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A Determiner of the Centrality of a Trait
in Forming Impressions of Others
Joseph G. Hill

University of New Mexico

Introduction

This paper will present experimental findings in connection
with a certaln aspect of the perception of others. A survey
of the literature, to be presented in this section, will lead
up to a formal statement of the problem.

Literature dealing with the perception of others may be
classified into four general categories with subsections as
follows.

Characteristics of the Judge

The Ability to Judge Others as a Personality Trait. According

to Taft (28) the cornerstones of the ability to judge others are
(1) appropriate judgmental norms (Judge and subject background
similarity), (2) Jjudging ability (general and social intelli-
gence), and (3) motivation (to make accurate Judgments), which
is probably the most important. By means of an dxper!ment
Adams (1) arrived at the paradoxical finding that the one who

Is the most interested in others understands himself best and
that the one who is most interested in himself best understands
others. Estes (6) gave more concrete information: Judges who

have strong interests in either the dramatic or graphic arts are

nore successful than those whose dominant interests are in the







sciences and philosophy. He noted that some traits are con-
spicuously well-judged, namely (1) inhibition-impulsion,

(2) apathy-intensity, (3) placidity-emotionality, and (L)
ascendancy-submission.

The Influence of the Personality of the Judge on the Process
of Perceiving Others. Fensterheim and Tresselt (7) investigated
the influence of the individual's value system on his percep-
tion of another person. The hypothesis that the perceiver's
own major values will be projected in his perception of 1iked
plctures was confirmed. In this connection, Scodel and Mussen
(24), using the F-scale, found that the high-scoring authori-
tarian subjects do not perceive the low-scoring subjects as
having F-scores significantly different from their own, whereas
the low=-scoring subjects do ascribe to the high-scoring subjects
F-scores that are significantly higher than their own.

Evidence can be cited which holds a warning against over~
estimating the influence of the personality of the judge.
Tresselt and Becker (30) contended that personality is not a
primary selective force in judgments of people. Rather the
Judgmental process 1s affected primarily by previous habit
training in such a way that both a scale of judgment and 2 method
of attack are transferred. 1t is iﬁteresting to note that
Pastore (21), nine years ago, held that the now generally
accepted postulate that needs determine perception might be
correct but had not been proven so in previous experiments.

Related to this point, Precker (22) found that perception of

other people's values is not entirely & matter of projection,
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although he considered the influence of anxlety upon perception
to be falirly well established.

Accuracy and Interobserver Reliability. Kornhauser (15)

presented Interesting evidence on inter-judge reliability in the
Judgment of tralts of college students. He had different in-
structors rate college students on seven traits. For a group

of 20 graduating seniors fairly well known to the raters the
average correlations of five pairs of raters were: .53 for
industry, .47 for cooperativeness, .47 for moral trustworthiness,
4y for intelligence, .42 for accuracy, .29 for initiative, and
«26 for leadership ability. Kornhauser pointed out that the
agreement between judges was greater when the trait was more
clearly related to academic performence.

Gage (8) was concerned with expliecit forecasting of strangers!
interests from expressive behavior. She found that the predictive
accuracy was greater than one would expect by chance, and that
the ablility of the Jjudges to predict the strangers' responses
was consistent from one stranger to the next and from one bit
of expressive behavior to the next. Gage concluded that in this
situation the social perception of the Judges was more a function
of their internal frames of reference than of the speciflic
external stimull.

Characteristics of the Judged Person

Although the attributes of the judged persons would seem to
be major variables to be investigated in connection with the

process of soclal perception, literature on this tople is rare.

Rice (23), in an experiment in which he used pictures of







prominent people, showed that the rating of intelligence and
craftiness from photographs is influenced by the knowledge of
the social status of the portrayed person,

Secord and Muthard (25) had 110 college students rate 2j
photographs of young women on a szries of physiognomic and per-
sonality attributes. Their evideice suggested the following
conclusion. Certain combinations of physiognomic traits were
significantly related to certain patterns of personality impress-
ions.,

Stritch and Secord (27) found that artist-produced changes in
the pictures of persons to be rated markedly affected the percep~
tion of physiognomic characteristics which had not been altered
by the artist.

Thornton (29) had subjects judge six personality traits of
pictured persons who were wearing glasses, He found that the
persons were rated more intelligent, more industrious, more honest
and more dependable with glasses than without.

However, when these same persons appeared in person they were
Judged more intelligent and more industrious with glasses than
without, but probably not mere honest. |

Interrelationships between Judge and Judged

Interpersonal Attitudes. Lakin (17) found a "substantial®

positive relationship between attitudes towards oneself and
attitudes towards others.
McKenna, Hofstaetter and O'Connor (19) conducted an experiment

in which they explored the bases for attractions between two

people. The congruence between various concepts of the self and







5
of two friends was investigated In a sample of 90 female college
students. Some of their maln findings follow: (1) A rise in the
congruence between the self=-concept and the concept of the friend
is accompanied by an increase in the congruence between the self
concept and the ideal self-concept. (2) The resemblance between
the subject's personality pictures of her friends and the sub-
Ject's ideal self-concept is greater than the resemblance between
the subject's personality plctures of her friends and the subject's
self-concept. (3) There is less resemblance between the person-
ality pictures of the two friends than there ls between either
of these and the subject's ideal self.

Bieri (4) reports experimental confirmation of the hypothesis
that in a constructive interaction situation one's perception
of another will change in the direction of increased similarity
to oneself.

Ichheiser (12) further emphasizes the Importance of the self
concept in social processes and suggests that the image which a
person holds regarding another may be the result, or it may be
the cause of his attitudes towards the other.

Rationalization in and Accuracy of Social Perception. Haire

and Grunes (11) conducted an experiment on the processes producing

an organized perception of another personality. They set out to
prove again, as Asch (2) had done before them, that the meaning
of a bit of information about another person is partly a function
of its relation to cther items. They constructed a short list

of traits and facts concerning a factory worker including the

trait name "intelligent". The subjects were asked to describe
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the working man. The attribute "intelligent” did not fit with
the factory worker., Two main lines of approach were taken by the
subjects in integrating this attribute with the rest of the
description: (a) Distertion, which invelved explaining away the
basic conflict by joining the intelligence with some item which
the subject himself supplied. (b) Denial of the attribute
"intelligent".

Gage (9) obtained the following experimental finding in connec=-
tion with accuracy of social perception. If two individuals have
positive mutual feelings toward each other, thelr impressions of
each other are more likely to be accurate,

The Halo Effect. Kornhauser and McMurray (16) experimentally

proved the existence of the tendency to ascribe all good and all
bad qualities to an individual because of certain favorable or
unfavorable general impressions. They had their subjects rate a
group of salesmen on intelligence and selling ability and obtained
an average correlation between component estimates of selling
ability and intelligence of .87 while the true correlation co-
efficient was -.48.,

The Lenient Tendency in Rating. HKneeland's (1l) results

{llustrate this phenomenon. Although he made special efforts to
have the midpoints of his scale describe true, average perform-

ance, his subjects, shoppers and executives, rated sales people

on various items well above the midpoints of the scale.

The Honi Phenomenon. Wittreich (31) did an experiment on

person perception where the observer described both his marital

partner and a stranger as he watched them in the Ames' distorted
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room. The marital partner was consistently seen as significantly
less distorted than the stranger, although all but one of the
subjects had been married less than one year.

The Work of Asch

Two of Asch's experiments dealing with forming impressions of
others, and some of the literature and research they generated
will now be described in some detail, as this work is the immediate
background of the present writer's experiment.

Asch (2) proposed that not all of a person's traits are of
equal importance in the formatlon of our impression of him. The
following experiment by Asch, which is part of a longer series of
exper iments dealing with different aspects of the process of
forming an impression, supports this assertion. Under experi-
mental condition A 90 subjects were given the following instruc-
tions: "1 shall read to you a number of characteristics that
belong to & particular person., Please listen to them carefully
and try to form an impression of the kind of person described.
You will later be asked to give a brief characterization of the
person in Just a few sentences. I will read the list slowly and
will repeat it once." They were then read the following list of

traits:

intelligent-skillful~industrious-warm-determined-practical~cautious.

After an interval of five seconds the l1ist was repeated. Following
the reading each subject wrote & brief sketch.

Under Condition B a different group of 76 subjects, after being
given the same instructions as had been glven under Condition A,

was read the following list of traits:
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intelligent-skillful~-industrious-cold-determined-practical~-cautious.
The list was repeated and brief sketches were written.

To obtain quantified results, Asch had constructed a list of
traits, which is reproduced in Table 1. From each pair of terms
in this list the subject was Instructed to select the cne that
was most in accordance with the impression he had formed. Asch
noted that two outcomes were possible. The impressions formed by
groups A and B might be identical except that one had the added

quality of "warm," the other of "cold", Another possible outcome

might be that the single differentiating quality imparted a general

positive or negative direction to the general impression. That
nelther of these possibilities materialized may be seen in

Table 2, columns 1 and 2 of which were taken from Asch (2). For
the sake of brevity of presentation results are stated for the
more desirable term in each trait-pair, hereafter referred to as
the "positive™ term. The reader may determine the percentage of
choices for the other term in each pair by subtracting the given
from 100. To illustrate, under condition A 91% of the subjects
chose the designation "generous;" the remaining 9% selected the
designation "ungenerous"™. From his data, (columns 1 and 2 of
Table 2), Asch concluded the following. (1) There are marked
differences between the percentages of subjects choosing traits
under the two conditions. For example, under condition A, where
the person was described as "warm," 91% of the subjects called
him "generous™. However, under condition B, where the person
was described as "cold," only 8% of the subjects called him

"generous™. (2) Not all qualities or traits are deflected by







Table 1

Asch's (2) Cheeck List of Traits

1.
2.
3e
be
5.
6.
Te
8.
9

generous
shrewd
unhappy
irritable
humorous
sociable
popular
unreliable
important
ruthless
good=-looking
persistent
frivolous
restrained
self-centered
imaginative
strong

dishonest

ungenerous

wise

happy
good=-natured
humorless
ungociable
unpopular
reliable
insignificant
humene
unattractive
unstable
serious
talkative
altruistie
hard-headed
weak

honesgt







Table 2 10

Percentages of Subjects Attributing Traits under Six
Different Experimental Conditions

Expe.I - Asch(2) Pilot - Hill Exp.II - Asch(2)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Warm Cold Sociable Unsociable Polite Blunt

(N=90)(N=76) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20) (N=26)

1. generous 91 8 75 50 56 58
2. wise 65 25 55 Lo 30 50
3. happy " N 80 L 90 34
. good-natured 94 17 80 32 87 56
5. humorous 77 13 70 21 3 L8
6. socigble 91 38 - - 83 68
7. popular 8l 28 95 10 9L 56
8. reliable 9l 99 100 90 95 100
9. important 88 99 90 65 Sl 96
10, humane 86 31 60 89 59 77
11. good-looking 77 69 85 53 93 79
12, persistent 100 97 100 90 100 100
13. serious 100 99 100 100 100 100
1. restrained 77 89 65 89 82 77
15, altruistie 69 18 61 30 29 Lé
16. imaginative 51 19 75 55 33 31
17. strong 9% 95 95 89 100 100
18, honest 98 ol 85 95 87 100
Means 85.0 5h.0 80.65 61.29 76483 72.61

Note: T tests betwesn means of eolumns 1 and 2, 3 and lj, 5 and 6
were computed by the present writer.

gValue of t for columns 1 & 2 was .11, significant at the .0l level
Value of t for columns 3 & L was 2,85, significant at the .01 level

®Value of T for columns 5 & 6 was 0,91, insignificant (P = .J4O)
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the transition from "warm®™ to "cold". For example, 100% of the
subjects under condition A and 99% of the subjects under
condition B called the person "serious”".

In summary, it may bz seen that some, but not all, traits are
affected by the "warm-cold"™ variable.

The second exper iment performed by Asch involved the same
procedure as the first one, except that in the initial serles of
traits describing the hypothetical person "warm" was replaced by
"polite™ and "cold” by "blunt". As may be seen from Table 2,
columns 5 and 6, there were no extreme differences between the
percentages of subjects attributing positive traits under the
two experimental conditions. Asch concluded that "polite" and
"blunt" are not "central” qualities like "warm" and "cold," i.e.,
they did not produce striking differences in the manner in which
the traits were checked by the twe groups.

In summary, these two experiments by Asch show that some traits,
specifically "warm" and "cold," when given as preinformetion about
a person, markedly influence the attribution of other traits to
that same person, while other traits, such as "polite" and "blunt"
do not have this effect.

Luchins (18) repeated one of Asch's experiments, using the
list of trait names and the set of instructions employed by Asch.
Luchins reported results which differed from those which Asch
had found, and wrete a critique of Asch's work. His main criti-

cism concerned Asch's experimental design, which was considered

to be too unlike real l1ife to be of any value. Further comments

will be made on Luchins! critigque in the discussion section.







Kelley (13) answered Luchins' main criticism of Asch by
conducting a life-like experiment in which a group of students
met a strange instructor in a classroom. Before meeting the
instructor one half of the students were glven information sheets
on which the teacher was described as "cold;" to the other half
he was described as "warm". Next, subjects and instructor par-
ticipated in a discussion, after which the subjects were asked
to write a sketch of the teacher and to rate him on a set of 15
rating scales. The results were very similar to those of Asch
and it was concluded that such "central® qualities as warmth and
coldness can greatly influence the total! impression of a personal-
ity.

Mensh and Wishner (20) have repeated a number of Asch's experi-
ments, including the present ones, with variations in the sex
and geographic distribution of subjects. Their data also sub-
stantiated Asch's very closely.

The Problem

The present problem grew directly out of Asch's demenstration

that some traits, such as "warm" and "cold," are "central," i.e.,
they markedly influence the choice of other fitting qualities
when the central trait is given as preinformation about a person.
At the same time, other traits, like "polite" and "blunt," are
apparently "peripheral," i.e., they do not play an important
part in the cholice of other fitting qualities.

The purpose of this study was threefold: (2) To shed light
on the factors determining the centrality of a trait; (b) to

determine if a trait-dimension other than "warm-cold" proves to 1
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1 centraly (c) to provide for sharper quantification than was

present in Asch's study, including a quantified measure of cen-
trality.
Hypotheses

The present study hypothesizes that differences in the strength
of a central trait in the raters themselves will bg accompanied
by differential centrality when they are judging others. The
formal hypothesis thus becomes: The centrality of a trait is a
function of the strength of that trait in the rater. As tested
with groups of subjects who differ in the extent to which they
possess the central tralt, the null hypothesis is that such
groups will not differ with respect to the centrality of that
trait.

Method

Research Design

The experimental design called for {(a) the location of an
objectively measurable trait, high in centrality; (b) the measure-

ment of this trait in a large number of subjects, who could thus

be classified as high, average, and low with respect to that

trait; (c) the administration of the Asch procedure to these
groups, experimentally varying the new central trait; (d) the
determination of group differences in centrality, if any.

As no objective measure of "warm-cold"™ was avallable, a pilot
study was performed to determine if the trait dimension
"soclable-unsociable,” a measure of which is available in the

Gordon Personal Profile (10), 1s sufficiently high in centrality.
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Method of Pilot Study

Asch's method of determining centrality, as described in the
Introduction, was used, with the following exceptions: (1) When
preinformation about the hypothetical person was given, the
trait "warm" was replaced by "sociable,” and "cold" by "unsociable”.
(2) The trait pair, sociable-unsociable, was left out of the
check list of traits used after the preinformation episode. A
group of L0 psychology students was randomly split into two
halves. One half was given:
intelligent-skillful-industrious~sociable~determined-practical=~
cautious.

The other half was given preinformation indicating that the hypo-
thetical person was:

intelligent-skillful~industrious-unsociable~determined~practical-

cautious.

Results of Pilot Study

Reference 1s made to Table 2, page 10, in which the findings
of the pilot study are presented in columns 3 and . For example,
75% of the subjects to whom the hypothetical person had been de-
scribed as soclable called this person generous. Only 50% of the
subjects who had been told that the person was unsociable called
him generous. A t test was run on each of the three sets of
results, represented by the six columns in Table 2, in order to
compare the degrees of centrality quantitatively. As is evident

from Table 2, the P value for the warm-cold variable was .01,

for the polite-blunt variable .40, and for the sociable-unsociable

variable .02,







Conclusions from Pilot Study

It was concluded that sociable and unsociable are central
traits, 1.e., when given as preinformation about a hypothetical
person, these tralts markedly influence the choice of other
qualities fitting the person.

Trait-pairs 2, 9, and 13 were thought not to warrant further
use, on the following grounds. Shrewd and wise were not thought
to be opposites. Important and insignificant refer meore to a
social judgment rather than to traits possessed by the individual,
Serious and frivolous did not yield any difference between the
two groups in the pilot study and only one difference point in
Asch's "warm-cold"™ experiment.

This left 1l traits in the list. 1In order to provide a wider
range, six new trait-pairs were selected from the sketches
written by the subjects in the pilot study. The resulting check
list 1s reproduced in Table 3, the last six items of which are
the new traits.

Determining the Sociabllity of Subjects

Members of two general psychology classes served as subjects,

one class with 14l; students and the other with 88, to all of

whom the Gordon Personal Profile (10) was administered. This

test yields scores for ascendancy, responsibility, emotional
stability, and sociability. Since the four sections of the
profile are highly integrated the whole test was administered
and scores determined not only for sociability but alse for the
other three traits in order to provide for an accurecy check on

the scoring of the sociability scale.







Revised Trait Check List Used in the Main Experiment

1.
2.
3
Lo
Se
6.
7.
84
9s

10,

11.

12.

13.

L.

15,

16,

174

18,

19.

20,

Table 3

generous
unhappy
irritable-
humorous
popular
unreliable
ruthless
good=-looking
persistent -
restrained
self-centered
imaginative
strong

honest

timid
immature
relaxed
indecisive
broad-minded

inssecure

ungenerous
happy
good=-natured
humorless

unpopular

- reliable

humane
unattractive
unstable
talkative
altruistic
hard-headed
week
dishonest
bold

- mature

tense
decisive
narrow-minded

sgcocure

16
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The sociability scores of the 232 subjects were arranged in
order from the highest to the lowest, as may be seen in Table l.
The whole group of subjects was then divided into three groups
as follows: (a) A high-sociability group of 77 subjects,
representing the upper third with scores ranging from 73 to 99;
(b) & middle~sociablility group of 78 subjects with scores ranging
from 4O to 733 (¢) & low-sociability group of 77 subjects with

scores ranging from 0 te 37.

Procedure

Subjects. Since the subjects in the General Psychology lecture
classes also attended the General Psychology laboratory classes,
the rest of the experiment was conducted in the latter classes,
of which there were ten, with an average of 23 subjects per
class. The use of the two experimental conditions, describing
the hypothetical person as soclable or unsociable, was varied in
such a way that one half of the group scoring high on the socia~-
bility scale heard the person described as sociablej the other
half as unsociable. The same method was followed for the group
scoring middle and low on the sociability scale.

Although there might be a number of possible outcomes the
writer considered the following three to be the most likely ones:
(1).M?3 high~sociability group might produce the greatest central-
ity, the group average in sociability might show an average
centrality, and the group low on the soclability scale a iow
centrality. (2) Another possibility would be like the first one
described except that the group low in soclability would make
the trait as central as the high-sociability group. (3) All three







Table L
Distribution of Sociability Scores on the Gordon Personal
Profile of 232 Subjects
Percentile Percentile
Score ef Secore
99+ 1 L3
99 2 Lo
98 L b )
97 35
95 31
93 30
92 6 28
91 26
89 22
88 19
8l 16
79 15
7h 13
13 11
68 10
66
62
59
56

49
46

£
L
5
2
7
b
9
1
5
5
3
i
L
8
5
2
b
3
2
2
2
2
3
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groups would make the tralt equally central. Fig. 1! graphically
portrays these three possible outcomes.

Instructions. ™! shall read to you a number of characteristics

that belong to a particular person. Please listen to them care-
fully and try to férm an impression of the person described.

You will later be asked to give a brief characterization of the
person in just a few sentences. I will read the 1ist slowly and
will repeat 1t once. Are there any questions?™ The subjects
were not allowed to write down the characteristics of the de-
scribed person. Each of the six subgroups heard read a series
of character qualities, identical except for one term. The lists
follow:
intelligent-skillful«~industrious-sociable~-determined-practical-
cautious.

intelligent-skillful~industrious-unsociable~determined-practical=-

cautlous.

One half of each of the three main groups heard the person described
as sociable; the other half, as unsociable. After an interval

of five seconds the same 1ist was read again. Following this
reading the subjects were instructed to write a brief descrip-

tion of the person In just & few sentences. Approximately five
minutes later the sketches were collected and these instructions
given: "I will now hand out lists to you on which you will find

a number of pairs of opposite traits. Please underline the one
trait in each pair which best fits the impression you have formed

of the person described to you."™ When the 1ists were collected,
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each one was checked to make sure that one trait out of each
pair had been underlined.

Scoring. Because of student absences in the lecture classes,
where the writer tested for sociability, and in the laboratory
classes, where the experiment proper was performed, the final
number of subjects in each of the three main groups was 68, i.e.,
34 under the sociable condition and 3l under the unsociable
condition. All trait check lists were divided into six stacks
of 34 each, representing the high-soclability group under the
sociable and unsociable conditions, the middle sociability-group
under the two conditions, and the low sociability group under
the two conditions. The number of subjects in each group of
34 subjects checking each positive trait was counted.

Results

The scoring results are summarized in Table 5, which shows the
numbers of subjects in the three groups attributing the positive
term in each trait-palr under the twe experimental conditions.

The results are stated for the positive term in each pair of
traits. The reader may determine the number of subjects
attributing the other term in each pair by subtracting the given
figure from 34, the number of Ss under each experimental condition.

To appraise the results statistically, difference scores were
used. A difference score was the difference between the numbers
of subjects attributing the positive term in each trait-pair
under the sociable and unsoclable experimental conditions.

Striking differences of impression are evidenced by the

difference scores for trait 1, generous; trait 2, happy; trait 3,
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Table 5

Numbers of Subjects in the High-, Middle-, and Low-Sociability
Groups Attributing Traits under tha Sociable and
Unsociable Conditions, with Difference Scores

Traits High Middle Low
2@ o w'@e o @
(N=3l ) (N=3}4) (N=3h)(ﬂﬂ3h) (W=3L ) (W=34)

1, Generous 33 g 286 32 6 26 32 15 LAY
2. Happy 32 6 26 s Sl U . 32 a2 10
3. Good-natured 32 5 bR el G 31 15 16
L. Humorous 2 kP WL M % 3 27
5. Popular 33 3 38 & 20 33 6 27
6. Reliable 3B 33 L0023 1 33 ). G |
7+ Humane b« SO | - - R S & I 30 &7 '3
B. Good-looking 32 4 28 30 10 20 30 18 18
9. Persistent 3 30 R Sk 3 34 3 o
10, Talkative GG R U e T R e
11, AXtrutatts. 0 K 8y 38 A 8 Bk
12, Imaginative 29 6 23 858 1 1 27 22 2%
13, Strong 33 28 6 32 25 7 30 26 &
1. Honest - BEE | 3 34 0 33 M 2
15. Bold 30 5 A B R 29 2 8
16. Mature 3, 10 2 33 30 3 32 3% 0
17. Relaxed 32 6 2 21 9 18 2ly 10 14
18+ Decisive 3 29 > W n 3 31 3, 3
19, Broademinded 33 5 G T | (R 31 22 1
20, Secure v Bl LS . ol e . e ARG GG - iR
Totals 647 246 403 615 340 275 605 432 183
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good-natured; trait L, humorous; trait 5, popular; trait 7,
humane; trait 8, goed-locking; trait 10, talkative; trait 11,
altruistic; trait 12, imeglnative; trait 15, bold; trait 16,
mature; tralt 17, relaxed; trait 19, broad-minded; and trait 20,
secure,

Certain other traits, however, did not show such marked
differences. These were trait number 6, reliable; number 9,
persistent; number 13, strong; number 1lli, honest; number 18,
decisive.

In the case of tralt number 1, generous, Table £ shows that
the vast mejority of subjects, e.g., 33 in the high-sociability
group under the sociable condition, called the person generous.
Yet only a small minority, namely 5, in the same group percelved
the person as generous when told beforehand that the person was
unsoclable.

For trait 6, Table 5 shows that practically all subjects chose
the designation relieble, regardless of preinformeation describing
the person as soclable or unsociable. The first major finding
may be summarized as follows:

(1) Description of the hypothetical person as sociable or
unsociable influenced the manner in which the majority, but not
all, of the traits were checked. This confirms Asch's (2)
results.

This trend, quantified in Table 5, was confirmed by the sketches
which each subject wrote. A few representative examples will be
given, Two examples from the high-seciability group follow:

(a) "The person described is intelligent, skillful, industrious
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and determined; therefore, he does well in his work. He 1is
practical; and therefore, he probably does not squander his
earnings but spends his money well. Even though he is Intelli-
gent and industrious, he is also sociable, which implies that
he gets along with others. All in all, he is a well-rounded
person.”

The subject who wrote this was a female, in the high-
sociability group under the sociable condition. When checking
traits she called the person generous, happy, good=-natured,
humorous, popular, reliable, humane, good-looking, persistent,
talkative, altruistic, imaginative, strong, honest, bold, mature,
tense, decisive, broad-minded and secure.

(b) "This seems to be a description of a hard-headed business
man or woman whose work means everything to him or her. This
person spends most of his time in the office, but occasionally
comes home to get some sleep. His friends are few, but he has
many business assoclates who look up to him as an intelligent
business man or woman as I have stated."

The subject was a female, In the high-sociabllity group, under
the unsociable condition. She checked the following traits:
ungenerous, happy, irritable, humorless, unpopular, reliable,
humane, unattractive, persistent, talkative, self-centered,
imaginative, strong, honest, bold, mature, relaxed, decisive,
broad-minded and secure.

The following two examples are from the middle-sociability
group, under the two conditions:

(c) "This person is ambitious and determined to bring himself
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to a higher level in society by use of all his natural resources.
He will apply his skill and intelligence practically in a manner
which will leave little room fer criticism. He is cautious to
the point of assurance in himself and his work, thus he goes
ahead and attains his goal."

The subject was a male from the middle sociability group, under
the sociable condition. Traits checked were: generous, happy,
good-natured, humorous, popular, reliable, humane, good-looking,
persistent, restralned, altruistic, imaginative, strong, honest,
bold, mature, relaxed, decisive, broad-minded, secure.

(d) "The person would be a8 typical graduate assistant at a
medium sized unliversity. He would be unmarried. He would wear
conservative clothing and tend to be clogse with the American
dollar. He would have a goal set for a Doctor's degree and would
sacrifice almost anything to get it. He might even end up being
a professor. He might get side-tracked by the possibility of
marrying the boss! daughter and become a research lab. boss in
the old man's plant."

The subject was in the middle sociability group, a male and
under the unsociable condition. The following traits were
checked: ungenerous, unhappy, irritable, humorless, unpopular,
reliable, ruthless, unattractive, persistent, restrained, self-
centered, hard-headed, weak, honest, timid, mature, tense,
decisive, narrow-minded, secure.

Finally, two examples will be given of subjects from the low-
sociablility group under the socliable and unsoclable conditions.

(e) "he person is a good student in all subjects in his college
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but not a deep thinker in any of them. He is a typical product
of American education. He has a broad, general knowledge of
many things but knows no one subject in great detail. He is
conservative In his outlook on life, reflecting the accepted
views of hils social group. He will probably go into his father's
business, make 1t more prosperous than ever, marry an acceptable
wife, and, to be trie, live happily ever after.”

The subject was male out of the low-sociability group, under
the soclable condition. Traits checked were the following:
generous, happy, good-natured, humorous, popular, unrellable,
humane, good-looking, persistent, talkative, self-centered,
hard-headed, weak, honest, timid, mature, relaxed, decisive,
broad-minded and secure.

(f) "This person has red hair and wears heavy black glasses.
He 1s very athletic and is usually leader in everything he does.
He always attempts to think his problems through to their most
solvable form. He doesn't care about anyone who is different
than or the same as himself. He occasionally shuts himself zlone
in a small room and ponders with himself."

The subject who wrote this sketch was in the low-soclability
group, & male, and under the unsociable condition. He checked
the following traits: wungenerous, unhappy, irritable, humorless,
popular, reliable, ruthless, good-looking, persistent, restrained,
self-centered, imaginative, strong, honest, bold, mature, tense,
decisive, narrow-minded, and insecure.

1t should be noted that a change in the sociable-unsociable

variable did not affect the results Indiscriminately. For
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instance, 1t did not establish a halo effect tending towards
consistently desirable or undesirable evaluations. This con~-
tention was checked by a two-way analysis of variance computed
on the difference scores in Table 5. This analysis, presented
in Teble 6, yielded a between-traits F of 9.89, (df 9 and 38)
significant beyond the .0l level. Apparently, not all trait;
pairs in the trait check list were equally affected by manipu~
lation of the sociable-unsociable variable. An illustration of
this 1s contained in Table 7, which shows the traits arranged
in order of magnitude of their average difference scores for all
subjects regardless of their sociability. Fig. 2 presents a
graphic portrayal of this.

The next aspect to be examined concerns the differences between
the high-, middle-, and low-sociability groups with respect to
the centrality of the trait of sociability, as measured by the
difference scores presented in Table 5: LO3 for the high-
soclabllity group; 275 for the middle-sociability group; 183
for the low-sociability group. The two-way analysis of variance
on these difference scores, presented in Table 6, yielded
(between groups) an F of 27.81, (df = 2 and 38) significant be~
yond the .01 level of confidence. This second major finding
confirmed the experimental hypothesis and may be stated as
follows:

(2) With three groups of subjects who themselves possess the
central trait of sociability to varying extents this trait is
found to be differentially central in these subjects' impressions

of another person: the centrality of a trait is a function of







Source
Groups
Traits
i &
Total

28

Table 6

Two-way Analysis of Variance on the
Difference Scores in Table 5

af Mean Square F

2 610,40 27.81"
3

19 217.20 9.89

38 21,95

59

*Significant beyond .01 level






Table 7

Average Difference Scores for All

Subjects, for each Trait, in

Order of Magnitude

Trait Mean Difference
popular 28.33
humorous 26.33
generous 23.67
good-natured 22,33
good-looking 21.00
happy 20.33
relaxed 19.33
bold 18.00
resirained 17.67

broad-minded 16.67
imaginative 13.33
human e 13.00
altruistiec 13.00

secures 12.33
mature 9.00
strong 5.67
decisive 3.00
persistent 2.33
reliable 1.00
honest 0.67
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the strength of that trait in the rater.

Also, a decrease in the strength of the trait of soclability
in the raters is accompanied by a decrease in the centrality of
this trait in the raters' Impressions of another person, as
evidenced by the consistent decline in the order of the mean
difference scores for the high-, middle~, and low-sociability
groups.

In a word, the "soclability status" of the described hypo-
thetical person is more important to the high-sociability group
than it is to the middle-sociability group, and carries more
weight with the middle-sociability group than it does with the
low-sociability group. Fig. 3 provides a clear picture of the
second finding and shows how difference scores decline with a
decrease In sociabllity.

Although the analysis of variance had indicated that the total
difference scores, shown in Table 5, were significantly different
well beyond the .01 level, the significance of the differences
between each pailr of total difference scores was left to be

ascertained. For this purpose the following formula was used

for determining the fiducial limits after A/V: L = (2N F V) %,

where N = size of group tested; F = tabled value of F for 1 + df
in experimental error term; V = varlance of experimental error
term. The application of this formula ylelded significance at
the 5% level or beyond for all three pairs of total difference
scores.

Further, the difference between any two of the mean difference

scores 1s significant at or beyond the .05 level.
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A further study of Table 5, page 22, shows that variatlons

in the difference scores of all three sociability-groups came
about mainly because of variations in the numbers of subjects
attributing the traits under the unsoclable experimental condition
and not under the sociable one. For example, trait number 15,
bold, showed very little variation between the three sociablility-
groups under the soclable condition but a considerably greater
difference under the unsociable condition, as shown by varying
difference scores in the three socisbility~groups. 1In & word,
there were only slight differences In the amount of weight which
the "sociability”™ of the hypothetical person carried for the
three sociabillity-groups, while there were striking differences
in the perceived "unsociability" of the hypothetical person.

This third major finding may be summarized as follows:

{(3) variations in difference scores among the three groups
with varying degrees of socliability came about in the unsociasble
condition of the experiment. Fig. L provides an illustration of
this finding, using the means for the sociable and unsoclable
experimental conditions, recorded in the last row of Table 5,
page 22.

Further, the average numbers of all subjects attributing the
several positive traits showed a greater spread, and were con=-
siderably smaller under the unsociable than under the soclable
condition. Also the rank order of traits, when viewed from the
standpoint of the number of subjects attributing them, differed
in the two experimental conditions.

Teble 8 will clarify this finding. Here the traits are
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Mean Number of All Subjects

Attributing Traits under

6.

1.
16'

Se

10.
18.

3.
13.

19.
20.
Te
8.
Lo
15
17.
12.
1.

Trait

persistent
reliable
honest
mature
popular
generous
talkative
decisive
good=-natured
strong
happy
broad-minded
secure
humane
good=looking
humorous
bold

relaxed
imaginative

altruistie

Means

the Sociable Condition

Mean No.
of Ss

34.00
33.67
33.33
33.00
32.67
32.33
32.33
32.33
32.00
32.00
31.67
31.67
31.00
31.00
30.67
30.33
30.33
27.67
27.00
23.33
31.12

Table 8
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Mean Number of All Subjects
Attributing Traits under
the Unsociable Condition

13.
16.
20.

7s
19.
10.
12.
15,

2.

3.
8.
1.
17.
5.
L.

Trait

honest
reliable
persistent
decisive
strong
mature
secure
humane
broad-minded
talkative
imaginative
bold

happy
altruistie
good~-natured
good~looking
generous
relaxed
popular

humorous

Mean No.
of §p

34.00
33.33
31.67
31.33
26.33
24.00
18.67
18.00
15.00
.67
13.67
12.33
11.33
10.33
9.67
9.67
8.67
8.33
.33
4. 00
16.97
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arranged In the order of decressing numbers of subjects; regerd-
iese of their sociability, sttributing the traits under ssch of
the twe experimental conditlons. For example, under the sociable
condition, tralt 9, persistent, ranked first becsuse it had the
highest average number of subjects attributing it, namely 3.
Since there wers three experimental subgroups with 3 subjects
each under the soclisble condition, this means that every one of
the 102 subjects under this condition attributed the tralt of
parsistence.

It is interesting to note In Table £ that the rank erder of
traits shows considersble variation in the twe exper imental
conditions, Also, the last row of tha table shows that the group
mean for the unsociable condition ls comsidersbly smaller than
under the sociable condition. It may thus be sald that sudjects
attributed the positive traits less often under the unsociable
condition, repardlass of the subjects' own soclablility. A
graphic Illustration of this finding s provided in Flg. 5. This
figure makes It clear that the mean numbers of all sudbjects
attributing the positive traits ere consistently higher under
the socleble condition, snd that there are striking differences
in the numbers of subjects attridbuting the same trafts under
different experimental conditions,

Discussion
mitatl of F!

ASide from that part of the study which was & repetition of
wori done by Asch and to which finding 1 is specificelly related,
the remaining findings should bs considered tentative for two
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reasons. First, although the total number of subjects was 204

the fact that each of the six subgroups had only 34 should be
considered. Second, the applicability of these findings to a
real 1life situation remains to be checked.

Therefore, it does not seem justified to generalize to the
point where all of the findings would seem to be applicable to
social perception in real 1ife situations. Nevertheless, in spite
of the fact that the experimental situation was removed from a
real life one, suggestive evidence of applicability to social
perception is present for several reasons.

First, the experimental design of the present experiment was
very much like those of Asch's which have been repeated among
others by Luchins (18), Kelley (13), and Mensh and Wishner (20).
Asch's results were confirmed by all of these authors except
Luchins, who claimed to have followed Asch's instructions exactly
although less than half of the subjects submitted descriptive
sketches. Luchins' quarrel with Asch did not rest on a basis
of experimental, objective findings. The only criticism Luchins
had which was suggestive of such a basis was his contention that
the few sketches his subjects did submit lacked unification of
Impression which Asch had claimed for the sketches written by
his subjects.

Second, the findings from that part of the study which was
unlike any work done by Asch or others are in accord with the
widely accepted point of view that personality influences percep-

tion, as pointed out in the introduction to this paper.

Third, although the sketches are not quantified data, they
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provide suggestive evidence for the applicability of the findings
to social perception in real life in that a great number of the
sub jects seemed to be capable of going beyond the scanty pre-
informaetion to & life~1ike perception of the person. Many
subjects "perceived" the person at his work, in specific situa-
tions, and in certain kinds of clothes.

Implications

Confirmation of Asch's findings has been obtained.

Second, finding 3 showed how differences in centrality occurred
with perceived unseciability as opposed to sociability. Future
research might be directed, therefore, towards a further investi-
gation of this phenomenon, which is important to the fileld of
social perception.

Finally, the high significance figures obtalned seem to warrant
providing further eviddnce for findings 2, 2a, and 2b by means of
an experiment using 2 real-life situation and a larger number of
sub jects.

Summary
This problem grew directly out of Asch's demonstration that

the traits, "warm" and "cold,” are "central," i{.e., they markedly

influence the choice of other fitting qualities when they are
given as preinformation about a person.

At the same time Asch demonstrated that other traits, such as
"polite" and "blunt® are "peripheral," i.e., they do not carry
much welght in determining the overall impression of the person
possessing that trait.

This study asked, "What determines the centrality of a tralt?”
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The hypothesis was that differences in the strength of a central
trait in the raters themselves would be accompanied by differen-
tial centrality of that trait in the raters' impressions of
others.

The trait dimension of "sociable-unsociable" was selected for
experimental manipulation in place of Asch's "warm-cold" because
the trait of "soclable™ had been found to be central in a pilot
study and the Gordon Personal Profile was available for measuring
sociability.

Three groups of subjects were formed: high, middle and low
on the sociabllity scale. Each group was put through an Asch-
type experiment, with one half of each group hearing these trait
names as describing the hypothet!cai person: intelligent,
skillful, industrious, sociable, determined, practical, cautious.
The other half of each sociability group heard these traits:

intelligent, skillful, industrious, unsoclable, determined,

practical, cautious.

Each subject then wrote & brief sketch of the hypothetical
person, and selected from each palr of & list of 20 tralt-pairs
the trait which best fitted their impression.

Centrality was quantified by means of difference scores. A
difference score was the difference in the number of subjects
checking the desirable or positive trait in each pair under the

two conditions, sociable and unsociable. For example, the trait

"generous® ylelded a difference score of 28 in the high-sociability

group, 26 in the middle~sociability group and 17 in the low-
sociability group. The highest possible difference score was 3,
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the number of subjects in each sub-group.

The mean D-scores for the high-, middle-, and low-sociablillty
groups on the twenty trait-pairs were 20.15, 13.75 and 9.15,
respectively. By means of the analysis of variance these three
means were found to be significantly different well beyond the
1% level. A fiducial limits test indlicated that the differences
between any pair of means were significant beyond the 5% level.

This conflirmed the writer's hypothesis that the centrality
of a trait will vary with the strength of that trait in the
rater.

A related finding was this: The three mean difference scores
show a consistent decline from the high- to the low-socliability
groups. That is to say, the presence or absence of the central
trailt of sociability in the described hypothetlical person is
more important to the high-sociability group than it ;s to the
middle-soclabllity group, and carries more welght with the middle~
sociability group than it does with the low-sociability group.

Another finding mey be described as follows. Centrality in
all three sociability-groups was produced mainly by variations
in the numbers of subjects attributing the traits under the

unsociable experimental conditlon rather than under the sociable

condition. In a word, there were only slight differences In the

amounts of welght which the sociability of the percelived person

carried for the three soclability-groups, while there were striking

differences in the percelived unsociability of the hypothetical

person, accompanied by differences in centrality.

A final finding may be summarized as follows. The average
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numbers of subjects, regardless of their sociability, attributing
the several positive tralts showed a much greater spread, and
were considerably smaller, under the unsociable than the sociable
condition.

Evidence gathered in this study supports the following con=~
clusions:

(1) The centrality of the trait of sociability varies with the
measured sociability of the subjects forming the impressions.
In general, the higher the sociability scores of the subjects,
the higher the centrality of that trait.
{ (2) The sociability scores of subjects are related to the
centrality of the tralt of sociability only in the case where
the hypothetical person is described as "unsociable”., Perceived
"sociability" does not differentially affect subjects who differ
in soclability themselves.

Future research might further explore the finding that differ-
ences in centrality occurred with perceived unsociability as
opposed to sociability.

Also, a further search for central traits might prove of value

to the field of social perception.
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