Furthermore, there was no significant .main

%ffect of simu{;s person for either variable and®o significant interaction be-
. A

tween stimulus pexson and sélf—dcscfiptioﬁ.

" Subjects in Phase 2 viewed one monologue with the crititalﬁdeScriptor,

b -
"introverted" or"extraverted" , omitted. Their personality ratings suggest

that, indeed, only minimal cues concerning introversion-exfyaversion were .

presernt in ether aspects of the monologues (nonverbal behaviors, other
. ¢

statements made in the monologue, paraverbal cues, etc.). Here, there were
. |

-

no significant main effects or‘interéctions (all F's F{l.é?.

5
Results of Phase 3 indicate that in the conversations the introverted -
character is indeed seen as introverted, and the extraverted character is

’ ¢

seen-as extraverted. The former is rated high on introversion (stimulus person

A, M= 321, stimulus peréon R, M = %I O)and low on extraversion (Stimulus
e \ . —_

person A, M = 4.1 ; stimulus person B, M = 6.0). The latter, by contrast,

~

.
- ’ b 3
- . . - - .
' . ) .
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is rated low on introversion (stimulus porsdn A, M= 9.1; stimulus persaon

-

B, M= 5.9) and high on extraversion (stimulus person ﬂ}'ﬂ_= 28.7; stimulus .
R L .,

person.B, M-= 33.1), _ In nddim}on, this ¢ffect scems to hc’equully strong

LI |
for both stimulus persons. The main effect of conversation type: (the

5
-

character played by the st imulus person ‘in the conversatiom) 1s statistically
1N _ C ] . .

significont for both variables: introverted, F(1,39) = 112.69, p <.001;

. extraverted, F(1,39) = 166.37, p<.001. Neifhe} the main effects of stimulus

] -

person nor the interactions are statistically significant.”.
{

’ .
None of the subjects in Phase 4, who viewed two inconsistent tapes,

-
* ]

found the personality rating task impossible or even very Wifficult, and :

none expressed suspicions that the purpose of the study was to examine

impressions based on inconsistent information.
B

‘Ovérnll, then, these-videotapes meet the criteria for stimuli to be

“used in Study 2. The'monologues do convéy clear information about the stimulus

¥

person's introversion or extraversion, -but only through the one critical

-

self-descriptive word. The conversa{isns convey similarly clear information.
I )

. e o o
"The two actresses appear to havVe givenlequivalent performances in both the

“

monologues and the conversations. Moreover, both sets of stimuli appear to

k)

be believable. No subject expressed nny'doubts that the stimulus person

-

may not have been reading a self-description that she -had written, and only-a

v A
small minorify (four) of the 60 subjects in Phases®3 and 4 expressed
Shspiclons that the conversations were. not spontaneous, gﬁ

{ Study 2 ' . .
“Mefhod : . . | ' ;n. _ PN

Subjects‘and design. Subjects were 160 male and female undergraduates

R

. - - . A . . .
at Brandeis University who participated 'in partial fulfillment of a course -

requirement. There were 10 subjects in each of the 16 -conditions formed

P
-

-

«
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- by the four-way factorial design:’ -type of selt-descriptive monologue
‘ . . . . N
RN ) . . ’ .( )
(”jntrovertod” or "extraverted'') x type of conversation behavior (introverted

. I
©oor extraverted) x‘order ST”E;S\ontut\on (monolokue conversation or aonverQJtlon-

monologue) X stimulus person (actress A ox acttess B)

-

Procedure.  Subjects purticiputé‘rin small groups of three to five.

Before the start of each session, suhjects were shown a picgkre of the

13

-

4 stimoloé person; any subject who knew her was asked to leave. -Sﬁhjccts were

" told that they would watch amset of videotapes and-would later be asked to
give thedr tmpressions of the main person they saw on the tapes.’ 1“61 >
expeylmenter explained that the. people*bn the tapes were subjects From a O

. .

previous study who had been asked tbaeome to the laboratory to participate
~
in a yuriety of'different taSks. AcCording-to the cover story, one of the:
tasks these subjects had been asked to pefform was'fo write ; shdrt |
monologue ab ait themselves... Each'subject had supposedly.beeo given ten
minutes towrite thi; self—descriptiph and was then asked to read.wﬁét
she had written while being taped. . - .. SO
The experimenter continued by stating.that ‘these subjects had returneh

to the :laboratory at a later date and were randomly put together in ngups

X
‘of three, Fach group had supbosedly heen g1Ven 1% to 2 mlnutes for a
getting-acquainted conversation that was not to include a discusiion of their

-backgrounds, efucation, ot work.3 _The experimenter explained that a hidden
L4 . . -

: . i Lo . . .
camera and microphone had surreptitiously recorded this conversation.

| Dependent measufes. ‘The dependent measures were all obtéined by_
' questionnaires aﬁ%f;istered after oubjects vieved the videotapes. These *
' measureo can be gro;bed into three categories: (1) Personality 1mpre551(ns
SubJectqqssed continuous ratlng scales to rate the stlmults pe;son on

] . . . 4
~the two major porsonallty dlmensxons?\*ghyn and "outgoing,"" as well as
. g ) ] . ' -

16
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K several dimensions which .- have béen shown to correlate with these (Cantor

Iy
-

§ Mischel, 1977): friendly, reservéd, self-assured, timid, and,wihhdrnwn.
"%  In addition, several other personality ltems were rated, including: social

( competence, spontanelity, ability to relate to others, ability to adjust to

new situations,?d self-knowledge. (2) Attributions. Sl‘lhjeCtS' wore asked

to use cont inuou’ ruting scales to rate the cxtent to which they felt the

- stimulus person's behavior in the convérsat%pn%wns caused by the s¥tuation,

>

=2 her own personality, and, the other people tﬁlkiﬁg with her. (3) Use of

informafion. Open-ended questions at the end of the questionnaire asked

subjects (ai if there was anything about the two ‘tapes that‘thé;‘EQ#Siﬁéfed'
especially notéworthy; (b) on what specific pieces of informatioﬁ from the
two tapesxthey. had bﬁsed their raFings of the variables 'outgoing' and "shy";

. (¢) which piece f information--the self-déscription or the conversation--

! s

LAy . /
they found: most yYseful in making their ratings, and why; and, (d) if they
r s . -
felt they had received conflicting information, what specific inconsistencies

-

fhey had noticed, to what they attributed those inconsistencies, and how
. . f

they resolved the contradiciton when forming their final impréssions.

v

These guestions were included in order to determine whether subjects in, the

incdnsistent conditions did indeed perceive the: inconsistency between the
éelfédescfiption and the conversational behavior,and how\ they dealt with tWat

,1ﬁ¢bnststency.

Results and Discussion

Manipulation ‘checks. In order to determine whether the critical word
Lo ~ . .
in the monologues, "introverted" or "extraverted," was clearly heard by

subjects, they were asked to do a” free recall of statements méde in the

.

monologue. after all other ratings had been made. One hundred tWenty-tHEhg
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of the 160 subjééts (77%) ﬁontioned the critical word or n‘synonym in free

recall. There were no significant differences hetwoen conditions in rgcall
of the critical word. In addléidn{ on the opentended questions about
,'conflictiné information, 64 of tﬁg 80.subj§cts in the inconsistent |
.-”‘%kbnditibgk (80%)Irespoﬁded that Qreyhféft there was an inconsistency
| hetween the gttmulus chson‘s extraverted/introverted behavior_during the

conversation and hew introverted/extraverted self-description.

Personality ratings. A factor analysis of all the personality

vqriables revealed essentially one main‘fuctor that can be laheled

. 3

"extraversion-introversion." Several variables loaded high on this factor;

- - & N

seven loaded positively (gutgoing, friendly, sclf—assupéd, social competence,

spontanejty, ability to relate to others, and ability to adjust to new

.- AN
situations), and four loaded negatively (shy, reserved, timid, withdrawn).

L 4
&

A1l of these vgriables cofre%ated’significahtly with one another, and the

¢ v

s Lot . . .
correlati%ps were all greater than -.50. Thus, a combined extraversion-
introversion ‘index was‘fbrmma} for '‘each subject by summing the ratings on’
the seven "extraversion" variables and subtracting the ratings on the four

"introversion'" variables. The means, reported in Table 1, reveal, first,

~

that both the self-descriptive monologue and the conversation had an important

e o At e e = e e mm e e me . - ——

impact on the‘personality ratings. Subjects who viewed the '"extraverted"

mohologue or the extraverted conversation rated the stimulus person as high

-

> .
¢ . . .
on extraversion and low on introversion. Likewise, 'those who viewed the

' .

"introverted" monologﬁe or the introverted conversation rated the stimulus
person high‘on introversion and low on extraversion. Four-way analyses of

2 * . . .
variance, therefore, }eveafed significant main effects of‘the monologue,
- L™ . 4

18
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F(1,144) = 25.00, .-p <. 001, and of the conversation, F(1,144) = 408.32, p <.001..

_~All other main4ffects and interactions were nonsignificant, with the !

- -

exception ot the monoltogue x stimulus person interaction, F(1,144) 5.97,

{
. . . . . ¢ - ] C
p<45. This intéraction suggests that for the cxtraverted monologue; stimulus

1

person A was scen as somewhat more extraverted than person B; for she introverted

monologue, stimulus person A was seen as-somewhat more introverted than person B.

-

The individual variables that made up the comhihcé index all showed

» similar patterns of main efchts. Indeed, all variables included in the indéx

\

4 and social competence) showed main °

—/

showed significant effects of the orversation, and most frcservéd, outgoing,'
shy, self-assured, timid) withdrayI

effects of phe‘;ohologue. These effects were particularly strohg for the two
mHTn\personality dimensions:' "outgoing'" (monologue, F(1,144) = 25.i1, p <.001;
convergation, F(1,144) = 277.05, p <.001) and '"shy'" (monologue, Et1»154)m= 43.54, .
p <.001; conversation, F(1,144) = 332.39, p<.001). Neither variable showed

any main effects for Yerder of presentation or stiqflﬁs person. For both.

variables, the two-way Interactions were all nonsignificant, as was_ghe four-way =

e »

interaction.

These personality ratings, then, provide a strikingly clear picture of
’ . » : ' < v
what happens when self-descriptions on introversion-extraversion contradict

actual introverted or extraverted behavior. Although both self-descriptions
(™ 4

and behaviors have a significant impact on'personality impressions, it

appears that actions do speak louder than worés. For each one of the eleven

personality dimensions relevant to introversion—extraversioo, and for the -

combined indox, the effect of the. conversation was stronger than the effect

of the monologue. In'o;der to assess the relatiYo impacﬁs of these sources )
\\\of informatio?, percents of variance accountod for by monologue and conversation e

were calculated for each of the variablif (Hays, 1973). These valugs

- 19 K
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. i1lustrate the clear superiority of Behavioral evidence over self-description
in this study. For example, the cgnversution accounts for 60.4% of the ’ -
2 e~

. . ' /
"~ varlance in the ratings of "butgoing," and &.7% of the variance in the

¢ D

ratings of "shy.'" By contrast, the monologﬁne\uccounts for only 5.3% and
7.9% of the .variance in ratings of these two variables, respectively. Op

tQ&\fombined index, the conversation accounts for 68.4% of the variance,

while the monologue accounts for only 3.6%. Over all the variables, the
percent of wariance.accounted for by the conversation is at least five
times greater than that accounted for by the mohologue, and it ranges as

high as 420 times greater.

-~

[t is interesting to note that no order effects were obtained on any of

-

the personality variables, in sharp contrast to previous research (e.g., Luchins,

*
.

N \ 1957) which has consistenfly demonstrated primacy effects. As reported

earlier, Anderson (1974) has suggested that order effects mn} be due to a

decrement in attention over several pieces gf'information. ’ACCOrdipg to

_ this_explanétion it may be argued thaf, perhaps because the stimuli‘ih this
: 2

experiment were so vivid and the presentations so brief, subjects' attention

did not decrease over the course of stimulus presentation g much as it might

~

4 -

-v+have if weitten stimul§ had been used.

Attributions and use of information. Using three separate scales;

subjects had been asked to rate the degree to which they attributed the
stimulus person's behavior in the conversation to her personality, the
situation of being in a getting-aéquainted conversation, or the other two

individuals with whom she was interacting. Most of the significaqt effects

in these tatings appear in.the per;::ality attributions (see Table 2). 1In
. B | - -

i el e e T N I e I,
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these attributions,” thore was a significant monoldgue x vonversation interaction’,
» : o, - . : ‘
F(1,144) = 7.164'P <\01. Tnspection»of-;he means tor these ratings reveals a ('
. . . .o T

clear pattern: the 'stimulus person's behavior is rated as more due to her

1)

personality in consistents conditiond than in inconsistént conditions. In
S -

L n . -
addition, a significant maih effect of monologue (F(1,144) = 7.58, p < 01)
quicutes that suhjeéts seeing the introverted monologye rated personality

a stronger influence on behavior than did sgbigz?s seeing the extraverted

‘ - . ‘ - . . ‘
monologue. Finally, a signific monologue x conversation x stimulus person

interaction, 5(1,144)'= 9.72, p <.01, Teveals that the previously mentioned

monologue x conversation interaction is only strong in rhfings of stimulus

’

Attributions of behavior to the .$ituation are in some ways complementary
. iy
to the personality nttributiqns} In these attributions, a significant N

”

monologue x cdﬁversation X stimulus pérson interaction, E(l,;dd) = 8.64,
p <.01, reveals that, fér sfimulus“person A, the.inconsistent conditions
are rated higher on situational infléences\%han are the cénsistent conditions.
This, -of course, mirrors the finding that consistent conditions were rated
higher on personality influences than incoésistent conditions. Unfortﬁnately,
this pattern was not obtained for st}mulus person B.7

A ' - Proy

Subjects' attribution% of the stimulus person's behavior to the other

[ d

two individuals in the conversation revealed no main effects or interactions.

]
1

- In addition, there were no effects of order of presentation on any of the

: . ¢

-

attribution variablgs. .
P :

It is surprising and somewhat puzzling that there wgre significant

stimulu$ person effects on the attribution ratings, parti larly when there

were virtually no such effects on the personality ratfngs: However, despite

.these effects, a pattern doeé.begin to emerge: the conversation :behavior

-
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is seeh as due td\persdnality when 1t is consistent with the self-description,

but due to situational influences when it i3‘inc0n§i3teLt with the self-descriptton.

yThis interpretation is supported by subjects! free responses on one of the

N h use-of-Qxformation questions. When asked (if they did see an inconsistency) 8
A
to what they attributed that inconsistency, only 5% of those who did notice

of - \ ( - r
! the incorisistency in the inconsistent conditions attributed it to the stimulus

e - _ . e
person's personality. , In sharp contrast, 47% attributed -the inconsisteney

: to some aspect of the situation.

- ¢
1 Many of the rcsppnses‘to the open-ended gif;of—lnformation questions

% :

¥ support the conclusion that the-converﬁatién was more important than the

i -

self-description in the personality judgments. Of all subjects in the

i;consistent:cqnditionS; 70% said that they found the-convérsati6ﬁ_fsrgs\§\\\
mor e useful to them when deciding on their ratings.‘ When asked on whﬁt X
specific inforhation- from the tapes they had based their scale ratings of
the variable '"dutgoing,”" 82.5% of the subjects Y%n the incoA51 tent

conditions mentioned informatiéh available only from the conversation. In
answering the same question about.thCir rat{nés of the '"shy" variable,

-
t

66% mentioned only the conversation. In resolving the inconsistency, 48%
N

T

FA

¥pf the subjects §pontéﬁ3bus;y.§tated that thé? used the conversation to a
greater degree, while only 9%.said_they had uséd the monologue moré.. A .
-sample of subjects' explanations for this superiorjty of behavioral inFormationl
suggests that they felt the/cénéérsation revealed the pérson's true personality,
thle a éelf—description.couid be unreliabhle: ''conversation is what she
is really 1ike," '"conversation is not opinion," "had to be herself in conversation,"
* "she describes the‘wéy she would like to be,' "self-images can be deldding,"
and "self-description not alwaz; true."
»

Finally, two scale ratings that subjects were asked to make alohg with the

, pcrsonaligy ratings provide additional insight into the way they approached

29
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their task. Subjects' ratings of their confidence in_their{personulity

Yy

- v Judgments of the stimulus person revealed a-significant monologuie x conversation

‘ internctioh, 5(1,144) = 17.09, p=.001; subjects were much more confident

\ . ) . :
of t’cir ratings in the consistent than th'e inconsistent conditions. .This

suggeSts that although conversational behavior was relied upon much more

N * .
heavily in personality judgments, subjects did not by any means ignore the
self-descriptions.” These sel f-descritptions not only had a significant
. )
impact on the final ratings but, when they disagreed with ‘behavioral evidence,

they~taused subjects to question the vuliJ&ty of *their personality assessments .
This same monologue x conversation 1nteract10n was found in subjects'’

ratings of the stimulus pereon s self- knowledge, F(1,144) = 10.13, E_-<.002;<'\\ﬁ

her self—knowledge was tated as much higher in the consistent than the

inconsistent conditions. It seems that, when confronted with an inconsistency,
. : v

subjects decided that the stimulus person did not know herself well, allowing

»

them to place much mafe stock in the conversPtional behavior than in the.

Al
v

* - possibly delusionary self-description.

General Discussion

This. research suggests that, when people are confronted with an
inconsistency between an individual's self-description and behgvior, actions
. régﬁly;do speak louder than words. Results from Study 2 revealed that
conversatﬁonql behavior accPunted for a much iargerupercentage of the variance

in all the introversion-extraversion personality variables than did self-

o
]

by d;scription, and subjects' answers to opén-ended questions made clear their
greater reliance upon the behavior in forming judgments about the stimulus
" /person. It is alsa\clear however,\that the self-descriptions were not ignored;
. // thgre wa; a significgnt main effect of mopologue on most af the varidbles. In
addition, the iptrovérted_mondlogue-—introverted conversation conditions were

! , .
. . . . é’ W . ’
. N . e . : . Al

haat
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# rated higher on intrbversion than were the extraverted monologue-introverted
conversation conditions, while the«qxtfnverted monologue-extraverted
conversation conditions were rated higher on extraversion than were the

intrqverted monologue-extraverted conversation conditions. Thus, as Asch

(1946) proposed in the earliest social-psychological work on inconsistent

L S _personality information, an integration of bits of information does
h “ | occur; seldom is a bit of infqrmation ignored, even if it is blatantly
contradictory. - '
. Interestingly, the 1 ation infegration in this stﬁd; was not

influenced by the well—docgﬁehted order-of-presentation effects that previous
researchers have iQentified. There was no evidence of any primacy or ,
recency effects for the personality ér attribution ratings. Ahderson (1974)
‘has suggested that qrder effects are due to attention decrements over several
pieces of information; in this study, the two videotapes were such vividy

~

"stimuli and were presentéa in such close proximity over a brief period of
time (iess than five minutes) that atté:;ion decrementslaere quite unlikely.
Since'thesersximuli can probably be considered closer to real-world information X
about personality than thé written materials usually Qsed in previous

< studies, the present results raise questions about the extent to which order

) effgcts would be found oﬁtside the laboratory; and the conditions pnder whicﬁl

sdchteffeéts would be expected. ‘

It could'be,argued that the present study was not an appropriate test

of whether actions spgak louder than words bqpauée the "absolute strength"

of the self-descriptive and the beha;ioral information might not have been

truly equal. 'ﬂowever, such an argumernt is a weak one. ‘The pretest subjects’

judgments of the_stiﬁulus er&on's personality, on the basis of informatioﬁ
gm | p

obtained from only the monologue or the conversation, revealed mean scale

“:?4k o ,
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ratings for the two types of information that were in,very close proximity. (
e .
In o}her' words, subjects who viewed only the "introvert'" monologue rated
A~ ) :

- the stimulus person as approximately as shy as did subjects who viewed
only the ”1ntrovertr conversation. The same held true for the "extravert"
monologues and conversations. Ultimately, of coutrse, it iIs not possible to -
1 .

1 ’ ~

assess the ''true' absolute 5trength'of either pieoe of information. C(learly,
' whén thé two were pitted against each other the self-descriptive monologue
did appeir to be weaker; this, however, is precisely the phpngmenonldescribed
by the phrase, '"Actions épeak louder than_yofdsﬁ" "
In proposing mechanisms by which Fhis phenomenon mighi opcratb; it is
important to consider just how subjects in_the inconsistent conditions of
' Study 2 wenx\ﬁbout making their personality Judgments. There is some evidence. '
from cognitive 9sychology (Loftus, 1979) that subjects reject g\htantly
contradictory information, and the‘anonsistency.prQ§ented to subjects here
can certainly be considered Q}ntant. The failure of subjects in the present
study to completely reject one of the pieces o% information, however, can be
explained by some clear differences between this and the previous research.
Loftus (1979) presented subjects with visual information (picturgs of a crime
being committed) that was to be factualiy recalled, and afterwards presented
’ some of tho;e subjects with a'bit of information from another source that
was clearly inconsistent with what they hgd seen. In contrast, subjects in .
the current study were not asked to recall factual information in giving
their personality ratingg, but were asked to form impressions based on what
they had seen. The tendency to completely discount inconsistent information
~ miéht have been overcome because due to the natuﬁ% of the stimuli used and

’ the judgments to be made in the present study, there were mechanisms by

which that information could be integrated into the overall impressioﬁﬂ-

v .
) ) . H "

5
oo
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"such as deciding that the stimulus persun was responding to éituurionnl ‘L

pressure. In addition, since both pchOs of information in this study came
from the same source--the stlmulus per<6n'hcraelf—-information teJcction by
doubting the credlbility of ‘the source was made relntivply unlikely as a
mechanism of inconsistency resolution. . .
The present data do guggest that subjects made use of at fégst two
mechanisms 1in attembting to deal with the inconsis:cnqy, two mechanisms

that might have been used sfmultaneously. On the one hand, subjects

. . . ) .
seemed to see the inconsistency as caused by situational fnctorg/iqunging

-

uen the stimulus person during the conversation. On the other hand, they
, . ) ’ _ ' '\l
decided that the inconsistency was due to a lack of self-knowledge in the

\

stimulus person, fhat her sélf-description was somehow biased. In essence,
the first strategy involves the discounting of the behavioral i;Formation

as indicative of personalitynnna the second strategy involves the discounting
of the self;descriptive information. .The use of both attributioﬁal étratégies

1

in combination would seem .to be less than totally rational since, in making
. R

their personality ratings, subjects behaved @s if both pieces of information

-

were to be believed to at least some extent. Tt may be that this logical
) . ¥

. ‘ :
-error in the use of information aros€ from a general confusion that subjects

\ *
in the inconsistent conditions were experiencing,, a confusion that was

reflected in the low levels of confidence they éxpressed in Ihcir.personality

-

ratings. 7 o ' | N

Although it does seem consistent witb common wisdom, there are two

~

senfes in which a greater reliance oh "actions" than “words" may, in some

circumstances, be considered an error in processing social information.
' \

First, it can be seen as an exqpple of the fundamental attribution error

(Ross, 1977), by which perceivers tend to overestimate the role of personality

-

L

26
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factors in vausing behavior and underestimate the role of situational
influences. In essence, "behavior cngulfs the field" (Hletder, 1958),

leading perceivers to. assume that actions bespeak an indiwidual's true,
L - ~

enduring dispositional tendenciesik It has heen repeatedly demonstrated

v

(e.g., Jones § Harris, 1967) Ehat subjects will attribute a person's behavigr

¥

to his or her personality, even when clear sTthtional pressures were operating

on,thgt person. In the present study, infoPmat ion from the behavioral
N source carried much more weight in influencing personality rntingi than did

. informhtion‘from'the'self—descriptiog. Thus, “even though subjects tended
g - . g '

' to attribute the ihdohsistency tossituational influenges on conversational

b ) . /eﬁ\
behavior. this did not sufficiently influence their personality ratings’.

* s

- They Stfll behaved as if that ﬁehaviqr.were caused solely by pq;sonalﬁty
' ' U
factors,

R - In addition, the subjects' strong relative weighting of behavioral

information over self-descriptive information can be viewed as a failure to

-

adequafely use consistency information in making their judgments, As ’

% . . .
proposed by Kelley (1967, 1973), consistency information is provided by _ :

~

evidence that an individual behaves in a consistent manner across time.

49" Although it appears in a somewhat impoverished form, econsistency information

POS

was provided to subjects in this study by the stimulus person's own assertion
€ . K

about her personality. Since introversion-extraversion is not a personality

dimension with strong evaluative connotations, we might expect” that subjects

. *  would take the 'stimulus person's statemént as a credible summary of her
. . Lo

behavior across ﬁi&g{ Indeed, wétmight expect such information to be ;

. y . . :
-considered hs more reliable than the behavioral evidence provided in - a

~

heavily constraingd'two-minufe getting-acquainted conversation with two .

~
3

. A\ . R .
' strangers in a'piychology laboratory. It, however, was not accepted as such,
N ' ' - T ‘
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and this "consistency" information was discounted to a large extent when

1t contradicted bchhvioyul evidence.

N g
The present study suggests. that, in everyday personality percep(&on;

we do form impreséioﬁs on the iﬁplicit nssumpfion tﬁat actions speak
louder than words; there is even some reason to believe that ord%narily
-the relative brefereﬁce fqr actions may be‘even.morg exFreﬁé than it was-
here. In this research, both piecgé of information were brief aﬁd the

evidence on introversion-extraversion was presented in a strQightforward

. ( ) .
manner. Rarely in everyday encounters is information packaged so neatly,

and rarely is the contradiction so blatant as it was here. If, with such a

clear inconsistency between words afid .deeds, subjects were so willing to

- rely on the latter, we can speculate that with less blatant™contradictions,
4

perceivers may be even more confident in looking to behavior as an accurate

-~

reflection of the person within.

. YT

&
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Footnotes - -

.

1 :
One recent article, "When Actions Speuk Louder than Words: Implicational
Schemata and the Attribution of Ability' (Reeder é Fulks, 1980) seems, on

the basis of its.-title, to directly address the question posed here. The .

. >
. b

research presented tf\pto, however, was not designed to pit c{self-description

-~

against an instance of behavior and examine subsequent personality impressions.
Instead, subjects were given only a self-description or an instance of

behavior and were asked to make causal attributions for high or low levels %5

skill presented. R !

{

5 .
“For examé}h, in Amlerson's (1968) ranking of 555 trait adjectives on
likeableness, "intelligent'" was ranked 7, "warm" was ranked 16, and "friendly"

was ranked 19. [In contrast, '"outgoing" was ranked 171 and ""'shy' was ranked

’ . v

256. o iy
3This was used as part of the cover story to make it plausible to
subjects that the copversants'did not discuss anything personal in théir
"gettiﬁg acquaintec" conversation. The topic of the conversation--a fecent
v . .
movie--was designed to be as neutral as possible in its content.
he terms "extraverted" and "introverted" were not used because

these were the terms used in the monologue.

5There wuas a significant three-way interaction between monologue,
conversation, an( gtimulus person for the variable "shy," 511,144) = 7.52,
p <.01. Inspection of the means for this variable reveals that for stimulus

pefign A, for the extraverted conversation, the differences between the

¥

"extraverted" monologuc and the "introverted" monologue arc more pronounced

-

=

than they are for stimulus person‘}. However, for both stimulus persons,

*1\ . /
the pattern of means is the same. - -

¢ » «

. For the other variables-included in the combined indef,‘ver} few

4

"'/
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significant interactions were obtained, and none of these revealed an)
patterns differ nt from those that had been obtained for the variables

S J

"'shy'" and “outgéing” and the combined index.

X

6'l‘here fvere some other stimulus person effects on the personality

L 4
attributions. A main effect of stimulus person, F(1,144) = 7.47, p <.01, :

indicated that, overall, person B was rated higher on personality influences
L} \a

than was person A. In addition, there was a signifjcant conversation x

stimulus pérson interaction, F(1,144) = 4,02, P <.05: for person B, the TN t
introverted 6onversation was rated higher on personalify influeﬁces, but |
f) ’ égr person A, the extraverted conver;ntion was rated higher.
7A main effec§ of stimulus.person,lfjl,ldd) = 4.24, p<.04, ind%cates K\\
‘that, d&erall: stimulus person‘k was rated higher on situatiopal influences '
“\\‘ than was person B. . j ‘
’
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" Table 1
A
‘ Mean Ratings of the Stimulus Person
on the Combined Fxt}nversion-Introversion Index
| ' Study 2
* MONOLOGUE 'MONOLOGUE
—— - ' { i
Extraverted “Introverfed . Extraverted Introverted
 a ‘ .
CONVERSATION ] &
. - ‘{) *194.10° 120. 60 ’ 178".20, 150.60
. (Extra erted f, . r .
177.80° . 134.40 141.30 } . 143.80
N / - ~
. 3.70 -47.90 | -3.60 N22.50
Introverted . : . iy .
24.40 ~40.70 J - 16.90  / -39.60 N
L STIMULUS PERSON A ¥ STIMULUS PERSON B
/{ . .
‘Note. The combined Xﬁaex was Tormed by summ{ng the extraversion (;
personality ratings for each subject and subtrécting the introversion
«  personality ratings.
) W ) . : - .
s The first number in each cell is the mean for those subjegts who '
. - . r
- ' 4 -

viewed the monologue first.

b'The second numiger in each cell is the mean for those subjects who
» .
viewed the.conversation first.
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"Table 2

o

Attributions‘of the Stimulus Person's Conversation Behavior

to Her Personality, Study 2

MONOLOGUE . MONOLOGUE |
Extraverted Introverted Extraverted Introverted
CONVERSAT ION
30.4% 285 26.9 328
Extraverted b ' < )
' | 32.3 28.8 —~ 32.1 32.0
/ lﬂ‘/ . p”
, / :
19.3, 31.4 ( 31.5 32.4
Introverted . ' .
’ 19.7 32.4 30.5 33.1
. ‘ _ .
: J
STIMULUS PERSON A STIMULUS PERSON By
< V4 \
Note. These ratings were made on a 40-point scale.zf%higher\number
- “ "
L3 . .
¥ indicates more of the behdvior attributed Lo personality. ;

*The first nupber in each cell is the mean for these subjects who

Y . . ‘// \ \ .
viewed fhf‘monologue first.
' I
» bThe second number in each cell is the mean for those subjects who

“viewed the conversation firstd




