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ABSTRACT

ﬁccordinq to social compari:on theorr, wnen the
motlvatlon for self ev¢IUat|on pradomlnate-; pzaplw

actlueny seak thr ooportunntv to make comp«rnsons o+ theur'

0w

ttltqdes‘and zbilitise with the ‘most sym}J;rvother“
available., Research of indivjduai—tb—indiuidual comparison
processes has demohstrated_thgt'exﬁ&rqaji? defined

dimznsionz of “’umnlerxt can be effectiue»predictobs.of

Q
2>
T
p
n
Ry
-t
[) J

’ction of & compariszon re%ereq;e. The indiui¢ua2
difference dimensions, ambfquity.to!erah;e %nd categ@ry
width, were used to extend our underct znding of thev
éonéept of similaritr, by exgmin»ngvénternally
(subjectively) definedfdimgﬁsions of “éjmil%rity".
CAmbigui ty tolerancé §A?)‘?dénti§j§§.a_person’s
“tendency td seol out or aboiq'smbiguopsisiﬁuations and
probiems. Catzgory width (CW) identifies a 6érson’s
tendﬁncy to makﬁ consnctﬁnt errors of incluéion or
gxclucsion in the creatlan of group boundarleQ. After
identiftying the =tructural pPDpﬁPtt“S of groups whnch
retata to bre«dth o% m—mbershlp and homogene:ty of
membersh|p, we demon=trqte the utllxty of . cw and AT for
predicting individuals’ sslection of_cemparison aroups.
Two experiments are presented which redefine

traditionz) dimencsions of similarity in favor of a modszl



of percﬁiued similér'*v In EVperiménf 1, cubJects wenre
aiuan |nrormatuon 4bout themseluﬁb and others along an
att!tude dlmcn:lun.‘ThESE others *comprnsed four Qroupc
rapresentlng dn{furent luvelh of breadth «nd homogeneut
-Subacctu were asked to s»)ert a pre erfed QPOUD for
‘dICCUSbIOn of the 4tt|tude toplc In Expwrlment 2 the
"others® had nqt been asslgned to groups, .and subJects
were asxed to constrpct'thé group with whi;b they wnu1¢
préfer to work. éesuité indiéate tﬁat szJecté prefeé
're4ebence groups whzch are constru;ted inré manner
consisfent wi th thgnr cogni tive s;y]e.-édqition;]ly, the
:cmparﬁson pp;cess for group constqucﬁion.ié Shbwn to be

dif%erent £rom therprocesg of comparison to:estabiiﬁhed

U
g |

oup=. melncé~|on for thn-theory‘o‘ social compabison

1Yx)

!11
(ad
peg

z apparent drive-like 4unct'0ns of C are d|scussec



Social Comparison and thg,Perceﬁﬁjon of Similarity

“we forfeit three-¥ourths of oursel vez in order to.
be Ilke othwr people. : oy P SIS P '
‘ - Arthur Schopenhauer
(1(88‘1860) SRR R

INTRDUUCTI o

When we flnd Qurcseives unc:rt—nn -1 our'pldre in

e

life, tﬁﬁ 0413e of our Qca S, bil:z:gs ard beluefs, we
seéﬁ tnﬂ Kind of |nformat|cn‘which can lend c\arificatioh
and qualu*y to our ~u«luat|on: o‘ =elf. More often thzn
not, we Took to_othgrs‘ experiences ac a d«rd of
measure b?’whfch to assess:opr owﬁ atsftulgsvaad
performance. This procéés o{ éotial éomﬁarison;ktbe

ze ekuno out of OtheP: to gaun more accurate iﬁfoématicn
about ourselwves, was f:ret d“tal]wd by Festangur (1956
1954a). Fectunger propo=ed thut in lleu of an objective,
nonzocial criterion, we choo & to mqke cﬁmparn=ons wlth &
zimilar other as a basis for celf evaluation. This self
evaluation process originates from a dhiue4lige
disposition to gain an accurate seli portrayaf; According

to Feztinger, we need to compare “requently our §ki11$,

Qr

bilitiez, and interests with those of sim tlar ﬁther Tae

tendency to compare oneself with another is proportional



FEQLCI“:D QIMILHP’*”

to the degree of si m:larrtY‘ﬁetWeen Dutﬁrpeople.fFestan er
1954a) . Bjygﬁ the opportpn:;x,‘wé a:tiyg\y 5egg'the,mos
;jmii;ra;qmbaraﬁiue other. | | |

'6 phi6ary 4qqus;of §his ressarch 1% 2 pPOpOSeG
integration o‘ two Key zreas in so;fai compar|con, thé

gimensions used_:n selecting

ig.

most simngr group and
,uariab}es @hat affect inﬁjgidyallqiffgfehdgé in éqgnit%veﬂ
préces i g we iptend to:unité;th§se areas by défﬁning the
coqnitiuewframework on which Social cdmpariéoa is based 35
& means of cldrufylnq how «lmllqrtt/ Judgmentd are made by
individuals éeeknng a refergqce gr9gp.-In order to
understand better some'o¥ thé.soci§i comparl=on pro esees
'operatjue in thé ;hoicexof Eefef&nt or gompar:;on group

we intend to identif?\mpre_q}ear]y both the salient

,
+

. ltv

atures by which.a group can be eQalp;teq and how the
individual usss the ce faature in the'eoaluafion process
In thn following pages we brvefl> review the role of

simtlarnty in theories of social comparvson, and introduce

w

ome co ltlve styl variables whicﬁ we be]jepe are
related to iscsues of similarity. Then, two éxberiments
investigating the role of cognitive styles in socigl
comparison are présenﬁed. We cqnclude wi#h‘a discussion of

some theoretical extencions,

i
[N
!



PERCEIVED SIMILARITY
SOCIAL COMPARISGM MOTIVATIONS

The thaorv of: sociai_camparison is founded on the

m x
m

235 umpt:an that the?e ex|=t5fa.driue‘to.gvaluate.dn
op:nxons and abuln.iearxhypotnesisll i Feetinger,‘i?SQa).
People ns= d to u~r|+y the acturacQ qf ;he}r éssessment of
their own 4ttttudes and abllltxcs. In¢fhé'ap§ence,of
obaﬁctxve standards of. reference._peopl& are‘un¢ertain of
the value of thelr own opin:on: dnd abvlltz fhe use of
an external source o* referenc= (social COmp¢P(50ﬂJ :llow.
them to reduce the uncertalnty of thelr self wvaluatlons
(Gruder, 19??). Thu,, people wnll desnr— a comparlccn whwn
there exists some pncertglnty |n;§heur self evaluation. 1¥
at the time they are forming an aséessment pebp]e have
accéss to comparztive norms whlch c;n b= USed to evaluats
their own abilities or 4tt:tude they wxll ctzvuiy mak e
uce of normative information (Ward, 1981). If such
informaticn ig ohly méde auai?able,after an euaiqation
Judgment nag been made, peop}e will not seek access to
evaluative infofmation (Jones & Regan, 1974).

Situations that trigggr an evéiugtiqe social
cemparison include circumstances where subjects do not
have Knowledge of the value of their abilities or

attitudes. The self evaluation process, as conceived by

i
w
|



PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

Festinger (1954&),'i= coﬁcernéd with a perccn s nﬂed to
determinéra basnc conceptnon of reallty, not a need to
"_confir@ énralr ady ex:ctang realzty (Mﬂttee & Sm:th, 19?(,
p.‘?a}; In secial comparncon, |nd191duals are not SeeK!nQ
conéensua\ ual:daticn of.alreacy existing knowledge
structﬁhez: Thcr are Qannnng new, extﬁrnal moasures of
Pﬁaltt/. Thn: motnue for evaIU¢tuan dnsflngu:c es sociéi
Acomparlscn theory from o;her moce}s in which p;aple may
aisa‘éeek affiliafjan Qith simi!ar othefs ': Byrne
wffiliation-attraction hypothesis, wn'ch ¥acus S én the
seeking oflcpnsensual u%}iqatgpn,vSyrne,‘l9;1; Byrne,
‘Melson, & Raeugs,'l9é9)}*v o | |

Social cpmparisdnlis ﬁot Liﬁited to éituations that
invoive only eualuativé‘motiu s. Two dl:tnnct motnva can
be inferrsd from Fest:ng~r < o~agsn¢l prop05|t:ons. One is
basédlph & nebd for sel‘iev tton, the other on a need
for selt enngncenent (Thoﬁnton & Arrowood, 1986).

Selt enhancement is d:ffwrent from sel s eoaluatlon in
that‘it'occprs a?;er people a]ready,have an accurate sel
portﬁayal, and after their self—esteéﬁ»has been
_threatgn:&. Self enhancing comparisdns are in&ended to
increase self esteem, when a comparison to the most

similar cher would further threaten the person’s



PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

sel+f-esteem, the need for seld ennancem»nt would outwengh
the neéd 46r sel§ eua\uat:on and the :ndividual wou)d
1uond continusd compdmsonc with Slml\aP other= rnrv
'evgiuat}ue_punposes (H;Kmnllgr, l?oé =n|end & G;lban
1973>. People seek comparisons that wnll support posztsve
self evaluatlon,‘ano dUOld compﬁnxson sources whlch may

conflrm negatnue evdIU¢t|on + When people s self-eateem

"

n&z been threatened, shé) vtll aftun cclﬁct far les=

simitar, perhgps inferior, o:her wt th mhom to m;ﬂe &
camp«rnson (Sen wsi. <, 1?81,

Sel+ enhancement may ;lao be = primary motive when
thzre is 2 closg sdcia} relatiensnip bﬁtw;en’gomparntors.

In these instances a negative au4lu'“ion could be

us

,constrU'd as & pot&ntial thraaf to th& relatlonsh'p
becauze it would hinder runther self d;sclobure und
interpersonal communncation. (Mettee & Smlth, 1977, p.

€4). recently, Tescer (Tess#r, Cambell & Smlth, 1984 ;

-
t

1]

(4

2 ,1983; Tesi r & Cambell ‘981) has presented
detailed theory which outlines s:tuatlons in whuch thﬁ
sel+ enhancement motive is predom}nant nn soq;al
comparicon. Since our recearch involves bnly eualuatiué
motives, the functions o+ self enhancement as outluned oy

Tesser and his col!eag are beyond the scope of our
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current work, and we will not consider them further herz.

 SIMILARITY AND COMPARISON SOURCES

Az previously stated Festinger (1954a) believed that

when people opt to make a social compariépn for self

)

evaluztion purposes, they will celect persons most similar
. . ‘ K RN =

, i S v :
to themszlves as the basis for comparison (hypothzsis 2,

corollaries 34 and 33). Th%fe iz a large body of
-!iteratur; relaf&d té thie basic prbposition (Latane,
19643 Suls & Miller, 1577, In general, the idea that
pecpleimaké cocial comparigons ;é aimi}ar (or slightly
Superior) others is well sUpporfed.‘Tﬁé_reasonv%dr this iz
tnat, in evaluative éé;ial cémpanfaon situvations, subjscts

ety

n

W

per the mo;t useful sourcs of reference to be :ﬁé
most eimifar others au;ilab]e'(@ilsqp, 19737,

The drive for coméarison to similar Qghers is év?dent
in evzluations of both éttjtudgsvandlabilities. In an
opinion~oriented cohtext, people will select for
comparizon the most similar ofheh available (Mar;epa &
White, 1975). If the camparisoné'aré_qn ability
dimensions, howewver, people are likely to seek a very
gimilar, although slightly superior other {Martens &

White, 1975; Wheeler, 17846): People prefzr to engage in an
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upward comparicson of gbilities-bacausevsuch cbmparisoné,
have the potentlalAto cﬁnflrm % po~|t|ue s—l% ev4IUafton._
nbutxty conp‘rnsona hdue been shown,‘hownv»r. to beAmore‘:
'threqt:njpg te zelf-ssteem bécauselé'lack,of gfhf}érity
'may prouideléelf éugluation at éﬁe expense of self
enhan;ehent. | : A |
If §ﬁere is no thbeét to,se]flestegm, peopj§Vselect.
against downward comparigong Of»abiligies. bownward
comparigoqs ére éound‘fO'pe less 5#£”§¥V|no since :uch a
comparisons can'onjyrsﬁpborg “be!ow'auerage abl!lty
inferences (éhraugar, 1??5); when it is auoudable,
¢UbJ“CtS wlll g—nerally choose not to makﬁ a compa ison of
abl]ltj 5 at all (Sarnoif & Zsmbdroo, 1°61° Tuechman,
19733, In lnctuncas where comparzsons of both dbllltlen
and attitudes are eqyalty'avaylable, pepple are more
Vikely to‘make'comparfsohs of 3ttjt§de§; (Miller & Suls,
1?77; P 11?). Theré%qre, taking‘the abpgejconsfderatiops
into account, the focuz of the preéent reéearch,@il! be on

comparison of attitudes.

EXTENDING THE FOCUS OF sSOCIAL CONP&RISON

In the preceding pages, we have demonsztrated some of

the principle considerations of social comparizon theory

-7 -



PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

and the major lines of its d e!opmen;. wlth some

excepticns in‘Jasuec |nvoluung sel‘ enndnC9ment, socnal

3¢

’compdracon thnory has received concxderable suppor~ in th
research lptera;ure (Shaw & Coctano,l?a -p. 26?).

ﬁnbther oné\of the primary areas‘of inuéstigatidn fn
social comparison has beeﬁ tﬁe rqlé'qflijmilarit?’fn the
ccmparlsgn prOCe,,. Most fesearch héé dé%inﬂd éimilgrity
zxternally, often craa*lnq "=tandard strangerC“'(see Byrnn
et al., 1°o9) r«pra:enttng :=sue, dnd attntuda> that are
either posxtluely or negatlvelv gorr~lnted to sub;ect=’
belle‘s. |

Byrne’s law of attraction ﬁi??l)‘focgses qn
similarity as one factor for prﬁdid{ng ;ppsensual
validation. ;n'suppopg.of his qu§1,i§y}qé has
demonstrated that similarity Judqeﬁantsipesulting in
dtthCthﬁ toward standdrd strangers can be quﬁd on a
variety of stlmulus types, |nclu¢|qg both tas P—rele04nt
and»task—érreleoant attitude information. He hzs shown
thzt inforhagion relating to e:onamic background, race,
de?ense mechanisms, génerat a tltudes, and need attitudes
can be included as ciménsions of s:mularlty. Accordlng to.
Evrne, in the comparison procezs the most similar other

may be identified by»mﬁre than one zimilarity construct.
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Al though much research supports the idea that peopl®
make comparisons to the most similar other, we lack a
basic understanding of how the individual defines thes most

zimilar other (Shaw & Co

n
-~
e
e
o
-
9

82, p. 28%r. We kKnow

1ittle about <ither the standarde by which people make

o

their judgments gf similar;kx’ or fécﬁors_tpgﬁ méﬁ meo zte
a persbg’s perceptibn.and use of gxﬁgrngil} de%iﬁeﬁ‘
dimens‘i’ons of similarity (Castore & Denino, 1977, p. 126).
Even though sociai‘ésmpahigon»fﬁécry i5;§99?1t?”9 jn
nature»(ebuder,‘1???),Atheoretjca}-develqppgnt‘hasbﬁpt
;onsidered cégnitiue issﬁes rg}ating §§'§b6§§1,;ompatison.
NMor has itideélt wi th tpé'(nQEOqual'g.pro;essipé'of the
information from which ﬁuﬁgémenté;pf simjlarify'aré‘méde
fSees note l).' | | o

édgﬁtjonally, a majority of the research stimulated
oy Festinger’s theory hgs peen'cbn;eﬁned with
individual-to-individual ;ompaﬁisaﬁszﬁn single dimensions
of aimilarity‘fvanﬁnippgnbgﬁg, Wilke, and be_Uries, 19217 .
Feztinger believed, howeveﬁ; that sbﬁiaj_cqmparison theory
aleo had implicatiops for group éormatipﬁ énd qroup
membership (Festinéer, 1958); He proposed fhat one
important conzequence of the social compahison Frocess

that it prbduces zocial groupings, and because of the
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driqe'to compare with similapr. oihnré,’these rﬂuplnqc
'stQId possess a hioh'denrée of unx*orm|~> (Fest|nger.
1?55;{p; 124 Suls & Mniler,,l? .Ap.aiglé prtmdn/,pqrpose
of'?estingur'q model qu shuV“PPd;CtIOﬁ 04 QEpr | .
.a??tlaﬁtnon respon:es and group fornatlon. Juéf as in
‘xndsuch¢l— to-undtv:du«l compdrlcon whera #he §pqiuidqa]
seeks out the most ssm:!ar referent other {hdidiqﬁgi, fn‘
an :ndxv;dual-tp-group ;ompar:son process,-the iﬁﬁiuidual
will se%k qut:the mqﬁt ﬁfhilar referénce'grouh ?écent
researcﬁ &upporté this contentlon. in one partlcularly
fotewort hy affort to und&r:tand |ndlvndual—to-group
perceptions, Granberg, Jeffehson, Breyg, a2nd Kxgg (1981)
demonstrated th;t'attptbutions to groups can be
interpreted in much fhe_éa¢e way as arv 4ttribution= to
ingdi» oeals. In theinr reaé rch, attltuue dttrtbutxonc

along similapity dimensions were demonstrated to occur in

e

th lﬁdlUIdUa‘“tO“QPOUp pers pact:ve in the same way thgf

the nnd:ustal-to-und|vidual attributions accur. When
attPlbUt!Oﬂq of c;mlldrtty~d:s=tmilar|ty are made about
aroups, they 4ppe¢r to be based on tho sallent dsmens:ons
(or structural properties) of the groups. One implication
of Granberg et. &l’s. research is the need to identify

more clearly both the salient features by which a group
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g

can be zvaluated (i.e.,_gr§pp syrdctgre) and the wayé_th
individual uses these fe%tqres inlthe gu4iu§§iqn:pPQQEgs
Ci.e., the cognitive styfe;varjab]éé alluded fé egrijéﬁ)}
| Bevond ?heif;w expldva;qry éﬁud{és, gu;h as Gbéﬁseré
et al. (19381), the individual—to;grdup 5ociél caﬁpérisén
process has not been as extengivgyy_detgiied iﬁ.th?
research lit;;aturé. Thgﬁefore‘as‘stéted éariier,'é
principte concern of qqr‘fesearch'is the integration of
two Key areas in socia! coﬁpafﬁsoh, Uariabiég ?hat affect
individuai differénces invcognitjue proceésing, and the
dimencions dsed in‘seleétipg a mp;f éjmilar:grqup; We
intend toiiﬁr'i‘ng these areas rtogeb'_r_t.'nréh b}'deﬁping ft_he
cognitive framewprk ah which éé;jéi comparigon is based;
thus, clarifxing the ways similarity‘Judémentﬁ are made by

individualz sesKing a r2ference group..

GROUF STRUCTURE AMD INDIVIDUAL-TO~GROUP PERCEPTICGNS

A number of attempts have been.made to identify basic
structural properties of groups for a varie;yzdf research
problems (Cattell, 1955; Scott & Stht, 198‘);.In generzl,
most of the properties of aqroups that have been jdentifjed
were not intended to relate to issues of.sihiiarity.-Those

properties which appear to have a strong possiblity of
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helaiinq to perceptions o¥‘similarity are those baéed in
=ome way on group conqru=nc=. Here, congrunnce should be
'under=tood in termu of the uarudbalsty dmowg qroup
»_mgmbgrs,Aand ﬁhe_a;ceptgd d‘??“SFtY among gnoqp-membebs.
This notion of coggrﬁéﬁcé i found in't&q‘of the
st}uctqrai éreup properties proposed by Scott énd.Scott
(19812, They pressnt thﬁ terms; pgqﬁéabiljty and
consensus, that identi¥y_charattekist:cs,qf groups which
vshould have bearing upon EQQUes G¥ perCelued snmxlarxtr
Afeccerding to Scott and Zcott (1981), permeablltty,
being the breadth o‘ memoership, dafnne; the “boundarneC“

of a qroup. The more perm-dble a gvoup, the wluer its

-

—

range of membership. Pettigtéw (196?; p. 2487 hacs

sted

i"
o
as

. uo

ugg hat knowledge:oi meﬁbership,range'is an
important factor in a person’s selection of_a soci =zl
comparison grphp.> |

The other characterietic of group congruence,
concensus, reiates to the ctrength p¥ similarity amonag
ghoup'members. Within a given éfdup, consebsqs describés
the dezgree to which members are djversé or siéflar iﬁ
apilities or zttitudes. For Festinger (1954#), consensus

was an important factor for defining group similarity. In

early research, Hoffman, Fectinger, and Lawrence (1954)
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reportea a study in whigh fhélsimi}gri;y of & thtee member
héfgrenge group was def}néd by’tﬁe (numerj;al5 uariéu[)ity
.améng mémbéb;’ séorés.bnvan;IG iésf.xThéfﬁigh.cbnéeﬁéﬁé;
most cvmtl=r group was GEflﬁed.&: the.group with thé I. TR
.d~014t|nn of the abt\t*y traut (ID ,uorea) about the mean.
As descrxbud 4bove, thp issues of permeabvllt/ and ‘

consansus are not +ully lndependent. It must be noted thnt
& more permsable group, by U|rtu~ of yts greatervbreagzh
of admissible candidates,_is propab}y‘lower:in,Qengr;l
consensus. Thg deqiatjon is nptjiﬁdepgndgpt of thé range.

| One additibﬁal cpns;ruct,dfmension of gréup id?ﬂtity

ic the'generallor "overall“ oplnuon and ability of tne

g
Wi

aroup .r«d!tuan¢llv us ed in socn¢l comperxc.n reseprcn.
Ta:en as a2 whqpe, thdt wh:ch dwflnﬁs the consensus cpinion
or overzll aﬁility of the group is the group s mﬁan
attribqtg. This dimension is érqbgblyithe simplest and

most frequently used defining characteristic of a group

-
o)

haw, 197>, In most social camnarison research, this
obje cttve a-erage, or mean s:mllqruty, serves #s thé

59% ining dimzhsion of similarity for a potentldl rnfererce
aroup (Dizn2r, Lusk, Defour, & Flax, 1988).

To zummarize, there are (atiléast) three properties of

groups which are bzlieved to be zalient to an individual



PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

‘when characterizing a gbo@p.,F?hst,'there‘is;the m?anvgr
average‘opinion/abiiity of the-obdun.ﬂsﬁcqﬁq, theE§ {s a
'Cth&CtEPISth of bredd‘h or rangs which Qeéériseé the
d:ff»p noes amony & grqpp s most djuerse'membeﬁsq‘aqd
%inally, the‘characterisiic“of‘diuérsity‘(aéépagé'
deviation) within ﬁhe qroup.‘GiQﬂn & qes ibnd rahge,
members may be of a aungle mlnd (homogenaoua), an |
unambiquous mnmber«h;p. H‘té?hatl”e‘?, they may‘be,
re!at:vely more qxugrse.phe~erogengaus), more ambiguous
and variad in skill»or opfnion.' {
Followung fﬂom these structurai group: Udfldb‘éa, we

can identify 3"d|v|dUd, p?OCe$$an u«rlablec that may

mediate the pﬁPCrptth of group u:mllarltv 14 we detail

14

the differences between groups onvthe.structural
cimensions mentioned above and identify individoal

coanitive style differences that relate to these

n

mru

tural dimeasions, then we may betien undeﬁst;nd
individual perception of similarity for comparizon groups.
This method of theory development, the cojoining of
construct and procéss variables,.haé béen used
sutcessful\y in extending a variety of theoretical’
frameworks (Durso, Reardon, & Jolly, in press; Jolly %

Reardon 1984; for a discussion of the epistemoliogical
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uwez for this method of theery ;ons:ruction,'éee Mizchel

U]
L

St

2
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CATEGORY WIDTH AND PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

It has PGCentlY been su age that caonltnve strle
uarxébles should serve as a deor focuc for understandanu
and redef;nlng'the comparison processiﬁPett[grgw,_198_),'

Pettigrzw proposss that the‘cogni{iue.stYIE qéhiable

]

ategory width mzy be useful invdefipingvfbg“ﬁbQﬁdaries of
inclusion for those who,@iil pe pgrceiued as Sth}af,
Category width is an individual-difference dim;héfoh that
déschibes & psrson’s tandency to conctruct and work wstn'
brcadror narrow c«tpgar|; 5fleb nts. TﬂlS COQﬂ!;lUG»St?:é
variable defines indiuidual‘conclét&nc ies iﬁ/structuréng
and organizing regponse gets across qi{{epgnt;sitﬁations.
Véccotding to Pettigrew, broad}categofi:ers tgnd td make
2rrors of inc!usion and to'overgén%ralﬁze’sf@ilaritfes.

‘They are likeliy to accept as members of a classificatien z

H

very wids rqnge of ctlmulu. Conversely, narrow
categorizers tend to make errors of exclusson. MaKing a
arsater number of distinctions between stimuli, they
notice and attend to differenceé among stimulus sets which

would not be of significance to broader categorizers

- 195 -
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(Steiner, 1948; elner & Roger 1963).
As an ~xample, let us construct two qroups that haUP

*hw Sazme mean ettutude pocntlon on some attP!bUtIQnél
;ssgg. (In this and o;her ey«npl-_, it 15 ﬁxpected th«t
roial conpari;onﬁ ot euther attatude or aa[y;ty fq}lqw
'prlncnples of =xmxlqr|tv y Onu of tre ce groups is cdmpoced
of a broad rance of mumbers, wath a perean at eacnh of twwo |
extremes. The =econd group (hauang the same meun dttlLUGE
posltlon), i< composed of mgmbera wpo present é narrower
range o% positibné, all members béing morebmoderate. 1€ we
present these aroupd fwhlch vdr; only in breadth) to‘
individuals we should be abl~ to pP“dlCt tﬁelr p“PCﬁptIGn
of the more QImllaP re{urence Qroup deEd on fhe:r
individual cegnntlve st yie, ca t gory wndtn The narrow
C¢tegor|:ers »hould have a tendency to perce'ue the group
with the broader range as ccnta»nlng mnmber‘q who are not
appropriately similar to themse]ues-or to otper group
members.,The brpgd cgtegoréiers, 6n the cthef hand, should
be more iikely to believe that eithgr groﬁb is
appropriately‘similar to themselue{, sin;e_they»do not
conzider the members who'garr a gré;t deal from thégmean
as befng outside of their rgferehcevgrouﬁ boundaries.

There is a possibility that in accepting =zuch diverce

-] &~
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roups as srm:lar, broad cathqorn-ers do not =eak or

Ue)

'4ct|uely make :acnal comparlsons. It :s more llkely,

'llo .

howeqeb, that they wlll pursue the bPquer, moﬁn duue
gnoup, ac |f wxllvbe perc«erd as more ¢QWPJ?SE‘Y‘d?f!“1ng-
their CathOPY of clmllgr'ty ‘(See notenz):; ‘. L a
o The breadth of a membership group is ideﬁ:ified b;'
the grcupfs twa_mogt diOefggnt members,lﬁot-b? the |
diversity am@#g.membérs.boﬁe might wonder hé@ the factor
of gréﬁp size wo@ld Eelate io»pér#ep?;oﬁ of:diversitr. To
thic author’s knowledgg}‘tperé is no eoidépcé,jnor
theoretical consztruct, tp‘9ugges€ tha£ gfqup-$ize is

related to perception of brzadth.

AMEIBUITY TOLERANCE AND PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

In additipn;ﬁo being either bboad!yvor narrowly
defined, the groupe above caﬁ also be.déscribed as more or
less ambiguous in composatron. A group IS more ambfguous
wnen it admits both greater UuPlabllltY and dlvePStty to
it{s membership, where divercity is ;he degree pf
homogenei ty among membérs. If membefs aré,scatyered‘;fong
a salient similarity dimen;ion, rather than qlpstéreﬁ? the
aroup reflecte a greafer diuersity.‘lf il members of a

aroup are perceived as fzlling within the boundaries (or

-] 7
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y
H] ’ IR
. 2-3

category) of simflErit?; then the greater divérsnty émong

PRiY
C g
s

'tne'oembers, the more qmbtguous the group iﬁ'feses where
R HRCRH
mostvmembers deunate llttle from the mean attltude or

) '-t ; ,, . l}c =‘

ablllty, {he result would oe a relattuely less ambuguous

,A

grOUp. Further,_a group should become more amblguous as
)ItS membersh:p size nncreases. An |ncrease ln membershnp

'1eads to less clarity and greater ambnguntr when the

-

 increase reflects more member< d:strlbuted (as opposed to
c]ustered) along the salcent ¢|mllar:ty dlmensnon. |he
cognltlve style of releuance to thns"ype of structural

group construct is tolerance for ambugu:t? (Budner, ;992;

i Y N

MacDonald, 19/8).

- L

ﬁmbnguutr tolerant (AT) Dersonr lzke and seek

amblguous sutuatnons. They prefer dnuersuty to unlformnty.

1 7 N

|hose low in amblguxty tolerance (umblguity intolerant,

?_.1 \ /

AIT) prefer closure. They seek clearly deflned, more
v i

‘ o
concrete sntuatnons and problems, euen,at the‘occasuonal

‘J

people; AIT 1ndtvnduals, |n making comparlsons oi

similarity will be attracted to those groups that are lesc

-18-
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umhnguou=. The more extreme &N individu§} in»iefms‘o¥
;q)eranCevor :ntoleranCw of amb:oun*y‘ the stfdndérithe
r,drfue.fof & conparnson group that s congruent Wlth nns or
“her cognit! V¢_=tyle..émonq pebson_ who fal] at th :eg p;@e
:énds of the contanuum, thﬁ dr:ue for an ambuguou, OP,',~»
unambiquous group may be'o gréater’zmpor#anca ;nan :ﬁe
v@eaaAs:mllarlty of the group QT person sho“uldiceek'a.~
more amleUOUC group structure, and AIT p“rsons »hould
seek é leds,gmbnguou: group tructura, both group: having
somewhat less reg rd ror the. mean sumllwrlty of 4vat1abl~
comparicon grounb; Recall that ambugunty should be
affected by derrslty among members and thﬁ number of

divergsnt members_(;nﬁe of the‘membershlp group).v

-] -
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"SELEQTIDN oF REFER?NT BRDUP

he two cognttnue qtyles_,ambiguity_to?efanéa and

ertEQOPY wxdth, were deuelopad separately>ond ralate to
dlfferent mg:hods o7 procas'zng (°Pe note 3) Powever,
withiﬁ.FnstJngéE's (1954a)-mod=l of comparlson to csmalar
otherc, they can work together to predlct |nd|undua1
se lgctlon of é refurence group. Category wldth may
identify those groups that wull be aCCepted as constntu;ed
of nembers uppPOpPlately snmnlar ?or mdklng soc:al
COMﬂPPICGﬂb The se lectnon of a partacular group -For~
compurlson 4rom those that are perceluea to be =nmnlar
(w!th respect to the cnd:usdual s percept:on of c“tegory
und‘h) w:ll be based,on the drnve for 4n ouarall ¢nbnauous
or un;mbuguous group. Ng;row cat~aornzer= who are AIT
should be»k a nondtu~rs= group wlth npnb&rc who are
similar to each other and to the shemselpes. Narrcw
categorizers whoAare AT should deffﬁe a2 narrow range for
group membership, but 41:0 sesk to utlllze ?ullr that
range, prefarrxng the mast dlUFPSG compos.t!on of
membership wnthln their narrower range‘of snmllarnty.

Broad categorizers should accept as snmnlar those
groups which anclude a greatnr range of members. If bro«d

C¢tegor|zers are AT, they wnll seek groups whose

-20~
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memharship is not onlx br0¢dl" estab}ished. but whose
members are most 04rcnd wlthcn tnts-wtde«“anqe of the
chéracteristic:svill or.attntuoe. CGHUPPSE‘/,JbPOad

tgg i grs‘Qho are AIT chould aucept § broad QPOUp
focué, but_wi{htn.tnaa'focus wyll =eev to lm:t uarnablnﬁy
and a|u~rsnty among the group membershnp

TheSe are the pramary r—l=t|onsh|ps of iﬁﬁeregt,?o
us. Né&t, we will present twq_ggper;meptsrqn.which'we
ygtematically Oariad 5trUcqual Componentélof groupsryn 2
Wa)y that «llowcd us to study ch0|c~ o# rﬁ+erent group as a
‘unct:on of the group propertlec 4nd the (nd(v;qugl
cognitive style Uaryables that we presented above. The
fifét expétﬁmeni_was intended to'ueriff th§.b§sic
‘relationships of cur intéractjve modér-{dr $ocfal

comparison. It =zddrs

-ofh

sed a 4unéamentai Question for our
applicafion ot Festingéﬁ’s moqeg; bo~;eo§}e who are brcad
V;ategorizers make sociél ;ompérisaas? ASsuming that both
broad and narrow catagoriiers exhibit =« drive for socia!
comparison, is the choice of réfarenttgroup a functiqn Gt
cognitive style (i.e., category width and ambiguity
tolerance) as predictedvby our model? In this egperiment,
individuals were given attitude positioﬁ iﬁformatioq about

them;eloes and about the membership of several groups.
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Thzy were asked fo-select the Qhoup-qifh whigh,they wqulq
most phéfer.td work in a disﬁuésion ofvthéiaftiiqqebggpﬁéy
ltop%c. - o | |

The second nxparlment was n extens'on O? the 41rst.
It |nUest|gdted moré comple+ely the |n$luence of cognntaun
sryle in SOCla‘ comparlson |n an attempt to gener;lt*e the
gppI|C4t|on of the prlncnple mechantsms outltned to the‘
con;truct(on-of socuaj-referent groups. Based‘on/attltqde
position informatioh about tﬁémseldeérgﬁajothers,_euﬁiects
were asked to consfrutt thefr ﬁwn‘ideal dfscussicn §fogp.
In shus deSlgn the subJects rontrolled the rdngﬁ,
U¢rtab|tsty, qnd me an 51m|!urtty of the groups thr/ built.

In both »xpernmant we ttempted to sep¢rate the

1
by

rfects du

) 4]

to A zHlT from those nttrnbutable *o CthQGFV
width by warying the size and re 12 ed d|a=r51*y of

potentisl reterence groups. As sta

-

ed_earﬁier, aroup zize
ie not relevent to dimensions of breadth, but dpeé relate
positively to issues of aﬁbiguity. as fhe group’s size 13
increaaed, we can amplify it’s.ambigpitr while_bbeadth can
be held cohatant; There%ore, as group'size incréases only

th— effects due to AT/AIT should be magﬂtfled, and those

related to Catagory wudth should remain relatnuely stable.
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EerR;MENT_x'

”rper:m—nt 1 wWas ;ntended to‘demonstrdte 3 basnc
»reletnonshlp of coqn:tlve ctyle to both perceptlon and
Hchouc& of snmuldr Othe?:.‘iﬁ thls experlment varnablltty f“
‘thhln group memberChlp st manlpulated and the obJectlue
- mean Camllarxtv hﬁld constant. Thls was done by VaPYan =1
saluent ch:r«cterwqtzc abaut ; group mean, affectlng both
aMblOUltY and braﬂdth The deﬁcrlptnue characternctnc,
lﬂdlUldUu] :corec on an 4ttltude questlonnalre, ut;lu;e¢
attitud}nal :nfq mdtlon rather than, ?OP exqmple, ébf]ify.
Tbjiiwas aone because such |nf0rm4tlon generally ensures
greater uncertainty in potentnal comparnson s:tu«tnons
(Wiison, 1°?3) aﬂd can creatﬁ a nued for :OCld]
comparison Festlnqer 1954&, p. 196). ¥o1-4 t ,a}uent
descriptive characternstlc o¥ and|01dual’ within thé group
deviate more(;bout a given mea thr group become= more
ambiguous. The two éxtnémeLﬁeunatlgns ln:gq;th}rgctlon
define the'bréadth of the group. Réhembérifhaf ihe
dim;nsion of brﬁadth cubsumés a leOél of amb|QUltY,
extrcme dEUldthDS c:or-*.:l*n:»utv5 greatly to the ambaguutr of
the group.

Based on the earlier discussion, it is reasonable to

assume that the cognitive sgtyles, category width and

- 23 -
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amb@guity tolenancé, wpqld gffe;t ;ndipidual 5?‘99§i66'0’
: ccmﬁarison référénce grbup.'ﬁe.;redictéd thét‘bFoad
cateaors:ers would prefer to JOln groups that haUe a<
 areater br adth of membershnp,rand narrow Categorlzers >
would»;:;;er groups that have 1953 braadth of mambershnp.v

mong bPOdd cat-gorn.er:, thoac who are ambtgunty tolerant

'(nT) were expectcd to select re+erence aroupc wuth the

U]

reatest dIUEPSItY, tne next most dlverse groups benng
selected by bPOad C¢tPQor|:er~ who are . nMDlQUltV
.ntalerant (AIT). Althouah narrow c«t&qor: ers who are PT
were pectec tc s~lact from grcups w!th leés.,readgh,
they were alsa expeqted to~pne$ep groups qf ne[étipeiy
mcre'diversffy wheﬁ'comparéd 1o narrow Cat?Q°P}:eF5;Wh0
are AIT. Finally, itfwaEZEVbectéd‘ﬁ“at tr; ef%étts due 1o

T*AIT would be maonlfzed for both br04d and n«rrow

g’

ate £Qorizers as the size. of the comparicson groups

increased.

SUBJECTS

The subjects were ge undergraduates who partlcnpated
8s one option of a resea rch ramlluarl.atnon Pequlrement

for introductory psychology courses.
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PROCEDURE

To ensure th#t the,subjertfbéfceived.g,pergonal
;PE‘EUanCY ?OP the group cho:c~ dec:suon~ they would’mgke.
_Fhé:exhg_ m;pt.was run in g roup CGﬂtuX;. The grou
context %ﬁrtheflencoufaged :UbleCtsI bulxef that ther
wﬁuld fAe involved in the ds;cuscnor group they were to
select, In ordér tc matntazn the aroup atmosphere and
allow ~f+tc1rn+ CO]]rCtan of Oﬂtd, tﬁe QYFeleent was
divided acrqss threa rooms. In the first dnd ‘hurﬂ rooms,
the sdbjects met in th~ur group=°>nn the‘zecond room they
workéd |nd|u1dually wlth an cxperlmenter. o

when the subJect ﬁntered the furs‘ rocm ot the
laboratory, he or =he waé cea ed among other =LbJect> and
presented”with a number of paper~4nd pcnc1|
quest{onnaires. The guestnonpanre packet ;onﬁajned—the two
cognitibe style measﬁres and fwo afijyae aség;sment
quest{onnair?s. Cn both attitudg_qgeséiéﬁnajf&s thé
subject was-asVed toffndicata (usinq a é-pdiht sdéle) the
relative ae-arabxlnty of p~P50n¢]lfy thlt words. One 6%
these instruments was tqtlgd “datxng,bghagﬁor“, and th~
deéirabi!ity o? the»pergonality'traits waé targeted toward
an “ide#l” dntlhg partner. The other suruey was oriented

to an ldeai“ supervisor, describing the type of bo:s a

- 25 -
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ﬂsfudﬁnt would waﬂt to be, or want fo huue. The tr¢|t words
for both dom«nns were selected ?rom the ct«ndardnzed
1: ;nng 04 pePSDna\ltY tralt words deueloped by nnderson
 «1998). é:var:ety of pnsntlu negatgqe ;nq nguspalstra:ts
w_;-»rrre-:m;iqld'ed- h SR I

The first instrument was the rguiséd,scalé for
ambiguity therance §macdonaId,ﬂ;??ﬁ),iTﬁié}wgs‘fg}\owec
By the “Manaaeﬁent SfVI'" ouéstioﬁnéifé: Pettiqfew’s
(1553 C.tago.y wndth SCé]E.icnd the “Datlna thdUl .~
‘L taonnalre.

0nc~ th“’¢UDJ~Ct had uompleted the paper—and-penCai
questnonn;pre;, the expernmanter coll#cted the ;n:wer
gﬁeeté and spént a faw momentb osten=|bly-“¢corsng Atha
datlng beh_uvor and management sLyle surueys. The SUbJeCt
'waz then given two predetermlned score= and was told that
thude scores were gerived from hvs or her response . A‘t&r
this the subject was escphted to’ the second room For the
9econdlpartiof‘the experimént.r o |

iIn phas% fwo, the subJect worved iﬁdiuiduall? with a
d|§f~rent cxper'nanter. Here, she or he was told that ‘the
expernmenter was conatruct:ng potﬂntnal dnscussuon groups‘
for the topics of ddtlng behaU|or and management stvle.

The subjsct was told ‘haf for both group the discussion
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Qopld‘%ocua on in;érpersqpaf s;yléf'

The subjgctfs étténfioh wasfthen-directgf tq‘a
listing o{-four‘pariié}ly :o pletec group .fheS? we:é
mo'V QPOUOS cons \FUCtrd for ; the %gpértment. ;éqh ghéqp ‘
reprgsented'ytsrmgmpené.by ;que?f'ﬁﬂmber and étote bn thé
ﬁbﬁropriate attitﬁde surbev Shﬁje&t=' own :co‘ Qas
int:rprated for each of them,ﬂand the standxng relatlvﬁ to
members of the mock qroups. w¢s clharly expldnned.

The dlm;nsnon of lntergst,wyﬁh(nbthe gnqup‘was the

elative debiafion of‘groﬁp-members"écdre’ frbhuﬂ fixed

mezn. The score Qtuen to the subJect was three ponnts
aboOE this aroup mean. The group members UnPled
sxstemdt|Callv 4round thls mcan, ¢Ilow|ng the groups to

Ep és nt four levels of UdPldbl]ltY For examp.e, if the

i
[
o
.
;O
nc
-
"n
w

score on the dating questaonna@ré.ﬁas'sa the
scores fornall aroup members yaﬁid vary a“out th;~numper
50 sc follows: GROUF @ s9, 32,‘ 35> GROUP 5 (65, 36, 44
GROUP C (&8, 37, 44) GROUP D ws. 42, a7y In‘ this dzsicn
the subjeﬁt’s choice o? group repnesgnfé one of four
Ieﬁe!s of range and pafigbi]itfr(whgfelgrogp‘A isvthe
wfdest, most @ivense groph, and D tﬁe nér;owest; least

diverse).

A similar procedure was then repeated using the other
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L4

dnccussxon gruup top:c. Onlv thnc t:me thﬁ subJecta wer
told that th~ dt»cussuon qroup= would be somewhat lq,éer,

conta:nungrseuen people. In.the-larqe anoup choace

rﬁ

atlons, the rﬂnge of subJert scores 4150 uarued 4b0ut
a 7nxed mean, for ~w¢mple. broup A (69, qo; 53 3~, 45,
47, 48; Group B xoS,ySS, 54, 36, 46, a6, 4?) ﬁroup’C (QG,
5S¢, S8, 49, 45, 37, 4%) srogﬁ;oitsé;gss;;SZ,»43;_47, as,
49). | . |

" The raﬁ&es represented above were éeledtéd as
apDFOpPIat“]) d}u’;sé baéed on thn measurnmbnt dlmen ions
ucea by Pett|grew (1958) ¥or dﬁntlfV|ng oro«d 4nd RarFow
cx teqornkers. The descrzpt|u= characteristlcs repre:ented
‘ﬁhe typerov.lnform¢t:on ==t= whlch were de CPlb“d by
'-M;rton (1957) as nece:sdry for formulatan refesrence
grcpps.’Thi; t?pé—ﬁf nnformatron ha& been demonctratud br'
Wheeler =t.al. (196%) as ;n;re sing tnp tendancy of
subjects to make EQ%]U&‘?Q&ASOC|4] cgmparvson..she me thod
ot presentation WARE coqsiétent with mﬁst trait §r'apf!ity
evaluative qocial mpar i son r% ch uGruder, 19777, In
bctn'small And l;ro# groug chonce sltuatlons, the group
discussion topics and the order of,presentat;ons-o{ topic
Dy group sSize were appropriately counterbaiénced;

Once the subject had selected the reference group
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with whlch he or she would pre%er to worn, he or th W4s
ask~d to rate both the. nost =|mn1ar qroup, and tne QUd] tY

~of the options aga:lable, (:.e.,;*he amount Qf chp;;=._w:s<

“n
2 (R

Ui
[

there a g_:d ele cf on of ngup"f) uclng ﬁixvpoini‘scal

whers. one indicate d Iuttle or no - re ch ca;e and six

w

r

[y

) (O

at deal or choice. Thp- the depandant mesSures in,inis
sfudv were; amount-of chclce. r-latlue d.uersaty 07-
=electnd mnmb-rshnp group,'dnd relatzve duverslty of the
group |den\|fiud as most cumnlar. The cuDJect was ne"t
mouvd ‘to thv ‘hlrd s»ctton of the laboratory. 4

In the thnrd sﬁct:on of the ”perlment the SUbJ“Ct
completed the verbal subscdle for the Shupley-Hartford
In;ellngence Tect (Snnas, 195o). Thrc'uerbél ablllty test
WaE ‘véed bwcause pqrtlcup«tton in doscu:blon qroup= rulnws
heavily on wverbal sk|1}=, gpq 1nsecur1ty abouf v;rbq}'nnd
other.abjlitiés has béen shown ta_aQUersejy;é;feét fhg

preference for similar otbérs (Go{d;;éin_& Rosenfeld,

.’c-
- 7

m

) We sought to control variability on this dimension
by uzing this measure of verbal ability 35 a covariate,
Finally, the efrticacy of the manipulations was assessed,

and subjects debriefed.

- 29 -
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‘RESQﬁTS
SUbJrCtS wera assig éd:to gfoups of broad or narrow
'ategortzers aﬂd amb|o01ty tolerant or :ntolerant per-on
_the baSrS of 2 QUnPtllq =p!:t on she ruluuant : |
snsﬁruments. gubaects among.§h~ ioweCt quartnle for one

4]

[} (]
ar

sure radrt bﬁ,un or near the !owest quartnle 04 the
=ecanc to bc asszqned to =z group. No bro«d categorl*er had

a cCDPv lower than é5; no narrow cdtegoruzer had a =cors

-
a0

ighzr than 53. No ﬁT,person hgu.'_scorﬁ lower than c@‘ no

—{
o)
b

I

X‘ erson had a score higﬁgr thén SS. Tnxs re«ult-d in
ten subjects ﬁar ceil.A

Analyses ‘ f cov«rudnc=, wntn Shlp‘vV-HarthPd verbal
score as the rouar:ate, were pwrformed on all dependent
measures., Thess gnal?ses did not.appreC|ably’altgr-any
pattern of resu}fs; Thu§ 6n1y;thev2 #_2 x 2, CW x AT:x

group size, fixed model analrses of variance are reportsd

GROUP DIVERGENCE

The group divergence measure was represented by the
four levele of range 2nd variability available in the
subjects’ selected reference group. The group with

narrowest range and least variability repre=ented the

-38_
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lomect Ieuei (1)' the broadest, most dcu=rsa group

Pwpresented the huqhest leuel (4),'4nd the other two

qroups leu=ls o‘ range and dnuercstv between these
_—xtrames (2 and 3). MEaﬂ meacuré ‘a+'group dyugrggncg are

-gnw:n in :tab!g 1.

Insert"T;ble-lfabgujihéhe

There;were‘four :gnlflcht effect ; There WﬁS a mcln
nffect fﬁr CdteQOPY wndth.:Broad CdteQOPlZEPS selected
groups. ‘with a wlder range (M ? 3 75) than n«rrd@
catégori_érg.ﬂﬂ“ 2.379), F(l 3a) = s 8_, p<.91.

Thére was:an AT matn 9f+ﬁct. Tho:e cubJects who were
vlduhtlrl#d as 4mb|quaty tolerdnt op;ed to JOIﬂ discus¢lon
groups tnat representpd gre¢t#r dsuersaty (M = 3. 48) thdn
the qroupc Select g b?m;hOSﬁ |dnn;lf|ed as delQUltY
intolerant (ﬂ = 2.25), F(1,365 = 14.41, p(.ﬁﬁl.

-Thgre wzs also an errect for group :lze.,ﬁs group
éize.increased, thgre was a tendency for subJectc to
celect a more diuéﬁse gfégp, F(1,3% = 6.98, g<.es.

Finally, there was a three way interaction, F(1,368) =

- 31 -
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3 *8, p<. 05 Inapﬁctnon o‘ tabxe 1 reuealc that ‘hoce
_:ubJ»ctu who were both aIT 4nd narrow. selected the Ie«s*‘
r;d|u=r=e Qroup ¢u4|lable, regardlea: o‘ ¢|ﬁe of group‘
Subjects who ars both &T dnd broad opt for the‘qrx.gesf

d:v»rf|t>, reQ4rdI S5 o% grﬁup size. Tna ef~ect= of groun

(1]

ize are eundenu only aMUnu thos~ subjects who ;re

identified as e:ther broad arnd AIT, or narrow and AT. In

both cases, . a5 group =n-- increased the subljecis selectisa
groups reprssenting gbeater'diuersity. e had anticipatsc

that group sizez would only be related to the dimensions of

AT/AIT.

PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

Mzan group =xm||dr|ty <corps (thoge groups identified
by subjects’ as most samilur) are Q:venvin table 2.
Analysis of uariance'shqwed a main effect for group size,

s the aroup size increased, subjects wers mors likely to

I

"
e

lect z more divergent group, F(1,38) = §.22, g(.es.

Insert Table 2 about here

Careful inspection of Table 2 reveals only small

differences between subjgcts* réports of most similar

- 32 -~
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group 2z a function of group,;i:e. There ic an
éverwhe!ming téndency ¥théljisubqetta tQ iﬁéﬂﬁi4?~§h9
léasf diuerse afoup a:.mosi-similﬁr.‘Hawevgr, Qhen
salwctnng ¥rom laraer groupa, :ub;e t¢ ;e¢e hore lnk ¥ to
devlatﬁ ¥rom this twndency gnd |dent|fued slnghtly wndﬂr,v
mors divercse gﬁoups as»S|m|lar. Importantly, there seems
td be an:indjcatgén'here-ghaﬁ djmghsjqﬁs of-Cw and eT db
not affect the perception of obj'ecﬁi;;e sim_il;ar-i‘ty,. For
-both AT and CW megéuﬁes ofvéfmilérfty wépgunbnsignificant,

4

F ‘.‘g.

THE VALUE OF CHOICE IN'GRDUP MEMBERSHIP

Mean ratings of choice are given in Table 3.

- - — > D G T S S G G D S5 = G U T SE s -

A - —p S o T P kT S S -

There were no significant effects for amount of
choice (quality of selection). This may indicate that all
'cl ssufnC¢txons of subJects, in both large and small group
choice =|tuat|ons perc :ve the optcons offered as 2qually

viabile al though perhaps not EqullY desirable.
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EXPERIMENT 2

Experiment 2 was decigned te clarify and sxtend ths
tindings of Experiment 1. We attemﬁted to generalize the

cituation in which the socizl comparison pchess‘occurs:

9

Subjects were given control over the breadth and ambiguity
of their preferred comparicon Qroup.
In Experiment Z the subject was giOeh the opportunity

to create his or her own reference group. In some caszes it

haz been found that when éubje#ts cqnsfbuct oroups, rather
than accept an assighmenf ﬁq groups; they are moﬁé ligély
to sel%-eualqate (wilsqn‘& Benner, 1?71), fhis procedure,
in which people héée»égeatér_ﬁohthq} ¢ver dg#iding w§§h
whom théy wifl aséociatg,.qften emphasiie; inaiQiqUal
leadership in gfoup'cbnstrqcfion';dd is not new to the
literaturs (Miller & Suis, 1977).

1t waz expected that brosd categorizers would
construct groups with a gnegter bpeaﬁth of mgmber;hip, znd
nareow catégqrizers‘wou}d construct groups with less
brezdth of membership. Among boghubroéd‘and narrow
categorizers; those who were AT, wefe expécted to
construct groups with a gfeater diyersiky in mémbgrship
than those who were AIT. It was thought that the effects

due to AT-ALT would be magnified for both broad and narrow

- 34 -
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categorizers as the size of theﬂgrobba in;bea;ei-_aS,gPOUP
cize incr%ased, AT peréons may sé;fificé megnlsfmilar}tr
.iﬁ-ééfofts to create diuérsifw;-aqd'éIT’peygops may
sacrifi;e mean siﬁiyapityljn'efforfe §o cr§a§é‘1eé5

diverse groups.
SUBJELTS

Subjects were 88 undergraduates who'parﬁicipqted as
onz option of a research fami)iari:atibn rgquiremenf for
introductory peychology classes. These wére‘not the same

subjects who participated in experiment one.

PROCEDURE

Once =z2gain, in order to iasure that the subjects

& personal relevancy for the oroup choice

aQ

erc

Q
m

tve

dectsion

th

th

they woula make, the expefiment was rﬁn in 2
group cantext. This waeg done in fhé same way &s in
Experiment 1, by divfding the #xperimental procedures into
three phases.

Subjects arrived at the laboratory at ten minute
intervals, When the subjects entered thé %irst room of tne

lzboratory they were seated among other subjezcts, who wers

- 35 -
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slready working dn qpestio9ﬁaires, angd were Qiven a paczkex
ot the paper—gnd—p;pci] @eggqres; After re;dfpg the
intfoduc?ﬂrr i@stfuﬁtjoﬁs, fhe squg&@s épmﬁlétqd; in'
ogdén; the beujs?dyécalg fofxahbféuityutaigf§;Eéi,
(ﬁaﬁbqnald, i??é),.fﬁer;managémgﬁt stypgiagéétﬁqpnaire, 
F;ttigreQIsV(IQSB) CategdryTQidﬁh séalé, aﬁ& iﬁé »d;t;ng
’behaviorﬁ questionnaire. |

| As each,sUbié;t cqmpleted‘theiqgéstjonnaibes, the
experimenter cof[ected tpezmatérfafé;vénﬁ “storgd? fhe
datiﬁg and mgnggg@eqt style instrpmentg"and gave the
‘subject two cards, the:first was i#be?éd»dafiﬂg behzvior,
the second, m#nagement-é{y]e. The c;ﬁgs Eént;jnéd a
ﬁpredetermined).sub;ect:“scoré“,rshbféct hﬁmbéf; and an
area for "experimentgr’g’uée onfo} The sgbjec@ waé
escorted to the secondArobm to?cpptjnye tbe-éxpéhjment.

In the éecond part of'the experihept, each‘subject
worked individu#liy with only an gxperjmeﬁggp in'the_room.
He or she wa5 tp]d that tﬁé,experimenténtwas cpnstrutting
potential discussion groups. 1t was ékp!ained to the
subject that we had deuélqped a s?stem fn which_we‘
attempted to give as many pépp]e as ppséip]é the #Zpe of
discussion group they'would‘prefer. The subjecfsvwgre told

that they would be choosing the people with whom they

- 35 -~
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prefsr to work in group discussions of dating behaﬁior ana
mﬁn;gement sﬁyle. X | |
=14 in Experiment 1, eacﬁ supjg;tsf score on ﬁhe ;

_déting anq‘manggemgnt'scajesrwgfévi@terpr§tédrfop;them;

~Nhen‘§hé SijgthUQQerstood thé rel#tiqnghfp ahbng>the
s:nreé, ne or shgvmas presented with é séleﬁtion of
“others* to choose as ppgfgﬁred members in hers or his
dis;ussion gFoqp. The s;gre”ofngggh potehfial_mgmper Was
presented on cards sfﬁilar to those Qiueh the subject at
the end of the Ffirst part of th= expgbiﬁent (labeled
gither dating oh mana9§ment sfy)e).

Ther

T

.were two group constructfon tacgks in the secondg

part of t

-

¢ gxpebiment; In thé first ﬁask; the scores of
eight other potgnfia! gpqup4mémbers were’pheggntéa ahd the
squect was askéd‘to choose éogr with whom he or she would
most prefer to work. Theée eight other members‘represeqted
a varicty of scores, and allowed the subject to bﬁ(!d &
arcup with a broad or narrow r#ngg; and 2 more or less
ambiguous membership,

'ln the secong task the subject‘was'presentgd the
scores of fifteen other pofeptiajbgFoup membgrs; The
subject was asked to select-éight potential group members

from this set. The maximum and minimum possible breadth

- 37 -
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auailgple in the'-écond Qboub-construction task was §hé
same a' the m«xnmun and mlnamum breadth auallable ih th
f:rst group constructlcn task Tha maxlmum and mlnumum
»poss:ble Standqbd dev|dtsans for. both the ‘arge gnd =ma1\
ﬂgroupa were w:thnn lvpklnt o* each other.v | |

For Each suanct. three measures;wgre obtained based
on the characterust}cg qf‘ghe grpﬁp_mgmbgfg ﬁﬁey had
seTected} Thé range (an'jndjcatqﬁ of bFéaﬁ;ﬁ; high,score
minus low é&one); the'uariabilitf'within the gboup‘
ﬁemnarship Can indncator of cmbvoust/), ;ndAthe me an
=lm||er|ty deUlathﬂ (an indicator of mean Slml]dPltY, thg
dnffervnca between the subJact’z reportea -core and the
mean sﬁore of€;he group thgy constrqcted, takgn as_an
absolute valued. | R |

Fiﬁally, exch subjzct was directzd to the third room
of the‘exgerjﬁeﬁt; There, with other. =ubie¢ts, they
completed thé_perbal subscale of the Snlpley-Hdrtford
Intelligence scale (Slnes, 1?58), the effucacy 04 the

manipuiation was assessed, and they:were debrue{ed.
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RESULTS

fhe subjects were aéain~ass}ghed to aroups éf‘brdad
or n;rﬁow categoh§2§ps'anq.ﬁT_§r Q}Trpérsons;by mgansfof_a
quafti16 ;plit.nfhekﬁigﬁ.and }GQ ;gqy§5‘iﬁ’ea§h Eoﬁdjﬁion
were yha same astthosé;}h,Expeégmeﬂf'lF Thié;;ésuféea'}n
ten suEJects per ce}}. Sh{p1ey-H3rthrd_uerbal_scofeé‘did
not impa#t:on the re§p1i5,3§hd thuz, oniy the 2 x 2 x 2,

CW x AT x aroup size, fixed modsl analyses of variance are

reported Selow.

CONSTRUCTED GROUP PANGE

The mean range of thes groups censtructed by subjects
azre given in table 4. There were zignificant main effects
for size of group znd subjects’ category width.,

G G > W = G A - " T TP P = = -
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sroad ca:egori;eﬁs'cansjstently built discussion groups
which represented x broader rangé‘of attitude scoreéﬂQ§A=

33.825) while narrow categorizers built groups of

réfa}ipg}x»ﬁapgow_djmensiohs:gﬂ‘z 35;?35)};551936):;
16.68, p.<0.661. A | T

Tﬁg arger the group which subjects_were.askgd to
constrqct,_tpe_broadér the,rangevqf members' #t#igudes
they selected, F(1,36) = 13.96, £§<e;eo;..rhis was trye

regardless of cognitive strle,

WITHIN GROUP DEVIATIOM

The mean group deviation scoréstiﬁlmeaSUPe of
~ambiguity) are given in Table 5.

Insert Table 5 about here

As we have already noted, the standard deviation of
the groupe constructed b? subjects w9pe'ﬁot iﬁqepepdgnt of
the range. TheEe_was only oné siénif}canf gffﬁ@f fér
deyiationiscdres. The main effeét for‘cw'ipdigatedfthat
brosd categorizers coﬁStructed‘groups which had‘gréafer
gdiversity among members (M = 12.2808) ?han the groups

constructed by narrow categorizers (M = 9.2?5), F(1,38) =
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13.68, p.<0.881,

MEAN SIMILARITY DEVIATION

f

The mean similarity deviation represents the absoiut

!
O

Jifference between ine arithmetic mean,of‘the,group

constructed by a subject (excluding the subject’s score’,

n

and the score report

) .

d to thez zubject as his or her own.

<

o

qu exémp1e,f¥ subjects}whb wefe broad categdri:érs wieh
to explore the limits ov theib cdtegorrvwithout increasing.
amb}guiér (Broad Cw, A1TY?, they céuld cdﬁﬁ%rpéx‘a gropp
including only m%mbers who were‘ﬁﬁhsisientIQ (fﬁ,the same
djreqtipn) divergant from ﬁhgir 6thsgbres;LThislwdu]d
create a large meaﬁ simf{arity qujatipn independent of
within group uariabili@;. Téble~6 showé the means of the

mean deviation scores for subjects.
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Insert Table & abaqt_here

- ——— gt W W

NG maiﬁ orAintebaction'effécfs approached signific;pce.
This lack of effect for CW i3 not surprising éiuehrthe

very uwide rang: which broad categeorizers utilized and ths

relatively restricted range used by narrow categorizers.-

e e o e
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DISCUSSION

EXPERI NE( JT ON"-'

Cons:derxno flr»t thw d:mensxon cdxegary wxath,

m !

‘Exper»men* 1 we founa stronq suppgrf vor the hypothes'
thdt reteren e group selectnon is mEuldtHd by diversity in
aroup membarship anavthe gener¢1 tendency of & person to

=CCnpt such leePbltf- Lategary wtdth =trongly ln*luﬁﬁ‘ﬁ

1

el eut!Oﬁ of a reierence group.-Pettaqraw ('9@?) h4s

m

'ggested that people will dc4+er un thelr la situde of
~cceptanco as a {unctxon of the:r category wldth. It ie
cle‘r that broad cdtugora ers hq ve é_g twr lat:tude of
cCCeptiﬂCe, and & bPOaderpéﬁcpeCtlU“ of ‘the types of
peop}e who serve as snmylar uthrr.fOP gp¢luét;ue zocial
comparison. Category width determines tﬁg ;:deptable
boundary condcitions wi;hin which fésueq:of aﬁbigﬁity
become zalient.

Turning to ambiquity tolerance, & zimilar pattern of
results is evident. Within the boundgrigs delineated by
the style catzgory width, sﬁbjecfstelected g;qugsibased
on the relative homogeneity/heterdgéneity:pf‘thérgfoup.
feople hicgh in ambiguity fqleran;e seleéted gﬁqyps of

grezter diversity. Those low in ambiguity tolerance opted
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for groups of less diversity. In muéﬁ’the same way as
cateéﬁrvaidth; tqler;nce of ambigujfyvmodifiéd the
ingiuidy;}sl.percgpfioﬁ of “h?t>¢#9~59>§6;3¢¢95f§§1é
é?alﬁativé comparféonkoroup." B

| The data parmut us to ass ert that Judgmnnt qf
similarity, for tha purpo:e a soc;al comparjson, are
internzally mediated. They‘ape gn_p§rt_$a§§d uéon @Hé 5
bcndsuxUU¢l ’ cogﬁitiuévétylee.,These,J;dgménfé‘are
reflected in suﬁjects’lcho{tea Ef cbmpafisan groqp.

The data reg;rdjngiﬁubjéctgf expréésipn of ~¢qepall
similarity" indicate that this intefnal stéﬁdard doss not
distort 5ungc{s’ understdndlng of the ObJECtIUe redlaty
No ci%ferences in the s:mllarl‘v ratlnqs were attrlbutdble
te CW or AT dnmensnons. LnPeWISe; =ubaectc' perc—ptlon of
QUalxty of the cnozces qualldble q]CO fanled to show
differences P?]dtud to coqnltlue »tyl . Such fipdrngs lend
support to our expectations that amblgpitybtq}ehant or
intolerant, and broad or nafrow’cgtegorizebs woufd‘se!ect
reference groups in accob&kwiﬁh tﬁe'similaritr pﬁedictions
derived frqm.Fes;ingehfS ﬁqdel; Tﬁesergropp affiliation
preferences are based on & éubjecf?s “9°°§0§95 df fit;
Judgménts.'They are not.necessarily§based on traditional,

experimentally contrived definitions of similarity.
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One important“addition to our obserbations of How

ate gory wldth prc—dlctc cho:c~ of comparlson refereﬁce i§
the apparent drlve like nature of thls d;mensnon. CﬁtEQOPY
:wldth does more than set. llmlts odantnfyfnq 4n.gccépt¢ble
comparzﬁon. I+ c«tegory wldth snmply |dent|f|ed a latltude
u%réccept§nce, then broad,categorlzers_wou[d haue had an
‘gqual‘Iikelihood_o¥r=electfng-eithe" harﬁowly or'broadly
diuergent:groﬁpc ¥ tho-e uho were bPOdd Cntﬁcarlzers
coﬁsideéed ali options equql!) >atx=+ynng aw;tth the;r
latizuae of accgptan:e), the celect:on 94 cémp;risag group
would havs been,more:highly_influgnced b iésﬁeé o{'

ambig untv Thic was not the case however. Broad

L (I

at

T

gorizers were far more likeiy to sslect a group which
fully =xplored the bGUhqulu= of the:r cz t“gOPY- H!though
Pett:grew,(l?ia, 1932 has not pre ented categorr Wluth ae
being drive-like in‘natuﬁe, it seems quite re«conabln to
assert, that at least with regard tok:sgges of soc;gl
comparison,vcategﬁry width exhibits drfue-l[ké properties.
Dimensions of c#teéory‘wfdth direc;fthe‘salécﬁion Cand as
we will soon diécUss, the construqtfon) of ré?ebence
aroupe, |
in combinatign, the drive-like properties of ;ategary

width and ambiguity tolerance wouid seem to conflict among
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those people who are either broéd cateqorizers, ahd low in
ambiquit?-toierance, or farrov . cﬁtegor:‘ers, who dre hlqh
tn ¢mbtqu3ty tolerance. Our dqtn lndquté that thez

vPelatIQ: xmport«nc« of th Lst/l bied as functcon

N
w

Y

: f‘n

tb .

of group =|'& »Tt etf

ltv

cé of g roﬁp';:ze was not 1lﬁlte . to
dsmﬁnstonc n‘ xmblounty to!eran é‘as we hadué§PInéE
predicted. When the potentia} rgfergn;e gr§up.hadffewér
members, pebbfé tnnded‘tofseféét.é moderateiydiuérse"~
nroup. In m:!ler groups, peast chose the mlddle road,
'nntuher u:olatnna nor fulf:llung tha dr:ues rel4tea tc
breadth apd amgcgunty. ﬁoweuer, wp;n the_gpoup_was larger
and potentially mdre jmpebsongi;‘ﬁgppje selected;grogpe of
agrza ter dlveralty.; - | R

If the group. Sl-e ensured éahe_degﬁée of anohymﬁty
one cognitive style_becé@é QOmingnﬁ,ihs ébaub membership
increaged the,gelec:idn of'§ refe;ahcé‘grouﬁ waé goﬁ;rned
by that cognitive style whfch exeftgq a driue for greater
diversity. For ccnditions belating to a fg{‘veualpative
‘unct:on. ooth c;teaory width and ambugu:ty tolerance
usnens:ons appear to be equally lmportant for selectnon oT

a reference group. One style will exgrt,more control than

the other only when sé]ectipg from larger groups.
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EXPERIMENT TWO
'.Tﬁé cbntributidn of cdgnftiue style'to the
-;onstruc;aon of comp;rlcon groupa dnffered m;rkedly 4rom

Mltu4t|on= nuolvnng group .el~ct:4n. Expersment 2

requxr&d thut the bublect salect gotentua) oroup mumb

L[]

n\measqres of Eqrqe_ YEYy 'ab;lnty, and mean deundt;on the
- strle ambiguity ~olnranre had no sxgnlf»cant cf &t ,Theré
wers, howeéér, nnghly Slgﬁ!fJC§D? f;nd:pg; pelatgd ;o -
ca tegory width. o i | .
Mnrrow cat g ers con€tructed groupc wuth é more-
estrlcted ‘dtltUdF of 4cceptance. Concomltant ulth these
§+fects for r«nge of membershup, group= constructed by
narrow c«tegort‘ars alﬂo had lees uarnabsl:ty.
Expervment»_,nnd|C¢ted that, category wldth alone was
the domlndnt factor ln predlctlng group structure. In
group canstructﬁon tasks. people aCtlUély pursue
OPQaﬂl atoon wh1ch flts the:r Fategcrv wldth style. it
appears like lv that, the pPOCES: of socxal comparn«an
which rzlates to roup af#nluation |s d|v$erent in.;ome
basic way, from that related to group ‘o m4t:on. Twa
different aspects of sel+ eualua‘xve motuuation= are
apparént. When Joining an estab!nahed group, subaec;s’

used all of the information related to their "goodnesc of
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fit" with the grduﬁs.‘when subJects‘buiii & reference
group, only dimensions relating to latitude of acceptance

appeared to be important.
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CONCLUSTON

In_summary, oﬁr research :upporte tha followunn
conclusions: (1) 1t is psefui to c)a«snfy aroups accordlnq
:o dihanéibns of.dioersity ‘since theséidlhen515nsﬂdr&,
used by lnleldU41S when JOlnxng or formung reference
.Qroups. (2 The cognlt:ve style: amleUltY tolerance and
Cﬁt?QOP) wldth, together, predlct the types o% qroups an
'lndnv:dU4l 15 lnﬂe!y-to JOIn. L3 when nndnu;dugls
constru;t new, refwrence groupa, cateqcrv width ié_a
domlnant factor in the select:on of member:;llt help:
detﬁrmlne the 1atntud~ ot the membershlp. (4) The
?PIQC!DIEBvQGQeFOJDQ the se}gctqon or:a refetgn;e aroup
ane-diffgrent from thdée‘gouehping the qqn;;ru:tibn of =
re %erence‘gfoup. (5) When tnewﬁqntéptvoi ";iﬁflér o?her"
is exte ded to :nclﬁqe»the‘dimensiéqs of amSngitV'
tojerance qu catégéry qidﬁh,vﬁur ﬁerl fo]jp@s the
pﬁedi;tions of Festingeb’si(1954§) tﬁecry 6% social
comp_afi;on. (&) caiggory width exhibits a-drive-like
function in self evaluétiué, sociéf‘cbmpérison'gifuations.

fﬁis research chal!enges the CO;;ept of qroup
structure as it is tradltlonally dsed to descrlbe
similadity in social comparlson research we haue taken

,1‘::,': ‘a
oo )
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‘tne construct of simi!arit» beyond the snhhle coﬁcept T B
mean similarity. Sim(ﬁgrity is ce:cr:bed as 3 SUbJ"Ct!UE.
rather than‘oéjeétive vériable,~bas=d on i ncvu:du«l
differencés’in cbqnifivé ctvlé By deta lina thu th:ee
st.uctural Qroup ﬁrooer;:-z of breadtn, amntqunty,>%ﬁd
mean =|m|1ar|ty, wé have more completelv deecrsbed the
con:truct: of groubﬁ‘wh:ch Pé‘até to dumenclons of
s:m:larlty. Furth&r, we haue detauled the ways in whnch
lndlvidu~ S usE thesa dumensnonc in so;nal comparlson.

I¥ one Pnowa‘th» stVIe varndbles thdt relate to
perception of a potwnttdl reference group,_ nd can
.iﬁentffy the seueral rel:v«nt characterlstlc» of the
cvaolable group», :t is poss;ble tq preduct the
~¥4|l|at|v= tandenC|es of |nd|u1duals. Conuersely, w~.can
use xn¥ormat|un about group :tructure to identify thu
likely style char;cters:tlcs of groqp members. |

In the sccial world there are a number of groups
which can =¢snly ge ;]q, ified eccordxng to these
ztructural chéractéristi;s. For example, the latjtqﬁe o
accépfance in an encoynter.gfpup woﬁ]ﬁ_mbét likely be
areatsr than the lafitudé of aécepf&néé in a paramtlltary

rgan z«tlon. Given that dlf%erent typ#s of groups qppeal

to different types of people, it is possible to predict

- 58 -
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the structural propnrtlﬂs of = g?ouplng;essary to attract
_c:rtd{n lﬂdl?ldUali.rsuch information hgy;be usefu},[n $
wide véfiefy of’situatibhs;‘}OCIUQ]DdiéUEioﬁihQ‘PiaP??
q]fuPﬂaflVﬂ routh Qroup aitapﬁié}ée broqr#mmmlnﬂ’for
dnlunqu ent youtn $nd ass‘ :ngvihe appea] of exlstlno
'sotfgfwaroupb {c. f., cmpey & Lubnc&, 1°o8), or o
orgunligtlon work groups (Thoma~ & Nurd. 1?83). BY
xcen~|fy|ng the domnnant stVIe chqractﬁrlstlcs wuthnn &
oroup |t also. may be 0055|ble to construct |n;ormat:on
format; §nd_typus:thgfvwoqlq be most nnfluentldi wsthsn
targetad groups (Reardon & Dickﬁy. un precs).
anthough we C4ut|cn that r:pl«c:ng thﬁ snnple
conc=pt “=|m|laP£tV", in favor Df g structuralix dcflnec
péPCcerd :lmalArltv doe\ ﬁeUc l!mltattcns (For
:nstance, the functuon of coon:t|0v :t/leb ie not
equivalent fn the sutu«flons of group formutlon and group
affiliafion), and rurthgr wprk on the_qgalltatloe 4;pe;.
of the sela;fianrremains to be déne; For e amp]e, it s
important to Know why subjects selected as thgy_did. We do
belizve that our bésic refoﬁmuiatipﬁ of what has béénna
more limited,‘n§rrowly defined, cong;pté};b&léd
"simitaritty" will aifect'isspes othér than group formation

and self evaluation. Our revision of the interpersonal

...51—
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~similarity dimenzion could be used to extend and revise
models of persuasion, affiliation and attraqtion,‘and 7

leadership.'
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Table 1
RefergncejqﬁpQQASeieﬁtipﬁ;'

- Group Diversity .

s

cM. : ‘Narbow' % Bf&aﬂfﬂ

AT, into]erant-Toleréqt Intdléh@ntif@]ébanf?jfl

Sm. Group  1.68 2.0 2.60 © 3.70  2.43
La. Group 1.70 3. - 3.10 3.76  3.63

M | 1,45  3.10 2.85  3.78 2.3

L L - ——— —— o -

MNote: Figures ahe based on choice of group,where 1.
indicates the 1east diverse group, andv4'the most

‘diverse.
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Tabls 2

PERCEIVED SIMILARITY

Most Similar GrqupfSe}e;tidn’

O
£

Group

Group

HNarpow .

j ngad

Intoclerant Tolerant Intolerant Tolerant M

1.60 1.30 1.26  1.15
1.20 1.20 1.86  1.42
1.15 1.25 1.56 1.29

Note: Figures abe,based'pn the group whfch subjects;

identified as most si@ilarvtd.;hgmselyes,

- 48 -



Teble 3
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Amount of Choice

cM. Narrow

groad

A.T. Intoleﬁgnt.Tolerant. Intg]epéﬁt Télérant3 M

- e

Sm. Group  4.40 3.86

La. Group 4.20 4,33

no 4.36 4.05

4.30 4.46  4.23

4.30  3.88  4.15

4.38 - 4.1 4.19

— - ———— — e -——

Note: Based on a scale of 1-6 wherefl,repregén?s little

6r no real choice,'and 6 aﬁgre;t,dé;]_qf_chdicg.
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Table 4
Range of Constructed Group

:;HigH‘Mjpué'LQw'Score

C.w. Narrow . Broad

H.T. Intolerant Tplgrant ,I"ﬁoléfaﬂtiTO]efant EE!

Sm. Group - 24.38  24.18  28.88  33.50 27.68
o ‘ R See Lot BRRE
Lg. Group 28.20 27.18 35.48  36.60 32.08

[ © 26.25 . 25.60 32.60  35.85 29.88

Note: based on the difference between the high and low
scors: of members within‘subjé&t”tonéﬁructed grqqps;

-

- 48 - ' ' ‘
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Table S
‘Within Group Diversity

~ Mean Deviations |

- e o - — - —— - - - ——

C.W. Narrow Broad

AT, Intolerant Tolerant Into}grant,leerapt. M

Sm. Group  9.88 .18 18.68 . 12,82 18.41

Lg. Group 10.76° 8,91 ©11.57  13.65 11.14

4

M | 7.55 9.04 11.28  12.24 19.78

- -—— —— — ———

B
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Absolute Differences Bet‘tyegn ,Sub,iect.'Sc.Qne.,v,-
‘and Group Mean

T Sl 1 i D Py D s > G B =

c.W. o Narrow i f i -Broacj‘ki

‘A.T. - Intolerant Tolerant -.In_t.o;l‘grfan‘t ‘Tple_r‘é\_ntt»» M

Sm. Group  2.15 2.96 2.5  1.70

W N
W
N

-
o

Lg. Group  3.42 4.28 1.67 . 2.85
M 2.78  3.59 2.18 2.78 2.6

.,_, . ..
. R T A S
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_FOOTNOTES

N -

!} There ars a'numpér of social ev?]ﬁa;jbn and -judgement
theéries_which inéopporate.cogqitj991y ¢ediated stanﬁabds
Cc.f. Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Upshaw, 1749)

2 iﬁ an xnvestlgutlon of inaibiﬁﬁal—to—indivfdual
referent Sulectlon, Gruder (i???) has shown that, when
sub;:cts know the range of scores on an attltude
damenclon, they will engage ln socnql comparlgon. 1€ range

setxlng lnformatuon is: not known, but is. avasleble, they

will,,eek thls lnformatzon.

3 In an earlier normlno experlment, the correlatlon'
be tween category wndth and ambngunty tolerance amcng
members of our standard subJect pool was determlned as

r<8.16 (N = 115).,
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DO NOT SONTINUE UNTIL YOU HAVE.READ THIS PAGE COMPLETELY

The experiment you are about to participate in Is intended tc help us under-
stand group behavior and.its ixportance In individual evaluation. In the
sections. which follow. you will be asked -to’ cunplete a'small variety.of .
_cneeklists ‘and:surveys. ..Among"other ‘things .  one- -of these surveys will:
evaluate your: personal beliefs about. dating. and another wlll ‘measure your
-opinion ragar:ﬂng effec:lvc management of people. .Once you :have completed
-the’ questnonnaires ‘in- this packet, your dating-and management styles:will
be’ ?cored $0° they can. be used In r.onstruct!nq dlscussion groups -on. these
top ¢S, ‘ T Lt g

Inst'uctnons for each task are provided in_that sectlon. Read the instructions
carefully, and feel free to ASK THE EXPERIMENTER _for help .if you have any
questions along the way. :-Once -you* have fimshed ‘one sectlon of the. experlncnt.
continue on to the. next section." Do no: return to a'iy sectlon that you have
already cmle.cd. o o X e

8efore you begln please read and complete th- cansent fom at the bottom
of this page.: Do not continue until you have filled out:this form;.once
you have. signed: the form you can turn the page and begin the experlment.
'--Thank you for your hc!p. ; ' .

AGREEMENT TG PARTICIPATE

I, the undersigned, hereby agree to participate.in the experiment titled
“Sroup Discussion," sponsorcd by the Department of Psychology at the -
Unjversity of .Oklahoma, 1283, 1 understand that'| may withdraw-from the
experiment at’ -any ‘time without. penalty. Thls agrcement does not uaive .
any. of my legal rlghts. TS ) .

Date Signature

[D Number




Please do not spend.too zm.ch time on the follcwing iters. There are no.right or-
wrong answers and, therefore, your first response is:important. Hark each staterent
- cn ‘the ‘data processing sheet proviued accordinq to how:much ‘you agree or dtsagree
with e Flease mark. rdi :the followin :

1.%".[. agree . very ; < \gree -
2 s !,agree on.the. hho.e . .’5 . ! -disagree- on the whole
3. -2 6= l disagree very» wch

1. A prob!em ras Httle attractwn for e it’ I don* t think it has “a soluticn.'

2. 1.am just a Httle uncumfurtab\e mth peoplp unless I feel that 1 can
uncerstand their behavior._ o RN : -

3. ’her* s rirht wa; and 2 wmng Wiy to do almst everything.
s, 1 wau'i ratrer bet 1 to 6 on a lonq shot than 3 to 1 on a prcbable winner.

5. The ua/ to understand co:o!ex pmble'ns is t0 be ccncerned mth thair
larger aspects instead of breaking then into smaller pieces. '

€. 1 get pr«tty anxiou. uhen I am in 2 social situaticn over ahich I have
no control. o :

7. Practica!b ever:/ ;:roblen' has 3 solution

3. It ba hers me. uhen I an unable to follow arother per-'an 3 train of
-thougnt. : : B IR

5. 1 have always fel' that there is 2 clear dlfference betwcen right and
: wrcng.

10. " bcthers me when ! don't know how other peoplr react to me.

1t. Hothing gets acccnplished in this world unless you stick to scae basic
ru e. . .

12. If 1 were a doctor, 1 would prefer the uncertalnties of a psychiatnst
to the clear and definita work of smone like a surgeon or .(-ra;
'technician. : ‘ o .

13. 'Iaguc aud impressiunistic pictures reany have Httle appeal for e,

1. If 1 were 2 scientist, it would bother me that &y uork would never be
~ complet nd (because science uill a'lways xzake new aiscoveries)

15, Scfore an examination. l feei much Iess amious if I kncu hou many-
ques.i*ns trere win be. ,

15. The best part of working a jigsan puzzle is putzing in that last piece.

17. ‘Screttmes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things i'm
not Supposed to.do. . -

18. I don't Yike to work on a problem unless there is a possibi]ity of ccuing
out wi th a clear cut and unambiguous answer,

13. 1 like to fool around with new iCeas. even if they turn out later tc be
2 total waste. of time, -

20. Perfect ba!ance is ttpe essence of all good coxpositicn.



In this test there are twenty statements. each .of uhich 1e ‘c.}.--.. b',' oo questious.
) nuui ‘tha statements: .carefully, then ansuer. each question to: :hesbeat :of  your abmty.
1o is m“urtan: :havyou angwer: ‘each questi.on. :Selece the! anwer vh!ch you- feel
Tls. :sos: .acecurate among those listed. and citcle 1e? swnunher* :

.l'thas beeu esr.!nated Vtha: the avc:aaa wtd:h of windwa 13 36 mches. Uba:'glo ,'r_
~-think RS & : ¥ Sl
Tova, 18 :he vtdth ot’ the vides: utndaw...»

21,343 tnches ST 3. 48 inches
":341 dnches’ - ) B1. inches ‘
b. i3 che uid:h of ‘the nattwest uindon...
1. ¥ tnch&s {

. : v18! 1nches . TN &

Or nithologists believe -that the best guus “of :he raverage speed of. birds in fughc woul
be abou: 17 ntles per' hour. ‘What do you ‘ehink aee k)

i 1} :he speed in: Iusht of :he f.as:es: bird...

25 g.pihe 3.* 137 u.p.h._
105 ﬂo?uhv . ‘ 34 ﬂvpvho
- 13 the speed in flight of the slovu: b!.rd...
: -1e 210 B.P.ho T 3- . 12 H.P.h-'
= 2.7 .2’ mipah. TS mapehie

The average length of iwhales in the Atlmtic Ocean bas been es:ina:ed by zoologists
‘ to be roughly. 65 ‘feat. What do- you ‘thinks
‘R ls the Iens:h of -the longes: ubalc tn :he A:lnn:ic Occan...

1. 120 fe, - ,3,-‘ 86 :fqet’
7190 ft,. PR .75 feet
b. 1s the leng:h of the shortest uhale in the: Auantic Ocean...
38 { N 182 fg.
763 fr. - 2.1 £c.

Shipping aur.houues ‘have calculated :hat the mvetage weight of merchanc ships reg-
istered uuh :he u.s. Hartune cmsm 4 1966 a0 5 705 tona Vhot. do you
chink:

' a. is the ucisht ot thc heavtes: sh resis:ered with the cmlsslon...

1. .10,500 tons e s 3. -23,000° :ons A
2. 62,300'toas - 6.. 7,500 ‘tons * .
b, is tbe ve!sht of : the ‘lightest shtp regu:cted vith the comaiysion...
73,900 tons” - i P .2.700 -tons
2. 1,160 tons +».v U4, -2 tons

Weather offictals: ceport that durins this . cen:ury H:shtngton. u.c. has re:cived an
average - raiafall. af 41l 1nches annually.’  What’ do’ ‘you ‘think:
a. - is the hrues: anouu: of nin tba: Hash.‘mgt hna received 1n a sinsle year
. duttns :his century... s .
-82.4" {nches 63.7 mches
~&5.8" iaches 6. :51.2 {nches
b. 18 the sulleat aaount of rain tha: l&uhington has received {n a sxngle year
durins thn century.....
’ 2042 ‘duches 3. 9 9 chhes
36.3 inches. ©29.7 inches
An average of 58 ships cn:e:ad ot left Nm York hatbor dauy during the pettod fren
1950 through 1955. .Whatido you think::
a. wuwms the utgasc aunber of ships to en:et or. leavu few York n a sius!.e day
durxng ‘this- portod... : N
- 1.  69:ships . 3. 76 :hips
2. 153 ships 4. 102 ships
b, was the smallest nuzber of shtps to cn:er ot lecave New Yark in 4 single day
dutins thu Pe!iod-oo -
BT P 1} shtps 3. 16 shlps
2,3 ships 4. 43 ships .




For the past tventy years, Alaska's populaticn has increased an avcrape 3.210
peoplc per year. Uhat do you think- T
e a. . was the greatest: incnasc 1n Alaska's population in a ainrle year during
these :nentykyea . . :
1.; 6,300 - 3. 3.9(‘(1
- 2.7 tl Sm ‘ 6' & Fm '
b. . was the muest -increase in ulaska's pcpulat!on ina smrle year duﬂng
:.‘xese mnty 7eurs...
e70 " 3. “arn
2- 1'-960 4. 2,520
Boatinp exper:s.estirate. thet the averaﬁe speed of all sainmz craft in Au:etica 13
avound 4.1 knots. ‘'hac: do you thi ¢ .
a. is :.'u: ‘specd of .the {a..:es: aautnp boat’ in -\N.rica...

1. 8.2 kaots . : 3. .5.9 knots’
2. aO?knota e 12133 knats -
b. 18 the speed of ‘the .Slowest sal.xns: boat in: 1.~er'cn...
1. 3.3 kiots . - 3, 2.2 knots . !
'2. 086 knots e &, 1.2 ‘knots :

Book review editors; Rueas. that around 300 new. mrtcan novels have appearod
annually since Vorld War-lI. Vhat do you. ehinks:
a.. -1s the. largest nurber of r.ovel.-. ‘to be: pubushed America 1n a a:nple ycar

durlnr this period....’ A R
T TR 1360 novels B 3. 270 novels
:2." 485 .novels 620 acvels -

b. 13 the scallest:nurber of novels :o be pnbushcd in Anedca 1n a single
year durxu: this’ perlod... - .
- 145 . novels : . 3. oo novcls
*205 novels ' 260 novels .
Fetween 1900 and 19'-0 there . =as an averan of LR 1yn:h£ups per year 1:\ the United
States, - %hat do’ you thinks " :
".° a. wvas the larpest! nuber of lynchlngs tn any one year during t.his pedod in
the L'nt:ed qta:es... - :
g B L - 3. 53 -
2. 63 : 138 .
b. was the srallest nm.-her of ly'uchiups Ln any ‘one year dur!un thuz pcrzod in the
- United ‘States... .
SRS SO SLa 3. 33
2. 11 . © 4. 19
It has been calculated that the averape tire for all trains in 1953 from New York
City ro Washington, D.C. was 205 rinutes. (% hours. and.L§ rinutes). ‘Yhat do.you think:
: a. : wvas the tire. of :be elms: :ratn fror- .w York Ct:y to Washlnzton in

1953... ;
: 1. 337 -.zn. 3. 3°6 nin. ’
2. 304 rin. . 483 min.
b, was the’ :.m of :hc fastest trntn fron xcu York cny to Washington in
1953... e . :
: 1l 236 run. 3.( 268 rtn.
2. 202 pin. l-.' ‘145 wdn.

The averare number of births in the vorld rcr day dnr!nu 1955 has becn cowpu:ed to
be 27 460 that .do you think:
was :he larrest nurber of births in zhe wodd An eny one day dut‘.ug 1955...

/36,501 " 3. 69,276
2?,207 30,023

b, wvas the muest aurber of bir:hs 1n the vorld in any one day during 1955...
126,340 3. 14,330

2.- 14.-72_5 4. :~;9,7_9l.



Vhen all of the world's written- lam-uages are considered, ungulsto tell us that -

the averare mn’bet of’ vctbs per lanmn ms: be. scmhere around 15 000.. - k‘ha:
do vcu :l:tr.k. .

: ‘3 Fh'-' 1ai'rest um:ber of vcrbs 1n any sinrle 1anguaze... b

1. 22,000 - 3.:-50,000
: 2, 18,000 Cay 30, ,000::
b. 13 the srallest nu:bcr of verbs n any stnzle lam:uage...
1. 1,000 - S 3,493,000 :
13, 000 - "4, 10, 000

The averape r-uzr.lc 0 uu length of a smle o£ 1 000 t'eman <lzepherd dors is
40.3 inctes. thac 'do. .you think:
- 3, is the atnlth of : the: lonucst Shcwherd don 1.:1 the saeple...

1. 6N.6 inches " 1 3.. 4Ll inchea
47,8 inches ) I5432. inches
b, s thc length of the. shortest '-'t:epl-erd dcz in’ thc sarple...
34,5 inches T 3. L1970 ‘{nches ;. -
2., 20,47 inches 4.736.9 1inches -

The averape population’ of South Arerican councriea Ia approrxm:ely e. 6 mumm
people each. that do you® ‘thinks =~ - - <
13 the Pct'ulauon of ithe rost. populated coun:ry 1n Sou:h mrzcn...

1. 1142 nll..ion <3, 123.6 vellton
:54,7:¢4114on; 4. 129,15 mulion .
b. 13 the Pmlaz‘.ou of . :he 1usz po;mlazcd counzry. in South Azedca...
’ : “1- 2,000 e 3. - 2.4 :-,unon -
2. 6.2 m1lton ..29,000

A Stanford l.niversity hore’ aconorist has: esdna:ed :ha: the averogpe Ax*erican
spends around S5 rinutes: ‘of his day cattnr ﬂmc do:you think:
A ia. :!'e lonr"c eating! t.iae of any. sinrle m:icm...

“1RS rinutes - Lt --~3 1245 minutes
: - 12§ 'mt.tea . le:90: nlnutes
b. 13 the. sho:tent caunn tim of any single Anerican...
’ 14716 r.im:tes o =38, ainu:ea
- 2. 74 pioutes’ : 27, n.inu:es

In 1946 the averape:nurber of births per: state vas 68,000, WHhat do yau :hlnk"
T a. was the hirhest nucber of births.in a sinrle sta:e...

T R7,000C . S 3. 71,000
2 12..000 Y Y 25&.000
b. was :he .amr. _nurber of births'in: a’alnrle scate...
29,000 . = PR <16, ON\
157,000 AL 900

Ireediately af:cr kcrld Yar 11 :he averare nu::bcr of ‘subrmarines owned by the
larpest seven navies 'in.the vorld was 58.° t’ha: ‘do-you think:
a. was thc largcs: aut:bcr of subrarxnes ovned by onc of :hcse navies...

1589 v SRR P D 1B
2. 91 S 4. 69
b. vas the srallest nu:ber of subrarines oum-d by one of. :!u.se navies...
‘ - 1e0-22 3.
2.9 : 4, 67

The averape mrber of churches per relipious denomination in the Unl:cd States is
estipated to be 511. "hat do you think:: o
" ®. 1is the lnrrcs: nu:.bcr of churches of a atnrle reltrtous denanina:ion in che U.
1 4,P33 - o 3. 1,219 ’
- 187 ’ 4, 39 £01
b. 13 the at-nucnt. nunbet of churchcs of a sinple relirious denonlnauon
in lht! U.‘.A....
‘1. 13 3. 1
2. -146 T 4. 23



In the years 1916 throuph 1946, ‘accordine to the U.S. Veather Pureau there vas an
averape of 140 tornadoes.a year in the United States. '¥hat do you think: -
: a. ~was:the - largest number of tomadoes 1n a; sxnrle yea a r.he United
S:ates durlnr. thls pe.riod". Sl T
2y 156» Rk 312
-263,- b 197
b. was :he s'.:aucsr. nurher of tomadocs m a sinrle year in the Lnitcd
States durdng’ this pcx'iod... L -
1.‘103 LT 3. 61
122 L, 28




oarxnd asuavsoa_

“The followong scale'is deslgncd to evaluate your pcrsonal preferencas/

selectivity in choosing a.dating par:ner.

You are asked to indicate the -

relative deslrablllty (relatavc value) - of - each’ ‘of ‘the: several :rauts ‘which

are:listed below.”

Use. the scale’of ‘oneto; six:to indl:atc how. deslrablc :
-achtrait is when’ consndcrlng the ‘type:of ‘person’ you'wogld- date.;

“Use: :hc

OHE to'indicate a-trait.which is strongly. DESIRABLE; - the:SI1X to: lndlcatc
K strongly uuDESIRABL’ :ralt. and: the pumbers in: between .20 ‘Show ° varlous

degrees of desnrabnllty.

loo much time: on

Use the scale as

any one’ lten.A -

follo«s:

an :scbnéL-_‘;

LOVAL
POSSESSIVE
wITTY -
SHREWD
XRRATIONAL
FASHIONABLE
EDUCATED
SPEHDIHRIFT

AMIABLE

SENTIMENTAL.
UNTAUTHEUL
DEPENDENT
HOSTILE
SELF-RIGHTECUS
THOUGHTFUL
svspi;10us
GENEROUS

LOUDMOUTHED

-—t
NMLUNON NN N NN NN

..
9

-—
NN N N NN

STRONGLY DESIRABLE
MODERATELY DESIRABLE
SOMEWHAT :DES1RABLE
SOMEWHAT UNDESIRABLE
"MODERATELY . UNDES IRABLE
STRONGLY .UNDESIRABLE

W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W e W

r =

= o PO TR SRR T SRR SRS

F I R

AR RSN

\n

L S - Y - - -

- DO - - N S S

h 0 O O O

Consldcr each tralt carefully. but do ‘not. :ake



MANAGEAENT STYLE

Most people have had jobs (sumner. par' :ime. etc.) and have had to dea! with a

supervisor or boss.
-may ourselves bc a boss ot.supervlsor

- The . fallcuang scale is designed .o evalaate your personal preferen.cs for

‘management style.

tive, efficient supervisor or’'bossi:’

‘the numbers ‘in between to-

In-the future we wi

You are asked to-indicate the ‘relative desiradllity
(relativc value) of. :ach of ‘the ! several ‘traits whichiare listed: below.
the: scalc of one.to glx" ta. indtcate hou desnrable each: traitils.in on effec-

‘Use-a:0NE"to indicate a tralt which is
strongly DESIRABLE, the SIX to .indicate a. strcngly UNDESIRABLE -trait;. and
show’varlous degrees of deslrabllity.@chnslder

each trait ca-efully. but do nat :aLe .too wuch :sue on any one, ttem.

Use the s:alc as follcws..

TERPERAMENTAL.

3

VAN 2500 PD oo

CONSIDERATE

STERN
METHODICAL
durﬁltﬁoLv
TOUCHY
Atcbngfz
ssgs}cnirchL
RasH
n&Lunc
na;ic:ous
BLUNT
aéspous:apz
GRATEFUL
ovzatbqkpasur
rnufukuL
NARROW-MINDED
svsfzn;v:é

v

1

N NN N N NN NN

2
2

NoNoN NN

N N

STRONGLY DESIRABLE
~ MODERATELY 'DESIRABLE
SOMEWHAT 'DESIRABLE
 SOMEMHAT/UNDESIRABLE
- MODERATELY. UNDES IRABLE
" STRONGLY- UNDES IRABLE

i

WO W W W W W W W W W W W W W e W

R

s 2 o

P

FY

.‘-'

B ST N SR U

e

i

ur

n

Y Y KT, L. IR Y S Y SR VAR SV S VT REY. S S

D A T - ST - NEREY- N MU SR N - S N - T )

[~ 1)

l:again have 'to deal ui:h 3 boss of .



READ CAREFULLY

This coxpletes :nhis partion of the erxperimeat. The next part of the experi-
ment takes place in _another rooa. Before you can move on to this next sart’
of “the research project, the experimenter will have to score your m3nagement
style and datirg preference - qm.s:ucnnaires.'» Theu will be used for Selectmg
potential zenmbers for discuss!on groups. -1t will’ “take: jus: a‘moment -to ‘Score
these items, ‘and the cxperimenter will do:this as scon as possible. ‘After:
scoring ‘these items, they will-direét you:to another: TOOm v.here ycu Wit
cocpliete the experhcnz. Please CLOSE .YCUR FILE: {This witl: ‘signal the
exgerimentss that you are. fimshcd). and LMT for :be ex,erioen:er zo give
you furt"uer dlrcctnors. mmx You. . S .



In the test below, the first word in each line: is printed in capital letters.

"Opposite it are four other words..:

‘the:same 'thing, or wost nearly:the same ‘thing, as:the: first word.

:been . worked: out for you, .

-LnRG‘

ARLK .
PERMIT
PAROON
‘CoucH
'REMERBER
CTURBLE
HIDEOUS
CORDIAL
EYIDENT
IMPQSTER
MERIT
FASCINATE
INDICATE
IGNCRANT
FORTIFY
'n:ﬂGnR
NARAA
-~ PASSIVE
SMIBCHED
HILARITY
SQUANBER
-CAPTION

FACILITATE

JOCOSE -
APPRISE
Rug -
PINIZEN
DIVEST
ARULET

- INEXORASLE
SCPRATED
LISSOM -
MOLLIFY
PLAGIARIZE
-ORIFICE
GUERULOUS
PARIAH -
ABET.
TERERITY
PRISTINE

red‘

draw
aliow

;forgive

pin

swim

drink

silvery
swift
-green

conductor

" deserve

uelcome

‘defy
“red
‘submarge

length.

:yimld

bl’igﬂs

. stolen
‘1aughter
-tease

drumn.

-help

husorous
reduce
eat:

.senator

dispossess
charn
untidy -

. dried
‘moldy

mitigate

,apprepriate
‘brush
maniacal

outcast
waken
rashness
vain-

1§ you-don" .t 'know,’ guess:: :
_:through the nord tn each line .hat mean thersame thing'a the rirst ordv

suddy

‘obvicus
officer
distrust
fix
“excite

. sharpen
. strengthen -
X head o
-buy .
—large

pointed

- 'speed
--belittle

ballas;

turp”
‘paltry
strexw
Jament
JAnhabitant
“intrude

orphan
involatile
notched

-100se

direct
intend
hole
curious

. priest

ensue
timidity

sound:

’ﬁsilent -

.peak
cut--
divide
sofa

“nuzber .

Cfalle

' -young
sleafy
-skeptical
‘Book-
.fight

stir

.Signify

uninformed
vent -
fame

-associate

speedy"
remade

. grace

cut”

'-heading

strip-

= fervid

inform

~dominate
T fish
‘rally

dingo

-rigid
“armed

supple
pertain

.revoke .

building

" devout .
lentil
‘incite

desire
First

Oraw a ;line. through the cne word which.means
A sanple nas

’;‘wec

,S!eep

drive

“tell
. glass

defy
think

‘dreadful
“hearty

afraid

pretender’
.separate
‘enchant

- bicker -
- precise

- deaden
;1oyalt/
tell’
Jow:
~soiled
‘malice
waste

- ape

bewilder
plain
delignt

cure
-atem

pleage

-pond

sparse
blunt
cenvex
abuse

-m3intain

lute
complaining
locker
placate
kindness

Tevel



: ?osf Expssmsum oussy:oqumne

Please mark each question accordlng to zhe fol!oulng coge: -

l-

=

3.
€ ).
()2
()3
( )4
( )5.
{ )6,
¢ )7.
( )&

! agree very nuch L | dnsagree FY lit:le
! agree on the whole 5 =1 disagree on:the whole
! agree a !l:tlg 6w I dlsagree very much

! gave serious ccnSydera:Ion to all questions ' answcred.

{ gave the answers | thought the cxpcrlmeﬁter wanted onstead of
the ones ‘| truly belleved. .

l uuders:cod that { nay “be cal!cd later to ja!n a discussion grodp.
in hlndslgh:, N would probably slgn up for thls expertment agaln.

The expcrincnters could. be trusted. and nade me ccmfortable with
all parts of :he cxperlnent.

.The Instructlons were clear and straightforward.

l would conslder Joining one of tbe dlscusston grcups if
rece!ved addltsonal exverlw-ntal credtt. :

[lf i were to be (nvolved !n a dtscussion grcup, l would prefer

It to be the one |- selected.



_READ CAPEFULLY-

Condratulations! and Thank vou.  You have comPletzd the
cExpripent with this last Pagz. This final section is incended .to
l 34 sou Lnow a lx?tla nore. abaut che fhxnﬁ; we asked sou to do.

Durxn9 the suP-rxmant sou conpletAd :evaral Paper and Penczl
duzstionnaires. - Two - questionnaires that we are Particularly
interested in‘are: the dating and’ management style Questxonnaxres.,
Thes2 are: new: survevs that ue areiusing- for theifirst time here at
thz University or Oklahoma. Rt this” txme ‘we'do i not . know - ‘what 773
truzly Yaverags™ or unusuil: score: uxll ‘turniout  to. be. He do:~ know"
that the scales are non-tinear. That" ‘means, forexamPle, that: sou
cannot =qualls comPare the difference between: scores of 40 and $8,
with the difference for: scores - of 59 /and:68. :The  words - selected
for this checklist haue been" tested on - norﬂ than one thousand
'iubuwcts At unxvarsxtxes across che natlon. o :

thar quastxonnaxrad 3ou conpleted uere des:sned to exve us the
following information: 1 Your Seneral + tendency ‘%0 either over
2enaralize or under, ‘saneralize. 2. Your Proferonce for ‘situations
rhich are 2ither ambiouous and debatable, ‘or-that are - clear .cut,

unambiduous.: 3 The tase, a Fvocabulars surves' will be . used .to

statistically . control :vour scores.: on the other survega (a
co-varxant analvsxs technxque).c,- T : .

.hw measUres mﬁntxoned aboue uxll be used 1) for evialuating
discuszion Srouf Prefarances, and.2)  for assinind - students to
dizcuizion Sroups.. In the .future vou MAY Be called  and "acked. to
volunteer for 2, dx scuLsion 9roul. You:are not. oblxﬂated to ‘complv
1n 3ns way, A3 of nouws the: chance of any- one. Pﬂrson ‘being . called
for 3 discussion 9roup is rather small. Thoze. uho PartxcxPatn in
thiz 2xperiment later nevt 9°ar are mora llkﬁlx to bﬂ« aekﬁd to
doin fuch a - grouwp.. =

Finalily, we ask that wou DO NOT zhare the ePﬂcxfxc details of
thiz experimant with vour firiends, as we hoPe to continue our
research hare for ssvaral months to come.ﬂ» uant to thank you for
sour tlmw and helP.A‘

Bafors lzaving the exveriment b2 certain vou recieve an
gxpPerimental cradit sl1iP from your exPerimentar. Thanks again.
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: H?FENDI II Pro:ect Summars

Unxversxts of" Oklahoma
Department of" Psscholon
455 Y. andses, Norman OK.

. Prxnczple Investigators Richard Peardon and Wanda E. uard

Perce;qu Sxmxlanits,and the_Sq;xal ;omparispn Process.

- ABSTRACT:

Rccordin? to social comParison. theory, when the
motive to s2lf evaluate predominates, PeoPle. actively zeek
the oPPortunity to make comParisons of ‘their attitudes and
abilities with the most similar other available.: Research
of “individual-to-individual, comparison Processes has..
demonstrated that externalls defined dimensions: of -
“similarity® are: effective.Predictors’of. one’s selection
.of a comParison reference.. . This ProPosal-is designed to
- extand’ this: basic. finding to.the:individual-to-9roup
comParison Process.-Relevant individual. difference”
dimensions will also be emPloved .to examine’ Possible
‘coanitive stsle involvements’i social comParison
Processes. ‘ "

“Ambiouity tolerance (ﬂT) 1dentxfies a Porson'
nendencs to 2ither. seek. out or avoid’ ambiguous situations
and Problems, Categoryiuyidth (CH) identifies a Person 5
tendency to make’ consistent errors. of inclusion. or

_exclusion in the creationof. 9roup: boundaries. By
identifyind the structural ProPerties ‘of. 9rours-which
relate to breadth and. homogeneityof membership ;- we can
“demonztrate: the imPact -of codnitive stsles <cu and HT) in
"the szlaction of COMPArISON JrouPs, - =
- In exPeriment one the subjects will. be inen
1ntormatxon about. . thems2lves and others ‘alon® some.
attitude dimension. -These - "others™ comPrise four SrouPs.
2ach 9roup rerresenting difrerent-leuels of - breadth and
- homogenzity alond the attitude dimznsion. Given.this
information, ‘subjects will:thenibe asked to: select a aroup
for discussion of the attitude toPic. . In‘exPeriment two
‘the "others” have not. been assioned- to: SrouPs:: The subject
will be asked to construct the Sroup. uithin which they. -
would prefer to work. 1t is Predicted that subiects: uill
affiliate -with 9rouPs that are consistent with:their.-
coonitive style. rather than Srours: xdentirxed as stnilar
bv 3 d:mension of nean sinilarit4.~x.
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Slmladty and Cogultion 1:1 Social Conparlscn )

l’lcqmu; A.ll’lACT luuc‘l’ 70 32 MCACR 10 ll..l?l ?v'l-m‘l“l’ln Legs)
According to. social comparison: :heary.—whcn the motivation for se].f evalua:ion predoninates,
people’will ‘:equencly conpare;thedr ‘attitudes . and’abilicies with:the cost similar other
available. .Research of 1:A1vldu&1—:a—indivldual comparidon processes. has. shown . that . exter3al-
1y defined dinensions of smihrity can be: effec:ive predic:ors :for .ones’ cholce of cozpari-
sonreferénce.. This proposal”is’intended to extend ‘suchi tindings wotre completely to individ-

ual=to-group coaparisous. Indtvldual du‘ference dlnensians uxll be uded . to: cunlne possible
cognitive style fnvolvenent: in the’ perception of Jiauari:y dinens(ons. R

Aablguuy tolerance (AT)- tdcn:uxes a person's :cndency to-'seek out or. avoid a:btguous
situations. Category. wideh' (C¥) 'identifies’ 2 pn:sou ] :endency 0 make: ettors ‘of “inclusion
or exclusion.. By :lden:ifylng the. umctutal propetdcs ‘of: _groups which tela:e to’ breadth,
and honogenei:y of; ucnbe:shlp, ve can deémonstrate the: utility. of CW and AT in the:cholce of
comparison groups. ' In Experinen: 1, subjeczs ‘will’be” given 1n£omtion abou: thenselves and
others on an attitude diuension. “These ' “others” conprue‘tour groups ‘each’ rcptesau:ing
eifferenc levels ‘of breadth’ and honogeneity. !Xung this’ mfom:ion. st vu.l be asked to
select a group for discussion’ ot the: actitude :op(c. ‘I~ Experiaenc 2, the "others" .are not
assigned to groups, and. zhe Ss"are asked’to ‘construct the: groups.-Ig i3’ p:edlcted thaz Ss
will, at’ftluta with' groups ‘which. have-mabcrshlp ch:rac:ctis:ics ‘consistent. to- ss' cognuive
s:yle. ‘even. at :he expense of :he objective dinenslons fot ncan sinuarl:y. St
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Budéetvaraft»andkquset narrative.

ORGHNIZHTIUN Un1ver51ts oF Uklahoma

CU-PRINCIPLE IN?ESTIBHTURS Rxchard Reardon
:and Nanda E Nard.r- :

‘ H Senzor Personel

1. Richard Rpardon 9/12 .88 4288
: Nanda E. Nard /12 .88 4200

B Other Personel

3. (1. 5) Graduate Students .¥S FTE 97506
5. (1)°ecretar1a1-01er1cal .25 FTE 3588

Total Salarles and NaQes (H+B) : 21659
C Fr1nge Benefzte (d1rect cost) : 238?'

)i} Permanent Equ1Pment - S g
E Travel - ' 2888
F Part1c1Pant SuPPort Cost e

G Dther D:rect Costs S .
1. Materials and SuPPlies 760
‘2. Publication Costs/Page charges 128
4. Computer (ADPE) Services , 568
'Total Other Dxrect Costs i - ‘828
H Total Direct Costs: 26857

I Indirect Costs (Overheadd = 18480

J Total Direct and Indlrect COSts 4533?
K Residual Funds '

L Hmount of . Thxs ReQuest ‘ 4@337 :
Sisnatures and TsPed | |
PI1 : Richard Reardon

PIi2 Wanda E. Ward
I'ﬂst . Rep .
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‘Budget exPansion sheet
R ?énioh Personnel: Vita aaPendég;_;

- B Other Personnel:

3. Graduate Stddents

The Un1vers1t9 oF Oklahoma Department oP Psschology
recru1ts Qraduate students for Ph D. tra1n1n9 in |
exPer1menta1 Psschologs. The remunerat1on rate (56588
1@/12 5 FTE) is within dePartmental standards.

S. Secretarzal-tlerxcal -

Th1s 9051t1on is .25 FTE 12/12. This is a release time
posztlon for exxstxng cler1cal staff; fund1n9 cscle and
beneflts haue been estab11shed bs the Universxts oF
Ok Lahoma. ' | |

C Frlnge Bene?zts

Frlnge bene?1ts were determ1ned bs ex1st1n9 contracts
and norms. The Un1versxt9 of Oklahoma offers Fringe
bene?zts at a rate oP 22/ for Facults; 144 for Class1f1ed

- secretar1al Posxt1ons; and B 5/ for student Positions.



D Permanent EQuiﬁméntt

It is the P011c9 of the Un1vers1t9 of Uklahoma to
Prov1de 1ncom1n9 research Facults u1th the1rfbaszc ' :
’eQuipment needs. Such a. Pol1c9 allows us to Present thxs
fundxne reduest to the NSF without burden of baszc .

29 U.IP me'nt COSt »

G Dther Direct Costs=

1. mater1als and SuPPlies - |

| Thxs 1tem includes the cost o? computer d1 cs; d1sc
_storage devxces; dzsc ma1ntenance dev1ces: Prxnter ;T
.éuPPlzes; and other computer needs. Estxmates oF fair
market charges are From the mo t recent INMHC "Personal
"ComPuter SuPPort Catalog". INNHC 15 an author1z¢d suPPlxer
to the Un1verszt9 of Uklahoma. Uther basic clerical and
‘of¢1cn :upplxes are ava11able at sPec1a1 rates throueh the

Unxverc1ts Purchas1n9 Servxces.

,2..Rate reflects average Page charges For a 28 PaQe ,
Publxshed report. These charees mas not be necessars For
some Publlcatxons; and w111 be returned as resxdual should

this be Poss;b}e.



i'4. Th1; is a standard pstlmate for HDPE services from the -

,Unxvers1ts of Uklahoma.-

VI'Indirgct Costs=f‘v"

The Un1ver51t9 of Uklahoma reQu1res a 42/ ouerhead
charge For admznxstratxon of QPahtS and contracts. This.
,?ee Prov1des Qranteos w1th a u1dﬁ var1ets oF serv1ces
1nc1ud1n9; Research apace, accounting admxnxstrat1on;
accoss to all un1versxty Fac111tles and necessars |
'equxpment, and access to unlver its retazned consu‘tant=

1n stat1st1cs and HDPE.’ a



‘ﬂddéﬁﬁum;_EQuikmept use report

Nater1als and suPPl:es are reQuested in. sectxon G—1;
: budget exPans1on sheet N F aPPendxx III. | R
The erper1menta1 Prouedure detalled 1n the Qrant
narratxve 15 des19ned to 1ncorporate computer Qenerated
stxmulu; materlals. In th1s Procedure; subaects wzll be
asked to selert 3 referenca Qroup based on 1nformat10n
deta111n9 att1tude relatzons among the members oP several
groups. The m1cro-computer ssstem will manaee (1) Thp
.calculat1on of . erouP membershxp dlmensxons (2) The‘
counter—balancxng oF the formats of QrouP Pre entatzon 3
The dzsplau of these Potent1a1 membersh1p QrouPs. ‘ o
| In add1t1on %o the eFFxcxent manaeement of basi
exPerxmental Procedures, the mlcro—comPuter sastems wxll
enhance the ef?xcacs of our cover stors relatlng to QrouP

construct:on.’
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Research Locale Report

1.

The Un1vers1ts o? Dklahoma has Provxded the National

}§c1ence Foundatxon WIth all current rQQulred reports

dpta111nq avaxlable Pqumeent and servzces. Hlso on file

thh the Natxonal Sczehce Foundatxon arﬁ EED/HH and

‘Facults Prof1le worksheets. Hdd1t1onal coP1es o? the

_reports w111 be made ava11able uPon reQuest.

- The Principal investigators"research laborators
Fac:lxtxes 1nc1ude the ?0110w1n9 eQulpment necessars ?or
maxntenance o? the Qrant contract (H) Three room:

1nterconnect1n9 Iaboroators sPacea (B) HLTDS ssstpm ’

_comPuter and term1nals (3); (C) HPPLE II comPuter sYystem,

,(D) RPPLE Macxntosh comPuter ssst#m; and (E) HPProPr1ate

materxals and assessment 1nstruments.



Thb DePartment oP Psschologs Prov1des the followine
suPPort serv:ces to Qranted Facults (H) ComPuter |
techn1c1an serv1ce= for comPuter Programm1n9: malntenanco~
'and PePalr; (B) Hddltxonal comPuter eQu1Pment access;
1nc1ud1n9 OSBDRNE and HPPLE II ssstems (4); (C) materxals
storage and suPPls; (D) Statlst1cal and methodologxcal
consult;ng Prqerams; (E) Subaect Pool access and
administratibna and (F) Graduate student recru1tment for

?undod Posxtxons.
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