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INTRODUCTINN

The question-of what effect the order of presentation
of information will have on evaluations formed on the hasis
of that information is not a trivial one. 1In fact, the
question is very reasonable when we consider how information
of another's behavior is received in evervday life., Surely
w2 do not receive behavioral information all at once;
rather, this information is received in a s2-quential mannér.
For example, if a new acgquaintance tells us that he would
like to go to the ballgame with us but does not like the
.other neople that usually accompany us we have received
two pieces of information in a sequential wmanner, TFirst
we have learned that this new acquaintance énjoys our
company and second that he dislikes our friends, The
effzct of the second information on the first or the first
on the second is determined by the marticular attributions
mads by the perceiver and is the main concern of the order
affocts Field, Through this concern an attempt is made at
achieving a hetter understanding of how pz2ople form
imnraessions of others,

In studying order effects experimenters usually nresent
subjects with parsonality trait information of both nositive
and neqgative valence. “hen this bivalent personality infor-
mation i3 vresented in an uninterrupted serial manner,
subjects' evaluation of the person described by that

1
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information will be consistent with the valence of the first
information received, that is, a primacy effect will b2
found (Asch, 1946; Luchins, 1957; Anderson, 1965; Andsrson
and Barrios, 1961), However, this primacy effect may be
eliminated by presenting personality information in any

way other than an uninterrunted serial manner (Luchins, 1957b;
Anderson and Hubert, 1963), This being the case, the

nature of the order effect, be it primacy or recency, is
dependent upon the demands made of subjects and is in itself
a rather trivial issue, Rather, the main concern of re-
‘searchers in the order effects field has been the outlining
of a general theory of how subjects process information

in a serial integration task; any such theory should be

able to explain primacy effects as well as the absence

of nrimacy.

In this paper we will examine the processing strategy
employed by subjacts in dealing with sequentially presented
persnnality information, 1In order to attempt a better
understanding of subjective processing strategies a rel-
atively broad sampling of dependent measures will be assessad
which should relate to such strategies,

In the next section of this paner the three most nopular
explanations which have risen to exnlain order effacts, the
change of meaning, attention decrement, and discounting
aypotheses, will be briefly reviewed, Following this review

the theories will be compared and contrasted so that the



reader may better understand where the theories differ, Then

a number of suggestions will he made 235 to how we might improve
these theories and in so doina gain a better understanding

of now subjects do process personality trait information in

a serial presentation task,

The Change in "leaning Hynothasis: 1In 1946 Asch conducted

a series of experiments dealing with impression formation.
In Experiment VI of this series Asch presented subjects with
a list of six traits arranged in either an ascending order
(n=2gatively valenced to positively valenc=d) or a descending
order (positively valenced to negatively valenced) which
dascribed a hypothetical person. In both cases a primacy
effect was found, subjects' evaluations of tha hvnothetical
parson were consistent with the valence of the initial trait
adjectives presantad them. In Ixperiment VII (Asch, 1945)
similar results were found, In this axoeriment subjects
received a list of seven trait adjectives, six of which ware
positive in valence. The seventh trait "evasiva" was inszerted
at either the beginning or the end »f the list. fThe Jroun
which heard the six positive traits Qefore hearing "avasive"

wrote a more favorable imprassisn than the grouu that hzard
"evasive" prior to hearing the six positive traits, again
300wing a primacy effect, Asch concludad from these two

experiments that the subject, upon hearing the first term

presented, sets up a direction waich exerts a continuing

influence on later terms in that these later teorms will bhe



interpreted as being cither positively or negatively orionted
to remain consistent with the valence of the first terms,

This necessitates a "change in mecaning”" of later terms to
accomodate the context established by the first items, RAsch's
position is based upon Gestaltist notions; traits are not

seen as indevendent entities but rather as part of a whole.
Fach trait is incorporated into a structured impression of

the person being described. This incorporation involves

not only an assimilation of the trait to the structure but
also an accomodation of the structure to the trait., The
extent to which the structure will accomodate is determined
by the importance or as Asch calls it, the centrality of the
trait., In the seguential task being considered in this paver
later inconsistent information is assimilated into a2 structur=
determined by the first information received; tais often
involves a reinterpretation of the later information,

Luchins, who was also interested in the oroblem of
orimacy effects in impression formation, felt that presen-
tation of trait adjectives was not an adejuate renresentation
of how people acquire information abéut another nerson.,
Therefore, in examining order effects Luchins (1957a; 1957b)
used descriptive paragraphs of inconsistent behavioral
sequences; again a primacy effect was “ound. 2lso of interest

in th

m

Luchins study was that the majority of peoplzs reading
the inconsistent naragraph seruence were unaware of any

inconsistency or felt that any inconsistency which was



praesent was not strony enbugh to rerquire reconci;iation.
This finding, which is also consistent with the rzsponsecs
of some of Asch's subjects, led Luchins to believe that the
inconsistent information, if completely attended to, would
be plausably accounted for in the person baing described,
Luchins interpreted the predominance of primacv 2ffects
in his study in terms of an "Einstellung" or set effect, an
explanation not inconsistent with Asch's directional hypoth-

esis, This idea, which was borrowed from problem solving

w

literature, emnloys the notion that the first block of information
may have accustomed or channeled the subjact towards a certain
view of the target person, Later information is then inter-
nretaed in the same way the first information was intarpreted
simpnly because the subject feels accustomed or comfortable

in viewing the target person this wayv., 2 problem solving
analngy would be a situation in which the vroblem solver
workad on a number of problems whose solution was best
achievad tihrough an addition oparation, if the solver was

then prasented with a problem whose solution was best

acaieved through multipnlication, wa would expect undar the
Linstellung effect that the subjact would again resort to

an addition operation, The use of the less afficient addition
oparation occurs simply because the solvar is accustomed to
anproaching problems in this manner,

Lttention Decrement ilynothesis: Pfnother intarnretation

of the primacy effect under question has been offeraed by



Mnderson (1965). This inferpretatioﬂ, known as the attention
dacra-znt hypothesis, aponeals to a change in weight rather
than a change in meaning of words to explain order effects.
According to this position, as subjects hear each succzeding
trait describing a hypothetical person the importance or
weight attributed to this information follows a decreasing
function, This decrszase in importance is brought about by

a prograssive lack of attention naid to later terms, It
should be noted here thnat the meaning or affective "scale
value” of the word does not change due to context but only
the amount of influence the word exerts in determining the
final impression,

It follows from this attention decrement hypothesis that
if the personality information is presented in such a way so
as to induce the subject to attend to each item; the primacy
effect will disappesar and be replaced by a recency effect,
This is the case since a greater weight would be given to the
most recently attended to items, This has in fact been shown
to be the case (Stewart, 1965; Anderson and Hubert, 1963;
’nderson, 1968). For example, Anderson and Hubert (1963)
had subjects recall trait information in addition to making
an =2valuative response, lere orimacy effects were eliminated
and occasinnal recency effects were found, This was seen as
sunnortive of the attention decrement hvpothesis in that
the recall task had the effect of redistributing attention

along the seriallv presented information and therefore



disrupting the steady decline in attention that is associated
with primacy,

Anderson sees the information processing strateqy of
the subject as followinag a weighted averaqe model, As
Anderson (1965) exnresses it "the response to any set (of
personality adjective information) is simply a weighted
mean of the scale values of the adjectives of that set.

The scale value would index the location of the adjective on
a favorableness dimension; the weight would represent the
influence or impnortance of the adjective in the total
impression" (p. 6, parenthesas mine),

The attention decrement hypvothesis appeals to a nassive
nrocessing strategy on the part of subjects, that of irattention,
Mile Anderson supnorted this position he also introduced a
somewnat different explanation of primacy effects, that of
discounting, This approach will bhe reviewed now.

Discounting Hypothesis: fThe discounting interpretation

of order effects, like the attention decrement position, is

based on a chang2 in weight notion, However, unlike tha

e

assive change in weight of later information which the
Attention decrement position hynothesizes, the discounting
position naintains that subjects will give lower weight to a
word Decause it is inconsistent (i.e. of differant nolarity).

In discountinag therefore the subject is attending to all

words but is actively assigningy lower weights to perceived

inconzistent information.



The discounting intarpretation of order cifects grew
out of a study by Pnderson & Jacobson (1965). Hére subjects
were presented with a list of three adjective traits
sirmultaneously, The experimenters found that when there was
an inconsist2ncy in valence among the three traits the
inconsistent trait had little influence, ~Mlthough the
simultaneous presentation of the three traits does not make
this particular study relevant to an investigation of order
effects, Pnderson (1963) felt that a discounting process
similar to the one nbservaed in the 1965 study was operative
in earlier order effects studies which nroduced prinacy. To
investigate this Anderson presented subjects with stimulus
information of only one valence, but of different scale
value, TFor example, one block of information contained
three highly favorable trait adjectives (H adjectives), the
other block three moderately favorable trait adjectives
(¥+ adjectives), If set HUII'+'+M+ were compared to sat
MAMHIHHHE we would expect, 1f primacy were operative, the
first set to be evaluated more favorably than the seacond
set. If reczncy were onecrative we would expect the second

set to bz evaluated rore favorably than the first. Recency

(0]
th
m

2cts were obtained regardless of whether the subject

onded continuously (cumulatively after every adjective),

-
=]

~

(8}

'g

or finally (after all six adjectives)., Since a nrimacy
effect was not found when tne information was of the samc

valence, Anderson concluded that the primacy effects found by



carlier studies werc due 'to a discounting of semantically

or affectively inconsistent information of lower weiqht,

Commarison of drder Fffects Theories

We have reviewed thrzse exonlanations of how subjects
process personality information in an uniterruntoed serial
presentation task, Asch was seen as the main nroponent of
a change in meaning explanation in which the subject was
seen as taking the context of the whole nerson into account
when interpreting the meaning of personality adjectives,
This position has come under attack especially by Anderson
(1965, 1968, 1971) who sees a theory based on change of
meaning as untestable and as lacking parsimony. Andarson
maintains that the meaning of a word i3 independant of
context and that any order effects obtained are_due to
differential weighting of comnonent stimuli by the subject,
This differential weighting was seen as a passive process
of inattention to certain words in 1965. Then, in 1968,
Anderson revised his position somewhat by stating that the
subject may ke more active and actually discount certain
information to arrive at some order effact. How=ver,
Andarson's more current work (1971, 1973) seems to have

returned to the attention dacrement hynothasis as the favorite

exnlanation of nrimacy cffects,
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Statement of T'roblem

Following the above review it becomes apnarent that in
order to better understand how subjects arrive at the
impression they do (be it primacy, neutral, or recency
directed) a clearer understanding of how subjects are
processing information in a serial presentation task is
needed, The present study hopes to examine the nroncessing
strategy more closely not only through making relevant
experimental manipulations but also by including a number
of dependent measures which should be reflective of the
nrocessing strategy subjects use, In addition, although
the present study is not designed to support either the
Asch or Anderson position, this study of processing strat-
egies may shed some light on that debate,

In the next section of this paper ;he experimental
manipulation to be employed in this study, that of inter-
stimulus interval, and an individual differences variable,
cognitive complexity will be reviewed,

Fffect of inter-stimulus interval on primacy: Until

very recently (Hendrick, Constantini, McGarry, & “cBride,
1973) the possibility that inter-stimulus interval might
have an effect on processing strategies and subsequent
evaluations has fnr the most part been ignored., We might
expact that regardless of the length of the inter-stimulus
interval the subject may feel time pressure due to the

fact that the experimenter presents trait adjectives at
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some steady pace. This time pressure may influence how
subjects process information in that it may become burden-
some to process later information into one impression in a
short verind of time,

Most of the experiments Aabove presant information at
a steady rate of 1 to 3 seconds per word, In experiments
where subjects are asked to repeat the word upon presentation
(Hendrick and Constantini, 1970), the succeeding word
usually follows immediately upon the subject's respstition,
As Hendrick and Jones (1972) comment in a critical discussion
0f the Hendrick and Constantini paper, perhaps results
would be different if subjects were given enough time

between stimulus items to let information "sink in", Verbal
learning experimenters find increased recall for items
oresented both visually (Sitterly, 1968) and auditorally
(iscik, Smith, Hamm, Deffenbacher, and ﬁrown, 1972) with
increased inter-item interval, Perhaps r=call diffarences
vould be unrelated to impression differences as Anderson
and Hubert imply, but this notion should certainly be
looked intn., Further suponort for the notinn that time
involved in presentation of information may be imnmortant
comes from an unpublished thesis by L, Supnik presented

in Crockett (19265). 1In this experiment time pressure

was thrust upon the subject by telling him that his

nerformance in a timed qualifving test for particination

in the experiment proper was too slow but that ha would
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be reluctantly accepted, Subjects in this time pressure
condition were subsequently instructed to work as fast

as they could in the experiment proper, These subjects
showed siqnifiéantly less inteqrative power in the face
of contradictory information than a non-pressured control,
An analogous time pressure may be felt by subjects hearing
information presented at the experimenter's rate,

In work dealing with the typical impression formation
order effects paradigm Hendrick et al (1973) found incon-
sistent results as a function of inter-stimulus interval;
.they concluded that increased inter-stimulus time had no
effect on primacy. However, these authors did impose set
time limits in all conditions, It may be that if the inter-
stimulus interval is an important variable in the order
effects research, the length of that interval may not bhe
as disruptive a factor as the fact that there is some set
time interval in which the subject must process information.
If this were the case than the manipulation made by Hendrick
et al involving 3 vs. 5 second inter-stimulus intervals
would not be a strong one,

If time pressure did have the effect of hindering
the processing of later information it might also be exnectad
that later information would be recalled less often, How-
ever, the opnosite was found by Anderson & Hubert (1963).
These authors, although inferring a real primacy effact of

impression response in the unwarned recall trial, found a
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recency effect in the recall task for that same trial.

It would seem that memory for items in an impression
formation task is unrelated to memory of items in a recall
task and this is in fact what Anderson and Hubert concluded,
These authors posit two separate memory systems, one for
racall and the other for impression formation, If this is
the case and a memory system is active in impression
formation it may be that increased time would allow for
increased rehearsal and processing ability on the vnart of
the subject and perhans result in a reduction of order
effects.

The present study examines the sffects of a time variable
on order effects obtained in impression formation, It is
felt that due to time pressure the nresentation of infor-
mation at a fixed experimental rate might have the effect
of interfering with the oprocessing of later information.
This interference could result in the primacyv effects
usually obtainsd in imoression formation studies, If items
in a stimulus list were presenteéd at a subject-naced rate
it is felt that primacy effacts would be reduced relative
tn effects obtained from a pre-planned rate of nrescentation,

The literature reviewed to this point is concerned
with f£inding a general subjective stratzqy employed in
processing information obtained about other peonle. The
fact that individual differences may be operating in this

nrocess is £for the most part overlooked by the abhove
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investigators, *ork has been done which relates order
affects in impression formation to one individual diffarencas
variable, that of cognitive complexity ('ayo & Crockett,
1964; Nicdorf & Crockatt, 1964), Before reviewing this

work an analvsis 2% cognitive complexity is in order.

Cognitive Comnlexity: Crockett (1965) has done =2x-

tensive work with the individual differences variable of
cognitive complexity, especially as related to the inter-
personal relationshins domain, This work is stronqly
influenced by “Jerner's compnarative-developmental theory
(1957) as well as Kelly's theory of persconal constructs
(1955; seze Crockett, 1265). Crockett defines a complex
cognitive system as one which a) contains a relatively
large number of constructs and b) has a relatively extensive
orjanization of those constructs within a system of relations
in which certain constructs are suverordinate to others.
The developneont of this coanitive system, consistent with
a Jernzrian theoratical framework, is from a glabal diffuse
state to a more differentiated organized state; this
progression occcurs through interaction or experience with
the particular domain in question. This necessarily imnlies
that cognitive comnlexity is not generalizable from one
domain to another but rather is a function of nnes past
axparicnce ~7ith that particular domain.

In the arca of internersonal relations a highly com-

plex person would possess a highly integrated system of
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pcréonal constructs, These constructs would be heir-
archically organized in that certain traits would he super-
ordinate to others and would provide systematic relationships
for more subordinate traits which might otherwise be
incompatible. A noncomplex person on the other hané would

0s3es55 a simplar interpersonal cognitive system with less

Nierarchic organization, Jrganization of traits through
this simpler system would be more diffuse and lacking of
the systematic relationships characteristic of traits in
the more complex cognitive system,

The present author sees the notion of a supersrdinate
construct as playing an important role in examining sub-
jective strategies employed in processing stimulus information.
Crockett (1965) states that one function of a superordinate
construct is to "provide a rationale for the presence of
two gqualities of oppositz valence in some one person's
behavior" (p.65) and further that a highly comnlex nerson,
who is able to organize information about a suparordinate
construct, shoulcd be bhetter able to incorporate bivalent
infornation into one integrated impression, Evidence
supporting this notion can be found in a study by “ayo and
Crockett (1964). In this study subjacts were nresented
wiﬁh first one univalent block of information and asked to
form an imoression and than a block of informatinn opnosite
in valence to the first and asked to write a final impression.

Bota complex perceivers (highs) and noncomplex perceivers (lows)
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gave univalent responses 'in the first impression., 1In the
final impression lows shifted the valence of their imnression
to remain consistent with the most recent block of infor-
mation received but highs moved towards ambivalence. This
finding points to the value of complexity in accounting
for a shares of the variance in impression formation studies.
In further supoort of this statement Nidorf and Crockett
(1965) ran an extension of the Mayo and Crockett study.
Nidorf and Crockett examined written impressions of tne
target person; their impressions revealed that highs dealt
with the conflicting information by inteqrating the infor-
mation into a unifisd imprassion, whereas lows formed an
uninteqrated univalent impression. Turther suppnrt can
also be found in a studv by Rosenkrantz and Crockett (19565)
and Xlyver, Press, and Crockett (in »ress)., These results
show that a sugerordinate construct nrovides a context into
which inconsistent information may be incorporated. This
notion would necessitate a restructuring of affective m2aning
of certain stimulus traits so as to accommodate context, a
notion consistent with the change of meaning internretation
nf Asch, The absence of a context into which incnnsistent
information could be incorporated, a dilemma in which a
noncomolex narson would find himself, may result in a simple
aggreqgation of constructs and a subsequent discounting of
later information to arrive at a univalent-impression.

Tharefore we wnuld expect individual differencas with resnect
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to subjective strategy employed in nrocessing inponsistent
information., Furthermore, if the time variable discussed
earlier does indeed affect processing ability, we would .
axpact that variable to interact with comnlexity, 2As was
Gypothesized carlier time pressure is seen as inducing the
nrimacy effesct by interferinc with the onrocessing of later
information, It was also hypothesized that the primacy
eZfect is carried mainly by noncomplex subjects, This being
the case, time pressure should affect noncomplex subjects
more so than comple3 subjects.

The above studies point to the need to assess subjects'
cognitive structure in an impression formation task; cognitive
complexity seems to be valuable in accounting for a share of
the variance in orimacy studies., The failure of earlier
studies on order effects to come up with ambivalent imnressions
may be cdue to a statistical artifact, the averaging of sub-
jects scores within conditions to come up with an overall
effect. If half of the subjects within any condition (as
posited here, highs) gave ambivalent evaluative raswnonsas
and half (lows) showed marked primacy effects an overall
averaging would show a primacy effect, This averaging of
subjective responses does not explicitly examine how the
subjz2ct is processing information. The work done in the
order effects field which concerns itself with cognitive
complexity seems to be a sten in the direction of discovaring

subjective strategies of dealing with bivalent information.
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In summary, this research is an investigation of the
-orocessing strategy employed by subjects in arriving at final
avaluative imoressions of target peonle. Through this
analysis we may better understand the orimacy effect or
lack of it fpund in the order effects field, In studying
this area it is felt that employing such variables as inter-
stimulus interval and cognitive complexity will be beneficial
in arriving at a better understanding of processing

strategies,



METI1IOD

Subjects: Subjects were 92 volunteers selectad from
a population of 140 freshmen onsvchology students (70 male
and 70 female) whd had participated in a pre-test session,
Each subject was run individually in the experiment proper,
Six subjects had to be discarded when it was found that
they thought they had heard some word other than the one
presented them, As a result 86 subject's protocols were
analyzed. Subjects received course credit for participation,

Measure of cognitive complexity: Cognitive complexity

was measured using a variation of the Role Category
Questionnaire described in Crockett (1965)., In this study,
threa role cdescriptions were provided to the subject (peer
you like, peer vou feel neutral towards, and peer you dislike)
and he was to fit three people known to him to these role
descriptions, ‘Subjects were then asked to describe these
three people as fully as they could paving particular
attention to the habits, beliefs, way of treatingy others,
mannerisms, and similar attributes possessed by each person
"so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind of
person he is from your description”, Subjects were given
four minut=s to so describe each of the thres role fitted
people. 25 defined by Crockett (1965), the number of con-
structs or trait characteristics employed hy the subject in
his description of the target person was that subjacts’

19
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measure of cognitive conmplexity. From the original pool of
140 subjects, the 46 subjects who had scored highest on

the cognitive complexity measure and the 46 subjects who
had scored lowest on the measure were selected for partici-
pation in the experiment, This made up the 92 voluntears
alludad to above,

Procedure: Subjects received nersonality trait
information in eithear an ascending (LLLHHH) or descending
(HHHLLL) block presentation, Half of the subjects in both
the ascending and descending block conditions received
trait information at a steady pace determined by the
experimenter (approximately a 2 second inter-stimulus
interval); the remaining subjects in the block condition
received informatiop at a self-paced rate.

The stimulus information consisted of two sets of
six descriptive adjectives, esach set containing three positive
and three negative valenced terms., One set, used by 2sch
in his 1946 study, is reproduces here in the ascending
order:

envious, stubborn, critical, impulsive, industrious,

intelliqgent
Tha second set was selected from those employed by Anderson
and Barrios (1961) and was the set that showed the most
priracy equally carried by both the ascending and descending
orders. That set is renroduced here in the ascending

order:
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unruly, faultfinding, crafty, smart, scholarly,
efficient
In cach of the 8 conditions half the subjects were rancomly
designated to receive one set and half the other, with the
stipulation this be counterbalanced over sex.
Prior to recaiving the stimulus information subjects
in the experimenter-paced condition were given the following
instructions:

I am going to read to you a list of trait char-
acteristics which describe one parson; after
hearing this list I want vou to decide hnow much
vou think you would like this person, Whean you
have made up your mind I would like you to rate
how much wvou would like tnhis person on a likablensss
scale that will be »nrovidsd to you. B2After you
make this rating I want you to write down in as
much detail as possible what your impression of
this person is, In your written impression I

an interested in what kind of person you think
the character ‘described is; what are his habits,
mannars, ways of treating others, This list of
characteristics will be read to vou only once,

so if you have any guestions as to what your task
is please ask them now,

Subjects in the self paced conditions ware given the same
instructions but were zlso told that "the adjectives will
he presented one at a time, when ready to hear each succeeding

characteristic indicate s0 by making a sound with a clicker".

1 ; : : : :
The lists emnloyed in this study were examined in
a pretest situation on 20 subjects who were not involved
in the experiment proper., It was detarmined that Hoth lists

showed strong primacy =ffects,.



A clicker was then supnlied to the subject and he was
asked to try it before nroceeding,

Pollowing these instructions subjects were nresented
with and familiarized with a rating scale on which thevy
ware to make their judgement. The scale consistad of a
9 inch line with defined =2nd points (on the left, like
verv much; on the right, like not at all). The mid point
on the scale was defined by a small slash and it was
explained to subjects that a mark here would incdicate
neither like nor dislike,

Prior to presenting Fhe stimulus list to tha subject
a tape recorder was turned on 30 as to measure at a later
time the latency of the subject in reguesting the nsxt
word in the self paceé condition. The stimulus list was
then read off, the tape rescorder was turned off and tae
subject proceeded to evaluate and write an impression of
tha target person.

Yhen the subject was througa with the written impression
it was handed in to the experimenter and a blank sheet of
paper was handed to the subject. The subject was now
requested to write down all the words that had been nresented
to him in describing the fictional nerson. This recall task
was used to determine which traits the subject reme—bherad,
“Men this was collected by the exnerimenter another sheet
of paper, with six 4 inch lines printed on it was handed

to the subject. Each line was labzlled "positive" on the
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extreme left and "negative” on the extreme right., 2bove
each scale was a nurber corresponding to its rank position
on the page. The subject was then read the following
instructions:

The six numbers on this sheet correspond to the

six trait words that were presented to vou in
describing a person, I am going to ask you to
elaborate on how you used each of these words in
arriving at your impression of this person, Tell
me briefly (two or three sentences for each word)
how each word fit into your overall impression,

In other words, what did this word tell you about
this person. %We also want you to rate how much
you like this trait in this person, was it positive
or negative and to what deqree, Remember, every-
thing you do in this task is in relation to the
person you described--you are telling me about

how you us=2d this word for this person, If

you did not use one or any of the words in arriving
at your impression indicate so and I will go on

to the next word,

The experimenter initially read off the stimulus words in
the same order they w2re present in the subject's impression.
Any words not used by the subject were read last, This
measure was designed to get a report from the subject as
to how he used each of the stimulus items in arriving at
a final impression.

When subjects had completed thié task they were asked
to rate each word again, on the same scales, as to how
positive or negative that word was as it existed alone,’

Denandent measures: The two main dep2andent measures

were the evaluative measures of primacy and extremeness. The
primacy measure was the distance in inches from that nole

of the scale consistent with the valence of the last



information presented to the subject to the subject's
evaluative rating. In this way é high score always
reflected pnrimacy and a low score recency. It should be
recalled here that the mid point of this rating scale was
defined for the subject as a neutral point, The axtremeness
score was the absolute distance from the neutral »noint to
the subject's rating, This reflected the degree of ambi-
valence shown by subjects regardless of whether it was in

a primacy or recency direction,

The structural measurecs reflected the two aspacts
of the subject's cognitivg structure, differentiation and
organization, as described by Crockett (1965). These
measures were obtained through a content analysis of the
subjects' written impression of the tafget person and reflect
the deqree to whicg the written imoressions are either
univalent, an aggregate of inconsistent information, or an
integration of inconsistent information (Crockett, Prass,

& Delia, unpublished manuscrint),

The recall measure reflacted the memory for items of
subjects immediately following a writtan impressinn bassad
on those items (PAnderson & Hubert, 1963),

The latency measure reflesctad the time used by subjects
hetween stimulus words in the self naced condition of the
serial presentatiqn task.

The component rating measure reflected the value given

trait stimuli out of context as well as in the context of
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the stimulus person being described, Through this component
rating measure the value attributad to each component trait,
both in and out of context, may be examined,

All depenéent measures were analyzed in a multivariate
analysis of variance (Jones, 1966). Univariate analyses were

also concducted on cach dependent measure,



RESULTS

Results relevant to the three hypotheses presented in

the introduction of this paper will be so noted. A summary

nf these hynotheses follow:

Hypothesis 1),

Hyoothesis 2),

iivpotihesis 3).

The time éllowed to process information
describing the target pesrson will have an
effect on the evaluation of that target
person, Time pressure will result in an
inability to process later information and
result in primacy, a subject paced presen-
tation of information will reduce tha
primacy effact.

Subjects will differ in their processing
strategies; comnlax perceivers will
integrate information more extensively and
arrive at a more arbivalent final impbression
than noncomplex nerceivers. Noncomplex
pverceivers will b2 less well able to inte-
jgrate inconsistent information and will thus
base their evaluation of the target person
on the First information received.

Time pressure will have more of an effact
on noncomplax pzople than on comnlex nearla
since time_pressure was seen as inducing
srimacy (HLypothesis 1) and noncompnlex paople

26



27

were scen as showing greater primacy
(Hypothesis 2),

Resnults will be presented in two sections; in the first
section tha multivariate analysis employing the indenendent
variables of complexity, order and time will be vpresented;
on the basis of this analysis the results from the uni-
variate analvses will be presented. In th2 second saction
the multivariate analvsis employing the complexity and
order variables will be presented, This analysis also takes
into account the latency measure. Latency measures ware
.collected for subjects in a self-paced time only and there-
fore only those subjects in the s5elf naced conditions are
involved in this analysis. 2s was the case in the first
section, using the multivariate analysis as a base, appropriatz

results from the univariate analvses will be presented.

Yultivariate analysis emploving comnlexity, order and time variable

A multivariate analysis was donz on the depandent
neasures of primacy, extremenass, differentiation, organization,
ra2call, and component ratings using between group indices of
comnlexity, order, and time (sz2e table 1). 2As can be sean
in table 1 koth th2 main effect of cognitive complaxity and
the complexity by order interaction discriminated over the

composite of the dependent measures nsed,

Coynitive Comnlexity

Evaluativa measures of Primacy and Fxtremeness: DPrimacy




Table I, Summary of multivariate analysis

emnloying Complexity, Order,

12 and 67 degreces of freedom,

and Time with

Saurce P n
Complexity (Cc) 2,342 0.01
Order (Or) 1.439 0.17
Time (Ti) 1.383 0.20
Cc x Or 2,080 0,03
Ce x Ti 0.940 0.51
Or x Ti 0,805 0.64
Cc x Nr x Ti 1,122 0.36
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was measured in such a way that any rating higher than 4.5
was in the direction of "primacy", the higher thé rating the
more primacy shown., Since the scale on which subjects
evaluated the targ=t person ranged from "like very much" on
the extreme ;eft to "like not at all" on the extreme right

a high primacy score in the ascending conditions always
signified a negative evaluation whereas a high score in the
descending conditions always signified a positive evaluation,
If one were interested in viewing only the raw evaluative
ratings, the primacy scores in the descending conditions
would be subtracted from 9; in the ascending conditions the
primacy scores and evaluative ratings are the same,

P univariate analysis indicated that as was vpredicted
in hypothesis 2 noncomrplex subjects tended to show more
primacy than did comnlex subjects (means of 5,03 and 4,43
respectively; F (1,78) = 2,996, peg.09),

Extrem2ness scores could range fror 0 to 4,5 with the
higher score reflecting a more extreme rating, 2 univariate
analysis o2f extremeness scores indicated that, contrary to
aypothesis 2, this measure did not distinquish bhetween levels
of complexity. This indicates that while lows generally
snowed more primacy, highs' ratings were overall as
evaluatively extreme as were lows,

Differantiation: It will be recalled that the structural

measure of differentiation was obtained by counting the

number of coanstructs subjects employed in their written
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impression, The univariate analysis for this dependent
measure showed the expected differences across complexity;
highs wrote more differentiatad impressions than lows {mean
number of constructs employed were 10,13 and 7.12 respectively;
F (1,78) = 9.959, pe£.01).

draanization: A second structural reasure taken from

the written impressions was level of organization., This

was the degree to which subjects resolved the appmarent incen-
sistencies of the traget person., Here the scores could range
from an aggragation of constructs with no appnarent recognition
of inconsistency to resolution of inconsistency through
hierarchic integration of constructs. Hers ajain, a uni-
variate analysis showed the expected differences across
complexity; highs wrote more highlv organized imnreszions

than did lows (means of 9,22 vs, 7,06; F (1,78) = 18.214,

e, 091),

Racall: It was assumed that the recall measure would
reflect certain aspects of the processing strategy; that is,
if neople process more information thay sasuld also recall
more of the informational inout, It should be noted here
thot in orcder for subjects to be cradited with recall of a
word some fnrm or tenze of that word had tn be racalled,
Srnonyms of words were not reaarded as corract responses,

The unwarned recall task followed thz written impression
task., liere acain a univariate analysis was nerformed fnr the

comnlexity variable using bloack (negative words vs, positiva
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words) as a within wvariable, It was found that complex
people remambered more words than did noncomnlex p2ople
(means of 3,63 vs, 3.22 words remembered per list of 6 words,
r {(1,73) = 3.684, n <,N6), CUnexpectedly therae was also a
maraginally significant corplexity bv block interaction

(r (1,73) = 3.737, »p <,06), 7As can be sean in table 2
coanlex comparad to ﬁoncomplex people rememberecd significantly
more of the negative words (means of 1,99 and 1,52 words
renenbered per block of three words respectively), but did
not cdiffer in the number of positive words remembered (means
of 1,62 and 1,70 respectively),

Comnonent ratings measure: The devendent measure of

comnonent ratings did not distinguish between complexity
l2vels in the univariate analysis.

Summary: The results indicated that hypothesis 2 drew
general sunport, Highs not only processed information ¥
differently than did lows (as was seen in the structural
and r=call dependent measures) but also tended to give
different evaluative ratings as was seen in the orimacy
maasure, However, highs and lows did not differ in\the degree
of directionality shown, as was seen in the lack of relation-
shin f“or extremeness scores. This later finding will be

examined more closelv within the comnlexity by order interaction.,

Comnlexity by Order Int2raction

Evaluative measures of Primacy and Ixtremcness: “hila a
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Table II, Mean number of words recalled per
block of 3 adjectives as a function of Complexity
and Valence,

Complexity
high low
Valence
of negative 199 1.52 1.76
words
recalled
positive 1469 1.70 L 78

1,84 1,61
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univariate analysis on primacy scores showed no diffesrence
over complexity-order, a univariate analysis on extremeness
scores did show a complexity by order interaction which
approached significance (F (1,78) = 3,714, p £.06). This
interaction reflected the fact that high complex neople were
morz extreme in the ascending than in the descending condition
(means of 1,79 and 0,98 respectively) while lows showed no
differences over order (l1.47 ascending vs, 1,438 descending,
see table 3), This interaction indicates that although
there were no differences in extremeness over complexity
levels as was raported earlier, high complex peonle were
more =Xtreme in their ratings when the negative information
was presented first, On the other hand, low complex people
were unaffected by the order of presentation of information
in the extremity of their ratings. T%e implications of this
finding will be discussed in a later section of this paper,

It should als» be noted here that although no main effact
or interaction involving time reached siqnificance in the
multivariate analysis performed, a univariate analysis revealed
that the complexity by ordsr by time interaction was siqgnif-
icant for orimacy scores only (F (1,78) = 8,456, p £.91, see
table 1). Ms can be s=en in table 4 high complex subjects
under a self naced time showed recency effects ragardless of
order. On th2 ather hand in an experimenter vaced time higas
showaed primacy in the ascending and recency in the descending

condition; in other words, under time pressure higas seamed



Table III, Extremity of evaluative rating as

a function of Complexity and Order.

Complexity
high low
ascending ) A . 1.47
Order
descending 0,98 1,48
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Table IV,
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‘lean evaluations in the Complexity x Nrder

X Time interaction for nrimacy (raw evaluation scores

in brackets).

Ascanding Order

High Low
Complex Comnlex
Salf-naced 3,72 6,20
Time (3.72) (6.20)
Exvperimenter-paced 5.34 4,54
Time (5.84) (4.54)
4,78 5.37

Descending Order

High Low
Complex Complex
Self-vaced 4,06 4,53
Time (4.94) (4,47)
Ixperimenter-paced 3.87 4,66
Time (5.13) (4.34)
3.96 1,59

.19

[%1]

1.29
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to be most influenced by the neqative words, Low complex
neonle do not show any systematic effects over time-order
cells, This result, thouah unexnectad, does posse 2 number of
interesting imnlications; these will be discussed in a later
saction of this pnaper.

4 &

Comnonent ratings measure: N univariate analysis was

run on the difference batween subjects' normative and context
ratings of cach of the six traits presented; valence of trait
was used as a within variablg. In this analysis the size of
the diffarence indicated the amount of movement and the sign
(+ or -) of the difference indicated the direction of the
movement; a + sign would indicate that the word became more
positive in context and a - sign that it became more negative.
The complexity by order by valence interaction (F (1,78) =
1.845, » €,95, see table 5).indicated that highs shifted the
poéitive wvords to a miuch grzatar extent than the naqgative
words regardless of the order of presentation, Furthervore,
this shift for compnlex percecivers is consistent with the
Dositive context effect in that positive words became nmore
negative in context (shifts of -9,81 inches ascanding order;
-1.45 inches descending order on a 1 inch scale) and negatives
Words mora nositive (shifts of 0,09 inches ascending and 0,53
inches descending on a 4 inch scale). MNoncomonlex porcoivers
in the ascending order also shift words as would be exoected
under the influence of a positive context effect (3hifts of

.44 inches negative words and -1,02 inch2s nositive words).



.Table V. Means of the Complexity x Order x Valence
interaction of difference scor2s5 (a vositive scorz
indicates that words became more positive in context,
a negative score that thay became more negative),

Ascending Order

High Low
Complex Complex
Negative 0
tords 0,09 0.44 0,26
Positive
"IOI'dS -0. 84 -1.02 -0-93
-0,37 -0,29
Daescending Order
High Low
Complex Complex
MNegative 953 0.56 0..55
“ords
Po;ltlve -1.45 n.4n -9,48
©loxrds
-0.46 0.4¢2
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llowever, in the descending condition noncomplex perceivcrs
shift all words in the positive direction (shifts of 0,56
inches negative words and 0,40 inches positive words), These
findings will he discussed in a later section of this paper.

Other denendent measures: The other denandent measures

of differentiation, organization, and recall showed no signif-

icant effects for the complexity by order interaction in the

univariate analyses performed,

Multivariate Analysis emnloying Comolexityv and Order variables

A second multivariate analysis was run using only those
subjects who were in the self paced time condition, 2Again
the complexity main effect and the complexity by order inter-
action aporoached significance (see table 6). However,
univariate analyses indicated that the latency measure con-
tributad no new information towards the problem under

investigatioan,



Table VI, Summary of multivariate analysis
emnloying Complexity and Order with 18 and
22 degrees of freedoms.

Source F o
Complexity (Cc) 1.884 0,08
Nrder (2r) 1.355 0,25

Cc x Or 2,656 0.02
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DISCUSSION

The present investigation was designed to examine the
processinag strategies employed by subjects in an impression
formation task involving an uninterrupted serial presentation
of personality trait information, Other studies sxaming this
same issuc have found tﬁat subjects will usually be dispro-
portionately affected by the first information received, that
is, they will show a primacy effect (Aderson, 1965; 1968; 1973;
Anderson & Barrios, 1961).

In the present experiment this same primacy effect was
found but it was small and nonsignificant. While the primacy
effect was not replicated, a numnber of implications presented
themselves in the present experiment which will help us
better understand how subjects process information in a
serial integration task., We will now turn to the two manip-
ulations employed in ths present experiment, that of time
(inter-stimulus interval) and cognitive complexity, and
discuss the implications of any findings which may help us
better understand subjective processing strategies,

Cognitive Complexity and its intaraction with Order: In

the present study complex differed from noncomnlex subjects
along a number of dependent measures; highs tended to sﬁow
less primacy, wrote more completely intagrated impressions,
and remembered more negative words than did lows, Comwlexity
also interacted with order; highs tended to be more extreme

40
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than lows when negative information was vrescented first while
being less extreme than lows whan positive information was
nresented first, "With respect to component ratings nighs
shifted positive words to a much crzataer extent than they

did necgative words regardless of order while lows differed
nvar order, Fach of these rasults +will be 3discussed in more
detail,

Previous studies have shown that when information is .
nresanted to subjects simultaneoﬁsly, highs and lows do not
differ in their evaluative rating of the target person desnite
‘their differences on structural measures (Press, 1972), This
implies that evaluation is not necessarily tisd to the deagree
of integration of the impression on which that evaluation is
bhased,

In work that has presantecd inconsistent information suc-
cassively with evaluations following each block of information,
(*layo & Crockett, 1964; Klyver, Press, & Crockett, 1972)

avaluative "shift" differences batween high and low comnlex

p2onle were found., These studies found that noncomnlax

e

2ople will shift their impressions to a much greater sxtent
than will complex subjects to remain consistent with the
™5t rzcent information reczived. This was exolainad as

due to the inability of noncomplex oereceivers to intearate
incon3istent information into an imnression of one taraet
person. Thus is apnears that when new information is ab-

tainad towards an alrecady 2xisting imnression, the deqgree to



which subjacts can reconcile inconsistent information will
have an ceffect on the evalunation formed,

In the present study an uninterrupted serial presentation
of inconsistent information was employed., lHeare, on the
average, noncomplex perceivers tended to show more vrimacy
than did complex percaivers., DPespite these differences
however, there were no overall differences between highs
and lows in the extremity of their ratings. This may indicate
that while highs will give as extreme an evaluative rating
on the basis of trait information as will lows, the nature
0of that rating will be influenced more by how information

i
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structured and less by order than will lows' evaluations,
Highs will integrate information more completely and base
their impressions upon this structure; however, the evalu-
ation does not seem to be tied to the degree of integration
in that a highly integrated impression may be either neutral
or oriented strongly in the primacy or recency direction,
On the otner hand, more often than not, noncomplex subjects,
who do not integrate as completely as complex subjects, will
be disprovortionally influencad by the first information
presented in an uninterrupted serial presentation,

In examining the nature of the integration procedure
it was found through the structural measures that highs for
the most part incorrmorated information of both valences in
one impr2ssion, This incorporation involved an inter-

connactedness of opposite valenced traits and therefore a
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resolution of potential inconsistency. Lows very oftan used
traits of both valence in their impressions and recognized
inconsistency, but seldom rzlated these traits tn each other

in any systcmafic way. Because most subjects did employ

traits of oprnosite valence in some way the notion of dis-
counting as advanced by 2Anderson (1263) does not seenm to be

the best explanation of how subjects process information in

the serial integration task., This becom2s more annarent if

we were to focus on highs only; highs explicitly use and
interrslate traits of opposite valence., The attention
-decrement hypothesis (Anderson, 1971, 1973) nust also be

called into question in light of comnlex subjects' performance.
Thile integrating information of both valencas and all serial
positions highs as a group employved the whole range of

possible evaluative ratings; lows were less integrative and
mora primacy oriented, To exnlain such differancas an
attention decrement hynothesis would nhave to posit different =
attention spans across comnlaxity levels, a »os3ition which

does not seem warranted at this tima,

The results of the present exneriment do not provide a
strong case for a change in meaning (Asch, 1946) exnlanation
either., ‘thile the notion associated with change in meaning,
that first items set up a direction for the internr=ztation
of later items, does obviously not hold in the nrasent
exparimant (ie., there was ﬁot strong priracy), the change

in meaning hypothesis may still explain the present rasults



44

by resorting to a structural explanation sirilar to the onc
used in the present study. Ilowever, as was the case with
the attention decrement explanation the change in meaning
hypotaesis doeé not adequately predict or explain the
differences over complexity levels found in the n»nreseat
exoeriment, The subjects who showed the most primacy
(noncomplex subjects) were thoss subjects whose use of later
words in the list seemed to be least influenced by the use
of earlisr words in the list, Noncomplex subjects did not
for the most part interrelate later words with earlier words
yet they showed the most primacy. This therefore does not
seem to be a strong illustration of the change in meaning
hypothesis., It appears that no unitary theory handles the
present results entirely adequately,

In examining further differences between highs and lows
in their performance it was found that highs tended to be
more extreme than lows when negative information was presented
first while being less extreme than lows when positive
information was oresented first; lows ¢id not differ over
order., In a related finding highs remembered more neqative
words than lows while there were no differences over com-
nlexity for positive words, and with respact to component
ratings highs shifted positive words to a much grzater
extant than they did negative words rzgariless of order whaile
for lows the component ratings differed over order, It

apnears that to a large extent highs were centering on
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negative information in performing the task put before them
and in doinq so were parforming differently than lows., This
"naegativity effect" for highs may be seen as consistent with
a number of other findings, In previous studies negative
information was found to be of greater extremitv (Peabody,
1967) and surprisingness (Feldman, 1966) than was positive
information, It was also found (Jones & Davis, 1265) that
nagative information was seen as more out-of-role and dis-
positionally linked than was positive, and in line with this
finding, out-of-role behavior was seen as conveying more
‘information than was in-role behavior (Jones, Davis, & Gergen,
1961), Given these findings one might logically conclude
that negative information might have greater influence on a
subject who is in the process of organizing an impression
(see also Press, 1972; Feldman, 1966).

If negative information does have this kind of influence
and 1f our deonendent measﬁres are reflecting this influence
we can only speculate as to why this influence is greater for
nighs than for lows,

Feldman (1966) states that negative information has rore
pulling power or modifying capacity than does pnsitive infor-
mation. That is, when negative information was paired with
positive information the rating of th2 resulting vair was
larqgely determined by the negative information (see alsn FPress,
1372), This influeﬁce of negative infornation may be duec to

its Cispositionally linked character (Jones & Davis, 1965)
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and/or its qreater informational out-of-role natur: (Jones,
bavis, & Gergen, 19G6l; Jones & Davis, 1965), ‘thatever the
nature of the negative informatinns' greater influence, beforeA
this information can have any influencz it must first be
incorporated within an impression of the target person, If the
negative information was preceeded by positive information
and the procassing subject did not integrate the negative
into the positive it (the later information) might have little
influence., Instead, subjects in the descending condition
might base their impression on the first information only
(positive) andé either not_attend to (Mnderson, 1973) or

.
discount (Anderson, 1968) the later information (negative),
In the present study it was found that lows did not integrate
the inconsistent information to as great an extent as highs.
It was also found éhat lows showed more primacy than highs.,
It may be that by not inteqrating, low complex n=ople
limited themselves somewhat in the nature of the impression
waich could be formed, I«ighs, when integrating, could be
influenced by either the positive or negative information,
The findings in the present study indicate that highs were
influenced by negative information more so than positive;
this influence shows up in the evaluative measures of nrimacy
(table 4) and extremeness (table 3) as well as in the recall
measure (table 2) and the conmpenent ratinags measure (table
5). Ye will now examine more fullv the nature of this

influence,
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In the extremeness measure (see table 3) it was found
that highs were more extreme in their evaluative ratings

when neqgative information was presented first while lows did

1}

not differ ovef order, Press (1972) found that negative
information which is integrated into a peositive impression
will change that impression more than will nositive infor-
mation integrated into a negative impression, Again, the
motivational out-of-role nature of negative information was
offered as an explanation for this finding (see Press, 1972),
If positivé information is characteristic of in-role behavior
- {(Jon2s & Davis, 1965) and in-role behavior conveys little
information (Jones, Davis, & Gergen, 1961) we would expect
any initial impression based on the first information
presented to be less stable (ie, more subj=ct to change)

when that information is nositive than when negative, Wwhen
the second block of information is nresented we would exnect
highs to integrate this into the information already attained
and alter their impression with each succeading piece of
information (ses ﬁsch, 1946). However, as Feldman (1966)
snows, we would axpect this alteration to ba less when the

second infoarmation is nositive than when negative; hence

o+

he difference in extremity 2f ratings founé for hishs would
be expected., In line with this argument we would exnact
highs to show primacy in the ascending and recency in the

sondition., This was generally found although

[

éescendin

e}

there wrere differences over the tima variable (sce table 1)
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suqgasting that time may have affected the way in vhich highs
processed infornation; this will be discussed in a lator
saction,

Lows showéd no differences in extrerity over order, It
will ba recalled that the differences in extremity found among
highs was attributed to differences in intzgration strategies
associatad with different valences, ESince lows did not
integrate information to as gresat an extent as hignhs we would
expect any effect of valence upon integration to ba small.
This b2ing the case, the fact that lows showa2d no diffarences
over ordar is not surprising,

25 shoun in table 2, highs remembered more negative

than nositive words. This again mav opoint to the influence

’.-l

of negative information on complex subjects in the inte-
gration vprocess,

The component ratings measura as discussed in the text
gave genaral support to the hypothesis being presented here.
Highs shifted vositive words to a much greater extent than
nejyative. words re#ardless of order, This indicates that
thns mndifying capacity notion as advanced by Feldman (1966)
drewv general support; the negative information when nairecd
with positive retained more of its original normative
influenc=.

Lows also shifted positive words further than negative
words in the ascendihg condition but in the descending con=-

dition the negative wvords were shifted to a greater extent
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than the positive, Turthermore, in the descending condition
the positive words were shifted away from the negative vole,
This indicates that when presented second, negative infor-
mation had little or no modifving carnacity and sunports the
notion thot perhaps lows did not intagrate the second
information presented them,

Jne possible criticism against the component rating
measure as employeﬁ in the present study is that since both
normative and in-context ratings were made on the same scale
for each word by subjects, subjects may have nerformed on this
task in a way which would make then seem most consistent with
their earlier responses, However, since all in-context
ratings were made first by all subjects and without knowledge
of the normative ratings task to folloﬁ, this indeonendence
criticism would apply to the later normative ratings only.

A correlation done between normative ratinqgs obtained in the
osresent study and those obtained by Anderson (1955) on the
same words yielded an r of .97 with a rank ordering of only
one reversal. This finding makes the independence criticisnm
somewhat less tenable, .

Another nossible criticism which may be levied against
the component ratings measure is that of interpretation,
Anderson (1971) has stated that the nositive context effoct
discussea earlier is no more than a generalized halo eff=act,
The halo interpretation states that when the subject makes

an in-context component rating he is responding for cach
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trait with a cémposite of.the context frea value of the
trait and the total value of his impression. Anderson goes
on to state that the resul ting component rating would f£it an
averacing model of the context free and total impression
values, However, as was secn in the present study noncomplex
subjects in the descending condition made in-context com-
nonent ratings for positive valenced traits which were more
positive than their normative ratings for those same traits,
decause the in-context ratings of traits in this condition
moved away from both the normative value of each trait and
tae normative wvalue of the comvosite of remaining traits an
averaging explanation is not tznable,

In summary, the interpretation of results being offered
is that highs did differ from lows in their nerformance on
the task presented in the present experiment, ﬁighs Wara
seen as integrating information and basing their impressions
on the resulting structure, Negative information was s=en
as Cisproportionally influencing the nature of that structure.
Lows were seen as less integrative and being thus affacted by
the order of presentation of infarmation to a grecater extent
than highs. As was pointed out earlier, there were diffarences
in evaluations formed by highs as a function of £ime. This
“7ill be discussed now,.

Time: There were two hypntieses offered in the nresent

axperiment which dealt with the “time"™ manipulation. The

first hypothesis stated that time nressure may induce nrimacy
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and was not supported, Time pressure was manipulated

through inter-stimulus interval and as was found earliecr by

Hendrick et al (1973) this maniopulation had no effect on.

o

degree of primacy shown by subjects, Thae present experimen

extended this statement to the situatiosn whera no set intar-

ES

stimulus interval at all was employed,

The second hypothesis involving time stated that lows
would be more affected by time pressure than woulé highs.
Yo support =7as found for this hypothesis either,

Although the "time" main. a2ffect or the cormplexity by
time interaction did not reach significancs there was a
significant complexitv by order by time interaction (sza=2
table 1), As was noted earlier taz negativity effect alluded
to above as an explanatory mechanism for highs' nrocessing
strategy did not hold completelv across the time variable,
In the self paced ascending condition highs showed recancy
effects or an overall positive evaluation (s== table 4},
ilowevar, it should be noted that no other denendent measures
in the multivariate analysis reachzd significance for the
triple order interaction:; this 1eave§ the significance of
table 4 somewhat guestionable, If the time variable were
disregarded in table 4 (see marginal means collansed across
the time variable) the evaluations which would he exnected
if highs were showing a negativity effect are fnund; also,
the other dependent measures mentioned above point to the

negativity effect., While the triple order interaction for
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primacy seems uninternretable in light of the other dependent
measures it does indicate that more research is needed
before the interpretations being offered in the present

paper are accepted,

Conclusion: In the study of processing strategies in

a serial integration task cognitive complexity seems to be

an important variable in enchancing our understanding in this
area. Complex people will differ from noncompnlex people along
a variety of dependent measures in a serial inteqration task,
The nature of this difference seems to be tied to the way
subjects structure their impression., Highs will structure
impressions more extensively and reflect that structure
through their evaluations, lows will not structure as
extensively and wi%l be affected more by the ordsr in which
information is presented, Finally, evidence was found
suggesting that highs will be disproportionately influenced

by negative information,



RETFERENCES

Anderson, N, II, Primacvy effects in personality impression
forrmation using a generalized ordar effect paradigm,

Journal of Personality and Social Psvchology, 1965, 2, 1-9,

*ndsrson, N, . 2nolication of a lincar-s2rial model to
nersonality-impression task using serial presontation,

Journal of Parsonality and Social Psvchology, 1968,

10, 354-362,
Mderscon, H. H, Two more tasts against change of meaning

in adjsctive combinations, Journal of Verbal Learning

and Verikal Eshavior, 1971, 10, 75-35,

Anderson, M. !, Serial position curves in impression for-

[#)

mation, Journal of Exnerimental Psychnlogqv, 1973, 97, 8-12,

Mdersnn, N, H, & Barrions, A, A, Primacy 2ffacts in »nerson-

ality impression formation. Jnurnal of Ahnorral and

Sncial FPsychology, 1961, 63, 316-350,

Andar

7]

on, . II, & llukart, S, T ffects of concomitant verhal
racall on ordéer effzcts in personality irmsression for-

mation., Journal of Verhal Lzarninag and Verbzl B2havior,

1963, 2, 379-391.
’nderson, ‘i, K, & Jacobson, A, Fffect of stinulus incon-
s3istency and discounting instructions in nersonality

imnression formation. Journal of Personality and Social

Pavehnlogy, 1965, 2, 531=539,

53



Asch, S. F, TIorming imoressions of personality. Journal of

Ahnormal and Social Psvcholoqv, 1246, 41, 258-290,

Crockett, . H, Cognitive complexitv and impression {or-

mation, In Maher, B, A, (Hd.) Proaress in Exnarimental

Personality Pesearch, Vnl, 2, New York: Academic

Press, 1965,

Feldman, S. ‘lotivational aspects of attitudinal elements.,

In Feldman, S. (Fd.) Coanitive Consistancy. New York:

Academic Press, 1966,
Yendrick, C. & Constantini, A, F. Effects of varving trait
inconsistency and response requirements on the oprimacy

effect in impression formation. Journal of Personality

and Social Psvchologyvy, 1970, 15, 158-164,

Hendrick, C., Constantini, 2., McCarry, J., & lcBride, K.
MPttention decrement, temporal variation, and the »nrimacy

effect in impression formation, Mamory & Cognition,

1973, 1, 193-195,

Hendrick, C, & Jones, E, E. The Hature of Theoorv and Nesearch

in Social Psychology. UdJew York: Academic Press, 1972,

Jones, E, E, & Davis, K. E., From acts to disnositions: The

attribution process in person nercentisn. In Berkowitz,

L. (Ed.) 2dvances in Exoerimental Scaial Psvchology,

Vol., 2, HNew York: DNcademic Press, 1965,
Joness, E, E,, Davis, X. E., & Cergen, K, J. Pol2 playing
variations and their information valuzs for nerson

perception. Journal of 2bnormil and Social Psychnloqy,

1961, 63, 302-310,



Jones, L, V. Mnalysis of variance in its multivariate

developnents, In Cattell, P, B, (Ed,) landbook of

Multivariate Ixperimental Psychioloay, Chicago: Rand

McNally, 1966,

Kelly, G. A, The I'sycholoay of Personal Constructs., New

York: Horton, 1955,
Klyver, M,, Press, A, N,, & Crockett, W, H, Coqgnitivs com-
plexity and the ssquential integration of inconsistent

information., Journal of Personality and Social

P3vchologyv, (in Press).

Luchins, 2, S, Primacy-recency in impression formation,

In lovland, C., I.. (Eé&.) The 2rcder of Prescontation in

Persuasion, Now !laven: Vale University Fressz, 1957a,

Luchins, A, S, Experimental attemnts to minimize the impact

of first imoressions, In Hovland, C, I. (Fd,) The

Order of Prasentatinn in Tersuasion. Now Haven: Yale

University FPress, 1957b,
Mayo, C, W. & Crockett, ¥, H, Cognitive comnlexity and
nrimacy~-recency effects in impression formation.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Msvchnlogv, 1761, 53,

335-338,

""iscik, J. 3., Smith, J, 't,, Hamm, I, H,.,, Deffenbacher, D, 7

& Prown, I'. L., Short-term ratantion of auditory
sequences as a functionn »of stimulus duratinn, inter-

stimulus interval, and encoding technique., Journal of

[xnarimaental Psvcholngy, 1972, 26, 117-151,

’



56

Jidorf, L, J. & Crockett, W, Il. Cognitiva comnlexity and the

nrganization of impressions of others. Journal of Social

FPsychology, 1965, 66, 165-1069,

FPeabkndy, D, Trait infarences: [I'valuative and descrintive

aspects, Journal of Persnnality and Social I'sycholaay

onogranh, 1967, 7, (4, Whole Vo, 644),

Press, A, ¥, Effect of congruency and valence on the assiri-
lation of additional information into a newly-Fformed
impression of the other. Unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation, Clarl University, 1972,

Rosenkrantz, P, S, & Crockett, W. H, Some factors influ-
encing the assimilatinn of disvarate information in

impression formation. Journal of Perssnalitv and Social

Psychology, 1965, 2, 397-402,
Sitterly, T. E, Short-term retention of segquentially nre-
sented digits as a function of inter-diqit interval,

digit duration, and saries lenqgth. Journal of

Experimantal Psychology, 1968, 78, 174-171,

Stewvart, R, H, Effect of continuous responding nn the nrder

effect in personality impression formation. Journal of

Parsonality and Social Psycholngv, 1965, 1, 161-165,

Yernz2r, H, The concept of develonment from a compnarative and
organismic point of view, In Harris, D. B. (Ed.) The

Concent of Development: An Issuce in the Studr of Human

Behavior. *“inneapolis: University of ‘tinnesota Press,

1957,



5

iner, B, J., Statistical Frincinles in Exnerimental Design,

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1962,



AN EXAMINATION 2T ORDER EFFECTS
IN IMPRESSION FIORMATION

ROLERT J. QUINH

B.A,, Cortland State University, 1971

A ABSTRACT OF A MASTIR'S TIIESIS

submitted in partial Zuliillment of the

ragquirements for the cdegrec

MASTILR JOF SCIENCE

Department of Fsychology

KAISRAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Maniattan, Kansas

1974



Eigaty-six subjects were presentad with a list of six
personality traits describing one person in the tynical order
effects paradigm (Anderson & Rarrios, 1961). Subjects were
subserquently asked to form an imoression of the person de-
scribed, The amount of time allowed subjects betwaen
»resaentation of zach successive trait adjective was exneri-
mentally manipulated as was the individual differences
variable of cognitive complexity. These manipulations were
designed to test the notions that 1) the nrimacv effact of
impression- formation usually attained when information is
nrasented in an uninterrupted serial rresentation is to some
2xtent an artifact of the time allowed subjects to wrocess
inforrmation, 2) that comnlex nerceivers would b2 less
2ffected by order of nresantation of information than would
noncomolex paerceivers, and 3) noncomplex nerceivzrs would
be effected to a greater extent by time oressure than -would
comnlex perceivers,

In order to better understand how the above manipulatinns
would 2f€fect subjects' performance in the imnression forration
tas® a number nf depsndent mM=asuras were emnloyad, Fach of
thes2 measures was designed to raflact different asnacts of
thz >rnezssing strategy emploved by sudbjects in farming
Eheir imoression of the target parson., All measuras were
mnalyzed in a2 nmltivariate analvsis dz2sign.

It wvas found that corplex porceivers di“farad from non-

comaley nerceivers not only in the deqree A% primacy 319wn

1



b2

but also in thé structure of the impression written of tae
target person and taz2 recall of words which were used to
describe the tarjyet verson, Thesz differences ware inter-
oret2d a3 rellecting differant processing strategies
betweesn complex and noncornlex perceivers, Comnlax ner-
celvers ware se2n as Tore inteqgrative in their dealing with
the inforration and as reflecting the nature of this inte-
gration through evaluations. Ioncompnlex perceivers were
sea2n as being more influenced by the order of information
than were comrplex pa2rcesivers., It was also suggestad that
complex pmarceivers were disproportionately influenced by
nzgative information,

Results indicated that time allowed subjects between

words had no general effect on impressions formed.





