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ABSTRACT °

. A study investigated the Telat hip between social
style and a- numbexr of dimensions of person per ion and '
interpersonal attraction. Social style was—defined as a
two-dimensional construct of assertiveness and responsiveness, which

~combined to reflect four social styles. Five hypotheses predicted
that differences in social style would result in different
perceptions of versatility, trust, power, credibility, 'and ‘
at+traction. Two scales were used and factor analyzed to deteramine thé
best factors, which turned out to be supportiveness, sociability, . -
task, and physical attraction. Based onf this information, 400 college
students were ask to fill gut scales tapping the five factors while
making referencesto a friend, an acquaintance, or a coworkefr: Factor
analyses of the resultant data supported the use of all scales Xxcept
+the ;sociability dimension of credibildty, and all resulting,factors _
achieved acceptable reliability. With type of relationship®and social . -
style as independent variables and person perceptions as dependent '
variables, analvses of variance indicated that social style had a

_signggicant impact on 211 imensions of person perception and

attr#ction except physical attraction (vhich” was ahticipated). ;
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THE IMPACT OF SOCTAL. TYLE ON PERSON _PERCEPTION = gnetnot N e mprove
AND ATTRACTION ACROSS THREE RELATTONSHIP CONTEXTS - e “““":in ey d.'
- ® Paints of view or apil ns Stated in this docu-

" - ment do not necessanly vep)ssom ofticial NIE

William B. Snavely, Miami University _
Glen W. Clafrerbuck Auburn University v , ., 3 bostenapoly

# .
‘ .& A number of recent{;esearch efforts. have been concerned withe the - ’j'i ' o
notion of social style. Social style is a'twofdimensional'construct ‘which
iLLJ seeks to parsimoniously'explaindinterpersonal comm%nication behavior.. The
goal of social style theory and research has been to discover a simple but .
.effective mechanism for individu ls in a re1ationship to desbribe their part—' N
ner's behavior, allowing for the individual to react: appropriately (Hith |

. : versatility) in suBsequent communication. Preliminary research and organiza-

. | - tional practice suggests that identification of the two social style dimensions
(assertiveness and responsiveness), when coupled ‘'with adaptive training, i

_ 1eads to increased understanding and interpersonal versatility. o i

: One recent ‘investigation (Snavely,; 1978) attempted to initiate a R ~

e f' N theoretica1 view of social style. That study found that' relationships éould

. be drawn between perceptions of style and certain person perceptions in three J

separate contexts of primary relationghips (friends, acquaintances, and co- C
workers)., The goal of the present- investigation was to extend this line of
research, examining many of thq.same perceptions in a maore appropria}e

conceptual manner.

Social Style . ' ‘ , P
~
RN Social style can conceptually be viewed as distinct from some other style

systems in the communication literature, most notably ' c0mmunicator style."
One commonality among sty1istic,app;oaches is that style usualiy'refers to
some pattern of interpersonal'communication behavior. Communicator style
(Norton,1974) 1is a unique (rather than competing) construct whi identifies
ﬁ‘ ~a complex of behavioral indices which are self-referenced by ind viduals., ~
Certain combinations of these behavioral traits are posited to lead to a 1eve1
of competency referred to as the "good communicator." Social sgyle, however,
is concerned with observable (other—perceived) communication.behavior.
Conceptuaily, style in thistense represents an.observational‘tooi’for
: improved communication. Social style identifies four distinct styles as a

-t
function of two behavioral dimensions'which attempt to be desc;iptive rather

) than eval tive in nature. “. _
: . “PERMISSION TO REPRODUGE THIS
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uchholz, Lashbrook & Wenburg,L

Borgatta,.l960;-Bor tta, Cottrell & Mann,

"1976; Merrill, 1913%8uehrab1an, 1971). Buct
#,.that while a number of labels have been applied to these'two underlying factors, ,
4'_ the conceptualvbase is the’ same._ Knapp (1978) and others have used terms which

et al. (1976) have suggested

’ were thought to be" less evaluative in connotation than some labels previously
i\ ~ used The two dimensions of social style are, assertiveness and responsiveness.
. ' e ~ Knapp (1978) defines assertiveness “as "the. Qbservable and measureable .
" : effort one makes to control and influence others'"" (p 28!@_A Snavely (1978)
) _4:‘Aescr1bes assertive behavidr as staging opinions and beliefs with assurance, .
. ) .cq idence or forle. - The low end of the assertiveness continuum is referred’
A to as non-assertive, ééthough it implies a relatige degree of assertiveness
as compared ‘to the rest of the population ratheiﬂthan absolute qr total degrees
of assertiveness. The ame implication applies to’ the responsiveness
. continuum: Responsiveness can be defined as "the observable and measureable
LN . effort one makes to dontrol and influence him or herself" (Knapp, 1978, p. 28
N ﬁEF v Snavely (1978) defines the responsive indivdual as someone who appears to ex-
B o press emotional states through-verbal and nonverbal behavior. T:?é a person
‘who controls the expression of«emotions‘would be termed non_resp nsive.

Assertiveness'has been likened to aggressiveness, extroversion, or control

‘I) *

while responsiveness represents the emotional tone of communication behavior

in an interpersonal rhlationship.

" The combination of these two dimensions in a.matrix yields four distinct
social styles. analyticals (low assertive end low responsive), amiablesd™ (high

responsive and low assertive); expressives (high assertive and high responsive),

’

and driers (high assertive and low responsive). Knapp (1978) reports a numbé&r

| of "specialties" for each style. Conceptually, drivers béhave ina task-orien
> manner.' They are highly assertive but tend to control emotional responses.ﬁ

Exp%essives are seen as impulsive. More relationship—oriented than‘thé driver,

" they are pergeived as social'specialists.ﬂ The amiable is seen as soft, personal-

-4 ) " and supportive, reflecting high responsiveness and low assertiveness. Amiables

are relationship-oriented and are seen as the support specialist. Finally,

¢

oriented, bu#& in an assertive manner.
n

continuums are based upe

Coe

* . analyticals are ‘perceived to be controllgéd and reserved.. They are task:-

Conceptually, it is assumed that

the dimensio population comparisons, and thus
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.styles'would be e(ﬁually distributed i;) the population.
- s ¥ : _ ‘

& ‘ .
: : : . ‘ S -3 -

!
. «

;J' ’ \ ' Context L >
O ’ ' A number of contextual schemes have been offered in the literaturev
(c.f. Wish 1976 Garrison, Sullivan & Pate, 1976) Context is defined-as
gthe unique type of relationship within which interpersonal communication takes
+! : place. The importance of contaxt when defined in terms of types oﬁ,relation- -~
<+« ships is that interpersonal behavior and person perceptions may vary across .

such contextual boundaries. For example, St vely (1978) found that the pre:;*

h regression techniques) varied

dictive models of social style (obtained thro

somewh t across three types of primary relation hips: acquaintances,‘co-wo;kers,

Unfortunately,‘little theory is ava lable to explain what con-

. ~'and fri nds.
s texts‘ought to be studied or what ought to be specifically” expected in each
ised by Snavely (1978) -

context. For heuristic reasons, the three contexts-

were included in this investigation. ¢

o Person Perception ‘ v . \
c e It ha:/}gng been established that person perceptions \ e an integral

part of th \.number of “such
f

interpersonal relationship. Reseaqch cor - erningw;
perceptions are widespread in the, communication literature (e.\i credibility, .
obD

B - . . . N
attraction, power, trust). Person perceptions are based upon obgervations of

" human behavior:in a relationship. Tagiuri and Petrullo (1958).haly

[ a function of social style such that significant differences in dimenﬁio

person perception would be observed across’ the four social styles. The

~.
;. following review of\literature supports the'conceptual links_between some 0O
- these'perceptions ard social style. ' . . .
Versatility.” Knowledge of style is important to the extent that an
'individual can exercise behavioral flexibility (or versatility) in interpersonal
\\‘ communication bW utilizing stylistic information. Recent research has suggested
‘ that differences in styles should result in differences in versatility. That .

s, some styles may be more easily’hble to adapt to the behavior of others.

Sl
_‘zﬂf\%§shbrook ‘Lashbrook, Parsley and Wenburg (l976) found that the more respon-




sivelstyles (amiables and expressives) were perceived as more versatile than .
the other styles. This occurs becadse the emotional tone of'the‘relationship,
as expressed through responsiveness, is what ‘lets a person know if" the other
person in a relationship is adapting to them; Snave1y (1978) found that,
yhile versatility was related to bpth assertiveness and responsiveness, the -

" tie to the latter dimension was much stronger. Sullivan (1977) also found o .
that responsive styles were perceived as more versatile, with expressives

being perceived the most versatile of the four styles.

-~ /Hypothesis 1: Expressives and amiables will be perceived as more versatile

A than drivers or analyticals.
.Q\’ ] . . . . . .
Trust. Interpersonal trust is also related to perceptions of social
style. A survey of,949 adult subjects (Lashbrook, et al., 1976) was'examined
in a regression model. While both versatility-and trust were predictive of

social style, the researchers found that the influences of versat'

\‘v,trust were independent1y significant. Snave1y (1978) found that
related to bozz social style dimensions, ‘although the tie to r_4ponsiyeness

l\ ' 4 was somewhat ronger. Sullivan (1977) found similar results with 211

business professfonals' The two high~responsive styles (expressive and amiable)

o were perceived higher in interpersonal trust than were the other two styles.
’ . ‘ :

gypothesis 2:- Exp essives and amiables will be perceived as* higher in inter—,

»

personal trust than drivers or analyticals:

Power. Another person perception found significant b& Sullivan (1977)
was that of interpersonal power. Specifica11y, the more assertive sty1es(
(driver and expresgive) were perc%ived as more powerful. C1ary and Luke, (1977)
4 T identified.specific 'power behaviors" which included the_assertive,behaviors'
' of a direct, assertive, competitive sty1e-of behavior. Snavely (1978) found
that while power was highly related to assertiveness, it did not achieve

significance with regard to responsiveness.

e Hypothesis KH Drivers and expressives will be perceived as more powerful

v ‘ § than amiables or analyticals. _ C -

*,
<
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- - Credibility. One of the most reéearchedfperson perceptions in the
communiqation literature -is_that of credibility. Research has indicated
that individuals who are perceived as more credible are alsc more persuasive,

. influential and are listened to with greater comprehension and recall. . )
Sullivan, (1977) found that two dimensions of credibility (extroversion and \ .
"sociability) were ré&lated to. 90cia1 style, while Snavely (1978) found_ five =~
credibility dimensions.to be related to social style. The latter study found )

* that extroversion and character were related to assertiveness, while
sociability, competence,rand composure were highly related to responsiveness. ;/ .
Extroversion was also related to responsiveness.’ The more assertive styles . ®.
would conceptually be~more extroverted and competént, while the responsive )
sty%Fs'would likely be perceived‘a» having higher character ratings, higher
sociability, and higher composure, It is respongiveness which communicates

’ B ' information abott the emotional aspect of the’individual to the perceiver,

. while assertiveness communicates forcefulness, 'strength, and power.

Hypothesis 4: Differences in social style will result in differences in\

perceptions of credibility. " : .

t@ ' A. Drivers and expressives will be perceived as more competent
than amiables .or analyticals.

i ‘ B. Drivers and expressives will be perceived as more extrovergfd
S ) ) than amiables or analyticals.' h ‘ . (. ’

-

- o C. Amiables and expressives will be perceived as higher in
y o character than drivers or analyticals. ’/

D. ‘Amiablés and_expressives will be perceived as more composed

than drivers or analyticals. ' , -~ .
E. Amiables and expressives will_be perceived\as“more sociable -",
N than drivers or analyticals. 5

, N
Attraction. lnterpersonal attraction represents'a complexklnteraction

of values and orientations toward an individual in an’ interpersonal relation-_

ship. That is the - affective- and behavioral responses to an individual are

a function of a number of inputs many of which are only. dimly understood

Nevertheléss because humans are discrete individué?ﬁ, affective respo ses,

tend to merge (whatever theiy original sources) into gverall impression&x\ _

> . -
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In'the same fashion, behavioral approach or avoidance reactjons tend -£o b%

-a function of all operative forces rela\ed to. attraction. This merging process
has been referred to as a "halo" o "horn'" effect, meaning that affective or
behavioral impressions in one domain will tend to spilll over to the entire
individual in impression formation and relatdonship de elopment. Therefore,
the literature of interpersonal attraction research has reflectqé’a basically
unidimensional approach to the meaSurement of attraction in the past (e.g , \
Byrné's Interpersonal Judgement Scale, 1971) . Lo i :

Dissatisfaction with the assumption that a unidimensional scale

adequate\y reflected the differential contribptii; of differing sources of .
attraction led to increased reséiirch into multidihensional measures of attrac-,

“tion. McCroskey and McCain (1974) combined a theoretical review with factor
analytic techniques to. identify three types of atttraction: social, physical,
‘and task attraction. Although th% three scales have tended to be somewhat
correlated the factor struqture has beén replicated. o

Berger, Weber, Munley and Dixon (19(7) approached the problem of
multidimensionality in a different fashion. Berger, et al. assumed that
differing causes of attraction would be reflected in'different relationship
levels (i e. degrees of primacy or intimacy) rather, than in diffe/ent.f% tiomr
ship _zpeg. Their work identified th~fe factors in Ebe perception of the ¢ther:

_ supportiveness;, character and | sociability. - These thr *aimensions vary in
salience across differing relationship levels, but pr‘lide common(criteri£<:\

on the basis of which individdals becdme attracted to one another. ' '

) " The relationship of social style to interpersonal attraction is not 4
simpib one. Context of the relationship determines whe!?er responsiveness
or assertiveness would be the more salient characteristic Context may also
-influence whether one pole of either dimension is attractive. For a hypo-
‘thetical example, the attractiveness of an infantry platoon leader and of au
spouse may\be based on very different" combinations of stylistic behaviors

-necessary for a successful, rewarding, or reinforc?ng interaction. In the
former example, assertiveness.might clearlywbe moye desirable thapg its opposite,
while level of responsiveness is relative ..onimportant. In- the latter example,

xesponsiveness might very well be preferable to non—responsiveness, but neither

assertivenéss nor non—assertiveness would. neceSSarily be functional or

o . L
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1“‘ ) (dysfunctional ‘Previoua research does, however, support the position that ;
‘ interpersonal attraction is related to social style (Parsley & Las brook
7 1976; Sullivan, 1977). Research .of fers no clear guidance, however{ either
for directional hypotheses or for overall predictions of the exact relation-
ship between style and context in relation tJ attraction.' Therefore /a

general hypothesis was,offerred.

1 o .

Hypothesis 5 Differences iy social style will reSuit 1n different } , J

»
1

o perceptions of interpersonal attraction. -

@r . (/;;; state of the reséarch with respect to specification Qf the dimensions
K ‘ of interpersonal attgaction remains confused While McCr sZey and McCain (1974)
‘ - , argue that there ﬁre three zimensions (social, physical n task) Berget
' 4 and his associates have argued ‘that there are others (sup ortiveness, character,
;. and sociability). The conceptual or operational‘overlap among these six -
dimensions in unclear. Conceptually, it is reasonable to expect Bifferences
o in style to be reflected in all dimensions of attraction, except perhaps
. physical(attraction? That perceptions of 9ommunication behavior would result
in variance-~of physical a;traction wouldfbe difificult to explain. Beauty;bay
‘no\)be skin d.ep, but physical attributes must play a pdrt in physical' ttractive—

ness, regardless of fommunication behavior. For heuristic reasons,’ however . \i//

K|

'

it was decided that a factor analysis determine that best dimensionality of
) "interpersonal attraction and that all resulting factors be tested as' dependent
. : variables. ‘ : ' ;) ' '
*while it seemsglikely from an examination of the literature that some
main effects and intlracti ns ay_ emerge with respect to the context variable,
////Xi was felt. that insufficient ationale existed to posit specific hypotheses S /
in this regard. Clearly, we chooseﬁpi?ple to become friends (and acquafhtancbs) ‘

. Twe might expect t?at friends might be more trustworthy, attractive ‘etc. e
. ) 4 _ ' Method 3 ' '-/ ¥

L = ubjects . . ’ T L “ '

. \\\\ Participants in, the study were 405 college students ‘enrolled in basic
e speech communication courses at a largt midwestern U. S. univereity Due to

failure éo follow basic testing instructions, five subjects were excluded from

) because of certain attributes which we perceive, them to possess. Therefore, .,

! ° .
P
‘ *
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data analysis, 1ea£ing a Jseablc subject pool of 400.° Questionnaires were .

‘administered by c1assroom instructors, who also, debriefed Subjects after the

testing was completed \*~ 4 7,

Instrumentation

Al

Social sty1e was measured through ahe use of an instrument developed
by Bug'bolz, et al. (1976) .Additionally, the variables of trust and
versatiiity were measured by the Buchholz, et al. scalee. Subjects rated

their perceptions of a target individual (to be described below) in terms of

the appropriatenesﬁzgf specific adjectives to describe the person on a seven-

point scale from "Jow" to "high". Previous research with this measure has
indicated high internal'reliability and va1idity. However, it was decided’

that before these diménsiéns were entered into data analysis the factor

N

structure and- re1iabi1ity of the factors must be replicated.
1

~

vérsion, and sociab!lity‘were meaqured via scales developed by McCroskey,

. *ﬂ.Jensen, and Valencia (1973). The power scales were developed by Lashbrook

\(1975) ggch of ‘these measures has been shown tb. achi e high re1iabi1ity,
7v

but it. was again decidéd to rep1icatelthe factor structure and, reliability

of each dimension prior to data'analysis. <&
'

InterpersonaI attrattion was measured by means of t "instruments, one

developed by McCroakey and McCain (1974) andpthe dther developed by Berger,

et a1 (1977) As noted above, each instrument measures attraction as a three—'

factor construct, a1though ‘the factors iso}ated by each scale differ. In ord
Yo discover tte best factors of attraction, a factor ana1ysis was performed

on the six fattors, each of which were iq a Likertfcype format. Reliability
L

analyses wére also performed on the ;esulqing factors. . \
' o ; </

Procedures { &

Subject received a test booklet on which they\were asked not to write

The c?edibility dimensions of competence, character, composure, extro- ,

v

y

er

their names.: The cawer . of each bookiet described one of three'possible re1a—.

J’,,ﬂ tionships: co-worker, acquaintance, or friend. Descriptions were obtained
from Snavely £1977). After defining the é!.gtionship, Subjects were asked }ﬁ

‘x

s to think of a pexson: fitfing the defidition aq’ to answer'auestions in the
booklet with this target in mind. ImTaddition to the scales noted above,

basic demegrap ic information about the subject and target was requested

- R N \ "

.

Jé,

~
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Manipuiation check items completed the experimental booklet. The three ' *
’ forms of the booklet (according to context) were randomly distributed to : '
' subjects in each section of the basic course. : t ' /,
s Data Analysis o T '/ ‘ . ;
. ' . The hypotheses in this study vere initially tested by -meang of seyeral
¢ B t‘ analysés of variance. An independent variable was social stxle// Standardized .

e
L]

cut-of f values as determined by Buchholz, et :iT,£’976) were utilized to\\
' separate the subjects into the four classifications of social style. The other

. independent variable in the analysis was context (with three levels as noted
above). The dependent variables were; the various dimensions of person RerceptiQn

" and interpersonal attraction. It was determiped that if significant main effects /
weré'obaerved, cell mean comparisons would be computed by means of Tukey 8.

. Results ' ' . -." J

~

Factor Analyses
: , )
The first step in the data analys!s £or this study was verification of 1

the measurement for each of the variables. Factor analyses wére run on eachw
_set of scales, using varimax rotation. Since the factor structure had an

* a priori expectation, it was determined that items must load highly on the

principle factor with no significant secondary loadings. In addition it’

was assumed that a factor mpst have at least three primary-loaded items to

be’"a meaningful fac&&k'or sulscale for this investigation. The dimensiggs

~of assertiveness, responsivenessJ versatility, trust, power], and four factors .

. of credibility were suppqrted by the factor analysis. The oclability dimen-

.» sion of credibility did noét emerge satisfac/prily and was therefore dropped ,
from further. analysis in this study. - A ;

Since there were a number of\potentially overlapping dimensiohs of

A
-
Fr g

attraction, factor apalysis Jwas used q,yreducé‘these scales. Table 1 4// .
contains the results of the principle c0mponents factor analysis w{\h/yarimax
rotation. The first factor, the]suppo tiveness dimensfsnj’exactly replicated
Berger} et al. 8 firszgfactor.‘ The setond factor was a task dimension, con-

‘tatning all of McCros
et al."s character dimension (''How dependable is this person?") The third

{,
F/ PN | o . ) U

3 < . S . :

. s - roeg - / |
Q - ‘ / 2\ - A . . . o

and McCain's task items plus’ one item from Berger,
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factoi exactly teplicated McCroskey and McCain'a“physieal dimension. The
final factor ‘contained each of the items from Berger, et al.'s sociability
dimenslon. The other two conceptual ‘dimensions (social attraction and chatacter)
did not emetge?;s-aepatate factors and split across the othet four factors

With te!ﬁtively low factot loadings. Thus, these factofh-qpte dtopped from
further analysis in this study

______________ D e Ll p—

Insett Table 1 About Here

‘Reliability Analysis S - .
’ Reliability analyses were performed on all resulting factors in this
gtudy via Cronbach's Alpha with SPSS subptogtam RELIABILITY. As indicated
by table 2, all\factots achieved acceptable teliability (.62 - .92).
Additdonally, theﬂanalysis indicated'that.JE!iabilify could not be imp;oved

through the elimination of any of the items for any of the factors.

‘" s " Insert Table 2 About Here s
i K

Tests of ijotﬁeseg - |
In order to test the h}potheses in this study, anal&ses of- variance were

J -/?un with social style and relationship conkext, as independent variables ando
' each of the dimensions of person perception and attraction as dependent
h vatiables. .The results indicated that social style was significant at the

.05 level of . coTiidence for ebch of gh\‘gependent variables in the study

except physical ttraction (F = 2.17; p +09). Table 3 summarizes these

. . <
resqlts. . ' N
A .

Insert lﬁﬁle 3 About He;e‘

] C "‘f’ —————— e

* . .

The multiple comparisons for diffetences among t‘e four styles with

respect t:[each of- the dependent variables are- summatized in table 4.
. These results will be discussed in more detail in the discussion section of
this paper. AB indicated by table 3, context was alsq,signi a:ant for each-

of the dependent variables except versatility and extrover . Multiple’

Lo N o . . .
. . . . \: . .
- g . e
< R .
B . . ~ - N ¢ .
: - . - v .
.
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comparisons\werc thus performed across the three contexts :for each of .
the significnnt dependent variables. Table-5 summarizes these results.

a

R
T e . e 8 o - ——— .
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Insert Table 5 ﬂ/out Here )

Discussion

J The original goal of this investigation was to examine the impact of(
social style upon a number of dimensions of person perception and }nterpersonal
attraction. The review of literature was suggestive of six main hypothﬁses.'

This section will consider each of thosd hypothese in light of the results

o

of the present investigabion. Addition;{ly, some extensions and reservatiors
1 be offerred.

with regard to the social\style model
Hypothesis 1 predicted that expdéssives and amiables would Qe perceived

. as more versatile than either drivers or analyticals.' The results«yere
B ‘supportive of this hypothesis, as expressives‘were perceived:as the ﬁost
- versat11e'stylefe;e}lowed by amiables, drivers,‘and analyticals. No.main oot
X ~ effects for cont were observed— Abr were any interagtions found significant. .
' The extent of the\eraration of the four styles was not anticipated. While
the responsiVe styles were more versatile than the non- responsive ones, within ,
“those categories the assertive styles were also more versatile than the non- ‘
assertive ones. It would appear that the more one knows abht the othq&
more it is ‘felt that the other.is adapting, or being ﬁersatile. The suggestion
that responsiveness has more of a contributio than asQErtiveness wbuId &lso -
be suppotted but assertiveness also providespimportant information ip this ;
regard., It may be ‘that both dimeﬁ"ions aid|in the ‘reduction of uncertainty ;

) across relaidonships and thaﬂ reduction of uncertainty 1eads to greater per—

‘o ceptions of versatility. : ' ' - ’ Co
. " The second hypothesis pfedict that high-responsive styles (expressive | -
- "and amiable) would be perceived high r in interpersbnal trust than éither, ofs/

B =g
mparisons revealed that, across contexts.

«r

T the lowrresponsive styles. Multiple

v
\

o \
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.the hypothesis was confirmed. No differences were observed Q:fhin the high-

responsive styles or, within the low-responsive styles. Interpretation was

,'made more difficult, however, by a significant main effect_}or context and a’

significant style % cbntext interaction. When the- interaction cells are broken
down, analyticals- and drivers in the acquaintance context are "lower than' all

other oells.,,These ‘two styles in the co-wo?ker context are lower than amiables (~
and expressives in the friend context (the highest oups) Findlly, table 5 ‘
reveals that friends are higher in perceived trust EEan co-workers, who are

higher than'acquaintances. It would seem that we tend to. trust people we know

-
¢better and have less uncertainty about. - Because of their social style, we

find it easier to trust the responsive expressives and- amiab?ps especially
if they happen to be our friends ‘W§.are most distrustful of non-responsive

L3

.styles in mere distant contexts. - .
The thapd hypothesis predicted. that ‘the high-assertive styles would be

~

' perceived as morefpowerful than the other two styles. The eta statistic

. manner. Further, it is’ interesting that expressive would be hgiher/than

. the variance in power. Speci¥ically, mean comparisons showed Ehat expressives

'drivers.‘ While the earlier review of literature was not. sugge

suggested that the main effect for' style accounted for approximately 31% of
wege higher than ‘drivers and that the low-assertive slgles were perceives less
power than either expressives or. drivers. ‘These findings are supportive )
of hypothesis 3. In add1tion, a main effect for context was observed. Cell
comparisons indicated that friends were perceived as more’ powerful than. the :
other contexts. Thus it appears that we are influenced most by our friends

" (which should come as no surprise) aﬁd by people who behave in a- more assertive

-

ive of this
finding, Mowday (1976) found that the giving of rewards could be an effective .

(responsive) power Behavior. Expressives would3§pnd to give more emotional" :

feedback both verbally and nonverbally, than would drivers. Assertiveness

' appears to'be a necessary precondition for this effect to become significant,

however -as amiables and analytical were not different.

Hypothesis 4 ‘was concerned with the relationship of social style and
Credibility. One of the dimensions of credibility (sociability) was not .
examined due to factorial instability. However, sociability might conceptually

" be more pragerly considered a dimension of” attraction than of credibility.
Berger, et af (1977) have labeled one of their at®¥action dimensions sociability.
= ST Q.
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"pb«hypothesis A suggested -that drivers and expressives would be per-

ceivedﬁér : competent -than amiables or. analyticals due to the inflygnce of
> R assertiveness. Analysis of variance-results pointeﬁ to a significant main
effect for both style and context with no interaction effect. Ehe on1y
R \\significant cell comparison among‘the four styles suggested that expressives
' uere perceived as mbre competent than any of the other styles. It would
appear that competence is not a simple result of assertiveness, but rather
oy " o a function of both high assertiveness and high responsiveness. The fact: that
‘ '*.: . .in a1most every case where an evaluative dependent variable is tested
¥ > expressives rate highest supports this notion, since competence is,probably
b affected by other evaluations. These results are ot directly supportive of
this sub-hypothesis, but do provipe important information. Contextual
"comparisons indicated that acquéintances.were lower in competence than other
contexts. . Thi$ seems reasonab1e since we like to think we have competent

. v

o friends and co—workers, while acquaintances are 1ess of.a known- quantity.

[N

LS
The second-sub ~hypothesis predicted that drivers and expressives yould

'fbe higher in perceived extroversion t?an the other styles. This sub—hypothesis

was also not directly supported because.expressives were more extroverted than

- - a11 othey styles, vhile analyticals were less extrovertéq than the other ‘
styles. This suggests that it 'is the combination of dimensions which influencev,

L

our. estimation of extroversion.- That is, as suggested by Snavely (1978), HQT

extroversion.is a matter both of force and of emotional tone. No_other main

L}

effects were observe . _. ' "n . a
Sub-hypothesis predicbed that expressives and amiables. would be higher
in character than th .other less responsive styles. While the strongest
’main effect was that for style, context was also'signif!%ant. The cell compari-
sons we;e supportive of the\hypothesis. AdditionaIly,'analyticals were seen
as higher in character than drivers. ‘Because'drivers are highly assertiv@, .
\ltask-oriented. and operate without communicating as many emotions, they may .
be perceived as more cold and calculating than analyticals, who would not be
as threatenin' Drivers may be perceived as manipulative, 1eading to lower

ratings of character. A might be expected friends were perceived higher in

‘character than other coM¥fexts., Character may well be a major reason for an

individual to be perceivied a friend rather than an acquaintance.
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& ._ . .Theilast:dimension of credibility examined in this study was composure.a“
. While. the review of literature provided no strong rationale for directional

1 predictions, it was thought that responsive styles would be’ perceivqg'as more . ‘D‘
composed than the Yess reésponsive oneé, The impact d& style upon c%mposure

4 in,this study was quite small, acc%ynting for only 2% of the variance. -

’ o .Explanation was further complicated by a main effect for'contexﬂ and-a-

‘ - significant interaction. When the style x context cells were broken down
into abdx3 matrix, cell compdrisons indicated that the most c‘&posed group
‘was amiable acquaintances, who were higher thaw driving co-worke;s (the )

. lowest gfoup) "In sum, no clear picture emerged with respect to the compoEUfe

.- o, ‘ variable in this study. Ihe fact . that sugh little variance .was accoapted for

suggests that. composure may not be an important result of style differences.

® ’ ‘ Hypothesis 5 predicted that’ differences in socidl style, t%ould result in

' -7 b“" different perceptioné of attraction. No, significant differences were observed
A with respect to the physical dimension of attraction. As noted in the ‘ S

- rationale sectiong this was not unexpected. Physical attraction involves
. external perceptions (e.g. "this person is ugly") whereas-the other dimensions
involve more fnternal perceptions (e.g. "this person 1ikes me")-- There vere,
however, differences in physical attraction observed across contexts. Friends‘-

' were more attractive than acquaintances, who were more attractive than co-workers.
These findings support the notion that we select social co %;teractants_at . .
least in\part based upon physical attraction. - * , ) .

Social style differences resulted in different perceptions of the
supportiveness dimension of attraction. Additionally, supportiveness varied
across contexts. Specifically, expressives-and amiables were perceived higher

/in supportiveness than either drivers or analyticals. This.suggests an important

./f influence of responsiveness in perceptions of attraction. That is,dpeople'who

) express emotions in their’commhnicatioﬂ*behavior are perceived as more

/ supportive than those who do not, regardless of assertiveness. hecause

B supportiveness is an emotional perception, this result is understandable.

l/‘ 4 Contextually, friends were more attractive than other contexts (as qxpected)

7//{ N For Berger, et al.'s second attraction dimension, sociability, simidar

results were obtained. However, in addition to the two main effects, a

significant interaction was found. A comparison of the interaction means re-

15
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vealed that ana yticals and drdvers were perteived’idwer in sociability

than expressives or amiables, across contexts. Generally, co—workers were
perceived lower in sociability than the othgr,.more socia11y~oriented types.
Remembering that drivens and analyticals were’ described as being task—eriented

-rather than people—oriented, the style effects-are understandable as we11 .

Y

- Finally, differences were observed with respect to task a?traction. The
s tesults indicated that«expressives were most: task attractive, followed by
- amiablés, drivers, and analyticals (in that order) The differences between
adjacent groups was not significant. Thu%i it would appear that both style
‘dimensions are important to;task'attraction, /th responsiveness somewhat more
'important. Comparisons across contexts revgaled that friends were more task
atﬁ/active than either acquaintances or cd— rkers; Thus hypothesis 5 can be
supported ) : ) ) . |
When taken together, these results’ suggest a number of things. First,
. the importance "of reduction of uncertainty (Beiger and Calabrese, 1975) is
- emphasized by these findings. The more we .are ableito reduce unéertainty'
about another, ﬁpe more favorably we are likely to perceive them. " Thus,
expressives (who te11 us. the most about what they think and feel) reduce the N

-~ most uncertainty and tend to be vie_ wst favorably across perceptual dipen—

sions. Additionally, the contextualﬂ Hults are,supportive of this notion. -

' A§ we become more certain about another and view them more favorably, we move ?
bur definition of that relationship into the friend category. Friends in. _
kthis study were perceived as moré trustworthy, powerful, of higher character,

- . more task and physically attractive, and more supportive. . In only one dimension .
of perception where comparison were made did friends turn out to be. lower than _
other categories and that was composure. It may be that we see friends in a
greater variety, ituations, thus we are able ta see them in situations where
— composure is noif::Eh. More distant relationships restrict our informational
base to what is intentionally portrayed (for the-most part). Thus, acquaintances
‘would seem to be more composed than friends because of reduction of uncertainty.
The impact of social style upon a number of dimensions of person perception
has again .been demonstrated. Examination of the etaZ for style effects
suggests that style accounts for meaningful ‘amounts of variance. in person
perception (up tro 317 for power). This suggests that social Stylelmay'be an
important factor, not only.in the development of person perceptions, but also

in the development of and maintenance of interpersonal relationships.

P . | . ‘ ) .
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It was -noted in the. ‘Feview of literature ‘that the state of relat&buship

: development (or contextual) researCh was such that specific hypotheSEs“regard-

\
ing them could not be reasqﬁSbly d;awn Whether friends, co-worker, and N

acquain;ance are the .best contexts to study, or whether others would be more

;appropriate, is still unclear. However, e would recommend that researchers

in the areas of social style and’person perception remain sensitive to’ relation—

'ship contexts since differences have been observed in this study.' The fact

_that the co-worker context did not emerge as different from the other contexts

' attrhction is somewhat confused

except for trust, sociability, and physical attraction highlights the ambiguous

nature of’this context. In many ases, our co-workers are also friends or

|

acquaintances,-and thus they may npt be totally unique classifiqations.

The state of the conceptualiz tion and measurement-of interpersonal

n this study, McCroskey and McCain's

social dimension fell apart in the factor analeis when considered with

Berger, et al 's three socially-or‘ented dimensions. . The best estimation to-

'bq offered as a result of this investigation 1s that attraction is indeed

multidimensional, and that four of these" dimensions are probablY called
supportiveness, sociability, task, and physical It should be noted, however,
that a recent study (Snavely and Collier, 1979) has suggested aA\Ernative

measurement for social attraction, (defined as the liking dimension of attrac-
A’}

tion). They criticized previous measurement of social attraction for validity

problems: “Thus, social attraction may or may not be a unique factor from
supportiveness and sociability. Mbre work in this area seems warranted.

Some limitations to the conclusions of this study are in order. First,
generalizability must be limited to ‘college students., Future_researc@)should
investigate these'relationships in other populatz%ns. ‘It should be noted,

however, that-much of the review of literature (c.f. Buchholz, et al., 1976;

Sullivan, 1977) has been based upon adult, on—student samples. Additionally,
measurement of social style has beeq~:gpduZ:ed by means of questionnaires.
Future research need to move toward nonverbal measurement of social style
through observafions of actual communicati n behavior. Only when style
identification is reliably tied to specific nonverbal behaviors canr utilizatdion

.of the style construct be made totally functional

e o
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'In summary, social style is ; two~dimensional construct reflective of
communication behavior in an interpersonal relationship. Different styles. o
apgear to result in varying person perceptions which ar.fimportant to the \
. - development and maintenance of the relationship Social style\is not to be
confused with communicator style (a multidimensional array of factors which
qontribute to the formation of . a good communicator DR At this point, .toé say

R

“one style'is td be preferred over others would be premature.f The best °

’s r#n

styl % most likely the one with which the individual feels most comfortable.

Qlearly, however,jgome styleS'will finﬂ it easier to develop positike attributes
(e.g. expressives) than will others (e.g. analyticals)
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N D - Table 1 i
yooe T pE Faﬂal Attraction Factor Structure _

{ L ‘ Lo -
: item 1 : #‘“;h Support Task. Physlcal Soc1able‘

ThlS .person' unders ands me as 56% 163 .155% 150 -

¢ - -an individual. ~ N v : N
' This Person llkes mg . .689* - 154 .195 <171 i
This persoh is fiterested in my . .781% .208'  .163 - .122 '
welfare or’ gQuCetrned about me. . - g ‘ ‘ _ :
This personyﬂjwloyal to me. - 79d* <194 -~ ,079 .145 .
- - S U o
This persof, je1nforces me, or\makes 679*- .27 . .229 .166

me feel g'o-.about myself. ‘ . )
'This persdrn is a typical goof-off - ».084 - .566* ‘.143 -.027

when assigned a job to do.**- 3 N ‘ ~
I have co f}dence in this person' s -171 «712% - ,105 = [087 *
ablllty Yo, get the job done. R - : )

If I wanted to get thlngs done, I . :234 769* ,091 - ,062
could probably depend o? this* person. ' e

I could' t' get anything ‘accom- .329 .533%.. .110 .037
pYished /with this person. *3 - S :

This pegson wouldn't be a poor »~ .058 .468% .076. .089

-problerff solver. . & )

I think this person is qulte .181 .106 - .822% .185

ha e (pretty) o » Lw ‘

Th p-rson ;s very sexy - . ‘ .122 021, .781% - .132

lo : ‘ N S o = “ -

I findthis person Very attractlve .133 .052 .75%3 2135

phy 1ca11y. . S : : ) .
don't like the.way;thls persah .254  ,143 - .686* .194 .

-100Rs . ** . o T . Co

This person is somq'pq@ ~ 192 .145  .660* .157

ugly. ** - _ o :

This ' person is outgoing. B .058 ° ,008 .082 ~ .550*

. ThlS person is- popular Wlth/ -~ . .084 «092. -.280 «660%* -
others. - ' ! : . .
This person handles hlm/herself .109 .148°  .260 @ .646*
well in soc1a1 situations. . ST ' x
This person's personality 1s .. «.224 141 - .199 - .718*\\hu\g
friendly and pleasant. * S v N
This person 'is approachable or. .158 *.095 .080 *.726*
accessible to others. _ - . ' .
This person- is dependable. " .327 .706* .008  .161

. s, : R - .

PR _
**Negatiuﬁiworded items were reversed prior to factor analysis..

ey ﬂ .
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: .- ) o : Table 2 ~ \‘ , 2
. . . . . . "'::f' - e /. . X .
. . X Rel}ability Ahalysisz/ . > , ( v
. N . . . N . ’ ~ , A - ,4' » ) ~
- » . » "2' g ) : . . [ . ) ] €\'
»Factor : Number of itéms A - Cronbach's Alpha
. . B ~ - . A

e

R T L
- ...83 <

Responsiveness

o, S
. Assertiveness
L} . .

~ Versétilit§ ~ ' .75

. .92

_ 77 /

.62

Trust

. .~ Power
> * R
Composure

Compe&uce

Character .

75 .
084 RN * *

e Extroversion CJ 3 b
L . R
' T Supportiveness ‘ .5 ‘ ’
4 | Task | /§- 6 »
" Physical o -
. . :
" Sociability 5 .
. — .
- P . '
/
A ]
\
- ) : -
N [
~ N o«




. f .T'_ & .
= f \ ‘ s ¢ ‘ \
o Brief Analysis of Va-riénce Sumg\ry ’ '
ependerit . CONTEXT I' éTYLE cbwrexr X sTv1E )
ariable . N " F sig. et?a a3 : s:!.g. ‘eta F sig. R
é-rs%tj\ility'-' _‘ 363 || 1.08 | 341 Sty \%6'38 000 | .44 | 0.64 §O2 | 420 __'
rust ) 363/ 18.01 |.000 |.32 “1‘6'.'6\‘,1' .000 |.36 [4.46| .000 | .21,
i " lfseal] Lo.58 .0go - |22 55'.0\0 000"} .56 | 1.18] .318 .35
mpetence 363(] 8.95, ;.ooo‘ A .23 I'7~-."-53\\' _;‘ooq .\zs‘ ‘R | 239
aracter 13731 9.91 1.000 |.26 {36:2)].000 | .49 | 1.74] .110 28|
mposure 373(| 4.24 ] .015 |.13 3.1_9\\\ 024 |14 259 | o1 | s
ctréversion AN R sis | .83 17.15\ .000 | .35 | 0.73 ‘.625'. 12
Ipportiveness { 378 || 39.37 000 - 11.10 | 000 | .33 §0.70| .68 N .25"
ciability |[378 5.57 | .004 -2 3413 | .000 | .47 3.20 ;".o'osf'n ‘ .25
sk T o] a2 Paok |28 | 828 |Looo [.27 157 155 .09
ysical ' 363 16.38 | 000 '.‘31" 2,17 \\.091 27 ['0.94 | a6 1
‘ ' .o r A
R o p o4
‘ / x_ _
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, S\ {L Table 4 (K _
A~ f Al A} - )
N ‘ \ﬂ ’ . A i
( ) Multlple Comparlsons ' .}»/ CooT
. ) . . . Oheway ! F
ependent Variable . Rxpressive Amxable Drlver Analjtlcal P Ratio - - Prob. .
- \ O »' } ~
ersatility . '(-{‘21.91. 19.05. /| -17.96 29.34 .0000
rost y ‘T’ 30,23ap 25.86b(| 26.09b | . 17.08 | =.0000
. ‘ ' VIR " ‘
ower , ) : Iﬁ*f-/ 2. 14.75 11.8la{ 59.45. .0000
ompetence e~ auss | 109 | a19l6ta-| 1911 . 8.80 | .0000 .°
. \ Lo ‘ o o
haracter : \)&V | 29.90a | 31.2 , 25,09, 27.67 30’.19 . -.0000
omposure v ‘?' 16.25ab 17& | 15.36b ‘;1.6,44at 3.40 | .0180° °
xtroversion _ '17.5’3; 15.84a | 15.45a | 14.17 W 17.92 .0000 '
t - . . 8 1 . B ‘ . R
ipportiveness 20.70a \ 19.65a | 17.660 | 17.63b | 14. 81 .0000
, . s ‘ 1 . . - ) I‘ t X '- s
sk \ '21.73a | 20.85ab| 20.02bc| 19.59¢ 9 33 .0000
ciabiiiey; 22.38a | 21.88a | 19.34b | '18.87 |- 37 58 | .0000
. . /&/ . . R + . '. ‘ R
Same".lettef denotes no diffefence'_at .05 levelr' of confidence via Tukey,':B.
) .o . ¢ . . v . . . » ’ . ‘ “
™ . \\VZ "3
¢ \‘ ‘ !
A /" ¢ gt‘)
= | ( ' ._
)t M ) . /
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. Table 5 ,
5‘1 Multipie Comparisons.
- N T o _ Acq'uain-' ; ONEWAY F
De?endeqt‘V§ri§ble | C°TY°rk§r'_' tance Exiegd F Ratio  Prob.
"Trustf;'f"',*_;-.-;.;:?’ | 27.11 | 25.30" 29.37 | 21.71
Power ' 12.90a 13.01a | 14.28 9.87
Competence " . 19.86a | 18.82 « 20.64a | 9.74
Character ) 27.68a 26.93a | 29.57 | "1‘4.‘2"01" .0000
Composure: 16.43ab| 17.02b | 15.82a | ,3.60 | .0284
Supportiveness - ®17.09a | 16.99a | 20.60 47.01 7 0000 ‘
rask = 24.10a | 423.50a | 25.28 9.10. | .0001 -
_p'izysid‘a1' . ) 16.8056_ 18.46 . | 19.98 20.64 | .'oo‘oo

2  same letter’ denotes

)

no'difference.at ;bS"leveiléf confidénée via Tukey B
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