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Abstract E ) ~. . -x
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’

i Subjects‘made se]f—descfiptiveness end other-descriptiveness ratings
¢ -
- » - for the same set of 120 trait adjectives representing three 1eve]s of ) ?

. 11kab1lrty _niquely descriptive items took ]onger for self- - . L
descriptiveness’ Ee;}s1ons than for 1tems that wene\?escr1pt1ve of both \ A/T\
self and other. A]though unique featlres may be generfated as
descr1pt1ve oF one's se]f it appears they are acces ed. more alow1y
This result is ‘more cons1stent with a v1ew that sees trait - . ) .
d1st1nct1veness as computed rather than- pfestored In terms of

"endorsement, unique]y descriptive items shéwed minimal 1ikab17f+
effects, whereas Tikable items were predom1nant1y seen as descr1pt1ve
of both self and other and unlikable 1tems were regegted as mutua]]y

nondescr1pt1ve. Recall differences among the subtypes of items werea :

& not pronounced,overall, though.thete was some variation by likability
_ , f -
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. The study I m go1ng to report today exam1ned the-uniqueness of
descriptors of one's self, and how un1que de§cr1ptors m1ght be ' \\

drganjzed tn memory relative to less distinctive features. As-many'f

aUthod; have observed ge.gf; Snydef‘& Froﬁkin?i1980), wé(zbend a great ' .

deal of cur 1i es.tryihg td.edtabdifh individual identTties, though -- , I
.. . o - N RN

judbfng from the standard of 1iving ach{evéd-by various.fashion . »

des1gnerc -- re]at1ve1y few of us are comp]ete]y successfu]' _ .

F
For various reasons, some trait adJect1ves may not d1st1ngu1sh
\. . .

. . N ~
,one person from another very well. At one extreme, for example, some

»
. -

chhracteristfcs hay~§e so. desirable or'Béhign that we attribute them -

to others as frée]&‘as to ourselves (e g., decent, friendly,
\

¢honorab]é witty), or perhaps the correspond1ng adjectives are so -
genera]]y descriptive that they adb]y to $ large number of peop]e T -

(e.qg., Amer1can, rasculine, r1ght handed Prote@tant) At the other

- -

extréme, some character1st1cs may be sd ddstard1y that we hes1taﬁb to

L Y

attribute them to anyohe (e.qg., evi], incestuous, 1ascivious;
. & . X )

rapacious, futh]gi;c wanton), or perhaps in‘actuarial;ﬁerms we ju;ﬁ

rarely encounter anyone whom we would label with. a parfdcu1ar . ‘ S
adjecti;e (e.qg., acrobatic,'dainty, messianic, weird). Of course, - ' N
many factg;s wi]d_deterhine just which terms are distinctive, | \\;<

including reference group and perhaps even verbal facility, ndtvjust .

[N

base rate.
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e v Assuming that we wou]d thus *find both unique and shared features

’ . '

0

T X 7. .inour self concept - the quéstion arises as to their relative

. 1mportance and access15111ty. In one re1g<ant study, McGu1re gnd
. P ,

, . . Padawer-3i nger (1976) had subjects generate se]f descr1pt1ons They

fpund that the features mentioned tended to be those .that set the
'o . . . . ' ‘ ° % . .
_subject aparv from other people, not those aspects that were most T )
6 . . ' ' o ) ‘ s .
common, Of cour§e, this doesn't-mean shared 'features are not a part .

of our se1f concept, but wnique features seemed especially relevant in

the course of unpaced spontaneous descr1pt1ons pHowever, order in an .
. - "
N ’ unpaced descrfpt1on could reflect processes other than geed of. access

.3

to a- s1ng]e spec1f1c aspect of khe seTf concept. For one th1ng,.h b o
. ‘ ' 3 ( ! P 1

unpaced descr1pt1ons max1m1ze the "editing" of responses/_all¢wing the

- unique features to dominate" output whether~thex/a¥e"ac$ua11y dccessed
\ N . _ \

~ . .
L}

. first or not. - g . - o : N
JStidl, it is intuitively appeaT+ﬁgqfhat unique traits night be v ' -
2 Y '
accessed rap1d1y, and F1gure 1 shows two s1mp1e mode]s cons1stent with
¢ . this not1on Mpdal A in Fiddre 1 re%;esents a scheme where traits are .

-
J . organized within the self concept by distinctiveness, so that a ! Y

top—-down seamch process would prov1de rap1d aff1rmat1ve dec1sgons for ‘ 5

- d1s¢1nct1ve, nonshared traits. Slower aff1rmq§1ons wou]d occur for

shared- ‘features, because these characteristics are accessed on]y a?ter

7

« o _ . the most definitive traits ha%ﬁ been reviewed. Model. B shows* a L

»

' &
\ different arrangement, where each feature_has stored with it a "tag"

' . VA

denoting'some<degnee of distinctiveness. In this case, if the feature

tag exceeds some high criterion, a rapid affirmative response results,
: . .

-, - e ' \ . . .
whereas a slower affirmative response results for less distinctive
. (« ; _

* .
g - . .
é‘ ‘ M . \.——v'r’ 3
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- shared features, wigh negative responses being slowest of all.
! . ¥ : P

1 ) ' - . o

As sensible as-these.twoique1§,m¥ght seem,.the data we will

’ ’

g . present'don't‘fit either one, nor any congeptualizat1on that makes the

. . A
K than shared. iﬁétead, some p#ecess i%ke that shown in Model C seems
more likely, and it fL in genee;1 con;istent with McGuire and. Y~
éadawer-Singer's interpretation that we determine the most salient
features of'our selves by a process of compariéon tg/}he contex£ of
s the decisioﬁ.i For examp1e: be:ng an American in Paris is much more

& ' .
salient than, being an American in Peoria -- not to mention more fun!

Therefore, in contrast to Models A and E eomparative models such as
. _. xl\ -

Mode] C wou]d pred1ct "that access would be favter for shared- tra1ts

) - <

with the ‘determination of un1que traits peqq1r1ng more.t1qe. Se]f

descriptions (viz. McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1976).might still contain'

lpredominént]y.d}stinctive.feature§, given an unpaceq task, but such

ModeLfcl trait uhiqueness is computed, so to speak, rather than
4 Q } - :
prestored as 1n Models’ A and B. ,
Yy . .
. _ The predictions seem %a1r1y c]ear then, and the data we collected
e .

were 1ptended to ‘provide some 1n1§fa1 1nformap1on about the

organiietion of features as a function of distinctiveness. In the \\

'interesk of time, we w111 have to focus on just the one question: are
i
_ unique~trait dec1s1ons made faster than shared trait decisions? The:
‘ L Y ) " < . .

" same basic prediction, namely that unique features‘are accessed fagter,

‘ traits are available only after a process that corsumes some time. In
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. methbqology is simple, so I will desgribe it only briefly. I will be

2 - happy' to provide further details to anyone who wants them.
' ' _ "Method . 19
- : . Forty subJects rated 120 tra1t‘adJect1ve9 selected fr0m~t@ree

_ 11kab111ty 1ev915 in the Anderson (1968) norms: 40 ]1kab1e 1xems 40
* | unlikable, and 40'"neutra1" itéms, all from the high meaningfuiness
subset in the Horms. A éubjeég first ha;ed all 120 items for
ée]f—desér%ptiveness’and then for descriptiveness of their\"best;ﬁ
fr1e19/“ or vice versa. Responses’yere,indicated on an 8-pqint scale,
'on the basisbof‘a rapid firsf‘\mpression. The tﬁb.rating pHéses were
followed by an unannoquéd\recall test for the 120 items.
In addition, the Self Coasciousngss Questionnafre (Buss; 1980)

was also adminfstered.\lit had been exbected that high se]ffawaré \

subjec%s might be especja]]y aQare_of'theiE unﬁdue traits, aqd acééss
-'thém.ﬁastar than 1esg self-aware subjects; particular]y"yhder Ehe

prestored assumption. HpWevEr, this seemsd qot ti‘be thé case, SO

these data won't be considered further. u . T ]

“Results and Discussion

-

. $. . T'tems were tabulated on the basis.of their descriptiveness
of each target person. (For purposes of analysis, items rated 1-4-

were cohsidered nondescriptive, with 5-8 being descriptive.) This

- e resu]ts in four subtypes of 1tems shown as éo]umn headings in Tabl'e
t o -
- 1. Some items were judged descr1pt1ve of BOTH targets ﬁgde
descriptive of SELF ONLY some OTHER ONLY, while the remainder were.

, descr1pt1ve of NEITHER target Three aspects;of the data are shown in

Tab]e 1: how many items were classified o? endorsed into each of the wf

’ I8 . v

. RN
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four categories how rap1d1y dec1s1ons were made for each subtype of

item, and the inc1denta] recall of items of each type: Let me qu1ck1y

‘ 0 summarize the.thh points:of.tﬁe rdsulﬁs. " - -
. SR ’
Lo, ’. Insert Table 1 about here ) 1 |

!
]

"~ The way sobjects c]assifted the'items is shown in the top section

o

4 of Table.1I. Perhap» h most pe;tinent,resu1t jn terms of item

/

. endorsement was & s1gn1f1cant Self by'Other by Likability triple

-

interaction (F (1 78) = 34.82). Most ad3ect1ves'were conslgered

- descr1pt1ve of ne1ther or both targets (see the fourth row of ‘Table 1,

s

L labeled "A]]") Th1s would be expected assum1ng we “share many tra1ts

-

w1th our. best fr1end 'Wh11e these mutua]]y descn‘pt1vea};%ps show

DY _pronounced 11kab11ty gradients (first and fourth co]umn in Table 1),

e

newther of the unique descr1ptors show such 11kab111ty effects (secondj

/

* = and third column in. Tab]e 1). & oo .‘ : /’

N

- Going to the next section of the table, Jgn the' data of greatest
. )

interest, ana]ys1s of the g%ﬁnc]e for se]f descr1pt1veness decisions

oy

.. revealed a s1gn1f1cant SveVEX Other 1nteract1on (F (1, 39) = 7.11).
. As Table'l shows (1n line 8,\73327;3 "A11"), decisipn speed-was faster
ﬁpr shared descriptors (Ms_= 3297 and 3395 msec, for Both.eﬁd NEﬁther,
' cespectively) thant for unioue:descriptors_(Ms = 3486-and 3622 msec, |
S ‘for Se]f-OnJy and Other-iny,.respectively).' In the individual o \ , v
comparii?ngof greatest imterest, the Self-Only items (3486 msec) and
. . * 7 Both itéms (3257 msec) Wece significantly different (Tukey test).‘-

, - Thus, it appears that rapid self-reference decisions are made .
' o } T ~s? ) . : o

\h . . ) .
, 12 ., . - -
’ : . 4 . . . P . 3
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{ only for items that aré generally descriptiye,'and that Qetisions

- about unique features requ1re more ‘time. “As I said“ear]iér when

{ ]

;o : editing output in an unpaced test (McGu1re & Padawer- S1nger 1976),
N ‘ ~ | .
N unique items mﬁght sti11 occur first and more often as the most

definitive‘deécriptoré;.but the self-reference descision per-<se seems
¢ ’ ~ : . ' ; N . ' .

slower for unique—items. On this basis, it appears that Madels A and

. gy . . ’

B and others of that class can be rejected, and that(Something‘]ike'

. . ’ : . +
Model C serves as a better description of the organization of features
in the self concept. - L

- The phobabi]ity of reca]]Adata indicated a marginally significant

v R /2&"
Ctriple 1nterart1on of Self by Other by Likability (F (2,78) = 5. 57 E S

< .07). Neutra] items were not recalled very well at all, likable . R

items tended to be reca]]ed better when not self- descr1pt1ve and . ’
vun]ikab]e items were recalled est for common]y descr1pt1ve 1temg ‘ ) .
The 1ntgrﬁ}eta£fon of thisvintera;t1on.1s uncJegr, ‘and likely risky in - el
view of the margjnal level of significance. . ‘ . ' g
In c10§ing,nit/§$peaf5 that éé]f-referent‘aecigions 1nvo1v1h§ o : 3
3 ’ distinctive traits.take more time than is the case for shared traits.
',:We”have also observed ﬁhis.in some similar-experiments £hat I don't
have{time ;6 cover here. Thi' suggests\that dﬁstihctiveness _ -
:_fhformatibn'is no£ prestoked in our se]f,concebt, uh]ess one argues |
kel . that we search through less d1st/nct1ve features first, as in a
| bottom-up search in-Madel A. Wh1]e not prov1ng Model C--specifically,
the-dgta are at least consistent w1th Model C, and in accord with a : N -

o ‘comparative'proéess as outlined by people S?;pVaS'MCGDiPE and ) . 8

.Padawer-Singer. '_ S : ! ’ | o
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TABLE 1

0\

r-4

" Number Rated"by Mutuality of self-’ and Other-Descriptivenesg,

£ >

\ ;Laténcy'312?6ﬁf-§§?grence Decisioh, and Prdbabi]ity of Recall
- - //’/. 1
) ' | -Self-Other Descriptiveness Types
~ . Both Self  +Other = Neither
- & Only 'vOn]y
“'Number of each type ) .
Likable ~31.2 5.5 3.2, 1.4
| ;7 7 Neutral 12.0 8.3 . 5.3 145
. \ o . :
\ ‘ Unlikable §.1=\ 5.5 4.5  26.8 S
ANl 46,30  18.0  .13.0,  42.6
¥ Latency (msec) 'J4”7
. [ 4 . . ~ ,
~ Likable 3009 . 3316 3376 3510
Ty ’ . Neugra1‘ 3575§j<;>3644 - 3922 3577{ ‘ |
e Unlikable, 3307 ., 3486 3530 3132, S
- o ce . L
P a1 3297 3486 36220 3385 &> -
A )
Probability of:vecall = \-: | _
. Likable ¥ ¢ .26 28 - .31 1340 .
& N 5 ; . ) : Y . /
B .- Neutral = ' :18 16 20\ 16
s - . C~ N ’
| Unlikable =~ .32 .19 .23 .23 A
N ML .25 21 o .25 23
6 S ’ ; , :
. ’ Note: Both refefrs to a word rated asxdescripgiie of self and
' other, Sel1f-Only refers to 3 word rated ‘as descriptive of self
but not descriptive of other, Other-Only refers to,a word that
was not self-descriptive but was\other-descriptimﬂ{ T
and Neither refers to a word descriptive of peither self
nor pther, - ’
J . - o ) . . .
{ 1 ( lL . .\\‘ .
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R MODEL A: Strength Hierarchy 'MODEL B: Distinctiveness Tags *. RN
N R . “ o . oL i t . .
“Ami x| S . A T . - . ,
3 ’ . ) : ) . kv' , <. '. ) . . )
S N T N , o T : :
‘ ‘ ! T : ' . ; . .
R Enter SELF s . . - Access X - | .o : . S N
feature set ' o . - : ' ST L= -
. o e
N : . istinctiveness = S N
s ut {! - . tag - ¢? — fast yes” (unique) ] ' S
U2 ! ——fast vyes” (unique) — — = *
us o
P L 9 ! : , ) e .
N . o7 ) ‘ - . °
o ., S3 7 " L. Distinctiveness - ot
S2: | ——=» slow “yes" (shared) . tag .- k? ) —>“slow yes' (shared) : o
St - : Q .
\ £, s l o ' oo AR
) l - « K o ’ “no” {slowest) ' h ] - ? )
“no” (slowest) T ot . - . > -
: ‘e / ! :
[} ! i
- ‘ ~ !
[N AN — S .
) . MODEL C: Feature Set Comparison - N :
| 7 L "Am [ (X)" implies contrast: L : T -t . - . i
. N ) .| "Am | more (X) than others?” ) e . : . . . :
| o ) _ TN - . -
. - . . v . » :
: : o .- » , : S ) - . .
; . ) Retrieve SELF feature set . A . |
| L and OTHER feature set . e . _
‘ —_ ' L :
. - ' - ’ ‘ ’ ’ .‘; )
?' A - Is X in both-sets? | ———= fast yes’ {shared) ) N .
‘ . N y ,
T . ) . © 7\
s X_in SELF set? | ————= slow “yes” {unique), ‘ v .-
. l ’ S _ . .
‘no\'rﬂd;lvest) ' .~ . ' : _
- Figure 1. Three theoretical conceptions about the relative speed of °
. a self-descriptiveness decision about a trait (X)-that is eithgr
: shared with other people or which mqre uniquely describés-us. .
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