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IN INITIAL IMPRESSIONS

7 to kn(“ one another and

Mon in recent yecars. _Researchets

!

on during i‘:tial interactions
# sequencing of questions, answers, and the.

(er, Gardner, Clatterbuck, & Schulman, 1976;

"NW;_uction af impressions of others (Asch, 1946;

c§%/1973). the various ‘attkibution processes in impression

\,,

Kelly, 3955,

fqrma on {gergar 8‘£a|abrese, 1975; Clatterbuck,‘|979) the patterns

.._.I/f/

end stra_lgﬁes in self-disclosure (Jourard, |97| Gilbert, 1976, 1977;

'fs Sharp, 1973), the role of nonverbal behaviors in the social

‘penétration process (Keiser & Altman, 1976), and the effects of norm

" violation in initial interaction (Berger, Gardner, Parks, Schulman &

MTlter, 1976). Consequently, various theoretical perspectives have been
used to explain thé findings of these investigétions. The present study
examines the relationship between two*main perspectives which havé been
Qsed in the past to understénd the complex process of impre;sion
formation: uncertainty reduction and constructivism.

Researchers working within the perspective of uncertéinty reducahon
view the ‘communication ihvolved in initial jnteractions as funct}onallx
related to the psychological process of being uncertain_aboyt the other
ﬁersoni If little is known about- the other, one Beekg whatever information

' : N
necessary to provide a foundation for. further Jnteracﬁ{on; rgsearch ‘
(Berger, 1973; Calabrese, |975;.Millér & Steinﬁerg, 1975; Berger &
Calabrese, 1975;‘Berger § Larimer, 1974) has shown tﬁat_demographic

L)

information is used initidlly to reduce the unce:}ainty. If the context

1%
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of the witugtion reduces the uncertainty tor the individual, the person

seeks Information (opinions, attitudes, etc.) which is more personal in

nature (Rubin, 1977, 1979); the individual's perception of the context

. . - . .
deterntines the uncertainty level of the situation. Studies in this areo

have not necessarily,considered individual differences, but have provided

-

g.t a general overView of' the processes through which individuals construct
impressions which then serve as baseg for future interactions.

The constructivist perspective has been elabdratéd elsewhere in
the literature (e.g., Delia, 1977; Swanson & Delia, 1976) and is nat

wholly incompatible with the work in uncertainty reduction. Briefly,

the constructivist persFective argues that: (1) individuals take an

active role in interpreting and gpns}rﬁingﬂtheﬁf wor ldsi (2) they

_ actively order experiences by using their own systemg of personal

categories;- (3) these categories, or constructs, are used in the process
of forming impressions; and (4) this personal interpretation of others

is used as a basis for, future actions tewards others. Delia (1977

= 3

explained that within the constructivist perspective people come to
understand others by forming (constructing) impressions or images of the

inner qualities, attitudes, etc., of others; these qualities are never

o
d

perceived directly. Likewise, each individual.haéqhis/her own cognitive 2
structure or set of constructs which he/ghe ;ses to form impressions and
these cognitive Structurés differ among individuals in the number: of
constructs used, the way in.which the constructs are organized; and the

content of the constructs indiz:duals use in creating their worlds. Thus;
. ) 2 ’ \ L
© it can be argued' that the constructs individuals use -in forming impressions
are instrumental in developing more certain impressions and in reducing

¥

* uncertainty about the other:
. A . \

- .

~
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'S
Cognitive somplexity tefers, in part, to the number ot dittcerent

Lad

corstrgcts or fgrmﬁ (and their opposites) individuals use to cateqgorize
people, events, etc.  For oxample, uhc individual may sce others in terms
ot six dimensions:  intelligent-ignorant, (‘ll iable-unreliable, pretty-
»plain, friendly-héﬁtlle. kind-mcan: and warnrcold.' Anothet Mhy usc only

»

two dimensions: smart-dull, friendly-impartial. Thus, not only the
Kt

' number or quantity of constructs (i.e., relative complexity levdl)
differs between these two individuals, but also theICOnlcn( or type ot
constructs differs. The ;ules inherent in the use of the constructs
in the system would also differ in that the same construct may, in

\

fact, have widely diverse referents. The above example revealed that

a
-

\ the first individual saw the oppositg of “ffiendly” to be-hhosfile“
while the second individual saw the opposite. to be ”anartialv“ This
* difference emphasize; the individuality of the cognitive dimensions
people develop for const}ucting their social worlds.
A*{ | This. notion, that impression formation is an entirely personal
'
process, ;mpliefvthat it is impossible to generalize beyond the indi-
(_ vidual unit._/However, it is not imposstble to generalize about the fole

of communication in the formation of impressions. As Delia (1977)

pointed out, the piesen§ research emphasis on variable analysis is not

g
-

cphsisient with constructivism. He suggests that the key'to research

“in this aréaris to discover the cognitive dimensions individuals use,

their constructs and Tghges of abplication. Snd then to develop theoreti-
e cally grounded categories so that commqhalfties in individuals may be
“',Eﬁ: identified. Thus, if the researcher begins with the sgb)ects' cognitive
dimensions. the impulse to fit subjects into neat, predetermined categories \_
will be eliminated. As Clark (|%79) argued, those me;sures thch allow |

subjects to reveal their thought processeé provide a greater guantity

. .
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and quality of information. This results in a more extensive analysis

process, but is profitable in a heuristic sense.

The approach-esed ig the present inves}iqation allows the examination R
of differing hiatarchies of constructs created by individuals, yef
encourages the search for commonalitices among individuals of similar
complexity levels. The study is designed to explore the relationships
between iqdividual construct systems and information sceking during

impressiton formation. Specifically, this study is an initialwattempt to

examine possible relationships among the individuals' inherept construct

N o

syste&s, the initial communication individuals use to seek information -
from others, and the resultant impressions after the need for !nformatiOn
-has been satisfied. Since constructivism purports that actions towards
otﬁers are a function of the construct systems individuals have developed,

it should follow'that individuals will seek information about others,
uBon flgtt meeting them, which coincides with the construets they most
often use. qut is, given the chaece, individuals will ask questions of
new acquaintances‘which-help them form their unique, personal impression§
and reduce whdtever uncertainty they have. Thus, it is hypothesized:

"
-

H,: Questions asked in impression formation interviews will’

reflect the constructs individuals‘use to form their
u, . )
impressions of others. ) .

" Kelly (1955) suggested that individuals have a wide range of possible '

[

constructs which 'they use in creating their social worlds. Some of these

are less resilient under the impact of new experiences; these constructs

. _tend to constitute the more subordinate aspects of one's construct, system.

The less permeable, or more resilient, constructs are more durable In
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nhture and tend to achieve superordinal positions in the individual's

. _ €
grand organizational scheme of constructions. From this t should

g . follow that, those constructs possessing the qualities ot durability and

impermeableness are those constructs held most central to the ipgbividual

~

within a certain context; these central constructs then should. cgr more

frequently in the que!lions-askcd during the impression formation inter-

view than those constructs which are nat as central. [t is hypothesized:

~

Hz: Questions asked in impression formation interviews will

=

reflect the individuals' central constructs.,

\

Some past Sgudies have examined coﬁplexity levels, sex differences,
and information seeking patterns. Under the assumption that femdles
apparently use more categories to describe oéhe}s, Nidorf and Crockett
(|96b) studied sex differences in information seeking. Wéen using the
number of pages examined jin booklets of information containing ‘personality
traits of individuals as the dependent measure, theydfodnd that females
. sought significantly more*information than males. éupposedly, this wa;

a result of females having a greater number of cognitive categories which
they bring to the situation; hpwever, :he study did not a;tually measure

the subjects' numbet of cognitive categories.  This study sugdests the

. following two hypotheses for the present investigation:

L)

H3: Females will seek more information than males about

' others when forming impressions.

Hh: Females will have higher complexity levels than males. /\\\,/
. . /

Leventhal and Singer (1964) examined reactions to the materials ‘used

- t
s

in impression formation tasks. They collected reactions to judgment tasks

| | | B S \
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concerning evaluations of the clarity of the inpressfon, adequacy ot the
information, need }or additional information, likelihood of change in
the stimulus person]q personality, and curioslity about the ﬁtimUIUu‘
person., Reﬁulté indicated that complex suQJects experience more

uncertainty regarding their impressions than middle-complex subjects and

X

significantly greater uncertainty than low-complex subjects. This can be

~

interpreted as support for the notion that complex subjects require

’

‘greater amounts of informdtion before they can form impressions of which

they are certain. As a result of these findings, this study also

hypothes izes: . iy
HS: High complexity individuals will seek more information
?
about others when forming impressions than will low
complexity individuals. .

o ] \
Y

Finally, since complexity level is thought to be relatively stable

in nature, an exploratory correlation analysis of all possible variables

L]

!

in the study was deemed necessary in order to report valuable information

L Y
¢

for further investigations.
METHODS

Subjects were 28_5tudents enrolled in freshman comnmunication
courses at a midwestern university. During regularly scheduled'class
" periods, approximately 100 students completed the 2-role version of the
Role Category Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965) %n which they were asked to
describe In writing two peers, ong 1iked and éne disliked. The
' L 3

individual constructs used in their descriptions were then identified.

To assure reliability in identifying the cqnstructs, an independent



.
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coder scored a subsample of 20 gucstionnaires. Cnrrclatién analysis
(Pearson's r) revealed inter-rater reliability of .98. The sample of
£ Ih males and 14 females was then randomly selected from the initial 100.

~ One'week following the complexity measure, subjects were informed
that they had been fandanly selected as subjects for a communication
study. They were not provided with any basis for connecting the twa
parts of the study. In fact, a‘questibn,was asked at the end of the

v ‘ S N

study dealing with the'subjects' suspicions about the nature of tite
experiment. None of the subjects connected the Role Category
Questionnaire with ihe exper imental situation; all mentioned thqt they
thought t%e researcher was studying how impresaions wese formed but no
mention was hade of complexity or terms, used fo describe others.

At the pre-arranged time, aeh subject was led to an interview room

where a student confederate was walting. The two male and twoe fepmale

confederates used in this study had been instructed to answer diréctly

-

all questions asked_hi the subjects (i.e., to give whatever information"”

-~

was requested of ‘Efm without detailed elabofation). Particular

. e \ o
attention in a practice situation was given to assuring that the length
of response\waéjproperly correlated with the intended length implied by

the question. ' Sex of subjéct and sex of Fonfederate_were counter- "
‘ balanced. ’ '
In the experimental situation, each subject wag told that he/she
would later bBe asked. to fofm a general impression of the conféderate
*and that he/she could ask the_confede%ate any and all qne§tions necéssary
to help form this. impression. The impression fQ(métion inte;vie@s were J

openly tape-recorded. Following the3interview, each subject'was asked

to write an impression of the confederate. \

; 9 ' _ p




From the tape recordings, transcripts were made. Counts were

then taken of the number of questions asked, and the subject ot each

~ 1

question was noted. The impression formed of the confederate was

..

scored in a similar manner to the-oriq[hal 2-Role Category Questionnaire.

-« The constructs were abstracted .from the impressions and were listed

’
=
for each subject. Since the number of distinct constructs was being

examined, repeated constructs and obvious negations of constructs

(using "un-'"" or "in-'' or '"not,'' etc.) were not counted as separate

and distinct con§truqts.
: o

Thus, the following information for each subject was gathered:

!

(1] sex of subject, 2] number of constructs used on the 2-Role Category

Questionnaire, [3] number of questions asked in the interview with the

confederate, and (4] number gﬁ constructs used in the final impréssion.

)

For analysis purposes, scores on the original complexity measure were

divided at. the median (17.5 constructs)'to categorize subjects into high
complexity (18-40 constructs) and low complexity (13-17 constructs) groups.

This provided the fifth measure, [5] cognitive complexity.

7

Further comparisons of the content of the constructs and questions
resulted in four other measures. By comparing the content of the questions
asked during the interview with the original 2-Role Category Questionnaire

constructs, a sixth measure was devised, [6] questions matching 2-Role -

’
.

constructs. Likewise, the constructs used in the impression written
following the interview were compared to the questions asked during the

& . .
interview producing a seventh measure, [/] impression constructs

4

matching questions asked.
Since one of the hypotheses deals with the relative centrality

. A _
of constructs, the content of the impression constructs and the content

o 10




/
of the 2-Role constructs were compared for each subject producing an

ecighth measure, lBlggﬂﬂJfﬂl}j_(number of impression constructs matching
the 2-Role constructs). Finally, the number of questions asked during
the interaction which sought information about the central constructs

¢

resulted in a ninth measure, |9] questions asked mgighjng ggpﬁﬂpf

constructs.

The following example should «clarify the creation of the above
mentioned variables. (The bracketed numbers refer to the above-labelled

data gathered for each subject.) Subject #9,a female |1}, used the

following constructs on the 2-Role Category Questionnaire:

- -

"For the person liked: For the person disliked:
{ . )
\
friendly intelligent
kind talented
unselfish nige
though tful brags .
sensitive to others - insecure .
has few faults attractive
' \ unconceited ' N
0 - feels bad whén offending others _
sad , -

clothes-concerned
hard worker
attractive

In the above list, the term '"attractive' occurred twice and the second

)] . .
mention was not counted since only discrete constructs were being
' \

examined in this study. Thus, the individual's complexity score on the
. Y

2-Role Category Questionnaire was seventeen [2],. placing her in the

low compléxity group [5]). N '
.Subject f9 asked twelve [3] questions of the male confederate in
N ' .
) the interview. TRe actual questions were:

\ - .

What activities do you have?

Po you like concerts? Co .

o ‘ 11




Do you like football?

What Is your major?

what kind of courses do you have to take?

Were you In another major before?

Why did you change; 1| mean do you know tor sure this is the
career you want? '

How long is it taking you to graduate?

Where are you from?

Where do you live no

In your fraternity, fs there one special thing that you all have
in common? ’

What kind of guys Ifve in your hojse?

\ o~

‘ -Following‘thiS(fnt raction, the subject wrote an impression of the
-

.

confederate which contained the following elght [4) constructs:

nice

/ friendly

interested in sports

not sure about his career
not serious

a people-pegson

needs others' company
open-minded

,

An examination of the above indicates that there were no [6] questions

directly asking for information about the original 2-Role constructs,;

- N

howewer- there were two [7] final lmpreséion constructs which reflected
the questions asked in the interview--"Interested in sports' and ''not

sure about his career."’ Further analysis showed two [8] impression

[\
constructs which matched the Priginal 2-Role constructs, the central

]

constructs of '""‘nice'' and ''friendly.' And by examining the questions

asked, we find that none [9) of the questions reflected these central

P
constructs. .

Appropriate statistical tesfs to assess differences or relatibnships

!
-

[ v were performed on the data for the 28 subjects in thls study.
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RESULTS

e N :
The first two hypotheses predict relationships between the 2-Role

. : . . ’ 3 \
constructs and the questions asked of the confederates during the

. ’ -
.

subjects' interviews. Fréquency analysis fouhd that ot the twenty-ecight
subjects, only ten persons used questions during the interview which

matched their-original constructs. Of those‘ten_subjects‘ three each
used |, 2, and‘3 original constructs in their questions and one

_subjeéF used 4. This represents a total of 22 original constructs

which aS}eared'in questions during the interviews of the 573 2-Role
construct; (i.e., 3.8 percent) used by the twenty-eight subjects. Also, "
“only 22 of the total questions asked during the interaétioh'(N = 389)

revealed these 2-Role constructs (i.e., 2.5 percent). Thus, little

¥

support.was received for the first hypothesis since relatively few

questions during the interaction contained constructs which reflected

the subjects' previous;2-Role cénstructs.
Counts hqd been taken of the number of tonstructs each igdividual

impression task to .determine the number of

—~,

had‘fepeated in the final

relatively centrél constructé.used by each subject (f = 2.04).- A
total of twenty-three of the twenty-eight subje¢ts used at least one

construct in the final impression that had also been used in the injtial

¢

2-Role Category- Questionnaire (i.e., central constructs). Of these
twenty-three subjects, five persons had | central construct, ten had

2, th{ee had 3, three had 4, one had 5, and one had 6 central constructs.

I't was hypothe3ized that questions in the interview would closely reflect
these central constructs. The number of questions dealing with these:

- . . . *
céntral'constrGCts‘was eitfamely small.. Five subjects asked questions

. about' 1 of their central constructs, and three subjects asked questions

~
1

- 3

-
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about 3 of thelr central constructs. It appears that, when given
the opportunity, these individuals did not ask others for the

-» -~

. information which they most often use in formipg their bfipressions

-

of others. Thus, little or no Support was received for the_secdnd

% ’
- hypothesis. . AN

However, cdoser ané\xsls of the.ffna; i&pre;sion constructs‘and
.their ref?ection of the questions asked in the interview Qgéealed that
twenfy-séven of the twenty-eight subjects used at least one question

- which later led to an impression construct. Nine»subjects,used one
construct that had been difeétly rquested lﬁ the interview, four-
subjects used 2 constructs, four used 3, four usgd hh_three subjects
used 5, one used 6, one used 7, and one used I4. It appears that the
constructs used in the final impressions better reflect the questions_
asked in the interview than do the original 2-rqle con;trupts.

It was further hyéothesized that a relationship would exist

between complexity level, sex of subject, and number 3‘ questions

asked during .the interaction. The data are reported in Table 1. .

Table | ébout here . .

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance revealed a significant two-way
)

interaction with the complexity variable seemingly accounting for most
of the variance (£_= 5.40, df = 1/24, p< .05): An examination of
the individual means revealed that high complexity males (X = 22.4)

asked signifiéantly more questions (p < .05,Tukey) than low complexity

L2

males (X = 9.8), and low complexity females (X = 12.2). Differences on

the mean number of questions asked by high complexity females (X = 14.2)

did not differ significantly from any other group means.

.
~

Q . . . . . L
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The third hypothesis preditted o felationship between sex of

i

subject and information seeking; the.analysis of variance found this

.{vlationship to not be statistically significant ([_- 0.10, g”/- 1.2h,

r

: i ot ey .
n.s.). Total number of questions asked did not differ between females
~5
"

(X = 13.50) and males (X = 14.29).
The fourth hypothesis predicts higher complexity levels for females
than for males. A t test examining the means of males and fcmale§ oﬁ
the 2-Role Category Questionnaire revealed a significant difference
(t = 2:06; df = 26, Ef-dS)- Males (X = 17.6h) used fsﬁer consgructs
than did females (X = 23.29). Thus, the data support this hypothesis.
The final hypothesis anticipated a relationship bétween c;mélexity'
and information séeking. Usiné complexity as. the independént variable,
a significant relationship emerged (£ = 2.51, df = 26,4 p.02). .High

comﬁlexity persons asked more questions (X = 17.14) than low complexity

persons (X = 10.64). Thus, the hypothesis was supporte&.

Finally, product-momeﬁt correlatian was used in an exploratory
manner to examine relétionships among several Qariaples: (1) nember
of constructs subjects used on the 2-Role Category -Questionnaires
(complexity); (2) number of questions subjects asked in the interviews
with the confederates (amount of iqformation seeking); (3) number of

constructs subjecls used in writing thdir impressions of the:confeder-
. v N
ates following the interview (impression constructs); (4) number of
interview qhestions which match, in content, the 2-Role constructs;
. } '

(5) number of constructs used in the final impression which match,

in content, the questigps asked during the ‘interview; (6) number of
5 ‘ -~

-anressﬁon constructs matching, in content, the 2-Role constructs

. ) .
’ . , (

L T
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(central constructs); and (7) number of questions asked during the
interview which match, in content, the central constructs. These

correlations are reported in Table 2.

Table 2 about here

The data* in Table 2 indicate significant correlations between

jthe fellowing variables: (1) the number of 2-Role constructs (i.e.,

.

complexity level) and the number of central constructs (.58); (2) the

' -~ -

number 6} 2-Role QOQstruﬁts afd the number of constructs-used in the
final fmpres§ion\f\23); (3) the nuq?ernof questions asked during the
interQiew and the numger of %inal,constructs used (.39); and (4) the
: ) \ .
number of questions ésked.during the Mteraction and tﬁ;\number of
impression constructs hatching the content of these duestidns (.38).
All possible correlatton possibilities for the finél f;ur va;iableg
(showing higher conﬁelétions and ;igniﬁjcanJe).inaicafe more so the
processes of conégructing these var{ables_than any salient relation-
. ships not yet unéovered; The small numﬁers used fn the correlations/
| tend to statisticalTQ inflate the correlat}on coefficients since thére

is a greater chance that persons with, for example, more central con-
. N H ’ -

structs will have more interview quzstions matching these central

RS ~constructs than persbné with few or no central constructs.
’ o -
7 : DISCUSSION -
. ‘ _ :
) ‘ Past‘étudies have examined information seeking to discover how

individuals go about reducing the uncertainty of- the situation of
H _/ ) . A}

" interacting with an unknown other. It has been iz&ﬂied that thé
' N) * . N Y

o




process of forming impressions consists of gathering this information
so that _future interaction-éan be more predictable. The present
investigation Sought a relationship between individuals' own construct
systems and their information-seeking practices.to disctover if a
relationship exists between cognitive structure and the.process of

forming impressions.

-~

In-general, thd present study found differences between high and
low complexity individuals in the amount of information required to form
impressions, Specifiéallyq it was discovered that even though'males
use fewer constructs to describe others (i.e., they have lower complexity

3 o )
levels), those males who are high in complexity do seek more information
- f N
when forming impressions than low complexity indlviduals (but not

necessarily more than high complexff?“féﬁéTég)T “Tn This Tinstance,
higher complexxty levels indicated_that there were more categories tb

. N o
fil1 and thus greater amounts of information were sought. However, the

{ PR

complex relationship which was found can only serve as a basis for
further research in the area of sex differences and cognitive complexity
g utilizing greater numbers of subjects.

The most important finding of this investigation concerns the

»

process of gathe}ing information for forming impressions. QPalysis'of

¥ : .
the data has indicated that the subjects indeed did not use all their

cogniiive categories to structure the questions they asked the object
-of their impression. However, closer examination reveals that all
Jsubjects buf one used at least one construct in their final impressions

. - : . » -
which matched a questian which they asked during the interview. This
: - : N
provides a clue to the individuality and effect of the context on the

use of constructs. As we have seen, people do seem to have a certain

k] ”
‘

.
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number of constructs which are somewhat central (impermeable) . However
post-hoc analysis reveals that high complexity individuals (X = 2.57)
!

andglow complexity individuals (X = 1.50) do not differ signiticanthy

in the number of central construtts they possess (t = 1.93, df = 26, n.-

1

What is suggested here is an even more changepble system Tn ope}ation
than previously thought. Although Kelly (1955) has argued .that a range

of experience exists for these constructs, past research has not provided

L]

a clear indication of the variable nature of construct systems. ‘As

Delia (1977) has explained:
/ g

Moreover, a perceiver spontaneously ysej only a

small pdrtion of his available constructs in constrying

any particular situation gr person. Consequently,/the

.

nature of a person's “impressjon of another or a Aocial
p p |

[

situation will be a function of tQp complexity, content,
5

Jo ~and implicit rules of use characterizing hig interpersonal

- '_,? 'wf construct system. Most impqrfantly,_as persons have
. R 4 ot oo .' 3 . ‘ ;,-' . .
o f_ -+ different ranges of :social experiences they can be expected .
2e . to develop interpersonal construct systems varying widely

in the qual)@ative level of social understanding. they -
afford. (yﬂ 72)

. ot i""o--- . . ) ) . M
_ Since the time frame of the "present study consisted of the ..
N : v . . :
L informatiqy“seekihg_interView occurring one week following the .

L
13

" * collection of-thc ori§ina‘ 2-Role constructs, one cannot expect this

f ; u  - time Igp;e of'ohé'week to totally explain the change ‘in }ndividual_
cohspfucts: Past réséarch (ﬁubin, 1977,-1979) has indicated the effect
of iﬁe individﬁal's perception'oé,the context on information seeking,

‘ s
but such discrepant construct systems have not previously been found.

)
1)8' , \




. , | . 17

} More than likely what seems to be operating i? a view of the experimental e
context of interaction with an unknown other which differs from the
original 2-Role construct collection process where the subjects described ‘
liked or disliked peers (who they may have known for some time).

™ Duck (1973) earlier pointeJ’to differences in constructs used to o
describe friends and new acquaintancés and the present results support ?‘
these findings.

One final issue which merits discussion is, if subjects did not L

use all their constructs in structuring their impressions and.seeking

X

information yet impressions were fprmed which contained information

4 1

about thé other which was not directly requested, from where did this \
'neg information come? The mos{ obvious answer points to the inference

process where, for example, an individual agks a QUestion such as,

"Do you belong to a fraternity?" Tn order €6 iaKe an ASSESSMEMt Om = = ~mmrmee
the cognitive category ''social-loner.'" The use of the inference process
thus allows the in4ividual to seek information from others which both'
satisfies the cognitive categories and fits within the sdcial norms 2 N
of '"not getting too personal'' when first meet ing ne% peopie. Another
answer must be that information is gathered from the nonverbal elements
pfesent in the situation which cannot be totally accounted for in an

investigation. The mere act of the confederate answering the subjects’

questions could fulfill the subjects" "social" c?hstruct; however, with
) . K % R

another individual the construct may not be fulfilled until the

o

confederate answers the questions without obvious nervousness in body

movements and vocal quality. The previous example where subject _
. Y R

number nine used ‘'nice" and "friendly! as central constricts seems to .7
e ’ ' -
- ! . . . ‘(..

: _ be representative of this process. Likewise, judgments of physical

» . - . : - ;‘- .. . . ,ﬁ{f
Q B "o ‘ .lf) _ . .'ﬁﬁ
. !
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1

attributes of the other can be made which représent the congfruc(a
some individuals use to classify others (e.g., pretty, attractive, y
stately, etc.).

The present investigation has repeatedl;.polnteq to the
individual natu:e of constructs, the organization of the constructs;
and ways in which indiv{duals Form impressions of others .in relation
to the specific context as it is defined and percefved by the
individual. ‘Future investigations in impression formation processes
must consider and attempt'to answer the following questions: (1) What
aspects of the context affect changes fn tHe-éonstructs individuals use
to anticipate the i;ner states of others? (2) What proportions of

information are directly asked of others, Inferred from nonverbal

qualities, inferred from statements the other makes, and are left

unasééssed when individua\s are forming impressions? (3) Is it possible

-

to!distinguish central from less-durable constructs when exahining
individual construct éystems and what effect, if any, does the hier-" -
archical cognitive system have _on information seeking or.on the”
impressions ultimately formed? (4) What effect, i; any, do social
norms have on the information we séeg from thers when coﬁstruc;igg‘ . : ) k\ T .
impressfons? (5) Can;we categoﬁ%Zerperceptions of siéuations and
contexts in a way which will add meaning to the processes in which
individuals actively const}ue_their worlds anh gather informafion to

satisfy thete construals? Until these and many other questions are -

aqswered the |process of impression formation cannot be fully understood.
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TABLE |
Analysis of Variance Summary Table:

Number of Questions Asked in the Interview

. . Sum of ] , Mean .
, Source of Variation Squares df Squar e F p
Total 1548.68 27
Sex of Subject h.32 ] h 32 0.10 ,ns )
, Complexity - 295.75 | 295.75 6.96 .05
Sex X Complexity 229.50 L 229.50 5.40 - .05
Error 1019.11 - 2k h2.46
Totat .o 151468 27° 56.10
o TABLE 2 o
| Table of Correlations Among Variables
Number of:

2-Role Constructs

Interview Questions 0.26
_ > 4
) Final Impression
Constructs s 0.39% . 0.39*%:
[ ' r .
Interview Questions %
Matching 2-Role :
Constructs 0.14 s 0.20 0.29 _ -
Final Impression //f
! Constructs Matching .
Interview Questions 0.15 0.38%* 0.72%%%x Q. 550k
Central Constructs 0.58%%x .0,13 0.41%  0.41%  0.45ws
Interview Questions
Matching Central .
Constructs ~ 0.25 0.32 0.37%* T0.72%%y Q,.70%y Q6]
d e = _ ’
* a = .05 kg o= 00 _24*01* .001




