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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In everyday interpersonal exchanges, people form im-

pressions of others around themo These impressions are 

based on observations of others' behaviors. These bits and 

pieces of information are interpreted and put together to 

make an impression~ even though it may be quite a tentative 

one .. 

It is important for students of comrnun.:i.cation to 

study impression formation proc~sses for two reasons. 

First, impression formation is an important example of in-

formation processing which may help in understanding how 

messages in general are processed. Second~ once impressions 

have begun to form, they affect the communication and other 

interactions which go on between or among people. If a 

negative impression is formed at the outset, further at-

tempts at communication may be avoided altogether. 

Newcomb (1947') recognized this in positing his au-

tistic hostility hypothesis. He stated that when a person 

develops hostility or other negative feelings toward anoth-

er, he will tend to avoid mutual communication and contact 

with that person. This avoidance leads to a perpetuation 

of the hostility because one or both of the parties avoid 
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communication which could bring new information and could 

break down the hostility. So, hostility or negative feel-

ings become self-perpetuating. 

Hostility or other negative feelings need not come 

from impressions formed through communication of the parties 

involved~ The entire impression may result from stereotyp-

ing or other factors such as reports from third parties; 

a person's looks, race, sex, or demeanor; or other things 

which are more or less out of the control of most people. 

Or, the impression-may be formed on the basis of the first 

few statements or behaviors of an interaction, and the mat~ 

ter closed. In either case,-autistic hostility may remove 

the opportunities to communica~e before any real contact 

between the persons directly involved can take place. 

People may differ in their tendencies to avoid com-

munication with others toward whom they feel negatively. 

Some people, in fact, seem to be intrigued with others from 

whom the autistic hostility hypothesis would predict that 

they would withdraw. These differences may lead to consid-

erable differences in impressions formed of others in in-

terpersonal interactions. There may be differences in 

depth of impressions due to greater and lesser contact 

with the person, differences in attraction toward the other 

person, and differences in assumptions about the other per-

son•s behavior. 

One possible reason for differences in tendency to 
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avoid communication as the autistic hostility hypothesis 

would predict may be differences in the attitude that the 

perceiver brings to the situation. Rogers (1951) argues 

that a perceiver can either try to understand or try to 

evaluate the object of his perception. He makes the plea 

that people ought to try to understand others with whom 

they come in contact rather than allowing the evaluation 

which occurs in the first moments of interaction, or even 

before an interaction can take place, to cloud reception 

and interpretation of later statements and behaviors. He 

argues that, while people may not like each other any bet-

ter after they understand one another, at least the dislike 

will be for some cause based in the behavior of the other 

person and not because of a misinterpretation of his posi-
' tion or the evocation of a stereotype. If people try to 

understand rather·than to evaluate others, lines of com-

munication will tend to remain open. This means that the 

tendencies predicted by the autistic hostility hypothesis 

will be overcome, at least until each person has had a fair 

hearing. Thus, whether the perceiver tries to understand 

or to evaluate the other person may make an important dif-

ference in his tendency to avoid communication with initial-

ly negatively valued others. 

However, people may also differ in their ability to 

adopt the understanding or evaluative perceptual stances 

toward others at will. This difference in ability may be 



-4-

due to differences in level of cognitive functioning. One 

important indicator of level of cognitive functioning is 

cognitive complexity (Crockett, 1965). This personality 

characteristic indicates both the differentiation and or-

ganization of a person's cognitive system and has been 

shown to be a_very important factor related to differences 

in impression formation. The cognitively complex person 

is able to differentiate his perceptions more completely, 

to more readily recognize and accept positive and negative 

characteristics as simultaneously exi~ting in the same per-

son, and to organize his impressions so that both positive 

and negative characteristics are accounted for. Since the 

understanding set is a request to suspend judgment until 

the other person has had a fair hearing and to try tp put· 

oneself in his position, it may require the recognition of 

positive and negative characteristics in a single person 

more than the evaluative set does. Thus, it is reasonable 

to expect that a pe+son who is better able to recognize 

and accept both good and bad aspects of a person and to 

organize them into a coherent whole may be better able to 

adopt ~he understanding set. 

Thus, we have three variables which are related to 

impression formation -- similarity between the person form-

ing the impression and the object of the impression, instruc-

tional set, or tendency to either understand or evaluate, 

that the person forming the impression uses, and the cog-
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nitive complexity of the person forming the impression. 

This study will use these three variables as independent 

variables to try to determine their effects, singly and in 

combination, upon various aspects of impressions formed of 

others. 

Attitude similarity between two persons has been 

shown to affect attraction or liking in several studies. 

Thus, if attitude similarity is varied, it will yield ex-

amples of p~rsons who should be liked or disliked, gravi-

tated toward or withdrawn from. Other techniques could be 

used to create such persons, but an additional reason for 

choosing attitude similarity is that people who differ in 

levels of cognitive functioning may react to similar and 

dissimilar persons differently. Since the attitude simi-

larity-attraction relationship has bean the subject of 

much study, it will be valuable to know if the linear re-

lationship found for general populations is the same or 

different when the population is divided according to level 

of cognitive functioning. Thus, using attitude similarity 

will allow for not only creating others who should be lik-

ed or disliked, but also will allow other important ques-

tions to be asked. 

Cognitive complexity, as measured by the Four Role 

Category Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965) is an indicator of 

a person's level of cognitive functioningo It indicates 

the degree of differentiation and integration in a person's 



-6-

perceptions of other people around him -- liked and dislik-

ed, male and female. While the Four Role Category Ques-

tionnaire actually measures only differentiation with re-

spect to other people, it has been shown to correlate well 

with ability to integrate disparate information (Crockett, 

1965). Thus, while it measures only one aspect of cogni-

tive functioning, it serves as a good indicator of the 

other and will allow the separation of people into differ-

ent levels of cognitive functioning. Its use will allow 

us to pose the question "Do people wh<:> show different lev-

els of cognitive complexity show different responses to 

similar and dissimilar people and/or to different instruc-

tional sets? 0 

Instructional set to understand or evaluate may serve 

to modify a person's cognitive functioning in forming an im-

pression and/or to modify reactions to similar or dissimi-

lar persons. The understanding set may raise organization 

level by inducing p~ople to suspend judgment and, there-

fore, to absorb both positive and negative information 

about the stimulus person rather than only the information 

which agrees with a beginning impression. This may induce 
I 

people to try to link disparate portions of a person's be-

havior through the use of motivational explanations. It 

may_lead to greater differentiation by making people more 

sensitive to nuances in behavior which might otherwise be 

lumped into a single evaluative category. J:n addition, 
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the inclusion of a control condition in which ~s are simply 

told to form an impression may give some information as to 

which of the two modes of perceiving, understanding or eval-

uation, if either, people of different levels of cognitive 

complexity ordinarily use in forming an impression. 

Review of the Literature 

Attitude Similarity~ Impressions 2i Stranger~ 

Numbers of studies have indicated that both husbands 

and wives and mutual friends tend to have more similar atti-

tudes, values, and behaviors than people who do not bear 

such relationships to one another. (e.ge, Newcomb and 

Svehla, 1937; Schooley, 1936; Winslow, 1937; and Richardson, 

1940). Newcomb (1961) provided further support for the no-

tion that similar people like each other when he found that 

in a group of complete strangers who were brought together 

to live and become acquaintances, prior similarities of 

attitude predicted attraction. Others (Schachter, 1951; 

Smith, 1957; Byrne, 1961; and Berkowitz and Howard; 1959) 

have found that ~sin experimental situatioRs tend to re-

spond favorably to others who express ideas agreeing with 

the~r own and unfavorably to others who disagree with them. 

While there is little argument that similarity and 

attraction are often associated with one another, there is 

argument as to the proper theoreti.cal explanation for the 

phenomenon. The two models most often used are cognitive 
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models and reinforcement modelso Cognitive models are most 

often associated with Heider (1958), Newcomb (1961), and 

Festinger (1954, 1957). Many theorists have used reinforce-

ment models to explain their exper~ental findings. Among 

these are Byrne and Clore (1970), Lott and Lott (1960, 1969), 

and Staats (1969). 

Byrne and his colleagues (Byrne and Nelson, 1965a, 
' 1965b; Byrne and Rhamey, 1965; Clore and Baldridge, 1968; 

Byrne, Clore, and Griffitt, 1967; Byrne, 1971) have done 

the most precise and extensive studies using reinforcement 

theory as a paradigm. Through their studies they have been 

able to describe the mathematical relationship between at-

titude similarity and attraction as a positive !!~ear func-

tion in which attraction is a straight line function of pro-

portion of similar attitudes weighted by importance. 

Byrne Studies 

Byrne's research began with a "rather vague reinforce-

ment theory" (Byrne, 1971, p. 268) and progressed to the 

precise linear prediction model mentioned aboveo These 

studies used attitude statements which agreed or disagreed 

wii;h a~ as reinforcers rather than the more traditional 

reinforcers such as electric shock, verbal responses, head 

nods, and so on. This approach, of course, assumes that 

an agreeing attitUde statement will serve as a positive re-

inforcer and that a disagreeing statement will serve as 
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a negative reinforcer. 

A series of experiments was performed to demonstrate1 

the reinforcing properties of attitude statements. Golight-

ly and Byrne (1964) had 60 Ss, who had previously complet-

ed a 45 item attitude questionnaire, participate in a dis-

crimination learning task in which the reinforcements were 

either traditional ("Right" or "Wrong" printed on a card), 

attitudinal Ca printed card containing an attitude state-

ment which either agreed or disagreed with the attitudes 

expressed by the~), or were neutral statements of fact 

relevant to the attitude topics. Thus, when S chose the 

correct alternative he was shown the word 11Right," an ag-

reeing attitude statement, or a neutral statement of facto, 

If he chose the incorrect alternative, he was shown the 

word "Wrong," a disagreeing attitude statement, or a neu-

tral statement of fact. Each [ received the same type of 

reinforcement for all trials. Trials were continued until 

the Shad made eight consecutive correct responses or until 

96 trials were completed. The result~ showed that the at-

titude statements group learned significantly better than 

the neutral statements group, but that the traditional re-

inforcement group showed the most learning. The conclu-

sion was that traditional reinforcers were the more power-

ful, but that both traditional and attitude reinforcements 

produced learning effects. 

Byrne, Young, cµid Griffitt (1966) performed a repli-
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cation of the Golightly and Byrne study with two conditions 

added. These were a similar-neutral condition in which ~s 

saw a similar attitude statement after correct responses 

and a neutral statement after incorrect responses; and a 

neutral~dissimilar condition in which Ss saw a neutral state-

ment after correct responses and a dissimilar attitude state-

ment after incorrect ones. A series of 64 extinction tri-

als was also added. The tradition.al reinforcement group, 
' as in the Golightly and Byrne study, showed greater learn-

ing than any of the other groups, and had a lower rate of 

extinction. The similar-dissimilar and neutral-dissimilar. 

attitude reinforcement groups showed greater learning than 

the silid.lar-neu-Lral or the neutral statements on~y groups, 

which did not differ significantly from one another. 

These findings presented the possibility that dissimilar 

attitudes alone were responsible for the reinforcement 

effects. 

' In a follow-up study to explore this possibility, 

Byrne et. al. (1966) substituted a blank card for an atti;.. 

tude statement in the reinforcement apparatus. Similar-

blank, neutral-blank, and dissimilar-blank: conditions were 

usede Learning occurred in all three groups, and there 

were no significant differences among them. so, the con-

clusions were that both similar and dissimilar attitudes 

have reinforcement properties and that neutral statements 

of fact can serve as positive reinforcers under certain 
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conditions. Later experiments have shown that attitude re-

inforcers are more effective when the Sis high in social 

evaluative anxiety (Smith and Jeffery, 1970) and that homo-

geneous sets of attitudes are more effective reinforcers 

although heterogeneous statement sets do produce significant 

learning (Reitz, Douey, and Mason, 1968; Byrne, Griffitt, 

and Clore, 1968). 

Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude that similar-

dissimilar attitudes can serve as reinforcers. They may be 
I 

more potent for some personality types than for others and 

if the attitudes used for a given [ deal with a single topic, 

the reinforcement effects may be greater. Significantly 

better than chance learning does take place when heterogen-

eous attitudes are used, however, so one can say than any 

agreeing-disagreeing attitude statement can be used as an 

effective reinforcer. 

Having established that attitude statements can be 

effective as reinforcers, Byrne et. al. returned to their 

original experiments to integrate their findings about at-

titudes as reinforcers with their findings regarding atti-

tude similarity and attraction to form and begin to test a 

more well-defined reinforcement theory of attraction. 

The original Byrne study (1961) established the bas-

ic methodology for research in the similarity-attraction 

paradigm. A group of 34 §.s were given a 26 item attitude 

scale early in the semester and assigned to either an ex-
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perimental group in which they would be exposed to a stran-

ger with attitudes similar to their own or one in which 

they would be exposed to a stranger with dissimilar atti-

tudes. The 11 strangers"were represented by attitude ques-

tionnaires forged by E to agree or disagree with the ~•s 

attitudes. In the first experiment, the stranger agreed 

with either all or none of the S 1 s own attitudes. In later 

studies, other proportions of agreement and disagreement 

were used -- most often 80 or 83 per cent and 20 or 17 per 

cent agreement for the similar and dissimilar conditions, 

respectively. In some studies, an intermediate condition, 

of 50 per cent agreement was addedo In a second session, 

later in the semester, Ss were glven the forged question-

naires which had the background information.section scis-

sored out, allegedly to protect the identities of the stu-• 

dents who had filled them out, asked to read it over and 

to respond to the stranger by completing a six item Inter-

personal Judgment Scale (See Appendix A). Only the last 

two items of this scale, which asked how much the~ thought 

he would like the stranger and how much he would like work-

ing with the stranger in an experiment, were actually u~ed 

as measures of attraction. These items were chosen because 

they were based on the most frequently used sociometric in-

dices of attraction (Byrne, 1971, p. 52). Because the two 

measures also correlated .85 with one another, they were 

summed to yield a single measure of attraction. 
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This original study found that there was, indeed, 

a significant difference in attraction for similar and dis-

similar strangers. A further study (Byrne~ 1962) was done, 

following the same procedures but using only those seven 

items of -the 26 item attitude scale which elicited the most 

he~erogeneous responses from Ss, and varying the number of 

items of agreement from seven agreements and no disagree-

ments to no agreements and seven disagreements. Heterogen-

eous items were used to determine whether Ss were respond-

ing to dissimilarity or cultural deviancy of the disagree-

ing strangerso The number of agreeing and disagreeing it~ms 

was varied to determine the functional relationship between 

attitude similarity and attracticn. The simi.:!.arity~att.=a-::-~": 

tion finding still held~ and attraction increased with each 

additional item of agreement. A later experiment (Byrne 

and Nelson, 1965a) determined that it was proportion of 

agreeing attitudes in a set, rather than the actual number, 

which affected attraction. This later study also estab-

lished a linear regression formula for predicting attrac-

tion from similar attitudes. The formula was Y = SQ44X + 

6.62 where Y is the summed attraction score and Xis the 

proportion of similar attitudes in the attitude set. 

Byrne and Wong (1962) gave white Ss who showed ei-

ther high or low prejudice toward biacks a photograph of 

either a white or black person, purported to be another 

college student, and asked them to predict this student•s 
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responses on the 26 item attitude scale. The Ss high in 

prejudice assumed more dissimilarity between themselves and, 

blacks than between themselves and whites, while there was 

no such difference for ~slow in prejudice. Thus, it ap-

pears that not only do people like people with similar at-

titudes more, they also assume that people they dislike have 

dissimilar attitudes. 

Another study (Baskett, 1970, cited by Lamberth 

and Byrne, 1971) showed that the more favorably the stran-

ger was rated on an already completed Interpersonal Judg-

ment Scale (IJS), the more similar the ~s presumed him to 

be to themselves. Scott (1969) found that the greater the 

similarity between two ~estionnaires, pu:ported to have 

been completed by a rater and a stranger, the more ,attrac-

tion for the stranger was attributed to the rater. Both 

of these studies increase the strength of the findings 

tbat §_s associate attitude similarity with liking. 

Some later experiments have modified the functional 

relationship between attraction and proportion of similar 

attitudes proposed by Byrne and Nelson (1965a). These stu-

dies were begun because Newcomb (1961) had found that top-

ic importance was a factor in determining whether similar 

attitudes would yield attraction, while Byrne and Nelson 

(1964) had found the similarity-attraction relationship 

to be independent of topic importance. The stranger ques-

tionnaires were varied systematically so that ~s were ei-
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ther agreed with on the most important and disagreed with 

on less important items or the reverse. The results showed1 

that differential topic importance did affect attraction re-

sponses. The explanation for the difference in findings 

was that the earlier Byrne~. s!,o studies had used norma-

tive importance of the topics rather than importance to 

individual §_s. Clore and Baldridge (1968) varied topic in-

terest in the same fashion 1 in which Byrne, London, and 

Griffitt had varied importance and found results quite 

similar to those for topic importance~ Byrne (1971) sug-

gested that these two factors should be combined into a 

factor of "topic impact" (p. 70). · He used the inforwation 

from these two studies to develop a modified linear pre-

diction formula for attraction in which similar and dis-

similar attitudes are weighted by their magnitudes of im-

portance or impact. The formula is: 

Y = m [ (SxM) 
(SxM) + (DxM) 

where Y is the swnmed attraction score, Sis similar atti-

tudes, Dis dissimilar attitudes, Mis the magnitude of an 

attitude, and m and k are empirically derived constants. 

Unfortunately, Byrne does not say how one derives M -- the 

magnitude -- specifically, but simply uses three and one 

for important and unimportant topics, respectively. 

This plethora of information, then, had to be fitted 

into a reinforcement theory of attraction. Byrne and Clore 
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(1970) maintain that it is really a model rather than a 

theory, since they have no pretensions that any anomalies 

between the similarity-attraction responses and learning 

theory should indicate that change is necessary in learning 

theory (p. 109). Clore had, in fact, stated this earlier: 

The concept of reinforcement used to explain 
attraction is a model rather than a theory for 
at least two reasons. First, reinforcement the-
ory is a system with its own ideas and laws exter-
nal to the attraction phenomenon. The attributes 
and meanings of this system are being transferred 
from their original realm, simple animal learning, 
to the previously unrelated data of interpe~sonal 
attraction. Secondly, a model rather than a the-
ory is in use because we are not interested in al-
tering learning theory with our data but rather-in 
suggesting a theory of attraction. If our model 
does not fit, we may certainly di<scard it, but we 
would not claim that learning theory had been 
shown to be in error. (1966, p. 11) 

The Byrne and Clore (1970) model states, following 

Lott and Lott (1960) that l) persons represent discrimin-

able stimuli, 2) reinforcement in the form of attitude 

statements results in goal responses, 3) the goal response 

will be conditioned to all discriminable stimuli (in this 

case, people) present at the time of reinforcement and 4) 

when the goal response is conditioned to a person, that 
person will evoke the goal response himself (Byrne and . 
Clore, 1970, PP• 107ff.). They report several studies to 
indicate that this is, in fact, what is taking place. rn 

the first study, Ss were shown two same-sex pictures of 

college students one at a time. One picture was always 

paired with agreeing attitude statements and the other was 
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always paired with disagreeing attitude statements. The [s 

then completed Semantic Differential scales for each of the 
l 

pictures. The responses to the agreeing stimulus were sig-

nificantly more favorable than the responses to the dis-

agreeing stimuluso To determine that this effect was due 

only to agreeing statements and not to the combination of 

agreeing statements and the attribution of those state-

ments to the stranger, Sachs and Byrne (1970) repeated the 

study t~ice -- once using geometric figures as the visual 

stimulus and once using pictures of strangers with oppo-

site-sex voices providing the disagreeing or agreeing 

statements.· The results wer~ the same as in the first 

study. 

The position of Byrne and his colleagues can be sum-

marized by saying that they hold the position that agreeing 

attitude statements serve as positive reinforcements and 

that reinforcementfromagreeing attitudes is the founda-

tion of the relationship between attitude similarity and 

attraction. 

Exception can be taken to this set of studies and 

the theoretical model which explains them on a number of 

grqunds. First, and most obviously, one can argue that the 

measure of attraction is inadequate. It is not a very far-

ranging measure, especially when one considers the exten-

sive measures used to assess attraction in other studies. 

In addition to this, the measure is quite simplistic. It 
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measures only one dimension, really, since the two questions 

which are sunuiied to yield the attraction score correlate 

~85 with one another. It could have been broadened some-

what by including the other four items in the Interpersonal 

Judgment Scale in the measure of attraction. In essence, 

Byrne~- .s!.• argue that attraction is both simple and uni-

dimensional. 

Beyond the argument that the measure of attraction 

is too simp~istic, one can say that the explanation of the 

results of the studies is simplistic because it is derived 

from data which gives information on only one aspect of at-

traction. Attraction is a complex phenomenon. When,infor-

mation o~her than attitudes is available, attraction is re-

lated to diverse factors such as physical attractiveness 

(Walster, Aronson, Abrahams, and Rottman, 1966; Brislin 

and Lewis, 1968), proximity (Festinger, Schachter, and 

Back, 1950), perception that another likes one or is go-

ing to like one (Backman and Secord, 1959; Walster and Wal-

ster, 1963), self-esteem (Dittes, 1959; Walster, 1965) and 

other factors. 

Because these other factors enter into the determi-

nation of attraction, it seems sensible to argue that 

Byrne's reinforcement model of attraction is inadequate 

because it promotes a single type of person as attractive--

the attitudinally similar person. It does not take into 

account that similarity may not be reinforcing for all or 
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that other factors may enter the picture to overbalance sim-

ilarity as a reinforcer. The person who is low in self-

esteem, for ex:a1nple, may find a person who has attitudes 

different from his own to be more attractive 7 since he has 

a low opinion of himself and his own attitudes. Another 

possible reason that the similari ty~•attraction paradigm 

holds so nicely is that for the vast majority of people a 

person who agrees with their own attitudes fills a "good 

figure" position in their cognitive structures. Such a per-

son completes a relatively harmonic picture of the world and 

satisfies a need for consistency on the part of 'the per-

ceiver.. This latter model can take into accoun.t all of the 

factors mentioned above, without violating the antply demc,n-

strated relationship between attitude similarity and at-

traction and has considerably more parsimony than a rein-

forcement model which, unlike Byrne's, tri.es to take into 

account all the different possible reinforcerso 

Such a cognitive approach views the relationship be-

tween similarity of attitudes and attraction in a different 

and somewhat less precise and rigid way than the reinforce-

ment model. First, the cognitive position presumes that 

man will do whatever will help him to maintain equilibrium 

in his life space. Usually it will be the case that lik-

ing someone with whom one agrees will help to maintain cog-

nitive equilibriume Sometimes, however, it will not -- as 

is the case in a lover's triangle., Thus, the cognitive 
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theorists' position is that attitude similarity will~ 

to lead to attraction. This position is not the conveni-

ent theoretical loophole that it may seem. It is a state-

ment that the parts of the cognitive space which are per-

ceived to be related to one another must be in balance for 

the maximum psychological comfort to obtain. If balancing 

a single relationship -- a small portion of the cognitive 

space -- will seriously imbalance the larger space, then 

the single relationship will remain unbalanced in the in-

terests of harmony of the whole. In short, the larger cog-

nitive space must be considered in preference to a single 

part. 

There is some evidence to indicate that, in fact, 

liking attitudinally similar persons is a response to the 

fact that such persons fit comfortably into the perceiver's 

cognitive world. Wright and Wright (1972) report a study 

which used set-wise multiple regression to analyze not only 

attitude similarity but also anticipated liking for a stran-

ger, which is one of the questions used by Byrne, and the 

understandability and nonthreateningness of the stranger as 

predictors of the total attraction score defined consis-

tently with Byrne~- al. They found that anticipated lik-

ing was the strongest predictor of attraction overall. This 

supports Byrne's finding of high correlation between the 

two components of his attraction measure -- liking and work-

ing with. But, Wright and Wright found that for some types 
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of target persons (strangers) attitude similarity did not 

significantly predict attractionc For these stimulus per- 1 

sons, understandability and nonthreateningnes~ were more 

important in predicting attraction than attitude similarity~ 

The Wrights concluded that the perception 0£ attitude sim-

ilarity may lead to t..he anticipation of understandability 

and nonthreateningness, but that other factors can evoke 

the same anticipationo They summarize by saying; 

In some casest but by no means all, • o o similar-
ity is related to nonthreateni.ngness and under-
standabilityo Thus, if there is a pau£ity of_ 
other relevant information about the /strange,£/ 
attitude similarity becomes the major so~rce of 
assumptions about the more direct rewards that 
would be forthcoming from ac.tual intei:act:ion with 
the stranger .. There is a strong possib:i.lity 9 then, 
that attitude similarity is more 'accidental; -cnan 
•essential' as a predictor of specific levels of 
interpersonal attractiono (p .. 139) 

In any case, it appears from their study that it may be the 

possibility of the stranger's fitting comfortably into the 

S's cognitive framework that determines attraction rather 

than the stranger's value as a reinforcer. 

Cognitive Cpm2lexity and Impressions of-§J:ranger~ 

Several authors have developed measures of cognitive 

complexity and theoretical positions relating cognitive com-

plexity and perception of people and events (Barron, 1953; 

Berkowitz, 1957; Bierij 1955; Leventhal, 1957; Crockett, 

1965; Scott, 1962, 1963; Zajonc, 1960). Since it has been 

shown that these measures do not correlate very well with 
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one another (Vannoy, 1965; Miller, 1969) it is necessary to 

choose one of theme This study will follow Crockett's 

position primarily because his measures are simple for ~s 

to complete while treating complexity and organization as 

logically related and discretely scoreable entities. 
I 

Crockett (1965) outlines his basic measures of cogni-

tive complexity and his view of the relationship between 

cognitive complexity and impression formation$ He synthe-

sizes Kelly•s theory of personality and Werner's develop-

mental psychology into a single system which provides for 

both the analysis of the complexity of a person's cognitive 

construct system and the assessment of tha·t construct system 

for developmen~al level. 

Kelly's (1955) theory of personality takes the posi-

tion that man, like a scientist, aims to predict and con~ 

trol his world by placing constructions and interpretations 

on it which will help him to anticipate future events and 

thus to regulate his own behavior with regard to them. Con-

struct systems developed to do this anticipating differ from 

person to person because they are based on past experience 

and each person's experiences are unique to some degreec 

The corollary of this statement is, of course, that to the 

degree that individuals have shared similar past experi-

ences, their construct systems will be similar. Construct 

systems can vary with regard to the number and kinds of con-

structs within the system and with regard to the organiza-
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tion or relationships of the constructs to one another. 

Construct systems must develop based on experience. 

Kelly does not speculate much as to what forms construct 

systems will take as development progresses. Nor does he 

speculate whether, as development progresses, different 

parts of the content of experience will become greater or 

lesser contributors to the construct system. 
' 

Crockett has used Werner's orthogenetic principle 

of psychological development to develop criteria for judg-

ing the developmental level of construct systems as they 

are defined by Kelly. The orthogenetic principle is that:· 

"Wherever development occurs it proceeds from a state of 

relative globa!ity and lack of differentiation to a state 

of increasing differentiation and hierarchic integration, 0 

(Werner, 1957, p. 127). Combining Werner and Kelly, 

Crockett has defined cognitive complexity: 

A cognitive system will be considered relatively 
complex in structure when a) it contains a rela-
tively large number of elements Lconstructs/ and 
b) the elements are integrated hierarchically by 
relatively extensive bonds of relationship. 
(1965, P• 49) 

Thus, there are two components of cognitive complexity 

differentiation and hierarchic integration. 

Differentiation is ·simply the number of constructs 

available for use in a given cognitive domain. Since it 

would be quite cumbersome, and perhaps impossible, to mea-
. 

sure all of the constructs available in a given domain, 
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Crockett's Role Category Questionnaire (RCQ) allows one to 

obtain a sample of the available constructs under standar- 1 

dized conditions. This measure asks the S to think of one 

person to fit each of several roles, the number of roles 

varying according to the version of the RCQ used. Then the 

§. is asked to spend three minutes writing down a descrj.ption 

of each of the persons he has put into the designated roles. 

Differentiation is scored by simply counting up the total 

number of constructs used in describing these people. 

The second component of cog11it.i.ve complexity is hier-

archic integration. Crockett and Press1 have developed 

systems for scoring hierarchic integration of impressions 

of others.. Crod:ett • s system depends upon the S huV'ing 

been given contradictory information about a strangero It 

gives progressively higher integration scores for recogni-

tion of the contradiction, giving reasons for and relating 

isolated pieces of information to one another, and explain-

ing all or most of the conflicting information about the 

person in relation to a single underlying reason or set of 

reasonse Press• system is similar except that it does not 

depend on the~ having been given contradictory information 

and it uses recognition of either variability or conflict 

in the stranger's personality or behavior and various 

levels of resolution of the conflict or variability as the 

basis for assigning an impression to a developmental level. 

So, a person's level of cognitive complexity is a 
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combination of the degree of differentiation he uses to 

construe reality and his abilify to join the elements of 

his construction into an interrelated system. Several 

studies (Dornbusch, eto al., 1965; Signell, 1966; Hopkins, 

Press, and Crockett, 1969; Scarlett, Press, and Crockett, 

1971) have indicated that cognitive construct systems do 

develop according to this orthogenetic principle. 

In all the studies to be discussed here, the measure 

of concern has been the person's interpersonal cognitive 

complexity rather than his complexity in other domains. 

One can construe with respect to any number of different 

domains, and the complexity of construction in one is not 

necessarily related to another. For example, a person 

could have a very complex system with regara to mathematical 

concepts and still have a relatively non-complex cognitive 

system with respect to other people. Since the subject of 

interest here is interpersonal interaction and communica-

tion, cognitive complexity with regard to other people in 

one's life space will be of primary importance. 

A review of the experimental studies dealing with 

interpersonal cognitive complexity and impression formation 
. 

yields a number of correlates of cogztj.tive complexity and 

information about its effects on impression formation. 

Among college students, the correlation between cognitive 

complexity and intelligence level is not significantly dif-

ferent from zero (Mayo, 1959; Sechrest and Jackson, 1961; 
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Rosenkrantz, 1961; Vannoy, 1965). Crockett (1965) suggests 

that this may be due to the homogeneity of college students· 

with respect to intelligence rather than to actual absence 

of relationship, but that including persons who are not 

college students in the sample would probably make the cor-

relation positive but not significant. 

Using an eight role version of the Role Category 

Questionnaire, Supnick (1964, reported in Crockett, 1965) 

found that generally people are more complex with regard 

to liked than disliked others, and use more constructs to 

describe peers than people older than themselves~ This 

finding is supported by Reich (1969) o 'she also foillld 

"that females use more constructs than u1ales and that fa "'s·e· 

more constructs in describing same sex than opposite sex 

others, especially if the same sex person is dislikede 

Nidorf and Argabrite (1968) report a curvilinear 

relationship between cognitive complexity and dogmatism. 

High and low scorers on dogmatism were significantly more 

complex than Ss scoring in the middle thirdo Nidorf and 

Argabrite (1970) also report that cognitively complex ~s 

use extreme judgment categories significantly more often 

thah Ss low in complexity when responding to semantic dif-

ferential scalese 

Epting (1967) reports a slight negative relationship 

between cognitive complexity and persuasibility which is 

probably due to the strong positive relationship between 
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suspicion and cognitive complexity which he also found. 

Crockett (1965) reports a reanalysis of the Supnick 1 

data which shows that ~s high in cognitive complexity are 

more likely to give bivalent rather than univalent impres-

sions of others, and to accept the possibility of unbalanced 

relationships among their acquaintances than ~slow in 

cognitive complexity. Mayo and Crockett (1964} report that 

"• •• the final impressions of subjects high in complexity 

were almost exactly ambivalent, while the final impressions 

of lows showed recency effects ••• ," (p. 337) in a study 

where Ss were given four positive traits and then four 

negative traits or vice versa about a man named Joe. This 

can be interpreted as meaning that highly differentiatec 

people recognize conflicting information more readily than 

lows do. This result was replicated only for males by 

Rosenkrantz and Crockett (1965). They found that among fe-

males the relationship did not hold, but suggested that the 

difference was due ~o the value incongruity between the fe-

male §.sin their sample and Joe. Their reasoning is sup-

ported by Meltzer, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1966). 

Not only do highly differentiated people recognize . 
conflicting information, they are more likely to be able 

to integrate the conflict. Nidorf and Crockett (1965) re-

port that high complexity Ss integrate conflicting infor-

mation about a stranger into a unified impression while low 

complexity ~s tend to form univalent or aggregated impres-
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sions instead. Kenny (1968) and Fertig and Mayo (1969) 

found the same results, as did Mahood (1971). Meltzer, 

Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1966) found that this result held 

when Ss were asked to form impressions of persons with val-

ues similar to their own. It was suppressed, however, when 

the object of the impression was purported to have values 

incongruent with the ~•s. This anomaly was explain as being 

the result of the perceivers• ability to utilize a complex 

set of interpersonal constructs only when the oth~r person 

fits a familiar social categoryo 

Two studies (Press, Crockett, and ,Rosenkrantz, 1969; 

Delia, 1970) have shown that Ss low in complexity tend to 

.rely on the balance L--Ule in_learning sDcial_structures_mo~e-

than do high complexity &s. 

The causes of differences in differentiation for a 

given cognitive domain are probably numerous, but one fac-

tor which certainly seems to have an effect is frequency 

of interaction or contact. Crockett (1965) posits such an 

hypothesis, saying that greater frequency of interaction 

with people in general will lead to increased interpersonal 

cognitive complexity and that people will describe people 

with whom they interact more frequently in a more complex 

manner than those with whom they are seldom in contact. He 

cites evidence from Mayo that fraternity,members are more 

complex than nonmembers and from Supnick that more con-

structs are used to describe liked persons and peers, both 
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categories of frequent interaction, than disliked and older 

persons to substantiate his point. In addition, Supnick 

found a sex-of-subject by sex-of-other interaction which was 

due to use of more constructs to describe same sex others 

than opposite sex otherso This effect is cited as evidence 

of the frequency of interaction hypothesis since frequency 

of contact with same sex others is greater, or at least 

more intimate~ than with opposite sex others. 

Using a measure similar to Crockett's Role Category 

Questionnaire, Reich (1969) specifically tested the fre-

quency of interaction hypothesis against two rival hypo-

theses the vigilance or negative-enhancement hypothesis 

{Miller and Bieri; 1965; Irwini Tripodii--and Bieri> 19_6-7) 

which holds that differentiation will be greater when the 

object of the impression evokes negative affect, and the 

neutral affect hypothesis (Harvey, Reich, and Wyer, 1968) 

which takes the position, following Sherif and Hovland 

(1961), that the more intense the attitude toward the ob-

ject of an impression, the less differentiation with re-

gard to it will be. Thus, the neutral affect hypothesis 

predicts that differentiation will be greater for neutral-

ly regarded persons than for either liked or disliked ones. 

The frequency of interaction hypothesis was supported for 

both differentiation and the number of categories of dif-

ferentiation used. Positive affect was also associated 

with higher differentiation than either negative or neutral 
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affecto Unfortunatelyf Reichfs study did not provide a de-

finitive test of the frequency of interaction hypothesis be-, 
cause he used actual people as the impression objects 

persons the~ knew well or only slightly~ This means that 

the Smay have had varying amounts of knowledge about the 

particular persons he described6 This leaves open the pos~ 

sibility that the results are an artifact of different 

amounts of knowledge rather than a true effect of frequency 

of interactiono A better test of the frequency of inter-

action hypothesis would be to provide the S with equal 

amounts of information about persons whom he has not met 

but who represent categories of people with whom his fre-

~uency of lnteraction as a group is likely to have varied 

-- for instance, persons likely to be liked or disliked for 

some reasono This would allow a true test of the frequency 

of interaction hypothesis -- i.eo, it would tell if greater 

frequency of interaction with the category as a category 

enhances differentiation~ 

ynderstanding, Evaluation, and Impression~_Qf Strange,;:& 

Rogers (1952) proposes that one of the major barri-

ers to interpersonal communication is the tendency to react 

to another person's statement by evaluating it from one's 

own point of view and reacting to that evaluation rather 

than trying to understand the statement by taking the other 

person's point of view and reacting to the meaning of the 
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communication as the other person sees lt~ This point of 

view is a restatement in a different context of one of the 

tenets of his client-centered psychotherapy (Rogers, 1951), 

in which he repeatedly advocates trying to adopt the client's 

frame of reference and trying to experience him as he is 

experiencing himselfo This helps the therapist to avold 

diagnostic evaluations -- labeling the client's behavior 

from the tl"terapist•s own frame of reference. A reasonably 

concise definition of the unders~anding role comes from 

Rogers' discuss~on of the proper role of the group leader 

(psychotherapist) ~n group therapy~ 

The group-centered lE:!ader tries ••• to adopt the 
internal frame of ref~rence 0£ the other ?erson, 
-::o per::c!Ye -.:!':.at ~t!~~!:' pc!:"aon pc=c~ived) to -
understand what is in the cerJ.tl.·al cc.,re of the speak-
er's conscious awareness -- in a sense to ~aka the 
role of the other person. (1951, pp .. 351-352) 

He explain~ that this idea is complemented by one 

from Ichheiser (1949, republished 1970) rega~ding the source 

of nd.sunderstanding in interpersonal relations. Ichheiser 

attributes many misunderstandings to lack of awareness of 

the difference between communications as expressed and as 

impressed. Expression and impression can be reasonably 

accurately translated by the fomil1ar communication model 

terms sending and receiving, respectively (Ichheiser, 1970, 

p. 16). He explains that the misunderstandings are due to 

a lack of pre-established harmcny between impression and 

expression. The absence of such harmony is due to the fact 
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that sociocultural factors intervene to create differences 

between expression of a message and the impression or per-

ception of its m8aning which is aroused in the perceiver. 

The only way to overcome this problem is constant awareness 

on the part of the perceiver of the lack of correspondence 

between expression and impressione 

Rogers suggests that the perceiver should try to 

compensate for the lack of correspondence between impres-

sion and expression by trying to understand the other per-

son by looking at the world from his perspective rather 

than one's own. Rogers does not pretend that anyone can 

be fully successful at taking the role of the other, liut 

poiut.s vi.tt. that. the c:1.t.te1;.pt tc do so wi:!.l help to ~ut. the 

other person's behavior into a framework of meaningful and 

goal-directed behavior, when from one's O'lrm point of view 

his actions might seem disorganized, offensive, or even bi-

zarre (Rogers, 1951, p. 494) and that it will help to elimi-

nate any preconceived categories which the person is ex-

pected to fit (1951, p. 497). 

If this process of understanding or trying to take 

the role of the other rather than trying to evaluate him 

were followed in forming impressions of others in everyday 

situations, it might change the character of the impres-

sions formed. Rogers notes that understanding a client 

will lead to awareness of the contradictory elements in 

that person and an acceptance of all of those elements as 
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belonging to the persono Furthermore, since understanding 

another person helps to eliminate preconceived categories 

which he is e;:pected to fits an understanding impression 

might avoid another common source of misunderstanding cited 

by Ichheiser .. 

• .. • we tend either to overlook all facto.r.s in the 
other pe.cson which do not fit into our preconceived 
scheme, or, else, we misinterpret all unexpectedly 
emerging factors in order to preserve our preform-
ed misconceptionso (1970, p. 51) 

Since understanding leads to recognition of contra-

dictions one might expect th£ impressions to be more dif-

ferentiated and organized at a higher level than evaluative 

impressionso To the degree that cognitive development. l~v--

e:i is associated with ahillty t.o rt;cognize ar..J integrate 

contradictory information about a person, persons c.,£ high 

complexity ought to be able -to implement understanding het-

ter than persons J.ow in complexity .. 

Relatively few studies have been done to explore the 

effects of understanding versus evaluative set on impression 

formation in non-therapeutic situations., Crockett, Mahood, 

and Press (1971) asked Ss to form an impression of a girl 

from seeing her give a speech on video tape. The Ss were 

instructed to either try to understand or to try to evalu-

ate the girl in forming an impression. More personality 

inferences were made in the l.mderstanding instruction set 

and the effect of the understanding set was greater for 

high complexity Ss than for low complexity Ss. In the un-
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derstanding instruction set, Ss liked the girl better and 

judged her more similar to themselves, more assertive, more· 

understanding, more emotional, more sensitive, more intel-

ligent and neater than Ss in the evaluative instruction set. 

Another study (Delia, Press, and Crockett, 1973)~ 

which has been analyzed but not published, also induced 

understanding and evaluative sets with the addition of a 

control condition in which no set instructions were given .. 

This study found a complexity by set interaction such that 

low complexity ~s showed essentially no differences across 

.sets while high complexity Ss showed increasingly higher 

levels of differentiation and organization in the evalua-

tive, no set, and understanding sets. This f.i..:1..:lin~, dl1..m~ 

with the Crockett, Mahood, and Press (1971) finding that 

the und~rstaoding set was more effective for [s high in com-

plexity seems to indicate, in support of the theoretical 

prediction from Rogers, that persons low in complexity are 

not as able to impl~ment the understanding set as those 

high in complexityo 

Rogers (1951, 1952, 1961) says in a number of places 

and implies in others that if one attempts to understand 
I 

another by trying to take that person's frame of reference, 

one will respond more favorably, or at least less disfavor-

ably, than one would if an evaluative approach were taken. 

This seems to be supported by the Crockett, Mahood, and 
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Press (1971) finding th.at persons in the understanding set 

form more favorable impressions of others than those in the1 

evaluative set. 

Thus, it would appear that it is possible for people 

to adopt different perspectives for forming impressions of 

others and that the results of adopting understanding ver-

sus evaluative perspectives coincide with Rogers' predic-

tionso 

Hypoth.§l§__e~ 

Thj_s study has three purposes.,· They are to find 

1) the maln effects and interaction effects of cognitive 

complexity, attitude similarity-dissimllarity~ and instruce• 

tional set on the favorability and other attitudinal asper.:ts 

of impressions formed of strangers; 2) the main effects an~ 

interaction effects of cognitive complexity 1 attitude sim-

ilarity-dissimilarity, and instructional set on the differ-

entiation and organization of impressions formed of stran-

gers; and 3) whether other factors besides attitudinal sim-

ilarity-dissimilarity affect attraction as measured by 

Byrne. 

To this end, three general 'hypotheses will be posit-

ed along with several sub-hypotheses relating to each. The 

sub-hypotheses are given to make more precise predictions 

with regard to the variables included in the general hypo-

thesis to which they pertainn They will be numbered lu, 
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lb, and so on for clarity of future references. In addition, 

a few hypotheses will be posited which cannot be included 

under one of the general hypotheses but which can give in-

formation of interest about impression formation and/or at-

traction and which can be tested with infoL-mation already 

g~thered for the study~ 

E.,avoJ:ap,l.l,i ty of !,tti tudes toward the Other Person 

The first general hypothesis ls that there will be 

differences in favorability and other attitudinal aspects 

of impressions which will be related to differences in at-

titude similarity, instructional set, and cognitive complex-

ity. Severol specifir predictions will be made. 

la. Subjects will form more favorable impressions 
of sirtllar than of dissimilar stimulus p~rsonso 

This hypothesis has been supported in many other 

studies. It is included here because this study will serve 

as a test of the hypothesis outside of the group which pos-

ed it. If it is supported in this study, t~c finding will 

add to the generality and strength of the conclusions in 

favor of it. 

lb. Subjects will predict more behavioral differ-
ences between themselves and dissimilar others 
than between themselves and similar others. 

This is a straightforward, common-sense hypothesis .. 

If Ss perceive that a stimulus person is dissimilar to them-

selves, they ought to predict that he will behave in a dis-

similar fashion. 
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lco Subjects will form more favorable impressions 
of others under instructions to understand 
than under instructions to evaluate. 

Consistent with Rogers' (1951, 1952, 1961) predic-

tion, Crockett, Mahood, and Press (1971) found that Ss in-

structed to understand were more favorable toward a stim-

ulus person than Ss instructed to evaluateo Since this is 

the only evidence to date, an additional test is in order 

to corroborate these findings. 

ld. Subjects will rate stimulus persons more 
inconsistent under instructions to understand 
than under instructions to evaluate. 

This hypothesis is included as a test of Rogers' 

(1951) statement that when one pe~son is trying to under•• 

stand another he will see and accept the contr~d~ctions in 

the other person's personality and behavio~. If this is 

true, it would lead Ss in the understanding condition to 

view the stimulus ·person as more inconsistent. However, 

since there may be a tendency to rate dissimilar persons as 

more inconsistent than similar ones, this effect may result 

in an instruction set by similarity interaction of some 

sort. 

le. Subjects will predict fewer dissimilarities, 
within similarity cond1tions, under instruc-
tions to understand than under instructions 
to evaluate. 

Crockett, Mahood, and Press {1971) found that ~sin 

the understanding set judged the stimulus persons to be 

more like themselves than ~sin the evaluative set. Thus, 
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while it is only common sense to predict that Ss will pre-

dict fewer dissimilarities for a similar than for a dis-

similar person, the understanding set ought to mitigate 

this effect to some extent. 

lf. Subjects high in complexity will predict 
fewer differences between themsalves and 
others than low complexity su.bjectso 

This hypothesis may actually hold true only for dis-

similar stimulus persons, since most Ss may predict little 

or no difference between themselves and similar others 

regardless of complexity level. Thus, this prediction may 

only be supported by a similarity by complexity interaction 

rather than as a main effect. The prediction is mad~ he-

cause of tr..c tendency of high complexity ~s to give l::dva]!:'11.t.,, 

rather than univalent impressions (Mayo and Crockett, J.964; 

Crockett, 1965), and to entertain the possibility of unbal-

anced relationships among their acquaintances. This ten-

dency may lead high complexity Ss to view dissimilar per-

sons in a bivalent way -- forming impressions citing some 

dissimilarities and some similarities. The perceived 

similarities may reduce the importance 0£ the dissimilar-

ities so that high complexity ~swill see less substantial 

difference between themselves and the stimulus person and, 

therefore, predict fewer behavioral differences. 

lg. There will be a complexity by similarity 
interaction such that high complexity sub-
jects will have a more favorable impression 
of dissimilar others than low complexity 
subjects .. 
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The reasoning for this hypothesis is the same as that 

for hypothesis lf,. In addition, high complexity Ss are 

likely to be able to fit disagreeme~ts into rational expla-

nations of the stimulus person's personality and thus find 

the perception less unbalanced than a low complexity S 

rrdghto This factor could account for increased favorability 

toward dissimilar others whether. or not hypothesis lf holds 

trueo 

Differentiation an<;! Qrg~nizatiol} 2.f.. Impressions 

The second general hypothesis is that there wlll be 

differences in differentiation and organizati:m o-f impres-

sions which will be related to d5.:fferences in att.i.t-:.1.de .sim1-

larity, instructional set, and cognitive complexity(; Ag2i.nj 

several specific predictions are madeo 

2a., Irn.pressions of similar persons will be more 
highly differentiated than those for dis-
similar personso 

According to the frequency of interaction hypothesis, 

Ss ought to show higher differentiation for liked than dis-

liked persons since they would have had greater contact with 

liked persons as a categorye It has been am.ply demonstrated 

that Ss like attitudinally similar stimulus persons better 

than attitudinally dissimilar ones. Thus, if this hypo-

thesis receives support, it would be an indication that even 

when the amow1t of lnformation about a specific liked or 

disliked person is controlied, Ss will show more complexity 
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with regard to the category with which they are more famil-

iar and, therefore, about which they have a more extensive 

construct system. Such a result could be interpreted as 

support for the hypothesized role of frequency of interac-

tion or contact in build:i.ng a construct system. 

2b .. Differentiation and organization of impressions 
will be higher in the understanding than in 
the evaluative instruction set. 

In the Crockett, Mahood, and Pre~s (1971) study djf-

ferentiation and organization were higher in the understand-

ing instruction set and Delia, Press, and Crockett (1973) 

found that high complexity ~s differentiated and orgari-ized 

their impressions at a highe~ level in the understanding 

set. There are seve~al f&ctors which, a:cne or in combina-

tion, could account for this effect. First, the understand-

ing set should lead to more favorable impressions. As ex-

plained above, more favorable impressions should lead to 

greater differentiation. But two other reasons for this 

prediction are more closely allied to the nature of the 

cognitive sets which the understanding and evaluation modes 

of reacting to another evoke. Rogers (1951) points out 

that in the understanding set, people are more likely to 

recognize contradictory information about the other persono 

If this is true, it should raise the levels of both differ-

entiation and organization. He also says that in the under-

standing set these contradictions will be accepted as a 

part of the person. If this is tri~e, then to the degree 
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that the acceptance prompts a person to go beyond simple 

recognition of the contradiction, it will raise the level 

of organization. A second reason for heightened organiza-

tion is that the understanding set is, in essence, an in-

struction to take the role of the other. The abili t1~ to 

take the role of the other is developmentally more advanc-

ed than taking one's own perspective (Piaget, 1928, repub-

lished 1969)e More directly related to the measures of or-

ganization to be used in the analyses, however, is the fact 

that when one tries to take the role of the other, one tries 

to construe the situation so that lt will not be discordant. 

Thus, in t1."'Ying to take the role of the other, motivations 

and other Leasons £or a~~arently cc~t=adictocy belic=s c..~d 

behaviors will be more likely to be given than when one is 

taking one's own perspective. To the degree that one i~ 

prompt~d to take the role of the other when he otherwise 

might not have, the organization score for the impression 

will be likely to b~ higherc 

2ce There will be a set by complexity interaction 
such that the effects of the understanding set 
on differentiation and organization will be 
greater for high complexity than for low com-
plexity subjectso 

Such a set by complexity interaction was found by 

Delia, Press, and Crockett (1973), and by Crockett, Mahood, 

and Press (1971). It is probably due to the fact that high 

complexity Ss are better able to deal with the contradictions 

in personality and behavior of which o~e becomes more aware 
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when the tendency to integrate only that material whicn 

fits a previous impression is discardede While the u.~der-

standing instructions may cause low complexity Ss to at-

tempt to take all the information into account~ their cog-

nitive systems may not be well enough organized to enable 

them to do so very effectively .. Thus~ it may raise their 

levels of differentiation and organization somewhat, but 

not as much as for high complexity Ss .. 

2d.. Subjects will attribute r'lotivation to resolve 
-inconsistency in d stimulus person more often 
in the understanding than in the evaluative 
set .. 

This .. hypothesis is included for b,m reasons o First, 

if effects are found for instructional set, it is possible 

that they will be due to Ss having pe,:ceived the unde!:.'-

standing zet as an instruction to "psychoanalyz8'' or othe?>· 

wise explain the stimulus person's behavior., This would 

lead to increased use of motivation to resolve any incon-

sistencies in the stimulus persone So, support for this 

hypothesis could help to explain any effects found for in-

structional set., The second reason for including this 

hypothesis is to provide an a priori test of ito It was 

tested as a post-hoc hypothesis by Delia, Press, and 

Crockett (1973) but has not received corroborative testingc 

2e. The difference in organization and differentia-
tion among the instructional sets will be 
greater when the stimulus person is dissimilar 
to the subject .than when he is similar., 

This hypothesis again predicts a set by similarity 
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interactiono This prediction is based on the fact that Ss 

are more complex with regard to liked than disliked persons:" 

Presuming that ~s do, as Byrne has repeatedly found, like 

the similar stimulus persons better, they ought to be more 

complex with respect to the similar person~. Dissimilar-

ity may act as a depressant of cognitive functioning, wheth-

er because of unfamiliarity of the category or desire to 

avoid undue cognitive contact with the category. Thus, any 

factor which would tend to increase the level of cognitive 

functioning should have a compa~atively greater effect on 

those Ss whose level of functioning has been depressed than 

on those who are functioning near their maximal level. 

2f. Subject& high in complexity will give a smalle~ 
proportion of egocentric impressions than sub-
jects low in complexity. 

This prediction comes from the orthogenet.ic principle 

that a high degree of differentiation and hierarchical in-

tegration denotes a higher level of cognitive functioning 

than less differentiation and relative globality. Piaget 

(1955) demonstrates that one of the primary characteristics 

of cognitive development in the child is the gradual dimi-

nution of egocentric modes of thought. Werner· (1961) also 

speaks of egocentric thought as a ~oncornitant of lack of 

cognitive development. 

The conceptual relations created by the highly 
advanced mentality are intended to be objective, im-
personal, abstract, and generally applicable. It 
is these characteristics which are not childlike. 
They are alien to the very nature of syncretic 
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thought, in which relations are fashioned to accord 
with an egocentric standpoint and all its interests 
and thus pinned down to the level of concrete per-
ception and action. 

11Right 11 and 11wrong, 11 for example, which with us 
apply to objective relations, arc for the most part 
conceived by the child in a highly concrete and ego-
centered, personal sense~ (196lj P~ 312) 

Scarlett, Press, and Crockett (1971) have demonstrated that 

as children develop, the constructs they use in forming im-

pressions become less egocentrico Thus, it seems reason-• 

able to hypothesize that adults functioning at different 

developmental levels should show varying levels of ego-

centricity .. 

2g. -Subjects high in complexity will use motiva-
tion to resolve inconsistency in a greater pro-
port:.ion of cases than will subjects low in 
complexity .. 

This prediction is made because, to the degret~ that 

high complexity Ss are more able to recognize and resolve 

inconsistency, they will naturally use motivation to some 

degreeo But, the reason to suppose that they will use mo-

tive ascription as~ mode of resolution more frequently 

than low complexity Ss comes from the fact that since low 

complexity Ss function at a lower level than high complex•-

i ty Ss, they ought to use modes o\ resolution which are 

developmentally lower, when they use them at all .. Since 

motive ascription is a higher level mode of resolution than, 

for example, truncation of situation, high complexity Ss 

ought to use it more frequently than low complexity Ss. 
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Prediction of Attraction 

The third hypothesis is that a regression analysis 

will show that attraction is predicted by fuctors in addi-

tion to those used by Byrne. Specifically, it is expected 

that both complexity and instructicnal set will enter into 

the prediction equation for attraction, using Byrne's own 

measure, because the understanding set should foster attrac-

tion even when the stimulus person is dissimilar to the S 

and because high complexity, as discussed above, should 

foster greater tolerance for disagreement and/or a higher 

threshold of perception of disagreement. Thus, all three 

of these factors, rather than just similarity and dlssimi-

larity- of the stimulus perso~ should-enter intn the pr.e-

diction of attraction as measured by Byrne's twQ item sum-

med attraction measureo This prediction contradict$ a 

finding by Baskett (1968) which showed that cognitive com-

plexity did not make a significant difference in attraction 

for similar and dissimilar personse However, he used a 

different measure of cognitive complexity than the one used 

in this study, so his findings may not be applicable to 

cognitive complexity a& it is defined here. 

The fourth hypothesis is that knowing someone like 

the stimulus person will be positively correlated with 

differentiation. This is a test of the frequency of inter-

action hypothesis. If the frequency of interaction hypo-
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thesis is correct, then knowing someone like the stimulus 

person should lead to higher differentiation because of 

greater famillari-ty of the category .. Therefore, differen-

tiation of the impression of the stranger ought to be sig-

nificantly positively correlated with knowing someone like 

him .. 

The fifth hypothesis is that there will not be a 

significant correlation between liking th~ stimulus person 

and desire to meet and converse with himo This hypothesis 

is made because of the possibility t..hat Byrne's measure of 

liking may not be predictive of future interaction. Future 

interaction may occur because of liking. but it may be 

_equally well pr~dicted :::>y the amount of interest tt~e stim-

ulus pecson holds for the Ss for such other reasons as de-

sire to find out what makes a person who seems strange l:he 

way he is, the thought that any discussion might be more 

interesting if the participants disagree on some important 

topics, or simply because the Ss think that exposure to 

people of differing ideas and backgrounds is more interest-

ing. Byrne uses the terms "liking" and "attract.ion" more 

or less interchangeably. It may be, however, that liking 

is only a component of attraction and that interest in the 

person for some other reason is also a part of attractionv 

If this is the case, then there may be no constant direc-

tional relationship between predicted liking and predicted 
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desire to interact with the person nt some future date. 

The sixth hypothesis is that average attitude 

strength will be positlvely correlated with liking for sim-

ilar stimulus persons and disliking of dissimilar stimulus 

personso This prediction is made because a person who 

holds an attitude strongly may perceive a person who din-

agrees with him even a little bit as attitudinally dissim-

ilar and becaus~ Byrne's methodology is such that a S who 

expresses a strong feeling about a topic is more disagreed 

with than a S who has a relatj.vely neutral attitude about 

the topic.. In Byrne's methodology: disagreemc-!nts are de-

fined as mirror image responses to the ~•s. This means 

that .if a 2,. is ve'!:y much in fairor of a certsin thing) t..l-i~n 

a disagreeing attitude will have his stimulus person st.rong•-

ly oppose it; while if the Sis only slightly in favor, a 

disagreement will give him a stimulus person who is only 

slightly opposedv In addition to the difference in amount 

of di&agreement, there may be differences in perception of 

disagreement which accompany strongly held attitudes. The 

who feels relatively neutral on the side of being slight-

ly in favor on an issue may not have invested much of his 

time and emotional energy in commiting himself on that top-

ic and, therefore, may not feel that a person who is rela-

tively neutral on the side of being against on the same is-

sue really disagrees with him. The S with a strongly held 

attitude, however, may have made enough comm.ltment invest-
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ment that he will feel that a person who is only one step 

less strong in his attitude is disagreeing with hime Thus, 

similar persons would be liked better and dissi:mi.lar ones 

would be liked less by ~.s with higher attitude strength .. 

The seventh hypothesis is that avernge attitude 

strength will be higher for high complexity Ss than for 

low complexity Ss .. This prediction is made on the basis 

of Nidorf and Argabrite's (1970) finding that high com-

plexity Ss tend to make more extreme jndgments on semantic 

differential scaleso If this is the case, then high com-

plexity Ss ought to hold their attitudes more strongly than 

low complexity S's. In addition 1 one might: expect hi.Jh com•~ 

_.E_lexity Ss to re~ponc. more extrene.ly on the me~.sures of at-

titude toward the stimulus person~ sincf' these wiJ l b:'! aE,k~-

ed as bipolar questionse 

In the second chapter, the design and procedures of 

the study will be presented. In the third chapter, the re-

sults will be reported, and in the fourth chapter, the re-

sults will be discussed along with their implications for 

theory and future researche 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

To test the hypotheses, an experiment was performed 

using a 2 x 3 x 2 factorial design. The independent vari-

ables were similarity of a stimulus person to the s, in-

structional set, and cognitive complexity of the s. 

Procedures 

Subjects 

The Ss were 145 students enrolled in introductory 

University of Kansas. They participated to fulfill a course 

requirement .. Seventeen of the Ss participated during the 

Summer. and the remainder participated in the Spring. An 

attempt was made to recruit equal numbers of male and female 

~s, but this was not successful~ The final sample contained 

49 females and 96 males. They were seen in small groups of 

three to six Ss each. Each Shad two appointments about 

one week apart. Two Ss were dropped from the analysis be-

cause of refusal to complete all the measures. 

Desig~ of the Experiment 

There were two levels of similarity, three levels 

-49-
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of instructional set, and two levels of complexityo The 

experiment, as originally planned, had twelve cells with 

twelve Ss in each. The number of males and females in each 

cell was to have been approximately equal. However, because 

of a shortage of available Ss, especially female Ss, and 

the necessity of having each small group of Ss given the 

same instructional set, it was not possible to obtain equal 

numbers in each ,cell. Cell sizes ranged from eight to six-

teen. All but one cell had ten or more Sso The Ss were 

randomly assigned to conditions with the reservation that 

all Ss in a given experimental session would have the same 

instructional set. 

Questionnaires 

Three questionnaires were used in this study. These 

were the Four Role Category Questionnaire, a Self-Descrip-

tion Questionnaire, and a Post-Questionnaireo 

~~Category Questionnaire 

The Four Role Category Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965) 

is a measure for assessing cognitive complexity. The S was 

asked to think of four persons with whom he was acquainted 

-- a liked male, a disliked male, a disliked male, a liked 

female, and a disliked female. All of these people were to 

be of approximately the S's own age. After being given a 

few minutes to think of four people and to mentally compare 

and contrast them, the~ was asked to describe each of them 
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as fully as possible. About three minutes were allowed for 

the S to write each of the descriptions. A copy of the 

questionnaire appears in Appendix B. 

Self-Description Questionnaire 

The purpose of this measure was to gather data about 

the S's attitudes for use in the similarity manipulation. 

The questionnaire contained a 25 item adaptation of the 

Byrne et. al. (1971) and Press (1972) 3 attitude question-

naires and an eight item situational behavior questionnaire 

developed by the author. A copy of tHe questionnaire ap-

pears in Appendix c. 
At the. top of the __ first page Ss were asked to qive 

some demographic information such as age, Y.ear in school, 

and major. Following that, 25 attitude topics were listed. 

These topics were ~hosen because of current interest and 

importance to college students and dealt generally with 

the opinions and values of the respondents. Below each top-

ic was a list of six statements pertaining to it. These 

statements indicated graduated strengths of agreement from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree on a six point scale --

e.g., "I strongly agree," "I agree'," "I slightly agree," 

uI slightly disagree," and so on. The~ was asked to check 

the one statement which most nearly expressed his opinion 

with regard to each topic$ 

The situational behavior portion of the question-
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naire gave eight hypothetical be!1avi.oral situations.. For 

each one, there were three possible bc::havio.r.:r; listed., The 

S was asked to choose the behavior that he though l-: was moi:_.,t 

like what his own behavior wonld be in that situation., 

U•O'df.: s ti onnair~_ 

This questionnaire was used to gathe.r dependent. mea-

sures.. A cory ai_)fears in AppendiJ-\.. D.. The cover page con-

tairH:!d lhE; instructionc to induce the instructional set .. 

The second page reiterated the set innt:.ructions and gave 

spc:ce :ior the ~- to write hjs impre::,s101.1 of the strangere 

Then there were ten questions asking the ~iz c.,tt.itudes 'to-

ward t-ht=> s.r..rangpr., Fjnally~ the ~- 'll[as a§kt":':d t.o complr.:t<;. 

the situational behavior questionnaire, de~cribed abo·ve, 

us he i::houg~t the stranger would .. 

r~FSJ_ ~£§.§_ion 

When Ss repo~ted to the first session they were told 

that the study was interested in learning how people de-

scribe people, and that in the b.,:o sessions they would be 

asked to describe several differe~t people, including thr;:m-

selves .. 

They first completed the Four Role Category Ques-

tionnaire under standard instructions. They were allowed 

approximately three minutes to complete each of the four 

descr.iptions~ Then~ passed out the Self-Descriptio~ Oues-
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tionnaire and instructed the Ss to first fill out the demo-

graphic information requested, second to check, for each of 1 

the topics listed, the statement which most nearly expressed 

their opinions with regard to that topic, third to pick the 

five of the 25 topics that seemed most important to them and 

to indicate their choices by placing a mark in the margin 

by the question, and finally to complete the situational 

behavior questionnaire. The E emphasized that all ques-

tions needed to be answered for the data to be of any useo 

The [s were allowed to work at their own paces on the Self-

Description Questionnaire. When they were finished, the ~s 

made appointments for a second session -- the same time the 

Iollowing week in roost cases -- and were free to ao. -Th~ 

first session lasted about 40 minuteso 

Second Session 

At the second session, Ss were reminded of the pur-

pose of the study and told that in this session E was going 

to ask them to describe a stranger about whom they would 

be given some information. Then~ told them that over the 

past year or so, many students had completed an opinion 

questionnaire and that! had pickecl a person from this 

group of students for each~ who was of the same sex as the 

and who was matched as closely as possible for age, major, 

and year in school. Then~ passed out questionnaires, pur-

ported to have been filled out by the stranger, which were 
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really specially constructed to maintain a specified level 

of attitude similarity with the s. The E also gave out the 

Post-Questionnaire at this timee Then E went over the in-

structions on the cover sheet of the Post-Questionnaireo 

These included the instructions for the understanding, eval-

uative, or control seto The Ss were given six minutes to 

study the stranger's questionnaire. At the end of that 

time, E instructed the ~s to turn over the cover page of 

the Post-Questionnaire. The E read over the instructions 

for writing dot<tn the impression of the stranger, which in-

cluded a repetition of the set instructions, with the ~s. 

They were given five minutes to wrlte their i:mpressio:us .. 

Then E went qver the instruc-t:ions for t:he _ rf'=.!mainder ot---the 

questionnaire. The Ss were allowed to compl~te this part 

of the questionnaire at their own speeds a WhE>~'l 8Vt.>1.~y0ne 

was finished, Ss were debriefed, given their credits and 

dismissed. The second session lasted approximately 20 

minutese 

Variable Manipulation and Measurement 

Independent Variables 

Of the three independent variables, two -- similar-

ity and set -- were manipulated. Complexity was used as 

a randomized blocks factor. 

Similarity 

There were two levels of similarity~ In the similar 
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condition, the~ received a questionnaire, purported to 

have been completed by another person, in which 80 per cent 1 

of the items, randomly selected, were answered exactly as 

the~ had answered them in the first session of the experi-

ment, while 20 per cent were mirror images of the S's 

opinionso In the dissimilar stranger condition, the pro-

portions of agreement and disagreement were reversed so 

that the s was agreed with on only 20 per cent cf the is-

sues. These percentages of agreement and disagreement were 

chosen on the basis of previous usage by Byrne (1971). In 

all cases, the demographic information at the top of the 

questionnaire was similar to what the~. had given in the 

f=3;rs t-se-s-s-a-on-•. 

Pre1,aration 2£.. thg_ straI_tg_er qu~sti.o...nlli2_irM• Thi? 

stranger questiora1aires which the Ss received consisted oi 

the 25 attitude items from the Self-Description Question-

naire. Each~ was assigned randomly to either the 80 per 

cent or the 20 per cent agreement condition~ The stranger's 

questionnaire was then completed individually for each~ 

by randomly selecting one of the ~•s five most important 

topics for either agreement (in the 20 per cent condition) 

or disagreement (in the 80 per cent condition). Twenty 

per cent of the remaining topics were randomly chosen for 

either agreement or disagreement. Thus, one importa11t and 

four less important topics were disagreed or agreed with 

in the 80 per cent and 20 per cent agreement conditions, 
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respectivelyo 

For all Ss, however, the topic "Belief in God 11 was 

checked 11 I believe that there is a God .. " This was done . 

because Byrne (1971) notes that in several of his group's 

studies, non-belief in God on the part of the stranger 

tended to cause responses to deviancy from social norms 

rather than to dissimilarity. When a Shad indicated thdt 

he, himself, did not believe in God in the 80 per cent 

agreement condition or when a S in the 20 per cent agx·ee-

ment condition had indicated he did believe in Goct, this 

item was counted as one of the four less important items 

for agreement or disagreement. This was done not becaus,~ 

"bei.i ef- i.n God is- an- un-~rrip0r-tan-t top:i.Ci~ bu.:c-=hecc1ns!:'::... almQ.sJ: 

all Ss indicated that they believed in God,. whence cotm.t.in<:1 

the item as the important topic would have cor.1.siderably 

biased the protocols. 

In order to lend realism to the questionnaires, the 

demographic information was completed on the stranger ques-

tionnaires and the space where the name would have appeared 

was scissored out. In most cases, the demographic informa-

tion for the stranger was an exact replication of the infor-

mation given by the s. In a few cases, however, where ex-

act duplication would have been likely to lead to the con-

clusion that the questionnaire wns phony, variations in age 

or major were usede For example, a 52-year-old junior in 

education received a questionnaire attributed to a 40-year-
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old stranger, also in education; a female in mechanical en-

gineering was matched with a female in architecture; and a 

male in nursing was matched with a male in physical therapy. 

In every case, the demographic information was contrived so 

that the S would perceive the stranger to be quite si~ilar 

to himself with regard to these characteristicso Several 

colors of pens and styles of checks and handwriting were 

used in preparing the questionnaires in a further attempt 

to make them seem realistic. 

Instructional~ 

Th~re were three sets of instructions. In the under-

standing set, Ss were told to try to get an understanding 

of the stranger whose questionnaire t.~ey studiedo They 

were told to try to determine something about che kind of 

person the stranger was and to try to develop some explan~-

tion for his beliefs. In the evaluation set, Ss were told 

to try to form an evaluation of the stranger using whatever 

standards they and their friends usually use to determine 

whether they care for someone. The third set was a control 

condition in which Ss were told only that they should try 

to form an impression of the stranger. 

In all of the set manipulation instructions, an ef-

fort was made to involve the Ss in the task so that there 

would be as little effect of the artificiality of the ex-

perimental situation as possible. The Ss were told to im-
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agine that a friend who lived in another town needed to know 

about the stranger and that they were trying to form an im- 1 

pression to write to the friend. This was included in the 

instructions regardless of the set condition. The complete 

instructions appear in Appendix E. 

Cognitive ~w~exity 

The Ss were divided into high and low complexity 

groups at the median of scores on the Four Role Category 

Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965), described abov~a The ques-

tionnaires were scored by counting the number of interper-

sonal constructs used in each of the four descriptions ond 
. 

summing the four numbers. A second scorer scored a random 

selection of the questionnaires to determine the relinbil-

ity of the scoring. The correlation between the twc oco,: ... 

ers was .94. The median score for the entire sample was 37~ 

While the Four Role Category Questionnaire actually 

measures only differentiation, it has been shown to be sig-

nificantly correlated with organization of stranger im-

pressions (Crockett, 1965). Thus, it provides a simply ad-

ministered method of dividing Ss into groups based on the 

complexity of their cognitive construct systems. 

Dependent Variables 

A number of dependent variables were analyzed. The 

major ones were differentiation and organization of the 

stranger impressions, liking, and number of behavioral dif-
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ferences predicted., In addition? each attitude toward the 

stranger question was scored separately, the impressions 

were scored for motivation and egocentricity, and an atti-

tude strength measure was computed for each s. 

Differentiation ~nd Organization 

Differentiation of the stranger impression was scor-

ed in a manner similar to the scoring for the Four Role 

Category Questionnaire& It was defined by the total nu..mber 

of constructs used in describing the stranger. 

The organization of the stranger impressions was 

scored according to a method developed by Press (1972), 

described in Chapter I~ which allows for scorin,:;; o.i. recog-

nition of variability of behavior or personality, attribu-

tion of motivation, and tu.,ification of the variable c>spects 

of the impression through explanation. Progressively high-

er organization scores are given for recognitjon of varia-

bility, attribution of motivation, relating discrete parts 

of the impression to one another, and using an underlying 

reason or set of reasons to account for all the conflicting 

pieces of information in the impression., A second scorer 

sco.1:ed all of the impressions for organizationo The cor-

relation between scorers was ~85~ After the two scorings 

were completed, the scorers resolved differences of greater 

than one step and substituted the resulting score as the 

organlzation score to be analyzed. 
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LlJs_:ing_ 

Three measures of liking were obtainede One was the 1 

response to the question, "How much do you think you would 

like this person?" A second was Byrne's liking measure 

which consisted of the sum of the liking question, just de-

scribed, and a question which asked the S to rate how well 

he could work with the stranger in a discussion group .. The 

third measure was the sum of all ten attitude toward the 

stranger questionsQ Each of these questions, which were 

answered on a seven-point bipolar scales, was scored with 

the negative pole always counted as one and the positive 

pole as seven. In addition, each of these questions waf., 

analyzed. separately., 

!:!umb~£ of Behavioral Differences 

The situational behavior questionnaire was scored 

by counting the number of differences between the S's pre-

diction of his own behavior and his prediction of the 

stranger's behavioro 

Motivation fil!Q. Egocentricity 

The stranger impressions t1ere also scored for use of 

motivation and for egoce~tricity. Each impression was given 

a motivation score of one, two, or three, depending upon 

whether it did not include any motivational attributions, 

contained motivational attributions which were not used to 

resolve inconsistencies or variabilities, or contained 
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motivational attributions which were used in resolving in-

consistencies. 

The impres&ions were also given a score of one, two, 

or three for egocentrisme A score of one indicated that 

the Shad used major egocentric themes in his impression 

such as repeated reference to the stranger as compared to 

himself and his group of friends in concrete situations. A 

score of two indicated that the Shad used minor egocentric 

mentions, and only one or two of those, in his impression 

-- e.g., "I think I would like this guy. 11 An egocentricity 

score of three indicated that there were no egocentric re-

ferences in the impression. 

Attitude §trcngth 

Each S•s attitudes on the Self-Description Question-

naire were scored for polarity on a three point scale. 

Strongly holding an attitude either for or against an is-

sue was counted as three, holding the attitude moderately 

was counted as two, and slightly holding an attitude was 

counted as one. The strengths of the 25 attitudes were sum-

med and averaged for each S to yield an average attitude 

strength score. 

Data Analysis 

Since the cell sizes were not equal, a harmonic n 

analysis of variance was performed on the dependent mea-

sures. Stranger differentiation, stranger organization, 
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the bipolar attitude questions about the stranger, the sum 

of the two questions which make up the Byrne liking measure, 

the total liking score, the number of behavioral differencesf 

and average attitude strength were all analyzed -- a total 

of 18 analyses of variance. 

Correlations of each variable with every other vari-

able were computed .. In this analysis, scores for each of 

the individual impressions on the Four Role Category Ques-

tionnaire, as well as the total score on the questionnaire, 

were included along with the scores discussed abovee 

A regression analysis was performed for each of the 

dependent measures using a step\·dse multiple regresnion., 

performed to deterrf'.ine the discriminating var.Labli;s -f o:~ 

groups above and below the mean on the Byrne liking mcci-

sure; groups in the understanding, evaluative, and no set 

instructional sets; the six groups defined by the combina-

tions of set and similarity; and groups above and below 

the mean on stranger differentiation. 

The motivation and egocentricity scores were analyz-

ed by chi-square tests since the predictions were in terms 

of frequencies of the categories in different cells of the 

desi.gn., 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

This chapter reports the results of tests for confir-

mation of the hypotheses and auxiliary analyses. Summary 

tables for all analyses of variance appear in Appendix F. 

The correlation table for the regression analyses appears 

in Appendix G. 

First Hypothesis: Favorabili ty of Impressions 

The first hypothesis was supported in some parts and 

not support~d in others~ -The-sc~~~h~-G----h~we~e-~~~±-Y~~ 

as favorability scores included the ten attitude toward the 

stranger questions, the total liking score, the Byrne lik-

ing score, and the total number of behavioral differences 

predicted. 

Hypothesis la, that &s would form more favorable im-

pressions of similar than of dissimilar stimulus persons, 

was supported. This is true for several measures. The &s 

liked the similar stimulus persons more (F = 850532, df = 

l/131, p ~.001); their summed answers to the ten questions 

of attitude toward the similar stranger were more favorable 

(F = 70.232, df = 1/130, p .c".001); and their scores on the 

Byrne liking measure were m9re favorable (F = 84.736, 
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df = 1/131, p 4!!. .001). The means of these three measures 

appear in Table 1. 

Hypothesis lb, that Ss would predict more behavior-- ' 

al differences be~-ween themselves and dissimilar others was 
' 

support~d. Fewer behavioral differences were predicted for 

similar than for dissimilar others (F = 44.363, df = 1/126, 

p ...:::.001). The means were 2.88 and 5.04 differences pre-

dicted for similar and dissimilar strangers, respectively. 

Hypothesis le was that Ss would form more favorable 

impressions under the understanding than the evaluative 

set. There was no evidence in support of this hypothesis 

for any of the liking measures. A.more favorable judgment 

than in the evaluative set and in the evaluative than in 

the no set condition (F = 4.120, df = 2/130, p -<'.OS)e 

There was also a ~imilarity by ~et interaction on the intel-

ligence question due to equally favorable intelligence judg-

ments for similar persons in both the understanding and the 

evaluative sets. The means, given in Table 2, show that in 

the no set condition, ratings for similar persons were much 

lower than in the other two sets, while for dissimilar per-

sons, the rating for the no set condition was between 

those for the understanding and evaluative sets, with Ss 

giv~ng the more favorable rating in the understanding set. 

There was also a similarity by set interaction for judgments 

of friendliness, (F = 3el98, d£ = 2/130, p <.OS). The 
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TABLE l 

Mean Favorability Scores for Similar and Dissimilar 
Strangers on Three Measures 

Measure 

Similarity 

Similar Dissimilar 

Liking Question 5.24 3.36 

Byrne Liking 10.74 7 .. 17 

- Total Liking 50.65 39 .. 07 

TABLE 2 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Intelligence Ratings 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative No Set 

Similar s.os 5.10 4 .. 18 
Similarity 

Dissimilar 4.54 3 .. 77 4 .. 12 
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means, shown in Table 3, indicate that this effect was due 

to rating similar persons most friendly in the evaluative 

set and dissimilar persons least friendly in that set. 

Thus, the results are far from clear enough to reach any 

conclusion with regard to this hypothesis. 

Hypothesis ld predicted that Ss would view the stim-

ulus person as more inconsistent under instructions to un-

derstand than under instructions to evaluate. This effect 

was not significant and the differences between the means 

is opposite the prediction. The means were 4.06, 3.47, and 

3.68 for the understanding, evaluative, and no set condi-

tions, respectivelye Higher scores indicate more perceiv-

ed inconsist~ncy. 

Hypothesis le predicted that [s would predict fewer 

behavioral differences, within similarity conditions, in 

the understanding than in the evaluative set. This hypo-

thesis predicts a significant similarity by set interaction 

for behavioral diff~rences. This interaction was signifi-

cant (F = 3.827, df = 2/126, p .::.os), but the means, given 

in Table 4, showed that the differences were in the pre-

dicted direction only for dissimilar stimulus persons. For 

similar stimulus persons, the fewest predictions of dissim-

ilarity occurred in the evaluative set. Thus, this hypo-

thesis was only partially supported. The prediction holds 

true only when the S judges a dissimilar person. 



Similarity 

-67-

TABLE 3 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Friendliness Ratings 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 5.15 5.35 

Dissimilar 4 ... 67 3 .. 64 

TABLE 4 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Number of Behavioral Differences Predicted 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 3.03 
, 

2.28 
Similarity 

Dissimilar 4.31 - 5.67 

No Set 

s.oo 
4.32 

No Set 

3.34 

5.15 
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Hypothesis lf was that high complexity Ss would pre-

dict fewer behavioral differences between themselves and 

the stimulus person than low complexity Ss. The main ef-

fect for complexity on the number of behavioral differences 

predicted approached significance (F = 3.807, df = 1/126, 

.!"05 .tt:. p .10). However, the difference in the means was 

opposite the predicted direction. Low complexity,Ss pre-

dicted fewer differences than high complexity Ss, with 

means of 3.65 and 4.28, respectively. Thus, this hypothesis 

was not only not supported, the findings approached signi-

ficance in the opposite direction. 

Hypothesis lg was that there would be a complexity 

by simiiar1ty-interaction sucn that-nigh co~p!exity ss 
would like dissimilar stimulus persons more than low com-

plexity Ss would. This hypothesis was not supported by 

significant interactions for any of the three liking mea-

sures -- the liking question, the Byrne liking measure, 

or the sum of the ten attitude toward the stranger ques-

tions. Nor was the interaction significant for any indi-

vidual question. It approached significance for perceived 

similarity CF = 2.669, df = 1/131, .10 p .20), with 

high complexity Ss perceiving similar persons as more sim-

ilar and dissimilar persons as more dissimilar than low 

complexity ls· Thus, even this question did not show re-

sults in the predicted direction. 
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Additional Findings About Favorability of Impressions 

Main effects~ similarity. The similar stimulus 

persons, not surprisingly, were perceived by the Ss as being 

more similar to themselves (F = 100.267, df = 1/131, 

p .t::.001); better adjusted CF= 41.391, df = 1/131, p~.001); 

more desirable to meet CF = 54.226, d~ = 1/131, p 4'. .001); 

easier to work with in group discussion CF= 45.134, df = 

1/131, p.C:.. .001); more consistent (F = 4.917, df = 1/131, 

p.:: .05); more intelligent CF = 11.595, df = 1/130, pC:: .001); 

and friendlier (F = 20.248, df = l/130, p .C .001) than the 

dissimilar stimulus persons. The means for these questions 

appear in Table 5. 

Main effects for~- There was a-main effect 0£ 

set for ratings of intelligence (F = 4.120, df ,= 2/130, 

p ti!. .025). In the understanding set, the stimulus person 

was rated more intelligent, X = 4.80, than in the evalua-

tive set, X = 4.44, and the person was rated more intelli-

gent in the evaluative set than under no set, X = 4.15. 

Main effects for complexity. Complexity also had a 

main effect on ratings of intelligence (F = 5.515, df = 

1/130, p .OS). High complexity e_s rated the strangers as 

more intelligent, x = 4.68, than low complexity e_s, x = 4.24. 

Interaction effects: Similarity~ filt'E.• There were 

seve~al similarity by set interactions for measures of fa-

vorability of the impressi~ns. There was a similarity by 

set interaction for the question, "Do you think you could 
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TABLE 5 

Mean Ratings of Similar and Dissimilar Strangers 
on Favorability Questions 

Similarity 

Similar Dissimilar 

Perceived 4.94 2 .. 50 Similarity 
-

Adjustment 5 .. 20 3~81 -
Desire to 5.56 J.,65 Meet 

Working with 5.50 3 .. 81 in a Group 

Consistency 4.06 3 .. 41 

Intelligence 4. 78 4 .. 14 

Friendliness 5.,16 4 .. 21 
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work effectively with this person in a group discussion?," 

(F = 3.187, df = 2/131, p <:.OS). The means, which appear 

in Table 6, indicate that for similar persons, the rating 

was highest in the evaluative set, while for dissimilar 

persons it was lowest in that set. 

There was also a similarity by set interaction for 

the Byrne liking measure (F = 3.554, df = 2/131, p .OS). 

This was due to ~s liking the similar stimulus person most 

in the evaluative set.and the dissimilar person least in 

that set. The means appear in Table 7. 

Finally, there were similarity by set interactions 
. 

for intelligence and friendliness ratings, already dis-

cussed. with the results for hypothesis. -ld,, 

Interaction effects: comRlexity £Y. set. There was 

a significant complexity by set interaction for the ques-

tion, "Do you think you could work effectively with this 

person in a discussion group?," (F = 5.197, df = 2/131, 

p ~.01). The means, given in Table a, show that this was 

because high complexity 2,.s estimated highest effectiveness 

in the understanding s~t and lowest in the no set condition, 

while low complexity 2.s did the reverse. 

There was also a significant complexity by set inter-

action for the Byrne liking measure (F = 4.139, df = 2/131, 

p ..C:.05). From the means, give~ in Table 9, this appears 

to be due to the fact that pigh complexity Ss showed the 
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TABLE 6 

Similarity X Set Interaction 
11D0 you think you could work effectively with this 

person in a discussion group?" 

Similarity 

Similarity-

Mean Ratings 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 5.44 5.90 

Dissimi'lar 4.08 3.33 

TABLE 7 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Byrne Liking Scores 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 10.59 11.40 

Dissimilar 7" 69 · 6.37 . 

No Set 

5.16 

4.02 

No Set 

10.23 

7.45 
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TABLE 8 

Complexity X Set Interaction 

"Do you think you could work effectively with this 
person in a discussion group?" 

-
Complexity 

Complexity 

Mean Ratings 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 
High 5.15 4.,80 

Low 4.37 4.43 

TABLE 9 

Complexity X Set Interaction 

Mean Byrne Liking Scores 

Set 

Understanding EvaluatiYe 
High 9.66 9.34 

Low 8.61 8.,43 

No Set 

4.04 

5 .. 14 

No Set 

8.15 

9.54 
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most liking in the understanding set, less in the evalu-

ative set, and least in the no set condition; while low 

complexity Ss showed most liking in the no set condition, 

less in the understanding set and least in the evaluative 

set. 

Interaction effects: complexity~ similarity !2Y. 
~. There was a complexity by similarity by set inter-

action (F = 3.000, df = 2/131, p ,-,.,.OS) for judgments of 

adjustment of the stimulus person. This interaction, the 

means for which appear in Table 10, is characterized by a 

difference in the evaluative set on high complexity Ss 

judging similar others when compared to high complexity Ss 

judging aissiudlar others and-low complexity Ss judging 

either similar or dissimilar others5 The latter three 

groups showed a curvilinear effect across sets with judg-

ments in the evaluation set lower than those for either of 

the other two sets. The high complexity ~s also showed a. 

curvilinear effect across sets, but with the evaluative set 

associated with more favorable judgments than either of the 

other sets. Similarity also seems to have a greater effect 

for high complexity than low complexity Ss in the under-

standing and evaluative sets, but not in the no set con-

dition. Favorability of judgment showed a greater drop 

for-high complexity Ss in the understanding and evaluative 

sets than for low complexity Ss. This effect did not hold 
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TABLE 10 

Complexity X Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Adjustment Ratings 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

High 5.09 5 .. 80 
Similar 

Low 4.94 , 4.60 

High 3.67 3.33 
Dissimilar 

Low 4.12 3.62 

No Set 

5.00 

5.80 

4.20 

3.92 
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true in the no set condition, where the difference was 

greater for low complexity [s. 

Summacy 

Favorability of the stranger impressions did not 

always behave as hypothesizedo The most constant main 

effects were due to similarity of the stimulus person. 

Impressions of similar strangers were generally much more 

favorable than those of dissimilar strangers. Complexity 

and set had main effects only for intelligence ratings. 

There were a number of interaction effects which 

affected favorabili ty of impressions. The most frequent 

_etfect was due to the combination of similarity and set. 

Generally, Ss viewed similar strangers most favorably in 

the evaluative set and dissimilar strangers most favorably 

in the understanding set. Complexity also had some effects 

on favorability of impressions, entering into two two-way 

and one three-way interactions. 

Thus, all three of the independent variables seem 

to have at least some effect on the favorability of impres-

sions. 

Second Hypothesis: Differentiation .sll9. Organization 
2£. Impressions 

None of the parts of the second hypothesis received 

support except for the general prediction that higher com-

plexity would lead to higher differentiation and organiza-
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tion of the strange~ impressions. The scores analyzed were 

the differentiation and organization scores for the stran-

ger impressions and motivation and egocentricity scores, 

which were presumed to be related to differentiation and 

organization. 

There was a main effect of complexity for both dif-

ferentiation (F = 17.772, df = l/131, p ,.001) and organi-

zation (F = 3.777, df = l/131, p "'•05). Both differentia-

tion and organization of the stranger impressions was high-

er for high complexity Ss than for low complexity Ss. The 

means appear in Table 11. 
-Hypothesis 2a was that impressions of similar persons 

-WOU¾d-be more highly cfifferenfiated than those for-dissimi~ 

lar stimulus persons. There was no evidence to support 

this hypothesis (F = 1.506, df = 1/131, p ..e:..20). The 

means of 9.37 and 9.99 for similar and dissimilar stimulus 

persons, respectively, go in the direction opposite the pre-

diction, in_fact. 

HlCl)othesis 2b was that differentiation and organiza-

tion of impressions would be higher in the understanding 

than in the evaluative set. There was no evidence to sup-

port this hypothesis for either differentiation or organi-

zation. The means for the understanding, evaluative, and 

no set conditions, respectively, were 9.43, 10.16, and 

9.45 for differentiation, and 6.48, 6.43, and 6.76 for 

organization. 
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TABLE 11 

Mean Differentiation and Organization Scores 
for High a:!1.c! Low Complexity Ss 

Complexity 

High Low 

Differentiation 10073 8.,62 
Measure 

Organization 6.98 6,,13 



-79-

Hypothesis 2c predicted a set by complexity interac-

tion such that the effects of the understanding set on dif-

ferentiation and organization of impressions would be great-

er for high than for low complexity Ss. This interaction 

did not even approach significance for either differentia-

tion or organization. Thus, there is no basis for reject-

ing the null hypothesis with respect to this interaction. 

Hypothesis 2d was that Ss would attribute motiva-

tion to resolve inconsistency in a stimulus person more of-

ten in the understanding than in the evaluative set. This 

hypothesis was tested by chi-square test which showed that 

differences between the conditions in frequency that mo-

tivatio~ was-used to resolve-inconsistency were not signi-

ficant, even though the proportions of use appeared to be 

quite different. Motivation was used to resolve inconsis-

tency in 14.58 per cent of the cases in the understanding 

set, but in only 6.67 per cent of the cases in the evalua-

tive set. There was little difference between the under-

standing and no set conditions, where the use of motiva-

tion was 12.24 per cent, in proportion of cases in which 

motivation was attributed to resolve inconsistency. 

Hypothesis 2e predicted that differences in differ-

entiation and organization for instructional sets would be 

greater for dissimilar than for similar stimulus persons. 

Support for this hypothesis. would require a significant 

similarity by set interaction for both differentiation and 
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organization. The interaction was not significant for ei-

ther dependent variable. It approaches significance for or~ 

ganization (F = 2.734, df = 2/131, p ~-10), but it is not 

supportive of the hypothesis since the interaction is due 

to a reversal in direction of difference between the un-

derstanding and evaluative sets with the range of the dif-

ferences remaining almost exactly the same. The means for 

differentiation are shown in Table 12, and for organization 

in Table 13. 

Hypothesis 2£ was that high co~plexity Ss would 

give a smaller proportion of ,egocentric impressions than 

low complexity Ss. The proportions do not appear to be 

very dirrefen1:-~--14--;-67-p1:3r~n-t-fc:,r-high complexity Ss 

and 19.35 per cent for low complexity Ss -~ and a chi-

square test shows no significant difference between them. 

Hypothesis 2g was that high complexity ~s would use 

motivation to resolve inconsistency in a greater proportion 

of cases than low cQmplexity ~s. Again, the proportions 

are not very different from one another -- 13.16 per cent 

for high complexity Ss and 9.68 per cent for low complexity 

Ss -- and a chi-square test showed no significant difference 
I 

between them. 

Third Hypothesis: Byrne Liking Scores 

The third hypothesis was that a regression analysis 

would show that attraction, as measured by Byrne's liking 
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TABLE 12 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Differentiation Scores 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 9.,08 9.90 

Dissimilar 9.77 10 .. 41 

TABLE 13 

Similarity X Set Interaction 

Mean Organization Scores 

Set 

Understanding Evaluative 

Similar 5.70 6.90 

Dissimilar 7.27 5.97 

No Set 

9~13 

9.77 

No Set 

6.54 

6.97 
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measure, would be predicted by factors other than attitude 

similarity. A stepwise multiple regression analysis using 

23 variables -- all independent and dependent variables ex-

cept the two questions which make up the Byrne liking mea-

sure -- showed that total liking CT) Ct = 7.os, p .001), 

perceived similarity (S) Ct= 3.56, p<:,.001), perceived 

morality (MO) (t = -4.17, p C::..001), desire to meet the 
' 

stimulus person (MC) Ct = 2.99, p < .0l), and disliked 

male differentiation (DM) Ct= 2.70, p ~.01) all signifi-

cantly predicted the Byrne liking score. The appropriate 

prediction equation is: - ' Y = .148T + .374S + .314MC - _.413MO + .135~M + .268, -where Y is- the Byrne-.liking--score and the -pred:i-ctoL"----Vari-

ables are signified by the letters which follow the Yari-

able names in parentheses above. This combination of var-

iables accounts for 70.25 per cent of the variance. The 

result indicates that actual similarity is not a signi-

ficant predictor of the Byrne liking score when other 

predictors are available. This finding is in support of 

the hypothesis. 

Two other findings about the Byrne liking scores 

corroborate the find±ngs of the regression analysis. The 

first is the finding, already cited, that there were sig-

nificant complexity by set and similarity by set interac-

tions for the Byrne liking measure. The second is that 

when a stepwise discriminant function analysis was per-
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formed to discriminate groups above and below the mean on 

the Byrne liking measure, the first discriminator extract-

ed, which can be taken as the best single predictor, was 

perceived similarity. 

Fourth gypothesis 

Hypothesis four was that reports of knowing someone 

lil,e the stimulus person would be positively correlated with 

differenti.ation of the impression of the stranger. The 

correlation was insignificant, r = .024. Thus, it does not 

appear that knowing someone like the stranger facilitates 

differentiations However, reports of knowing someone like 

the stranger were significantly correlated with total com-

plexity score Cr = .202, p .05). 

Fifth Hyg_othesis 

The fifth hypothesis was that there would not be a 

significant correlation between liking the stimulus person 

and desire to meet and converse with him. This correlation 

was, indeed,il" significant Cr = .655, p ..t:.. .001).. Thus, this 

hypothesis was not confirmed. 

Sixth Hypothesis 

The sixth hypothesis was that the average attitude 

strength would be positively correlated with liking for 

similar stimulus personse This hypothesis was not sup-

ported (r = .023). 
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Seventh Hypothesis 

The seventh hypothesis was that average attitude 

strength would be higher for high than for low complexity 

§_s. There was no evidence to support this hypothesis 

(F = 1.148, p > .20) • 

Relationships among Dependent Variables 

Correlation and regression analyses showed some re-

lationships among dependent variables which must be kept 

in mind when interpreting the data. The ten questions of 

attitude toward the stranger were intercorrelated with the 

exception of judgments of morality. Liking, perceived sim-

ilarity, judgments of adjustment, desire to meet the stim-

ulus person, and judgments of effectiveness in group dis-

cussion are all significantly correlated with all of the 

questions of attitude toward the stimulus person except 

judgments of morality. Knowing someone like the stimulus 

person does not correlate with judgments of morality, in-

telligence, or friendliness. Judgments of consistency do 

not correlate with judgments of either mora~ity or friend-

liness. Judgments of intelligence do not correlate with 

morality judgments or with knowing someone like the stimu-

lus person. Morality judgments do not correlate with any 
' 

of the ten questions except judgments of friendliness. 

Table 14 shows intercorrelations of these questions and the 

significance levels for each. 



TABLE 14 

Correlations among Attitude toward the Stranger Questions 

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Liking 1.000 .249* .698# .635# .655# .626# .366# .372# .oso .439# 

2. Know some- 1.000 .233* .350# .200* .265! .330# .089 .087 .091 
one like 

3. Similar- 1.000 .602# .566# .583# .321! .217* .016 .349# 
ity 

4. Adjust- 1.000 .450# .575# .571# .370# .017 .386# 
ment f 

s. Desire 1.000 .539# .197* .348# .125 .435# co 
Ul 

to Meet I 

6. Work with 1.000 .310! .. 355# -.079 .344# 
in a Group 

7. Consis- 1.000 .199"' .041 .131 
tency 

8. Intelli- 1.000 .180 .387# 
gence 

9. Moral- 1.000 .258! 
ity 

10. Friend- 1.000 
liness 

*p--=:. .os, !p <. .01, #p -C .001 
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Stranger differentiation. Stranger differentiation 

was, as might be expected, significantly positively corre-

lated with total complexity Cr= .523, p .001), and with 

organization Cr = .224, p -e.. .OS). Differentiation of the 

impression also showed a correlation approaching signifi-

cance with number of behavioral differences predicted 

Cr = .194, p rv .05). 

Impress~on organization. Organization of the stran-

ger impression is not significantly correlated with total 

complexity Cr= .181, p .C .10), but is, as was mentioned 

above, significantly correlated with differentiation of the 
-

stranger impression, although the absolute difference be-

so significantly negatively correlated with judgments of 

consistency Cr= -.433, p ~.001), although not with actual 

similµrity Cr= .076, p .10). As might be expected, or-

ganization is positively correlated with use of motivation 

Cr = .389, pc::. .oos). 
Number of behavioral differences predicted. The 

number of behavioral differences predicted is positively 

correlated with total complexity Cr= .207, p 4':. .OS) and is 

significantly negatively correlated with all of the attitude 

toward the stimulus person questions discussed with the ex-

ception of knowing someone like the stimulus person and 

judgments of morality. It ts also significantly negatively 

correlated with actual similarity Cr = -.506, p .001), 
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with the Byrne liking measure Cr =.-0537, p &:. .OOl)r and 

with total liking (r = -.338, p ..C: .005). 

Motivation an~ egocentricity. Attribution of mo-. 

tivation, besides being positively correlated with organi-

zation, was significantly negatively correlated with con-

sistency ratings Cr= -.205, p .et:. .OS)o Egocentricity of 

the impression does not correlate with any of the other de-

pendent variables. 

Best Predictors of·~ Dependent Variables 

A stepwise multiple regression was performed for sev-

eral of the_dependent measur.es to determine what the best 

set of predictors was for each. Since any ~et of multiple 

predictors will predict a score better than a single pre-

dictor, the criterion for including a variable in the pre-

diction equation was that its beta weight be significant 

by at-test (Walker and Lev, 1953). 

The best predictors for stranger differentiation 

were total complexity (C) (t = 7.34, p...::. .001) and actual 

similarity of the stimulus person (AS) (t = -1.99, p <. .OS). 

The prediction equation is: 
IV 
Y = .167C - .864AS + 1.686, 

,v 
where Y is the stranger differentiation score and the pre-

dictor variables are indicated by the letters which follow 

them in parentheses above~ This combination account~ for 

29.25 per cent of the variance. 
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The best predictors for organization were perceived 

consistency (PC) Ct = -5.30, p .ie::. .001), motivational attri- 1 

bution CM) Ct= 4.42, p <..001), liked female differentia-

tion (LF) Ct= 2.16, pc:: .os), liking for the stranger CL) 

Ct= 2.03, p .c .OS), and attitude strength (A) Ct= 2.09, 

p ~.OS). The prediction equation is: -Y = -.588PC + 1.223M + .132LF + .261L + 1.487A + 1.420 -where Y is the organization score and the predictor vari-

ables are indicated by the letters which follow them in 

parentheses above. This combination accounts for 35.07 per 

cent of the variance • 
. 

Perceived similarity was best predicted by the com-

bination of perceived adjustment (PA) (t = 2.97, p < .01),_ 

perceived intelligence (PI) Ct = -2.16, p..:. .OS), number of 

predicted behavioral differences (BD) Ct= -3.45, p .001), 

actual similarity·(AS) Ct= 4.19, p C::.001), and the By:rne 

liking score (BL) Ct= 4.18, p <:. .001). The prediction 

equation is: -Y = .267PA - .186PI - .176BD + l.038AS + .214BL + 3.635, -where Y is the perceived similarity score and the predictor 

variables are indicated by the letters which follow them in 

parentheses above. This combination accounts for 64.34 per 

cent of the variance. 

Perceived consistency was predicted by organization 

of the impression (O) Ct= -4.60, p ..c..001), perceived 

adjustment (PA) Ct= 3.87, p .c=:. .001), desire to meet the 
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person (MC) Ct= -1.98, p = .os), perceived friendliness 

(PF) (t = -2.76, p ~.01), and total liking score (T) Ct= 

3.80, p G.001). The prediction equation is: 
,..., 
Y = -.1970 + 422PA - .158MC - .284PF + .076T + 1.819, ,..,, 

where Y is the perceived consistency s~ore and the predictor 

variables are indicated by the letters which follow them in 

parentheses above. This combination accounts for-49.17 per 

cent of the variance. 

Summacy 

This study found that Ss like similar better than 

dissimilar others, regardless of the measure used, and that 

[s predict more behavioral differences between themselves 

and dissimilar others than between themselves and others who• 

are similar. Similarity did not seem to affect differen-

tiation and organization of impressions. 

The instructional set manipulations appeared to have 

mostly interactive effects. There was no effect on favor-

ability of impression formed nor on differentiation or or-

ganization of the impression. However,' set did interact 

with similarity in such a way that favorability was gener-

ally greater for similar stimulus persons in the evaluative 

set and for dissimilar persons in the understanding set. 

Complexity had a main effect for differentiation and 

organization of the impressions. In addition, high complex-

ity Ss predicted more behavioral differences between them-
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selves and others, judged the stimulus persons more intel-

ligent, and tended to know someone more like the stimulus 

person than low complexity Ss. There were significant com-

plexity by set interactions for ratings of effectiveness in 

group discussion and for the Byrne liking measure. 

The Byrne liking measure seems to be related to a 

more complex set of tactors than just proportion of rein-

forcements given by similar attitude statements since it is 

more related to perceived than to actual similarity and 

since the scores appear to be different with different 
' combinations of personality and presentation conditions. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

In this chapter the finding~ will be elaborated and 

attempts will be made to explain them. Implications of 

the findings and suggestions for future research will also 

be included. 

Findings about the Hyp9j:heses 

Favorability Qt_ Attitudes toward-~ Other Perso~ 

The first general hypothesis was supported in parts 

a.~d r-ct -sup~crted in others. Differences in similarity or 

attitude were related to most of the significant findings. 

The one seeming exception, hypothesis le, achieved signifi-

cance only through an interaction of similarity and set. 

Fewer behavioral differences were predicted in the under-

standing than in the evaluative set only for dissimilar 

persons. 

Before one leaps to the conclusion that attitudinal 

similarity is the only variable governing favorability of 

imp~ession, it is necessary to recognize the findings with 
' 

regard to favorability of impression which this author did 

not have the prescience to predict. There were, as the 

-91-
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reader will remember, a number of similarity by set inter-

actions which either reached or approached significance for 

the dependent variables which define favorability. Specifi-

cally, these interactions occurred for the ss• judgments of 

desire to meet and converse with the stimulus person, ef-

fectiveness :i.n group discussion, intelligence, friendliness, 

total liking, number of behavioral differences predicted, 

and the Byrne liking score. All of these interactions share 

one thing in common -- the most favorable judgments of 

similar stimulus persons and the least favorable judgments 

of dissimilar stimulus persons were made in the evaluative 
-

set for every interaction. Thus, instructional set does 

see~~ to play an-important and consistent role in the favor-

ability of impressions. The effect is just not one that 

was predicted. 

The effect can be explained by the use of Newcomb•s 

principle of autism of response. He defines autism in the 

following way: "We use the term autistic to indicate re-

sponses influenced by balance at the cost of accuracy. Con-
, 

tra-autistic refers to responses indicating both imbalance 

and inaccuracy. Realistic responses are accurate, whether 

or not balanced." (1961, p. 132) He cites empirical evi-

dence to show that inaccurate judgments are more often 

autistic than contra-autistic. The results of the invoca-

tion of the evaluative set ~eem to indicate that this set 
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is an invitation to autistic judgment. Asking the S to 

evaluate a person appears to lead him to block the negativei 

aspects of relatively similar others and to block the posi-

tive aspects of relatively dissimilar others. In other 

words, the evaluative set may not, as was reasoned earlier, 

yield a tendency to 11 sum up and throw out" but rather a 

tendency to polarize in accord with the predictions of 

autism. 'l~husy the evaluative set enhances consistency 

needs and the tendency to behave in accord with balance 

principles. 

It should be kept in mind that this explanation does 

not disprove Rogers' claim that the understanding set leads 

to awareness of-both the good and-bad sides of a p~rson's 

personality and causes the perceiver to take all the rele-

vant in£ormation into account. In fact,-the more logic&l 

result of seeing ooth good and bad rather than uniformly 

positive or negatiV-e aspects of a person's character would 

be th~ response tha~ the Ss in this study showed rather 

than the ones which were predicted. In the understanding 

set, they gave less favorable impressions of similar people, 

toward whom they should have been favorably disposed, and . 
more favorable impressions of dissimilar people, toward 

whom they should have been unfavorably disposed. In other 

wo~ds~ the understanding set seems to have functioned as a 

force toward realism in the impressions. Seeing both good 



-94-

and bad aspects ought to diminish the favorability effects 

of similarity and the disfavorability effects of dissimilar, 

ity .. This is precisely what the understanding set seems to 

have done .. so, rathet' than conclud:tng that Rogers' pre-

dictions were wrong because the or.iginal hypotheses were 

not supported, it must be concluded that his description of 

the functioning of the sets is probably essentially correct. 

It is hard to give an explanation for the workings 

of the no set conditione One would expect that if Ss have 

a style 0£ forming impressions that tends toward evaluation 

or understanding~ then the results of the no set condition 

would be clearly more like one or the other set or would 

lie in a position l)et,,rer?n t!:e two.. Unfortunate 1 y s thP- re-

sults are erratic so that any such simple conclusion ls :!..m-

possiblen For ~s who received dissimilar stimulus persons, 

the no set condition means lie solidly between the means 

for the understanding and evaluative sets. For Ss who re-

ceived similar stimulus persons, the no set condition means 

lie between. the means in the understanding and evaluative -

sets in half the cases and below the means for both of the 

other sets in the other half. This difference in reaction 

to similar and dissimilar persons in the no set condition 

does not seem to be related to complexity, sex, or any other 

auxiliary data available from this set of Ss. So, while it 

is regrettable, the concluston must be drawn that the dif-
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ferences in reaction to the no set condition are uninter-

pretable, even by means of post hoc tests, from the avail-

able data. It is clear, however, that the original sup-

position that ~sin the no set condition would tend to form 

impressions by trying either to understand or to evaluate 

is not valid. 

Differentiation and 9rganization of Impressions 

No part of the second general hypothesis was support-

ed. Consistent with earlier findings, differentiation and 

organization of the stranger impressions were found to be 

main effects of complexity. 

Again, the roost interesting results were unpredict~d6 

Perceived !nconsistency of th~ stranger was highly related 

to organization. Perceived consistency was also related to 

similarity -- dissirailar perscns were perceived to be more 

inconsistent. This led to the po~t hoc hypothesis that 

since similar persons were perceived as more consistent, 

only those Ss with complex cognitive systems would organ-

ize impressions of similar persons at any higher than a 

minimal level. This would tend to remove any effects of 

set for lmpressions of similar per~ons. So, an analysis 

of variance was done using only ·chose Ss who received dis-

similar stimulus persons. This analysis indicated a sig-

nificant main effect of set on organization (F = 3.579, 

df = 2/65, p .:::..os) and no significant effect for com-
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plexity (F = .994, df 1/65, p -'•SO). Combined with the 

earlier analysis of variance results which showed a main 

effect for complexity on organization, an interesting con-

clusion can be drawn. Two things can lead to higher organ-

ization of an impression -- high cognitive complexity and 

perceived inconsistencyo 

Perceived inconsistency, and therefore organization 

of impressions, will be higher when the stimulus person is 

different from oneself and one tries to understand th~ _per-

son., The means for organization across sets for Ss who 

judged dissimilar stimulus persons bear this out. Organi-

zation is higher, X = 7.92, in the underst~nding than in 

the evaluative &et, j[ ::: 5'.,97. _The co:c.clusion __ drawrLc:..!'.;;c"\[e, 

however, may be too simple because the differences among 

sets for Ss judging stimulus persons similar to themselves 

do show differences in organization across sets which ap-

proach significancee These differences are in the opposite 

direction -- organization is higher in the evaluative set. 

Assuming that a p < ~06 interaction is a meaningful 

one, this set of findings leaves one a bit puzzled. It is 

easy enough to explain the differences in organization be-

tween similar and dissimilar persons as being due to lack 

of perceived conflict on which to base an integrated im-

pression .. But one would presume that the perceived con-

flict, and therefore, the organization of the impressions, 

ought to be higher in the understanding set for both simi-
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lar and dissimilar stimulus persons. This enigma may be re-

solved by refercing to the findings of a study by Meltzer, 

Crockett, and Rose~krantz (1966). They found that Ss foi:m-

ed more highly organized impressions of others who held 

values congruent with their own than of others who held in-

congruent values. One can probably presume that similarity 

of attitudes would affect organization in about the same 

way as similarity of values. Earlier in this chapter it 

was argued that, with regard to favorability, the Ss would 

perceive similar others to be most similar to themselves 

in the evaluative set and dissi~ilar others to be least 

dissimilar i.n the understanding set. Thus, if simllarity 

-has a,.'"'l. e:ffe=t ~on-o~g.:ir..izaticn-, --one WClJll.d...:__~~t?Qi½.t tl-tat for 

§..s judging similar stimulus persons, organlzation would ~e 

hi.ghest in the evaluative set, and that for those judgin.q 

dissimilar others 1t would be highest in the understanding 

set. This i.s precisely the result which was obtained ex-

cept that it must be remembered that the differences with 

regard to similar stimµlus persons did not reach signifi-

cance, primarily due to extremely large variances. 

However, this explanation begets yet another puzzle. 

How is it that, if percei.ved inconsistency seems to be 

necessary to organizing an impression at a higher level, 

that the highest level impressions of similar stimulus per-

sons are achieved in the evaluative set, which has already 

been described as working to eliminate percei.ved inconsis-
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tency? This problem can be resolved by taking the position 

that high complexity Q£ perceived inconsistency with some 

recognition of similarity to the Sor a combination of the 

two can lead to a highly organized impression. In the case 

of impressions of similar persons, it appears to be a com-

bination of both, but complexity had the comparatively 

greater and only significant main ef£ect. In toe case of 

dissimilar stimulus persons the resultn seem to indicate 

that perceiv~d inconsistency with some recognition of sim-

ilarity was more important. There was a difference of 

1.130 in the mean organization scores of high and low com-

plexity Ss forming impressions of similar perso~s: but a 

difference of only .592 for tfiose judging dissimilar·per--

sons. 

Al1 of this suggests a principle of impressj,on for-

mation. Some perceived similarity seems to be necessary to 

organizatlon of impressions. Once this is available, 

impressions will be more highly organized when either Ca) 

the number of readily available organizing constructs is 

great, as is the case when the perceiver's cognitive con-

struct system is complex, or (b) the motivation to search 

for organizing constructs is raised by the presence of so 

much perceived conflict in the stimulus person that t&,e per-

ception becomes noxiously imbalanced, as is the case with 

a dissimilar person whose similarities to the Sare made 

more salient by the invocation of the understanding set. 
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The number of readily available organizing constructs will 

probably be greater whan the system is complex and the 

stimulus person is perceived to be at a very high level of 

similarity because few if any modifications will have to 

be made in the constructs in order to have them fit. In 

the case of a similar stimulus person, the understanding 

set probably raises the salience of the dissimilarity and 

so reduces the ease of exploring for organizing constructs 

while not raising the level of imbalance to the point thdt 

it is perceived as noxious. 

A further interesting finding about differentiation 

and organ~zation of impressions was the relationship be-, 

tween them 2.nd the· use "?:ff ·Il'oe.i vat:i on and __ egocentric;1 tY~•- In 

the first chapter, it was reasoned that there ought-to be 

more use of motivation to resolve inconsistency by high 

complexity Ss and by ~sin the understanding set. It was 

further argued that high complexity Ss should show less 

egocentricity in their impressions than low complexity Ss. 

Neither of these hypotheses was supported by chi-square 

tests. 

However, motivation was significantly correlated with 

organization Cr= .389, p <.005) and negatively correlated 

with perceptions of consistency Cr= -.205, p .os). This 

indicates that motivation is used in more highly orga~ized 

impressions and that it oc~urs in cases where there is a 
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perceived inconsistencyc The correlations are significant 

while the ~hi-square tests were not for two reasons. First, 

the correlations include cases where motivation was used. 

but not to resolve inconsistency~ Second, in the formal 

tests it was assumed that t.~ose high in total complexity 

would also be those who would give the most highly organized 

impressions~ This was not the case. 

Egocentricity of the impression~ did not relate to 

either organization or complexity~ It did s~ow differences 

related to set. Less egocentric impressions were given in 

the understanding than in the ev~luative set. The lack of 

relationship to complexity may be ¢Lue to the fact t.hat. 

adults have 1 :in general, passed the' d,:-velopment;::rJ.:- st~ge-

associated with egocentricity but still show minor indi-

vidual differences in their tendencies to use it .. Su.ch 

minor differences 1n normal level of egocentricity may be 

enhanced by the evaluation set as an artifact of the in-

structions which tell the~ to use as standards". • the 

kinds of things that are most important to your friend and· 

you in deciding whether you care for people." This may 

cause Ss to use themselves as a comparison standard and, 

thus, artificially induce egocentricity in the evaluative 

set. In addition, the measure of egocentricity used in 

this study may not have been entirely adequate to discrim-

inate differences in ability to take the role of the other. 
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Prediction of ~ttractio~ 

The third general hypothesis was that regression 

analysis would show that factors other than attitudinal 

similarity would affect scores on Byrne's liking measure. 

The r~sults supported this hypothesis. Specifically, per-

ceived similarity was found to be the most important pre-

dictor of the Byrne liking scorese In addition, significant 

complexity by set and similarity by set interactions were 

found for the Byrne liking scores and similarity by set 

interactions were found for several of the favorability 

questions .. These findings indicate that there are two 

important departures from response to simple proportion of 

re.:i.nforced attitudes. First, it sec::n::; ~le.:ir t.hc.t Ss re-• 

sponded to perceptions of similarity rather than to actunl 

similarity. Second, it appears that Byrne liking scores 

are differentially affected by personality and situational 

factors. These facts mitigate against the likelihood of a 

reinforcement model of attraction and in favor of a cog-

nib..ve model as the more accurate. 

A cognitive model would take into account not only 

the actual characteristics of the stranger, but the possi-

bility that these characteristics might be modified by the 

mediating factors of environment and personality. Not only 

would the mediating factors of environment and personality 

be added but the cognitive model would consider attraction 

to be based on the impression considered as a whole. Using 
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Byrne•s model, which is predicated-on the notion that the 

greater the proportion of agreements, the greater the lik-

ing, it is not possible to consider the combination of 
I 

attitudes taken as a whole as a factor influencing attrac-

tion nor is it possible to consider that what is perceived 

to be an agreement may differ widely among persons. 

For example, a few of the 2,s in this study who re-

ceived similar stimulus persons commented, upon being told 

the hypotheses, that they did not like the person because 

he ~isagreed with them on some strongly held central atti-

tude such as abortion, racial integration, or woman's 
I 

rights. These Ss were noted, and when their impre&sions 

were exariiined, it seemed that"thiz reaction was due not so 
much to a tendency of one strong negative'reinforcoment to 

counterbalance the effects of several less strong posftive 

reinforcements, but to the fact that the disagreements made 

the stimulus person enigmatic. One of these Ss ended her 

impression by saying: "Mainly, it is just puzzling that we 

can share certain strong convictions, yet be so different."-

Another's impression was: 

I•m really not sure what I think about this girl. 
It seems that I really don •·t know enough. She 
answered a lot like I did. She seems to know how 
she feels about certain things. I'm not sure I 
understand her when she says she's against smoking 
marijuana. This could be a mistake, however if 
not, it tends to be confusing. 

These responses, when combined with a large number of 
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impressions which labelled dissimilar persons as confusing, 

mixed up, uncertain of their beliefs, wishy-washy, and so 

on, seem to substantia.te the Wright and Wrj ght (1972) find-

ing that understandability of the stimulus person is more 

important than sheer attitude similarity as a determinant 

of attraction .. 

Another factor which should be considered in positing 

a cognitive explanation of attraction is that the develop-

ment of an attraction response is part of the larger process 

of forming an impression of another person. This process 

encompasses the: kind and number of inferences that are madR 

about a person's personality fro:n available information, 

the way in which thes~ inrerences are organized, thP. impor-

tance attached to the person relcttive to other persons who 

are encountered, and the valence of the impression. The 

first two parts of the impression formation process require 

cognitive explanations, so it would not seem logical to use 

a different sort of model -- a reinforcement model -- to 

describe a single part of the process when all of the parts 

are integrally related to one another~ 

Other Hy2otheses 

None of the four other hypotheses was supported. 

Only two of the;.-n which have important implications for 

cognitive complexity and impression formation will be dis-

cussed here~ As reported above, several authors have 
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addressed tl1e relationship between frequency of interaction 

and cognitive complexity. If the frequency of interaction 

-hypothesis holds, then knowing someone like the stimulus 

person sho~ld be significantly positively correlated with 

differentiation of the impression. This correlation was 

not significant. 

If the frequency of interaction hypothesis is more 

than an artifact of differences in ainount of information 

about specific persons, and if it is true that people inter-

act more often with similar others, then differentiation 

should be higher with regard to similar than to dissimilcr 

persons. There was no significant diffe~ence in differen•-

tlatior. b~tween simil~r ~d di~simi1~r sti~ulu~ per.sons~ 

Thus, in testing the hypothesis, suggested in the rev1ew of 

the literature, that more frequent interaction with a cate-

gory leads to higher differentiation with regard to members 

of that category, there is no evidence in this study to 

reject the null hypothesis. However, one finding -- that 

persons higher in complexity are more likely to know some-

one like the stimulus person -- suggests another hypothesis 

which will be of interest for future testing. It may be 

that Ss higher in complexity are more likely to be able to 

develop schemata to deal with novel stimuli since they have 

more constructs to choose from and since their constructs 

are more likely to be permeable -- i.e., are more suscep-

tible to elaboration and to change from category to category 
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within the cognitive systemo This means that high complex-

ity Ss would be better able to pick bits and pieces from 

their past experiences to derive a new schema to deal with 

a new experience. This ability to develop schemata would 

make high complexity Ss more likely to judge novel exper-

iences as familiar. Such an hypothesis does aot in any way 

discount the necessity of experience as the laboratory for 

building a cognitive system. It does suggest that both 

amount of information in the cognitive system and methods 

of organizing it are important factors in anticipating 

experience and that low complexity Ss may not have been 

exposed to any less, nor even assimilated any less infor-

-ma£~an-higncomplexitt ?~,.rath6r that high ~c~~~~x~j;y: 

Ss have cognitive systems which are organized so that they 

have more ready access to the information, that their cx~e~-

iences have given them. 

The other finding of importance for discussion was 

that average attitude strength was not higher for high than 

for low complexity Ss. This finding appears to conflict 

with a finding by Nidorf and Argabrite (1970), that high 

complexity Ss use more extreme judgment categories in 

responding to semantic differential scales. Further test-

ing on this matter would be required to reach a conclusion 

because the present data, while it allows for more and less 

extreme responses, is not semantic differential data and 

because Nidorf and Argabrite analyzed tendency to use 
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extreme categories as frequency data while the present data 

was analyzed as mean scores. Since the same mean can be 

arrived at using equal numbers of "one'' and l!threc" respon-

ses as using all 11 two 11 responses, the tests are not strictly 

comparable .. 

In any event, the failure to gain support for this 

hypothesis leaves the Nidorf and Argabrite finding open to 

question, despite the dif·ferences tv'hich make a strict com-

parison impossible, because there is no theoretical reason 

for believing that high complexity-Ss ought to respond more 

extremely than low c~-:,mplexi ty Ss. Thus, tml~s.s further 

support can be offered for their finding, extTer,,i ,:,y of .t'0-

sponse should he treated-,rery cauti.6usly as a corr~lat-e of. 

cognitive complexity. 

Theoretical ~niplications 

Impression formation is a complex process~ People 

get information about others from various sources and weave 

it into coherent, relatively well-defined and differentiated 

impressions. Some of this process depends upon the psycho-

logical processes of the perceiver, some depends upon the 

environmental factors surrounding·both the perceiver and the 

person perceived, and some depends upon the characteristics 

of the person perceived. In this studys one factor from 

each of these areas has beer, included.. The combination of 

all three is necessary to account adequately for differences 
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ir. impression formation with regard to each of the three 

important dependent variables studied -- favorability of 

impression, differentiation of impression, and organization 

of impression. 

Theoretical implications have been discussed as each 

of the major hypotheses wa,s discussed. In this section, an 

attempt will be made to draw them together into a coherent 

whole. The ~ssential problem is to coordinate the findings 

about organization with the findings about differentiation 

of impressions to the extent that this can be done. 

If one takes the position, which has been explained 

above, tllat differer ... t.iation is indicative of abili t.y to drew 

-schearata- to- -d-ea-1-w±th"'-riove-J. -&-timu:t1--rc1 tl_1er--ti"fan that- it i:'> 

indicative of more pieces of informatipn in the cognitiv~ 

construct system, this implies that high complexity is not 

so much a matter of greater contact as it is a matter of 

ability to assimilate information because of the availabil-

ity of categories and/or the flexibility.to develop cate-

gories to deal with the information with which one comes in 

contact. In other words, it means that organization de-

velops roughly in parallel with differentiation or that 

differentiation and organization develop in cycles in much 

the same manner as Piaget describes the development of 

schemata in the child. For example, the child cannot deal 

with the concept "n + l" until he is able to conserve sets 

so that he has a basis for attaching meaning to "n" as a 
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set (Piaget, 1964, trans. 1968). Two persons can be exposed 

to the same inforroation, but one will be able to make more 

or less full use of it as a distinguisher among categories 

of people because his cognitive construct system has devel-

oped to the point that he can make good and distinctive use 

of the information while the other may lump it in wit..h other 

information so that it really does not add anytning to his 

ability to distinguish among categories. The real impor-

tance of this position is that it takes the view that or-

ganization comes before or concurrently with differentiation 

rather t.han vice versa, as the frequency of interaction 
-

hypothesis would imply. 

If ='one- presumes --~eeVe-¼e~nrental:· -level~-of th'9 i:o-g- --

nitive construct system will b~ reflected in the ·cirganizd-

tion of impressions about novel stimuli, one half of the 

findings of this study -- those with regard to organization 

of impressions of similar stimulus persons -- are explained. 

The differences in level of organization between high and 

low complexity Ss who judged dissimilar persons is not sig-

nificant, however, so one cannot say that the level of or-

ganization of their impressions reflects only developmen-. 
tal level. This anomaly can be explained in two ways. 

One is to say that nobody functions at the highest level of 

organization which his cognitive construct system allows 

and that the combination of the dissimilar stimulus person 

and the understanding set prov:i.des a large enough stress 



-109-

to cause better utilization of the cognitive categories 

available. Using this reasoning, one can explain the re-

sults for sim:i.lar stimulus persons in the understanding 

set and dissimilar persons in the evaluative set as being 

too little and too much stress, respectively. In the one 

case, the stress is not great enough to motivate full use 

of the system, and in the other, the stress is so large that 

it causes the perceiver to leave the field by s±mply dis-

missing the stimulus person as totally unlike hjmself. 

The alternative explanation is that one' tends to perceive 

accord:ing to one's already developed co11structs as long as 

what one encounters fits them or can be distorted to fjt 

them 0-with 1 i. t:tle-d:ft:ticuJ-i:y'"'r·""bu-t- that--wheh~-;_a-1"';>eli'ee!}-tion:- -E.an.;;._ 

not be made to fit the available constru.cts ,there will be 

a consistency-based need for the S to develop n-ew consb:t~cts 

and/or to reorganize existing ones in order to cope with 

the new perception. In other words, perceptions t1hich do 

not fit readily available constructs act as a jolt to the 

cognitive system which leads to reorganizntion and recruit-

ment of constructs from the periphery of the construct sys-

tem. In the cases of similar and dissimilar persons being 

pereeived under evaluative instructions, both should fit 

the categories available because they are balanced and 

should not upset the S's expectations. In the case of the 

similar person perceived under understanding instructions, 
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the situativn is probably easily distorted to fit expecta-

tions because the number of differences is small in relation 

to the number of similarities even when the differences are 

made more sallent by the use of the understanding set. But 

when the stimulus person is dissimilar and the instructions 

are to understand, the situation is imbalanced to the degree 

that distortion is not possible and the,imbalance mitigates 

against the likelihood of there being already existing cate-

gories in the cognitive system to deal with the situation. 

In this case, new constructs and/or the reorganization of 

old ones will probably occur. This argument does not im-

ply that there would not be some Ss wjth. constructs 'already 

ava1Iao1e-to dea! witn irr.l5~J:a!!ccc-~~i:-tuo~t-6n-s.~-=c=st?.ch ss-

would probably be high in complexity, and' if an ease of 

task measure had been taken in the lmbalanced situation, 

these Ss would probably have rated the task much easier 

than low complexity Ss who were able to reach the same lev-

els of organization but for whom the task probably involved 

more effort. 

Probably the best explanation is a combination of 

the two. In a person's cognitive construct system, some 

constructs will be more central, or easily accessible, than 

others. Encountering an imbalanced stimulus situation may 

serve as an impetus to draw on the more peripheral con-

structs as a means of coping with the situation. But one 

of Kelly's (1955) principles is that an experience which 
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has not been adequately anticipated by a person's construct 

system will lead to reorganization of constructs and addi-

tion of constructs to the syst~m. Thus, both explanations 

probably hold true to some extent. 

Cautions ?.P~~~ Interpreting the Data and Suggestions for 
Future Research 

One fact which must be kept in mind about the data 

from the cu~rent study is that people do not actually form 

impressions of others from masses of information given to 

them all at one time. There are exceptions, of course 

admissions officers at colleges, employers, teachers, and 

supervisors who are given a lot of.test scores about the 
' people whom thay ~ill teach or-su?ervi~e,- and cc on. Most-

people, however, probably form impressions of most people 

with whom they come in contact by gathering bits and pieces 

of information about the other person and making inferences 

on the basis ·of the facts. So, in reality, impressions may 

be much more inferential and much less based on fact than 

the impressions in this study. If one presumes, however, 

that once an inference is put into operation as the basis 

of an impression and, in consequence, as the basis for re-. 
spending to a person, that it will be treated as having the 

substance of fact, then the impressions formed here may 

really not be so different from thos~ formed in ordinary 

social interactions except for the fact that the ~s were 

able to obtain in a very short space of time information 
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that would take considerably longer to gather in reality. 

A further caution which must be observed is that 

the experiment has not been replicated. Thus, the conclu-

sions are based on a single study and so do not carry the 

weight that they would carry if the same results had been 

found in two or three similar experiments. 

It is clear, furthermore, that some questions which 

should have been asked were not. For example, it would be 

helpful to have included other levels of similarity than 

the two which were used, to have included other attitude 

toward the stranger questions that did not inclu?ei or imply 

Byrne• s questions in some way, to have asked the Ss. to,, rate 

the ease O-!:. £orfii1.."1.g-a.-ri- impress1?.Y-Tl-"--O-r1:ffe~S:t-~mti'"~US--,:Perso_nc,: 

and to have asked an open-ended question about how tho S 

went about forming the impression. All of these things 

would have add~d to the interpretability of the data. The 

last question would have been particnlarly helpful in in-

terpreting the results of the no set condition which did 

not fit the predictions about it. 

A final caution regarding the use of the conclusions 

of this study is that many of them are based on unpredicted 

or post-hoc findings. Since these conclusions are made from 

hypotheses drawn from the data they have not been exposed 

to -~ndependent tests and should, t.herefore, be treated with 

care. Additional experimeqts should be done to test these 

hypotheses which have been drawn from the data of this study 
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to see if they will hold true when exposed to tests indepen-

dent of the data from which they were drawn. Not all of th~ 

conclusions of this study are of this nature,. and where they 

are, every effort has been made to point out their status. 

Summary 

The kinds of impressions people form of others are 

important determinants of both the quality and quantity of 

interpersonal interactions. The purpose of this study was 

to find out more than is already known about the process of 

impression formation. Specifically, its aims were to find 

1) the main-effects and interaction effects of cognitive 

comRlexj.t:y ,_ -~t.ti_t~cl~ similari ty-dissimilar.i ty, and ins true-, 

tional set on the favorability and other attitudin~l asp~ct;:; 

of impressions formed of strangers; 2) the main effects and 

interaction effects of cognitive complexi~y, attitude simi-

larity-dissimilarity, and instructional set on the differ-

entiation and organization of such impressions; and 3) whe-

ther factors other than attitude similarity-dissimilarity 

affect attraction as measured by By~ne (1971). 

An experiment was performed using a 2 x 3 x 2 design 

in which the factors were attitude similarity, instructional 

set and cognitive complexity. The ~s were 143 introductory 

psychology students at the University of Kansas, each of 

whom attended two experimental sessions. In the first ses-
. 

sion, they completed the Pour Role Category Questionnaire 
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(Crockett, 1965) to assess cognitive complexity and a 

Self-Description Questionnaire to assess their attitudes. 

In the second session, each S was given an attitude ques-

tionnaire, purported to have been completed by anott,er stu-

dent, which agreed with either eighty or twenty per cent 

of the attitudes he had expressed in the first session. 

The Ss were asked to study the questionnaires and were in-

structed either to l) try to form an imp~ession which would 

help to understand the stimulus person, 2) to try to form 

an impression which would help to evaluate the stimulus per-

son, or 3) to try to form an impression with no o'ther in-

structions given. Then Ss were asked to. ·complete a. ques•A - . ' 

stimulus person, answered ten attitude .questions ?bput trie 

stj.raulus person, and predicted his· beha;~,rior in eight. situa-

tions. The written impressions were scored for differen-

tiation and organization. The attitude questions were 

scored for favorability, and the behavior predictions were 

scored for differences from' the s•s predictions of his own 

behavior in the same situations. 

Favorability of the impressions was greater for sim-

ilar than for dissimilar stimulus persons. Set also influ-

enced favorability, interacting with similarity so that 

similar persons were rated most favorably in the evaluative 

set, while dissimilar persons were rated most favorably in 

the understanding set. Differentiation was affected only 
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by complexity. High complexity Ss different.iated more than 

low complexity Ss. Organization was influenced by both the, 

S's complexity and the combination of sj_milarity and set. 

Organization was higher for high complex.ity than for low 

complexity Ss. When the stimulus person was similar to the 

~, high complexity was the most important factor in deter-

mining whether the impression was highly organized .. When 

the stimulus person was dissimilar, set had a greater effect 

with Ss in the understanding set giving more highly organ-

ized impressions than Ss in the evalua,tive set. The Byrne 

liking measure was determined by several factors, but i•t: 

was more importantly related to perceived similari,ty than 

tc, actuc1.l ~i.~ldlai:it-y of the stimu.!us pc.::-ncn to the "S .. 

Three major conclusions were drawn. F:i:rst,. f'avor-

ability of impressions formed of others' i's determined net 

only by similarity but also by the mental set which the S 

brings to the situatione Second, the principle that an 

impression will be more highly organized if either a) there 

are a great number of readily available organizing con-

structs orb) the motivation to search for organizing con-

structs is great was posited. Finally, it was suggested 

that a cognitive expl311ation of attraction in impression 

formation was more appropriate than Byrne's reinforcement 

model. 



FOOTNOTES 

1A manual of in5tructions for scoring impressions 
according to Crockett's Tllethod exists in mimeographed form 
and is available f~om him. The Press method is in the be-• 
ginning stages of deve~opment and was obtained by personal 
communication. 

2The resulb> of this st.Ud)r were obtained through per-
sonal comzm.!Ilir.ntion with Jesse G., Delia and Allan N. Press. 

3This questionnaire is available f.rom Allan N,. Press, 
Kansas State Universi-cy, in min.eograph~d form .. 
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INTERPERSONAL JUDGMENT SCALE 

Your name: 

l. Intelligence (check one) 
-----

__ I believe that this person is very much above aver-
age in intelligence. 

__ I believe that this person is above average in in-
telligence. 
I believe that this person is slightly above aver---age in intelligence. 

__ I believe that this person is average in intelli-
gence. 
I believe that this person is slightly below aver-

--age in intelligence. 
I believe that this person is below average in in---telligence. 

__ I believe that this person is very much below 
average in intelligence. 

2. Knowledge of Current Events (check one) 
__ I believe that this person is very much below aver-

- --- age-in his--(hc.r-)-krro~r.c-agc-=-of--curren'!:--events., 
___ I believe that this person is below average in his 

(her) knowledge of current events. 
I believe that this person is slightly belcw aver---age in his (her) knowledge of current events. 

__ I believe that this person is average in his (her) 
knowledge of current events. 
I believe that this person is slightly above aver---age in his {her) knowledge cf current events. 
I believe that this oerson is above average in his 

--{her) knowledge of current events. 
__ I believe that tnis person is very much above aver-

age in his (her) knowledge of current events. 

3. Morality (check one) 
__ This person impresses me as being extremely moral. 
__ This person impresses me as being moral. 
__ This person impresses me as being moral to a 

slight degree. 
__ This person impresses me as being neither particu-

larly moral nor particularly immoral. 
__ This person impresses me as being immoral to a 

slight degree~ 
__ Th~s person impresses me as being immoral. 

This person impresses me as beinq extremely immoral. --
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4~ Adjustment (check one) 
I believe that this person ls ,extremely maladjusted. --I believe that this person is maladjusted. 

-I believe that this·person is maladjusted to a 
slight degree. 
I believe that this person is neither particularly --maladjusted nor particularly well adjusted. 

--"'I believe that this person is well adjusted to a 
slight degree. 

__ I believe that this person is well adjusted. 
_ _..;I believe that this person is extremely well ad-

justed. 

5. Personal Feelings (check one) 
I fe~l that I would probably like this person very --much. 
I feel that I would probably like this person. --__ I feel that I would probably like this person to 
a slight degree. 
I £eel that I would probably neither particularly --like nor particularly dislike this person .. 

__ I feel that I would probably dislilce this per son 
to a slight degree. 

·==---:i;~ feel .t:hat ·r. wou.ld grob'ably dislike thi~ pe.r:.~9n. 
J". feel that -I t1ou.id-::pro:b~bly ~fciike thi:; -p~rso!: . --very much. 

6. Working Together in an Experiment (check one) 
__ I believe that I would very much dislike ~orking 

with this person in an experiment. 
I believe that I would dislike working with this --person in an experimente 

__ I believe that I would dislike working with this 
person in an experiment to a slight degree. 
I believe that I would neither particularly dislike --nor particularly enjoy working with this person in 
an experiment. 

__ I believe that I would enjoy working with this per-
son in an experiment to a slight degree. 

__ I believe that I would enjoy working with this per-
son in an experiment. 

__ I believe that I would very much enjoy working with 
this person in an experiment. 
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ROLE CATEGORY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name ___________ _ Dab:~ Sex ---
Instructor ---------- Class Time ---------

Our interest in t..111s questionnaire is to learn how 
people describe others whom they know~ We are interested 
in knowing, in your own terms, the characteristics which 
a set of individuals have--tho~e which set one person off 
from another as an individual, and those characteristics 
which they share in common. 

Our concern here is with the habits, ideas, manner-
isms -- in general, with the personal characteristics, ra-
ther than tlie physical traits -- which characterize a num-
ber of different people. 

In order to make sure that you are describing real 
people, we have set down a list of four different cat8-
gories of peoplee In the blank space ,beside each c~tegory 
below, please write the ini:tials j nickua...rnes, or some iden-
tifying .5Yif~ol for a person ~f ycur acc;_uainti::mce who fits 
that category. Be sure to use a different person for each 
category. 

1. A man your own age whom you like 

2. A man your own age whom you dislike 

3. A woman your own age whom you like 

4. A woman your own age whom you dislike 

Spend a few moments looking over this list, mentally 
comparing and contrasting the people you have in mind for 
each category. Think of their habits, their beliefs, their 
mannerisms, their relations to others, any characteristics 
they have which you might use to describe them to other 
people. 

If you have any questions about the kinds of charac-
teristics we are interested in, please ask them. 

Do not turn the page until instructed to do so. 
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Please look back to the first sheet and place the 
symbol you have used to designate the person in category 
1 here ____ .. 

Now describe this person as fully as you cane Write 
down as many defining characteristics as you can. Q2. not. 
simply put down those characteristics that distinguish him 
from others on your list, but include any character\stics 
that he shares with others as well as characteri.s;tics that 
are unique to himo Pay particula.r attention to his habits, 
beliefs, ways of treating others, manne1:isms, and similar 
attributes.., Remember, describe him as completely as you 
can, sot.hat a stranger might be able to determine the kind 
of person he is from your description .. Use the back of 
this page if necessary. 

This person is: 
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Please look back to the first sheet and place the 
symbol you have used to designate the person in category 2 
here ___ • 

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write 
do,-,,m. as many defining characteristics as you can., Do not 
simply put down those characteristics that distinguish him 
from others on your list, but include any characteristics 
that he shares with others as well as characteristics that 
are unique to him. Pay particular attention to his habits, 
beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and similar 
attributes. Remember, describe him as completely as you 
can, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind 
of person he is from your description. .. Use the back of 
this page if necessary. 

This person is: 
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Please look back to the first sheet and place the 
symbol you have used to designate the person in category 
3 here ____ • 

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write 
down as many defining characteristics as you can. Do ~ot 
simply put down those characteristics that distinguish her 
from others on your list, but include any characteristics 
that she shares with others as well as characteristics that 
are unique to her. Pay particular attention co her. habits, 
beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and similar 
attributes. Remember, describe her as completely as you 
can, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind 
of person she is from you~ descrip~ion. Use the back of 
this page if necessary. 

This person is: 
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Please look back to the first sheet and place the 
symbol you have used to designate the person in category 
4 here ____ • 

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write 
down as many defining characteristics as you can. Dq_ not 
simply put down those characteristics that distinguish her 
from 0thers on your list, but include any characteristics 
that she shares with others as well as characteristics that 
are unique to her. Pay particular attention to her habits, 
beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and similar 
attributes .. Remember, describe her as completely as you 
can, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind 
of person she is from your descriptionc Use the back of 
this page if necessary. 

This person is: 
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Name _____________ _ 

Sex: M F Year in school: Fr So Jr Sr Age ___ _ 

College __________ _ Major ____________ _ 

Please place a check in the blank beside the statement which 
most nearly expresses your opinion with regard to each topic 
listed. 

1. Fraternities and Sororities (Check one) 
_I am very much against fraternities and sororities 

as they usually function. 
_I am against fraternities and sororities as they 

usually function. 
_To a slight degree, I am against fraternities and 

sororities as they usually function. 
_To a slight degree, I am in favor of fraternities and 

sororities as they usually function. 
I am in favor of fraternities and sororities as they 

-usually function. 
_I am-very much in favor of fraternities and so~ori~ 

ties as theyusuall¥ function. 

2. Belief ln God (Cfieck one) 

3. 

I strongly believe that there is a God. 
-I believe that there is a God. 
-I feel that perhaps there is a God. 
-I feel that perhaps there is no God. 
-I believe that there is no God. 

I strongly believe that there is no God. 

Integration in Public Schools (Check one) 
_Racial integration in public schools is 

and I am very much against it. 
_Racial integration in public schools is 

and I am against it. 

a mistake, 

a mistake, 
.,.. 

_Racial integration in public schools is a mistake, 
and I am mildly against it. 

_Racial. integration in public schools is 
and I am mildly in favor of it. 

a good plan, 

_Racial integration in public schools is 
and I am in favor of it. 

a good plan, 

_Racial integration in public schools is 
and I am very much in favor of it. 

a good plan, 

4. Premarital Sex (Check one) 
_In general, I am very much in favor of premarital 

sex. 
_In general, I am in favor of premarital sex. 
_In general, I am mildly in favor of premarital sex. 
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4. In general, I am mildly against premarital sex. 
-In general, I am against premarital sex. 

In general, I am very much against p~emarital sex. 

s. Classical Music (Check one) 
I dislike classical music very much. 

-I dislike classical music. 
-I dislike classical music to a slight degree. 
-I enjoy classical music to a slight degree. 
-I enjoy classical music. 
_I enjoy classical music vecy much. 

6. The home provides adequate outlets for a woman's crea-
tive and intellectual expression -- she need not look 
outside the home. (Check one) 
_I strongly agree with the above statement. 
_I agree with the above statement. 
_I slightly agree with the above statement. 

I slightly disagree with the above statement. 
I disagree with the above statement. 

_I strongly disagree with the above statement. 

7. Drinking (Check one) 
_In general, I am very much in favo~ of college stu-

ce~ts dr!:ilc!ng alcoholic bevcr~gee. 
_In general, I am in favor of college students drirJc-

ing alcoholic bever~ges. 
_In general, I am mildly in favor of college students 

drinking alcoholic beverages. 
_In general, I am n,ildly opposed to college students 

drirJking alcoholic beverages. 
_In general, I am opposed to college students drink-

ing alcoholic beverages. 
_In general, I am very much opposed to college stu-

dents drinking alcoholic beverages. 

8. Smoking Marijuana (Check one) 
_In general, I am very much in favor of smoking mari-

juana. 
_In general, I 
_In general, I 
_In general, I 
_In general, I 
_In general, I 

am 
am 
am 
am 
am 

in favor of smoking marijuana. 
mildly in favor of smoking marijuana. 
mildly against smoking marijuana. 
against smoking marijuana. 
very much against smoking marijuana. 

9. American Way of Life (Check one) 
_I strongly believe that the American way of life is 

not the best. 
_I believe that the Atnerican way of life is not the 

best. 
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9. I feel t.hat perhaps 
-the best. 

the American way of life is not 

10. 

_I feel that perhaps 
best ... 

the American way of life is the 

I believe that the 
:--I st.rongly believe 

the best. 

American wa'.l of life is the best. 
that the American way of life is 

The domestic duties in a household are the primary re-
sponsibility of the wife and mother. {Check one) 

I strongly agree with the above statement. --I agree with the above statement. 
-I slightly agree with the above statement., 

I slightly disagree with the above statement. 
I disagree with the above statement.. --I strongly disagree with the above statement. 

11. P.ceparedness for War (Check one) 
__ I strongly believe that preparedness for war will 

not tend to precipitate war. 
__ I believe that preparedness for war will not tend 

to precipitate war. 
_I feel that perhaps preparedness for war will not 

tend to precipitate war., 
I feel th::1t p~rhans- nret"~redn~i=;s for war w.1.11 t.end 

-to p:cecipitate war. 4 4 

___ I believe that preparedness for war wi 11 tend to 
precipitate war. 

__ I strongly believe that preparedness for vrar will 
tend to precipitate war. 

12e Legalizing Marijuana {Check one) 
_In general, I am very much in favor of legalizing 

marijuana. 
_In general, I am in favor of legalizing marijuana. 
_In general, I am mildly in favor of legalizing mari-

juana. 
__ In general, I am mildly against legalizing marijuana~ 
__ In general, I am against legalizing marijuana. 
_In general, I am very much against legalizing mari-

juana. 

13. Welfare (Check one) 
__ I am very much opposed to increased welfare legisla-

tion. 
_I am opposed to increased welfare legislation. 
_I am mildly opposed to increased welfare legislation. 
_I am mildly in favor of increased welfare legislation. 
_I am in favor of increased welfare legislation$ 
_I am very much in favor of increased welfare legis-

lation. 
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14. Strict Discipline (Check one) 
· I am very much against strict disciplining of chil-

-dren. 
I am against strict disciplining of children. 
I am mildly against strict disciplining of children. 

_I am mildly in favor of strict disciplining of chil-
dren. 
I am in favor of strict disciplining of children. 
I am very much in favor of strict disciplining of 
children. 

15. Dancing (Check one) 
I enjoy dancing very much. 
I enjoy dancing. 

-I enjoy dancing to a slight degree. 
-I dislike dancing to a slight degree. 
-I dislike dancing. 
-I d1slike dancing very much. 

16. A Volunteer Army Instead of the Draft. (Check one) 
I am very much in favor of a volunteer army. 
I am in favor of a volunteer arcmy, 
I am mildly in favor ,of ·a volunteer ·army. 

-I am mildly opposed to a volunteer army. 
~-I am oppc~ed · to a•:....v~11..1..'lteer ·=.rmy ... 
· I am very much opposed to a volunteer army. 

17. The woman's role in contemporary society needs to be 
redefined. (Check one) 
_I strongly agree with the above statement. 
_I agree with the above statement. 
_I slightly agree with the above statement. 
_I slightly disagree with the above statement. 
_I disagree with the above statement. 
_I strongly disagree with the above statement. 

18. Family Finances (Check one) 
_I strongly beleive that the man in the family should 

handle the finances. 
_I believe that the man in the family should handle 

the finances. 
_I feel that perhaps the man in the family should 

handle the finances. 
_I feel that perhaps the woman in the family should 

handle the finances. 
I believe that the woman in the family should han-

~le the finances. 
_I strongly believe that the woman in the family 

should handle the finances. 
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19. Men's adjustment to stress (Check one) 
I strongly bel.eive that men adjust to stress better 

-than women. 
_I believe that men adjust to stress better than 

women. 
_I f~el that perhaps men adjust to stress better than 

women. 
_I feel that perhaps women adjust to stress better 

than men. 
_I believe that women adjust to stress better than 

men. 
_I strongly believe that women adjust to stress bet-

ter than men. 

20. Abortion (Check one) 
_I strongly support the right of a woman to obtain 

an abortion if she so desires. 
_I support the right of a woman to obtain an abor-

tlon if she so desires. 
_I slightly suppcrt the rlght of a woman to obtain 

an abortion if she so desires. 
_I am slightly against a woman obtaining an abortion 

ii her life is not in dan9€r. _+ am_against a woman obtaining an abortion if her 
life is nol in danger. 

___ I am strongly against a woman obtain~ng an abortion 
if her life is not in danger. 

21. Bussing to achieve integration in public schools 
(Check one) 
_I a.~ very much in favor of bussing to achieve in-

tegration in the public schools. 
_I am in favor of bussing to achieve integration i~ 

the public schools. 
_I am slight~y in favor of bussing to achieve inte-

gration in the public schools. 
_I am slightly against bussing to achi.eve integration 

i.n the public schools. 
_I am against bussing to achieve integration in the 

public schools. 
_I am very much against bussing to achieve integra-

tion in the public schools'. 

22. Professor and Student Needs (Check one) 
_I feel that university professors are completely in-

different to student needs. 
_I feel that university professors are indifferent 

to student needs. 
_I feel that university professors are slightly 

indifferent to student needs. 
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22. I £eel that univer.si-Ly profP-ssors are slightly con-
cerned about student n.eeds. 

-~ feel that university professors are concerned 
about student needs. 

_I feel that university prof8ssors are very concern-
ed ab0ut student ne~ds. 

23. Limiting Population Growth (Ch~ck one) 
_I strongly believe that couples should limit them-

selves to two childreno 
__ I believe that couples should limit themselves to 

two children. 
_I feel that perhaps couples should limit themselves 

to two children. 
__ 'I feel that perhaps couples should feel free to have 

more than two children. 
__ 'I believe that couples should feel free to have more 

than- two children. 
1 strongly believe that couples should feel free to 

--have more than two children~ 

24. Money (Check one) 
_I s-crongly believe that money i·s not one of the m1..>sl: 

important goals in J if e·. 
I believe thut m0!rey i~ not"one-of the mostjTI'lpO't"-· 

-tant goals in life .. 
_I feel that perhaps money is not one of the most 

important goals in life. 
__ I feel that perhaps money ·is one of the most impor-

tant goals in life. 
_I believe that money is one of the most important 

goals in life. 
_I strongly believe that money is one of the most im-

portant goals in life. 

25. Political Beliefs (Check one) 
I --I 

-I 
I 
I 
I 

am 
am 
am 
am 
am 
am 

very conservative in my political beliefs. 
conservative in my political beliefs. 
slightly conservative in my political beliefs. 
slightly liberal in my political beliefs. 
liberal in my political beliefs. 
very liberal in my political beliefs. 
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Place the letter of the choice which most nearly matches 
what you would do in the si tuati.on described in the ma1:·gin 
beside the number of the situation~ 

1. You see a person you do not recognize entering your 
neighbor's house when you know they are all away from 
home. 
a. You call the police and report him as a suspicious 

person. 
b. You go over with the intention of introducing your-

self and finding out who he is .. 
c. You assume he is a friend to whom they have given 

a key and so do nothing. 

2. You are voting in an election. 
ao You vote for all Republicans. 
b. You vote for all Democrats. 
c. You vote for some from each party. 

3. Your roommate constantly interrupts you with conversa-
tion while you are studying. This irritates you a good 
deal. 
a. You go elsewhere to study. 
b. You explain as nicely as you can that this habit is 

~t-'l:!:" te-anhoyi-n g - and-=--2:sk---nim --t0- , s-to!) 
c. You suffer in silence for a while and then lose your 

temper .. 

4. Your parents offer to replace your car for you. 
a. You accept without hesitation. 
b. You politely turn down their offer. 
c. You tell them you don't really need a new car but 

ask if they will help you pay for some repairs on 
the one you have. 

5. You own a house in a medium priced housing developmente 
A Black family moves in next door. 
a. You put your house up for sale. 
b. You establish a polite relationship with them. 
c. You avoid them for the most part. 

6. You are choosing a course to take as an elective. 
• a. You choose a social science course. 
b. You choose a humanities course. 
c. You choose a science or math course. 

7. You find out that a person with whom you thought you had 
a good relationship has said some extremely derogatory 
things about you behind your back. 
a. You break off relations with that person entirelye 
b. You behave as though nothing had happened when you 



7. b. 

c. 

8. You 
a. 
b. 
c. 
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interact with the person but avoid encounters when-
ever possible. 
You confront the person about the matter. 

are choosing a place to live. 
You choose a place where you can live alone. 
You choose a place to share with one roommate. 
You choose a place to share wjth two or more 
roommates. 
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Name _____________ , 
In a moment we are going to give you a chance to study 

· the atti tnc.es of a person yc11 do not know who has completed 
a questionnaire indicatiilg how he or she feels ubout some 
issues of interest and importance to college students. We 
would like you to imagine that a friend of yours in another 
community wants to know what this person is like. Your 
friend has asked you to find out what the person is like 
and to send along your impression. It is especially im-
portant for your friend LO arrive at an understanding of 
this person. That is, your friend needs to understand the 
kind of person he or she is and why he or she believes and 
behaves the way he or she does. Thus, your friend has ask-
ed you to give an impression cf why this person is as he or 
she is. 

So, please read the person's questionnaire and try to 
form an impres::!i.on that provides an uride-rstanding of why 
he or she believes and behaves as he or she does. 
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Now we would like to have you write as complete an 
impression as you can of this person. Include everything 
that you know, think, and feel ubout the person. Remember 
to try to provid~ for your friend an understanding of why 
this person beJ. iE~ves and behaves as he or she does. 
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i!ake a check along each scale at the point most representa-
tive of your judgment. 

1. How much do you think you would like this person2 

--Vecy 
much 

2. Do you know anyone like this person? 

Yes, very 
much 

Not at 
all 

No, not 
at all 

3. How similar is this person's character to your own? 

Not at 
all similar 

4. How well adjusted is this person? 

Very"" we~;-
adjusted 

Very-
similar 

foot -;t all 
well adj u~. teti 

s. How much would you enjoy meeting and conversing wit~ 
this person? 

Not at 
all 

Very 
much 

6. Do you think you could work effectively with this per-
son in a discussion group? 

Not at 
all effectively 

7. How consistent is this person? 

--Extremely 
inconsistent 

Very 
effectively 

Extremely 
consistent 
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8. How intelligent is this person? 

----Very 
intelligent 

9. How mora.l is t.h.i.3 person? 

Very 
moral 

10. How ~riE::ndly is this person? 

-- --- --Very 
unfriendly 

Very 
unintelligent 

Very 
immoral 

Very 
friendly 
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Place the letter of the choice which most nearly matches 
what you think this person would do in the situation de-
scribed in the margin beside the number of the situation. 

1. You see a person you do not recognize entering your 
neighbor's house when you know they are all away from 
home. 
a. You call the police and report him as a suspicious 

person. 
b. You go over with the intention of introducing your-

self and finding out who he is. 
c. You assume he is a friend to whom they have given 

a key and so do nothing. 

2. You are voting in an election. 
a. You vote for all Republicans. 
b. You vote for all Democrats. 
c. You vote for some from each party. 

3. Your roommate constantly interrupts you with conversa-
tion while you are studying. This irritates you a good 
deal. 
a. You go elsewhere to study. 
b. You explain as nicely as you can that this habit is 

quite annoying and ask him to stop. 
c. You suffer in silence for a while and then lose your 

temper. 

4. Your parents offer to replace your car for you. 
a. You accept without hesitation. 
b. You politely turn down their offer. 
c. You tell them you don't really need a new car but 

ask if they will help you pay for some repairs on 
the one you have. 

5. You own a house in a medium priced housing development. 
A Black family moves in next door. 
a. You put your house up for sale. 
b. You establish a polite relationship with them. 
c. You avoid them for the most part. 

6. You are choosing a course to take as an elective. 
a. You choose a social science course. 
b. You choose a humanities course. 
c. You choose a science or math course. 

7. You find out that a person with whom you thought you had 
a good relationship has said some extremely derogatory 
things about you behind your back. 
a. ~ou break off relations with that person entirely. 
b. You behave as though nothing had happened when you 



7. b. 

C:. 

a. You 
a. 
b. 
c. 
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interact with the person but avoid encounters when-
ever possiblec 
You confront the person about the matter. 

are choosing a place to live. 
You choose a place where you can live alone. 
You choose a place to share with one roommate. 
You choose a place to share with two or more 
roommates. 
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Name ----------------
In a moment we are going to give you a chance to 

study the attitudes of a pe!:"son you do not know who has 
completed a questionnaire indicating how he or she feels 
about some issue~ of interest and importance to college 
students. We would like you to imagine that a friend of 
yours in another community wants to know what this person 
is like. Your friend has asked you to rind out what the 
person is like and to send along your impressions It is 
especially important for your friend to arrive at an eval-
uation of this person. That is, your friend needs to eval-
uate the person on the kinds of things Lhat are most impor-
tant to your friend and you in deciding whether you care 
for people. Thus, your friend has asked you to make an 
evaluation of this person in your impression. 

So, please read the person's questionnaire and 
to form an impression that provides an evaluation of his 
or her beliefs and behaviors. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE AS¥ED TO DO SO, 
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Now we would like to have you write as complete an 
impression as you can of this person. Include everything 
that you know, think, and feel about t.'1e person. Remernber 
to try to provide for ycur friend an evaluation of this 
person's belj_efs and behaviors. 
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Mc:.ke a check alonS:i each scale at -the point most representa-
tive of ycur judgment. 

1. -How much do you think you wou}.d J:±lce this per:::;on'Z 

Very-
much 

2e Do you know anyone like this person? 

Yes, very 
much 

\ 

----Not at 
all 

No, not 
at all 

3. How similar is this pe~son'5 character to your own? 

Not at 
all similar 

4. How well adjusted is this person? 

Very wel1 
adjusted 

Verv 
similar 

Not:. at all 
well adj1..1sted 

s. How much would you enjoy meeting and conversing with 
this person? 

Not at 
all 

Very 
much 

6. Do you think you could work effectively with this per-
son in a discussion group? 

NC)t a.t 
all e£fectively 

7. How consistent is this person?• 

-- ---Extremely 
inconsistent 

Very 
effectively 

Extremely 
consistent 
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8. How intelligent is this person? 

-- ---Very 
intelligent 

9. How moral is this person? 

Very 
moral 

10. How ~riendly is this person? 

-·----Very 
1mfriendly 

Very 
unintelligent 

Very 
immoral 

Very 
friendly 
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Place the letter of the choice which most nearly matches 
what you think this person would do in the situation de-
scribed in the margin beside the number of the situation. 

1. You see a person you do not recognize entering your 
neighbor's house when you know they are all away from 
home. 
a. You call the police and report him as a suspicious 

person. 
b. You go over with the intention of introducing your-

self and finding out who he is. 
c. You assume he is a friend to whom they have given 

a key and so do nothing. 

2. You are voting in an election. 
a. You vote for all Republicans. 
b. You vote for all Democrats. 
c. You vote for some from each party. 

3. Your roommate constantly interrupts you with conversa-
tion while you are studying. This irritates you a good 
deal. 
a. You go elsewhere to study. 
b. You explain as nicely--as-you-can that this habi.:t_is 

quite annoying and ask him to stop. 
c. You suffer in silence for a while and then lose your 

temper. 

4. Your parents offer to replace your car for you. 

5. 

6. 

a. You accept without hesitation. 
b. You politely turn down their offer. 
c. You tell them you don't really need a new car but 

ask if they will help you pay for some repairs on 
the one you have. 

You own a house in a medium priced housing development. 
A Black family moves in next door. 
a. You put your house up for sale.-
b. You establish a polite relationship with them. 
c. You avoid them for the most part. 

You are choosing a course to take as an elective. 
a. You choose a social, science course. 
b. You choose a humanities course. 
c. You choose a science or math course. 

7. You find out that a person with whom you thought you had 
a good relationship has said some extremely derogatory 
things about you behind your back. 
a. You break off relations with that person entirely. 
b. You behave as though nothing had happened when you 
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7 .. b. interact with the person :tut avoid encounters when-
ever po~5ible. 

c. You confront the person about the rnattere 

Be You are choosing a place to live. 
a.· You choose a place where you can live alone. 
b. You choose a place to shar:e with one roommate. 
c. You choose a place to share with two or more 

roomxnates .. 
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Name _____________ _ 

In a moment we are going to give you a chance to 
study the attitudes of a person you do not know who has 
completed a questionnaire indicating how he or she feels 
about some issues of interest and importance to college 
students. We would like you to imagine that a friend of 
yours in another community wants to know what this person 
is like. Your friend has asked you to find out what the 
person is like and to send along your impression. 

So, please read the person's questionnaire and try 
to form an impression of him or her. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE UNTIL YOU ARE ASKED TO DO SO. 
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Now we would like to have you write as complete an 
impression as you can of this person. Include everything 
that you know, think, and feel about the person. 
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Make a check along each scale at the yoint most representa-
tive of your judgment. 

1. How much do you think you would like this person? 

Very 
much 

2. Do you know anyone like this person? 

3. 

4. 

Yes, very 
much 

How si.milar 

Not zit 
all similar 

is this 

How well adjusted is 

Verywell 
adjusted 

person's character 

--
this person? 

- Not at 
all 

to 

No,not 
at all 

your own? 

Very-
slrnilar 

Not at a]:i.. 
well a<ljusl.ed 

5. How much would you enjoy meeting and conversing wi~~ 
this person? 

Not at 
all 

Very 
much 

6. Do you think you could work effectively with this per-
son in a discussion group? 

Not at 
all effectively 

7. How consistent is this person? 

---Extremely 
inconsistent 

Very 
effectively 

Extremely 
consistent 
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8. How J.ntelligent is this person? 

--- --- -- -- ----Very 
ir.d::elligent 

9. How moral is this person? 

Very 
moral 

10. How ~riendly is this person? 

Very- --
unfriendly 

Very-
unintelligent 

Very 
immoral 

Very 
friendly 
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Place the letter of the choice which most nearly matches 
what you think this person would do in the situation de-
scribed in the margin beside the number of the situation. 

1. You see a person you do not recognize entering your 
neighbor's house when you know they are all away from 
home. 
a. You call the police and report him as a suspicious 

person. 
b. You go over with the intention of introducing your-

self and finding out who he is. 
c. You assume he is a friend to whom they have given 

a key and so do nothing. 

2. You are voting in an election. 
a. You vote for all Republicans. 
b. You vote for all Democrats. 
c. You vote for some from each party. 

3. Your roommate constantly interrupts you with conversa-
tion while you are studying. This irritates you a good 
deal. 
a. You go elsewhere to study. 
b. You explain as nicely as you can that this habit is 

quite annoying and ask him to stop. 
c. You suffer in silence for a while and then lose your 

temper. 

4. Your parents offer to replace your car for you. 
a. You accept without hesitation. 
b. You politely turn down their offer. 
c. You tell them you don't really need a new car but 

ask if they will help you pay for some repairs on 
the one you have. 

5. You own a house in a medium priced housing development. 
A Black family moves in next door. 
a. You put your house up for sale. 
b. You establish a polite relationship with them. 
c. You avoid them for the most part. 

6. You are choosing a course to take as an elective. 
a. You choose a social science course. 
b. You choose a humanities course. 
c. You choose a science or math course. 

7. You find out that a person with whom you thought you had 
a good relationship has said some extremely derogatory 
things about you behind your back. 
a. You break off relations with that person entirely. 
b. You behave as though nothing had happened when you 



7. b. 

c. 

a. You 
a. 
b. 
c. 
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interact with the person but avoid encounters when-
ever possible. 
You confront the person about the matter. 

are choosing a place to live. 
You choose a place where you can live alone. 
You choose a place to share with one roommate. 
You choose a place to share with two or more 
roommates. 



APPENDIX E 

SET INSTRUCTIONS 
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Understanding Set 

In a moment we are going to give you a chance to 
study the attitudes of a person you do not know who has 
completed a questionnaire indicating how he or she feels 
about some issues of interest and importance to college 
students. We would like you to imagine that a friend of 
yours in another community wants to know what this person 
is like. Your friend has asked you to find out what the 
person is like and to send along your impression. It is 
especially important for your friend to arrive at an under-
standing of this person. That is, your friend needs to 
understand the kind of person he or she is, and why he or 
she believes and behaves the way he or she does. Thus, 
your friend has asked you to give an impression of why 
this person is as he or she is. 

So, please read the pers,:m' s questionnaire and try 
to form an impression that provides an understanding of 
why he or she believes and behaves as he or she does. 

Evaluative Set 

In a moment we are going to give you a chance to 
study the attitudes of a person you do not know who has 
completed a questionnaire indicating how he or she feels 
about some issues of interest and importance to college 
students. We would like you to imagine that a friend of 
yours in another community wants to know what this person 
is like. Your friend has asked you to find out what the 
person is like and to send along your impression. It is 
especially important for your friend to arrive at an eval-
uation of this person. That is, your friend needs to 
evaluate the person on the kinds of things that are most 
important to your friend and you in deciding whether you 
care for people. Thus, your friend has asked you to make 
an evaluation of this person in your impression. 

So, please read the person's questionnaire and try 
to form an impression that provides an evaluation of his 
or her belie'f s and behaviors. 

In a moment we are going to give you a chance to 
study the attitudes of a person you do not know who has 
completed a questionnaire indicating how he or she feels 
about some issues of interest and importance: to college 
students. We would like you to imagine that a friend of 
yours in another community wants to know what this person 
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is like. Your friend has asked you to find out what the 
person is like and to send along your impression. 

So, please read the person's questionnaire and try 
to form an impression of him or her. 



APPENDIX F 

SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSES OF VARIANCE 



Source 
Total 
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TABLE 15 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Differentiation of Stranger Impressions 

ss OF MS 
1373.091 142 9.670 

F 

Complexity CC) 152.893 l 152.893 17.772 
Similarity CS) 12.956 l 12.956 1.506 
Set(SE) 15.812 2 7.906 .919 
C X S .043 l .043 .oos 
C X SE 18.163 2 9.081 1.056 
S X SE .189 2 .095 .011 
C XS X SE 24.028 2 12.014 1.396 

Pooled Ind. 1127.019 131 8.603 

TABLE 16 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Organization of Stranger Impressions 

Source ss DF MS F 
Total 966.979 142 6.810 

Complexity(C) 24.940 l 24.940 3.777 
Similarity(S) 4.459 l 4.459 .675 
Set(SE) 2.783 2 1.392 .211 
C XS 1..013 l 1.013 .153 
C X SE 5.446 2 2.723 .412 
S X SE 36.097 2 18.049 2.734 
C XS X SE 24.459 2 12.229 1.852 

Pooled Ind. 864.934 131 6.603 

E 

.OS 

E 

.06 

.10 
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TABLE 17 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How much do you think you would like this person? 

Source ss OF MS F 2 
Total 325.902 142 2.295 

Complexity(C) 1.031 1 1.031 .721 
Similarity(S) 122.304 1 122.304 85.532 .001 
Set{SE) .424 2 .212 .148 
C X S .042 1 .042 .029 
C X SE 4.047 2 2.024 1.415 
S X SE 5.734 2 2.867 2.005 
C XS X SE 4.354 2 2.177 1.522 

Pooled Ind. 187.320 131 1.430 

TABLE 18 

Sumrnary Table Analysis of Variance 

Do you know anyone like this person? 

Source ss DF MS F E 
Total 438.993 142 3.092 

Complexity(C) 11.985 1 11.985 3.833 .05 
Similarity(S) 11.408 1 11.408 3.649 .06 
Set(SE) .973 2 .487 .156 
C X S 1.374 1 1.374 .439 
C X SE 1.063 2 .531 .170 
S X SE .650 2 .325 .104 
C XS X SE 2.035 2 1.018 .325 

Pooled Ind. 409.604 131 3.127 



-168-

TABLE J.9 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How similar is this person's character to your own? 

Source ss DF MS F Q 
Total 494.517 142 3.483 

Complexity(C) .164 1 .164 .080 
Similarity(S) 205.168 1 205.168 100.267 .001 
Set(SE) 1.118 2 .559 .273 
C X S 5.461 l 5.461 2.669 .10 
C X SE .098 2 .049 .024 
S X SE 5.612 2 2.806 1.371 
C XS X SE .360 2 .180 .088 

Pooled Ind. 268.055 131 2.046 

TABLE 20 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How well adjusted is this person? 

Source ss DF MS F E Total 297.664 142 2.096 
Complexity CC) .007 1 .007 .004 
Sirnilarity(S) 67.002 1 67.002 41.391 .001 
Set(SE) 3.743 2 1.872 1.156 
C X S .982 l .982 .607 
C X SE 3.470 2 1.735 1.072 
S X SE 2.159 2 1.079 .667 
C X S X SE 9.712 2 4.856 3.000 .06 

Pooled Ind. 212.059 131 1.619 
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TABLE 21 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How much would you enjoy meeting and conversing with 
this person? 

Source ss DF MS F 
Total 465.357 142 3.277 

Complexity(C) .837 1 .837 .358 
Similarity(S) 126.703 1 126.703 54.226 
Set(SE) 2.439 2 1.220 .522 
C X S 3.731 l 3.731 1.597 
C X SE 5.572 2 2.786 1.192 
S X SE 11.479 2 5.740 2.456 
C X S X SE 3.680 2 1.840 .788 

Pooled Ind. 306.093 131 2.337 

TABLE 22 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Do you think you could work effectively with this 
person in a discussion group? 

Source ss DF MS F 
Total 419.846 142 2.957 

Cornplexity(C) .012 1 .012 .006 
Similarity(S) 97.914 1 97.914 45.134 
Set(SE) .764 2 .382 .176 
C X S 2.087 1 2.087 .962 
C X SE 22.548 2 11.274 5.197 
S X SE 13.826 2 6.913 3.187 
C X S X SE 1.285 2 .642 .296 

Pooled Ind. 284.190 131 2.169 

p 

.001 

.10 

12 

.001 

.01 

.OS 
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TABLE 23 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How consistent is this person? 

Source ss DF MS F p 
Total 444.364 142 3.129 

Complexity ( C) 4.553 l 4.553 1.555 
Similarity(S) 14.397 l 14.397 4.917 .os 
Set(SE) 8.127 2 4.063 1.388 
C X S 5.046 l 5.046 1.723 
C X SE 12.546 2 6.273 2.142 
S X SE 2.178 2 1.089 .372 
C XS X SE 10.781 2 5.391 1.841 

Pooled Ind. 383.590 131 2.928 

TABLE 24 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How intelligent is this person? 

Source ss DF MS F E 
Total 196.796 141 1.396 

Complexity CC) 6.503, 1 6.503 5.515 .05 
Similarity(S) 13.674 l 13.674 11.595 .001 
Set(SE) 9.717 2 4.859 4.120 .OS 
C X S .425 1 .425 .361 
C X SE 3.911 2 1.955 1.658 
S X SE 9.401 2 4. 701 3.986 .OS 
C XS X SE .112 2 .056 .048 

Pooled Ind. 153.301 130 1.179 
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TABLE 25 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How moral is this person? 

Source ss DF MS F E Total 321.810 141 2.282 
Cornplexity(C) .486 1 .486 .210 
Sirnilarity(S) .237 l .237 .103 
Set(SE) 7.856 2 3.928 1.697 
C X S 1.522 1 1.522 .658 
C X SE .116 2 .058 .025 
S X SE 5.539 2 2.769 1.197 
C X S X SE 3.793 2 1.896 .819 

Pooled Ind.' 300.855 130 2.314 

TABLE 26 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

How friendly is this person? 

Source ss DF MS F E Total 251.775 141 1.786 
Cornplexity(C) .466 1 .466 .300 
Similarity CS) 31.406 1 31.406 20.248 .001 
Set(SE) 3.937 2 1.969 1.269 
C X S .226 1 .226 .145 
C X SE .696 2 .348 .224 
S X SE 9.920 2 4.960 3.198 .05 
C XS X SE .006 2 .003 .002 

Pooled Ind. 201.640 130 1.551 
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TABLE 27 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Total Liking Score 

Source SS 
Total 14060.797 

Cornplexity{C) .886 
Similarity(S) 4578.080 
Set(SE) 156.744 
C XS 19.131 
C X SE 193.626 
S X SE 328.723 
C XS X SE 79.476 

Pooled Ind. 8474.027 

DF 
141 

1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 

130 

TABLE 28 

Summary Table Analysis 

Predicted Behavioral 

Source ss DF 
Total 668.645 137 

Complexity(C) 13.172 1 
Similarity{S) 153.479 1 
Set(SE) 7.133 2 
C X S 6.577 1 
C X SE 2.810 2 
S X SE 26.482 2 
C XS X SE 5.778 2 

Pooled Ind. 435.913 126 

MS 
99.722 

.886 
4578.080 

78.372 
19.131 
96.813 

164.362 
39.738 
65.185 

of Variance 

Differences 

MS 
4.881 

13.172 
153.479 

3.567 
6.577 
1.405 

13.241 
2.889 
3.460 

F p 

.014 
70.232 .001 
1.202 

.293 
1.485 
2.521 .10 

.610 

F p 

3.807 .06 
44.363 .001 
1.031 
1.901 

.406 
3.827 .05 

.835 



-173-

TABLE 29 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Motivation 

Source ss DF MS F E 
Total 63.357 142 .446 

Complexity(C) .031 1 .031 .072 
Similarity(S) 1.948 1 1.948 4.453 .OS 
Set(SE) .144 2 .072 .165 
C XS .330 1 .330 • 755 
C X SE 1.940 2 .970 2.218 
S X SE .774 2 .387 .885 
C XS X SE .951 2 .475 1.087 

Pooled Ind. 57.293 131 .437 

TABLE 30 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Egocentricity 

Source ss DF MS F e 
Total 81.664 142 .575 

Complexity(C) .232 l .232 .457 
Similarity(S) .173 1 .173 .340 
Set(SE) 7.904 2 3.952 7.771 .01 
C X S 1.578 1 1.578 3.102 .10 
C X SE 1.018 2 .509 1.000 
S X SE 2.069 2 1.034 2.034 
C XS X SE .640 2 .320 .629 

Pooled Ind. 66.622 131 .509 
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TABLE 31 

Summary Table Analysis of Variance 

Byrne Liking Scores 

Source ss OF MS 
Total 1208.979 142 8.514 

Cornplexity(C) 1.267 1 1.267 
Similarity CS) 439.081 1 439.081 
Set(SE) 2.326 2 1.163 
C XS 2.721 1 2.721 
C X SE 42.890 2 21.445 
S X SE 36.831 2 18.415 
C XS X SE 10.278 2 5.139 

Pooled Ind. 678.810 131 5.182 

F e 
.244 

84.736 .001 
.224 
.525 

4.139 .os 
3.554 .os 

.992 
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CORRELATION TABLE FOR REGRESSION ANALYSES 
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List of Variables 

1. Liked Male Differentiation 
2. Disliked Male Differentiation 
3. Liked Female Differentiation 
4. Disliked Female Differentiation 
5. Total Differentiation 
6. Stranger Differentiation 
7. Stranger Organization 
8. Do you know anyone like this person? 
9. How similar is this person's character to your own? 

10. How well adjusted is this person? 
11. How much would you enjoy meeting and conversing with 

this person? 
12. How consistent is this person? 
13. How intelligent is this person? 
14. How moral is this person? 
15. How friendly is this person? 
16. Total Liking Score 
17. Number of Behavioral Differences Predicted 
18. Egocentricity 
19. Motivation 
20. Attitude Strength 
21. Byrne Liking Score 
22. Actual Similarity 
23. Set 



TABLE 32 

Correlations among 23 Variables Used in Regression Analyses 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 1.000 .568# .662# .553# .826# .429# .054 .137 .093 .001 
2 1.000 ~615# .605# .829# .395# .148 .218* .106 .004 
3 1.000 .629# .870# .524# .232* .155 -.036 -.066 
4 1.000 .831# .382# .132 .183 -.076 -.008 
5 1.000 .517# ~170 .208* .024 -.020 
6 1.000 .206* .032 -.074 -.147 
7 1.000 -.135 -.110 -.198* 
8 1.000 .241* .352# I 
9 1.000 .603# t-' 

-..J 
10 1.000 -..J 

I 



TABLE 32 - Continued 

Variable 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 -.049 -.058 -.059 -.173 -.145 -.090 .195* -.059 -.101 -.052 
2 -.060 -.112 -.115 -.139 -.140 -.092 .111 -.064 .006 .019 
3 -.087 -.100 -.142 -.170 -.183 -.202* .179 .072 .104 .017 
4 -.050 -.099 -.024 -.112 -.140 -.108 .240* .025 .039 .096 
5 -.074 -.109 -.102 -.177 -.182 -.147 .215"' -.005 .017 .024 
6 -.121 -.170 -.166 -.077 -.077 -.188 .208* .116 .037 .085 
7 -.025 -.429# .025 -.106 -.001 -.182 .110 .189 .401# .130 
8 .211• .328! .090 .096 .093 .403# -.018 -.023 .062 -.180 
9 .558# .331# .215* -.002 .348# .639# -.578# .046 -.054 -.013 

10 .452# .574# .370# .013 .386# .721# -.391# .054 -.121 -.093 
11 1.000 .210• .349# .101 .435# .652# -.471# -.016 -.091 -.035 I 
12 1.000 .201• .051 .,133 .514# -.323# -.071 -.209* -.154 I-' 

....J 
13 1.000 .178 .386# .588# -.2991 -.017 -.023 .063 00 

I 14 1.000 .255? .333# -.105 -.077 .078 .144 
15 1.000 .640# -.336# -.028 -.056 .014 
16 1.000 -.514# -.007 -.082 -.036 
17 1.000 -.096 .122 -.025 
18 1.000 -.000 -.124 
19 1.000 .190 
20 1.000 



Variable 

l 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

21 22 23 

.061 -.084 .012 

.124 -.007 -.028 
-.039 .073 .027 
-.026 .001 -.051 

.035 -.004 -.010 
-.028 .148 .022 
-.083 .089 .044 

.276! -.160 .ooo 

.700# -.655# -.120 

.657# -.472# .033 

.643# -.525# -.104 

.368# -.213* -.107 

.390# -.227* -.195* 
-.039 -.004 -.120 

.418# -.332# -.073 

.727# -.515# -.118 
-.533# .502# .139 

.043 -.107 .266! 
-.156 .166 -.011 
-.077 -.010 -.333# 
1.000 -.581# -.116 

1.000 .128 
1.000 

*p C:: .os, !p .C: .01, #p <. .001 

TABLE 32 - Continued 

I 
I-' 
...;i 
\D 
I 




