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THE ROLE OF SELF-SCHEMAS
IN GOING BEYOND THE
INFORMATION GIVEN

RICHARD CATRAMBONE AND HAZEL MARKUS
University of Michigan

We examined the effects of self-schemas on the evaluation and memory of another
person’s behaviors and on prediction and inference about this person. Tasks that
required the perceiver to use information that was directly accessible from the
target other did not show performance differences between independent schemat-
ics (individuals rating themselves very high in the target domain, independence)
and aschematics (individuals who did not so rate themselves). However, tasks that
required some inference or conjecture did show large differences. This suggests
that the self-concept systematically influences social cognition in situations where
the perceiver has to go beyond the information given.

The self-concept has been accorded an important role in all aspects of
person perception. It is thought to be influential in forming impres-
sions of others, in remembering their behavior, and in attributing
causality (Catrambone & Druian, 1986; Druian, DeBono, & Catram-
bone, 1983; Greenwald, 1982; Higgins, King, & Mavin, 1982; Hirsch-
berg & Jennings, 1980; Lewicki, 1983; Markus, Smith, & Moreland,
1985). In a recent study, Markus et al. (1985) conclude that the self-
concept may “influence the entire person perception process includ-
ing the perception and organization of the behavior of others, the
memory for and inferences about the behavior, and the evaluation of
it” (p. 1510).

In the present research, we have viewed the “self-concept” as
including a set of self-schemas that have connections in memory. A

This research was supported by Grant No. BNS 85-42827 from the National Science
Foundation. We would like to thank Deena Haimovitz, Michael Barron, and Michael
Nathan for their able assistance in running subjects. We would also like to thank James
Hilton, Julie Norem, and Elissa Wurf for their comments on this paper. Requests for
reprints should be sent to Hazel Markus, Research Center for Group Dynamics, Insti-
tute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M 48106.

349



350 CATRAMBONE AND MARKUS

“self-schema” is defined as a “cognitive generalization about the self,
derived from past experience, that organizes and guides the process-
ingluf self-related information contained in the individual’s social ex-
periences” (Markus, 1977, p. 64). If, when perceiving another, some
aspect of the person is relevant to a domain of one of the perceiver’s
self-schemas, then this schema will become active in the subsequent
sacial information processing.

Consider the female college student who thinks of independence
as a very important feature of her overall self-definition and who is
talking with another woman about the possibility of sharing an apart-
ment. If the potential roommate mentions that she will almost never
be in the apartment on weekends because she regularly goes home to
be with her family, the student’s self-schema for independence will
begin to guide the course of her thinking about this person—influenc-
ing evaluations, attributions, and predictions.

A number of studies indicate that self-schemas are indeed in-
voked quite naturally in the course of perceiving others and function
as benchmarks in our perception of others (Fong & Markus, 1982;
Kernis, 1984; Lewicki, 1983, 1984; Markus & Smith, 1981; O’Mahony,
1984). The question of the current study, then, was not whether the:
self can have a systematic influence in social perception, but rather
under what circumstances this influence will be strongest.

THE SELFCONCEPT: HOW PERVASIVE IS THE IMPACT?

A detailed review of studies concerned with the influence of the self-
concept on social cognition suggests that self-schemas have a much
more pervasive impact on some aspects of person perception than on
others. Specifically, when perceivers are asked to make sense of an-
other’s behavior or to make inferences about it, the effects of the self-
structure are quite evident. Unless instructed otherwise, those who
are invested in a given domain of social behavior are quite confident in
making a variety of evaluations and generalizations about others in
tl‘1is domain (Fong & Markus, 1982; Markus et al., 1985; Taylor &
Crocker, 1981). However, the effects of self-schemas on ratings and
recall of the target’s behavior in this domain are much less pro-
nounced or systematic (cf. Higgins ef al., 1982; Markus ef al., 1985).
Those with schemas are relatively more confident about what they
recall of another’s behavior, but they do not necessarily remember a
greater quantity or a greater diversity of information about the other.
The effects of self-schemas on specific trait ratings of others also
present an unclear picture. Those with self-schemas sometimes give
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more extreme ratings of the target, but not invariably (Linville &
Jones, 1980; Markus & Smith, 1981; Tesser & Leone, 1977; Tunnell,
1981; see Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Markus & Zajonc, 1985; and Stephan,
1985, for reviews of this literature).

The purpose of the present paper is to describe a single experi-
ment evaluating the effects of self-schemas on the evaluation and
memory of another person’s behaviors and on prediction and infer-
ence about this person. The precise conclusion about the impact of
the self-concept on person perception is likely to be a direct function
of how much information can be readily obtained from the stimulus
itself. We argue that the effects of the self-concept are most apparent
in those tasks in which the perceiver can readily contribute to the final
perceptual product. '

Markus ef al. (1985) have suggested that unless the individual is
required to focus specifically on the target person’s behavior, the per-
ceiver’s own self-concept will be the cognitive structure deployed to
comprehend the thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of others. The role
of the self-concept will be especially evident if one is very involved
with and/or has a lot of knowledge about the domain or attributes in
question. Developing this idea, we suggest here that those person
perception tasks requiring or encouraging the perceiver to make use
of specific information that is accessible from the target’s behavior,
such as immediate ratings of the target following some action or the
immediate recall of these actions, focus the perceiver on specific in-
stances of the target’s behavior. As a result, in these person percep-
tion tasks, the perceiver will be less likely to use the self-structure.
Ratings and recall in this case are expected to be fairly faithful func-
tions of the target’s behavior.

In contrast, those tasks calling for a free description of the target,
or requiring an inference such as an attribution about the target’s
behavior or a prediction about behavior, are more likely to reveal the
influence of the perceiver’s self-concept. These are tasks that ask the
perceiver to do more than retain the information communicated by
the target; they require conjecture based on the perceiver’s store of
social knowledge. If the perceiver does not have a large store of social
knowledge in the domain in question, then the self-concept will not
have much of an impact, since it will be unlikely to be accessed.
However, for perceivers who are knowledgeable and invested in the

domain, the self-concept will strongly influence information process-
ing,.
All cognitive tasks involve some amount of inference, yet there is
much variation in how much inference they require. Self-schemas are
unlikely to have a major impact on “the information given”; that is,
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they are unlikely to distort grossly either the initial perception and
organization of stimuli or retrieval from memory. Tasks that require
immediate recall about a person or a specific evaluation are likely to
focus the perceiver on the stimulus—on the person. Inferences and
impressions, however, are much less constrained by the stimulus per-
son. These tasks encourage or require perceivers to make their own
contributions to the meaning of the stimulus. The self-concept can
thus exert considerable influence when the perceiver is called upon to
go “beyond the information given.” It provides a rich and ready store
of facts and theories about how one very important person functions,
and thus it is an obvious source of information for making judgments
of others.

In the present study, individuals with self-schemas for indepen-
dence (we refer to these people here as “schematics”) and individuals
without these schemas for independence (we refer to these people as
“aschematics”) were compared for their performance on a number of
person perception tasks. On a task that primarily requires a retention
of the stimulus, relatively little difference was expected in the perfor;
mance of schematics and aschematics. However, on a task requiring
the perceiver to go beyond the information given, the two groups were

-expected to perform differently, because the schematics would have a
dense, well-elaborated base of knowledge about their own indepen-
dence on which to draw in making these inferences and impressions.
In fact, we felt that it might be nearly impossible for the schematics
not to allow this self-relevant information to intrude into their under-
standing and inferences about another. Those without self-schemas
for the domain in question, the aschematics, would not have this
claborate base of self-relevant information to draw upon and would
have to work with much less information—primarily information that

could be gleaned on the basis of the interaction with the target per-
son. '

OVERVIEW

In this study, we explored the role of the self-concept in person per-
ception by arranging a situation in which two people interacted in a
plausible situation. We chose subjects with independence schemas
(schematics) and subjects without independence schemas (asche-
matics) to interact with a confederate in a setting that would allow the
confederate to portray herself as either an independent or a depen-
dent person. More specifically, we had each subject and the confeder-
ate answer aloud items from a questionnaire that was ostensibly being
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developed for use in another study. The confederate gave answers
that portrayed her as being independent in one condition or depen-
dent in another condition.

For dependent measures, we employed two types of tasks. One
type we labeled “factual tasks.” To complete these tasks, the perceiver
needed primarily to retain the information given by the other person
(our confederate). One task required a direct rating of the target per-
son’s independence or dependence, and another required specific
recall of this person’s answers to items from the questionnaire. The
information necessary for both of these tasks was supplied by the
stimulus person. The second type of task we labeled “conjectural
tasks.” They required the perceiver to go well beyond a simple reten-
tion of the information that was provided by the other person. One
task asked for a general impression of the target person, and another
required predictions of this person’s behavior in a variety of situa-
tions. We assumed that because of their own involvement with the
domain of independence, schematics should have a ready-made store
of knowledge on which to draw when forming impressions and mak-
ing predictions about the confederate. Aschematics should not have
this store of knowledge accessible to them and thus we predicted a
difference in the performance of the schematics and the aschematics
on the conjectural tasks. On the factual tasks, however, we did not
expect to observe a difference in the performance of the two groups of
subjects, because these tasks only required that subjects focus on the
information conveyed in the course of the interaction. Thus, if (as
instructed) both groups of subjects attended equally carefully to the
confederate’s answers during the questionnaire phase, their perfor-
mance should be similar.

METHOD
SUBJECTS

A standard procedure was used to identify subjects who were sche-
matic or aschematic for the domain of independence (see Markus,
1977). Students in introductory psychology classes were given pre-
screening questionnaires that contained a number of self-rating
scales. Three of the scale items were relevant to independent charac-
terizations (“independent,” “individualist” “leader”). Three of the
scale items were relevant to dependent characterizations (“depen-
dent” “conformist,” “follower”). The remaining scale items were
words not directly related to independence. Subjects were asked to
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rate how self-descriptive each of these traits were using an 11-point
scale (1="not at all”; 11="extremely”). For each of these traits, sub-
jects were also asked to indicate how important it was to their overall
self-evaluation, again using an 11-point scale (1="not at all”’; 11=“ex-
tremely”). On the basis of their responses to this questionnaire, 86
female students were selected for participation. From these individu-
als, two groups of subjects were identified. The first group, the “inde-
pendent schematics” (n=44), consisted of individuals who rated
themselves extremely high (scale points 9-11) on at least two out of
the three independent characteristics; who indicated that two of the
three characteristics were important to their self-evaluation (scale
points 9-11); and who rated themselves extremely low (scale points 1-
3) on at least two out of the three dependent characteristics. The
second group, the “aschematics” (1=42), comprised individuals who
rated themselves moderately (scale points 4-7) on two out of three
independent characteristics and two out of three dependent charac-
teristics, and who rated two out of three independent characteristics
and two out of three dependent characteristics as fairly unimportant
(scale points 1-6).

Approximately 6 weeks after the prescreening questionnaire was
administered, the subjects were called individually to the laboratory,
where they interacted with a female confederate and then completed a
number of tasks to be described below. They were not informed of the
connection between the laboratory session and the prescreening ques-
tionnaire.

MATERIALS AND PROCEDURE

The laboratory session included several tasks designed to assess the
influence of self-schemas on processing information about others in
schema-relevant domains. The tasks were divided into two groups:
“factual tasks” and “conjectural tasks.”

Questionnaire Session with Confederate

Initially, the subject and confederate waited outside a room and were
met by one of the experiments who explained the ostensible purpose
of the study. He told them the following:

We are gathering information that will be used to help construct a “stu-
dent life and attitudes questionnaire.” We would like to ask each of you a
series of questions that we are thinking of using on the questionnaire.
You will both be answering different questions. Ilease try to answer the
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questions briefly, in a sentence or two, but your answers should reflect
your feelings as accurately as possible. Please pay attention to the an-
swers to all the questions because we will be needing more information
later.

These instructions were designed to encourage subjects to listen to
the answers of the confederate. The subject was always asked her 10
questions first, and the confederate paid close attention to the subject
in order to encourage the subject to listen closely to the confederate
when she gave her answers. The confederate was always asked the
same 10 questions, regardless of whether she played an independent
or a dependent role. For example, one question was “How often do
you see your family?” The independent answer was “I enjoy seeing
my family, but I guess I don’t make it home that often, even though
they’re only an hour away” The dependent answer was “I go home
pretty often to be with my family, especially since they are only an
hour away.” These answers were designed to be “independent-sound-
ing” or “dependent-sounding” and were pilot-tested to insure that
they were perceived this way. For a given subject, the confederate
played an independent or a dependent role for all 10 questions. Thus
the design was a 2 (independent schematic vs. aschematic subject) x 2
(independent vs. dependent confederate) design.

Preliminary Ratings

After the questionnaire session was completed, the subject (and os-
tensibly the confederate) went to a room containing several booths
and an additional experimenter. Each booth had a monitor that was
connected to a microcomputer in another part of the room. The sub-
ject was told that the experimenter wished to get some additional
information from her concerning the phase of the project she had just
completed.

As a check on the subjects’ initial self-ratings (from 6 weeks ear-
lier), subjects rated themselves on 70 attributes using a 7-point scale
(1="not very descriptive”; 7="very descriptive”). The attributes
were related to a variety of dimensions, including independence, cre-
ativity, physical attractiveness, maturity, and social concern. Half of
the subjects did these ratings before doing the adjective rating, state-
ment recall, and behavioral prediction tasks concerning the confeder-
ate (see below). The other half of the subjects made their self-ratings
after these tasks.

Another task required each subject to indicate how similar she
was to the confederate on a 7-point scale (1=""quite dissimilar”;
7 = "quite similar”) for 17 dimensions (e.g., independence, generosity,
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social concern). One of the questions simply asked how similar the
subject and the confederate were in general.! The remainder of the
tasks are described below and are divided into factual and conjectural
tasks.

Factual Tasks

1. Adjective rating. Subjects completed a 70-item adjective checklist
with respect to the confederate. The adjectives were the same ones
used in the self-ratings.

2. Recall. Each subject recalled the answers the confederate gave to
the questions she was asked during the questionnaire phase. The
monitor displayed the questions one at a time, and the subject was
asked to write down as accurately as possible what she remembered
the confederate answering. The order of the questions was ran-
domized for each subject in order to decrease the likelihood of ques-
tions cueing each other. Subjects also gave a confidence rating on a 10-
point scale of their recall accuracy (1="not very confident”; 10="very
confident”) for each question. After a subject wrote her answer for a
particular question, she pressed a button that caused the screen to
become momentarily blank and then to display the next question.

Conjectural Tasks

1. Behavior prediction. Subjects read four stories, each typed on a sepa-
rate piece of paper. The stories were taken from Ross, Greene, and
House (1977). Each story described a scenario and then asked the
subject how likely it was (on a scale from 0% to 100%) that the confed-
erate would respond in a specified way (e.g., “What is the likelihood
{from 0% to 100% | that the person with whom you were answering
the items from the questionnaire would vote for group papers?”). It
also asked her to indicate her confidence on a 10-point scale (1="not
very confident”; 10="very confident”) in her prediction. The subject
answered these questions for a particular story before reading the next
story. The order of the stories was randomized for each subject. Three
of the stories were relevant to the domain of independence, while a
fourth served as a control. The stories are presented in the Appendix.

2. Card sorting (impression formation). Each subject was given 25
index cards and was asked to write down her “impressions and recol-

1. For half of the subjects, this was the first similarity judgment question asked. For the
rest of the subjects, it was the last. This factor made no difference in the analyses and is
not discussed further.
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lections” about the confederate. She was told to write down one item
or idea per card, and was also told that it was up to her to decide what
constituted an idea or item. Subjects were told to use as many or few
cards as they needed (they could ask for more), although they would
not be allowed to work at the task for more than 10 minutes. When
each subject finished, she was asked to sort the cards into piles based
on similarity.

Debriefing

In the last phase of the experiment, subjects were debriefed. Subjects
were asked whether or not they had suspected the goals of the experi-
ment or whether they had not believed the confederate to be a true
subject. Only six subjects reported having any suspicions, and all six
said they had not really thought about it until the experimenter had
asked them. It was decided to include these subjects in the analyses.

RESULTS
SUBJECT SELF-RATING CHECK

The timing of the self-ratings (before or after the rating and judgment
tasks with respect to the confederate) did not influence the perfor-
mance on any of the dependent measures for either independent
schematic or aschematic subjects. Thus, this factor is not discussed
further. An average self-descriptiveness rating for the independence-
related adjectives was calculated for each subject. Subjects who were
classified as independent on our prescreening questionnaire rated
themselves as more independent than aschematic subjects (M=4.69
for independent schematics vs. M=3.85 for aschematics), F (1, 82)=
33.78, p<.0001. This suggests that the initial questionnaire was suc-
cessful in identifying independent schematic and aschematic people.

FACTUAL TASKS

The subjects performed two factual tasks. In the first task, both sche-
matics and aschematics gave similar ratings for the confederate. Both
gave higher independence ratings for the independent confederate,
F (1, 82)=111.11, p<.0001 (see Figure 1), and both groups gave high-
er dependence ratings for the dependent confederate, F (1, 82)=
99.73, p<.0001 (see Figure 1). These results indicate that the subjects
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Subjects” independence and dependence ratings of the confederate as a function of
confederate type and subject type.
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were retaining the information conveyed by the target and that the
manipulation was successful; when giving independent answers, the.
confederate was perceived as independent, and when giving depen-
dent answers, she was perceived as dependent.

In the second factual task, subjects had to recall the confederate’s
answers from the questionnaire session. Four judges independently
scored subjects’ performance, and a fifth judge resolved all disagree-
ments. A judge gave each recalled answer a yes-no rating to indicate
whether the statement was recalled with at least a minimum level of
accuracy and completeness. If a statement was recalled, the accuracy
and completeness was scored on a 3-point scale (1="little recall”;
2="some recall”; 3="high recall”). The mean number of statements
recalled suggested that schematicity does not strongly influence infor-
mation processing for recall, at least not over this over short period of
time. That is, there was no effect of subject type, confederate type, or
a subject type x confederate type interaction on the number of confed-
erate statements recalled (M’s=8.77 and 8.73 for schematics with in-
dependent and dependent confederates, respectively, vs. 8.13 and
8.79 for aschematics; all p’s<.19). Given that a statement was re-
called, there was an effect of confederate type for the accuracy and
completeness of the recall for that statement (M’s=1.81 and 2.07 for
schematics with independent and dependent confederates, respec-
tively, vs. 1.92 and 2.05 for aschematics), F (1, 82)=10.11, p<.0025;
this indicates that the dependent statements were somewhat more
memorable than the independent statements. The groups did not
differ in their confidence for their recall of the confederate’s state-
ments (M’s=6.84 and 6.89 for schematics with independent and de-
pendent confederates, respectively, vs. 7.00 and 6.58 for aschematics;
p < .35 for the interaction).

CONJECTURAL TASKS

In contrast to the factual tasks, independent schematic and asche-
matic subjects performed quite differently in the conjectural tasks. In
the behavior prediction task, subjects read four brief scenarios (three
relevant to independence-dependence and one a control) and were
asked to indicate the likelihood (on a scale of 0% to 100%) of the
confederate’s behaving in a particular way. For example, in one story,
a subject was asked how likely the confederate would be to allow a
film of herself shopping in a supermarket (taken with a hidden cam-
era) to be used in a commercial for the supermarket chain. In another
story, the subject was asked how likely the confederate would be
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simply to mail in a fine rather than go to court over a speeding ticket
she received, given that the ticket contained accurate information
about the speeding but was inaccurate about things like weather,
time, and the like. The results indicate that independent schematics
did make a distinction among confederate types concerning the likeli-
hood of engaging in the dependent behavior, while aschematic sub-
jects did not, F (1, 82)=11.9, p<.001 for the interaction of subject type
and confederate type (see Figure 2). Schematics predicted significant-
ly more strongly that the dependent confederate would behave in a
dependent fashion than did the aschematics. A control story was used
to see whether schematics in general would give more extreme ratings
to other people than aschematics would. For this story, there was no
significant different in subjects’ ratings of the likelihood of the confed-
erate’s performing the behavior described in the story (M’s=49.14 and
52.41 for schematics with independent and dependent confederates,
respectively, vs. 57.17 and 52.32 for aschematics; F<1 for the interac-
tion of subject type and confederate type).

In the card-sorting task, both groups wrote the same number of
cards for both confederate types (M's=11.73 and 12.82 for schematics
with independent and dependent confederates, respectively, vs. 12.35
and 13.26 for aschematics; F<1). In a method similar to that of
Markus cf al. (1985), we calculated the proportion of cards that specu-

. . FIGURE 2
Subjects’ ratings of the likelihood of the confederate’s engaging in dependent behavior
(averaged across the three stories) as a function of confederate type and subject type.
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lated about traits of the confederate, as opposed to cards that simply
described the behavior or appearance of the confederate. Schematics
wrote a higher proportion of trait-related cards (M's=.64 and .72 for
independent and dependent confederates, respectively) than did
aschematics (M’s=.48 and .62), F (1, 82)=5.08, p<.03. This suggests
that schematics were better able or more willing to infer attributes or
characteristics of the confederate. In addition, both groups wrote a
higher proportion of trait-related cards for the dependent confederate
than the independent confederate, F (1, 82)=3.48, p< .07.

As an indication that it may have been similarity to self that was
mediating judgments in the conjectural tasks, we found that schemat-
ics gave more extreme independence similarity ratings of self to confed-
erate than did aschematic subjects (see Figure 3). That is, schematics
saw the independent confederate as very similar to themselves and
the dependent confederate as very dissimilar. Aschematic subjects did
not ‘make as strong a distinction. This interaction of subject type and
confederate type was significant, F (1, 82)=18.95, p<.0001. Both
groups of subjects, however, gave about the same creativity similarity
ratings to the confederate, which indicates that their ratings were
quite domain-specific. Further support for the mediating role of per-
ceived similarity in conjectural tasks was found in the significant neg-
ative correlation between independence similarity ratings and the av-
erage behavior predictions (for the three experimental stories) for the
confederate made by schematics (r= —.578), z= -3.88, p< .001 (for the
test that the correlation did not significantly differ from 0). That is, the
less similar to herself a schematic saw the confederate, the greater
likelihood she gave to the confederate’s performing the dependent
behavior in the stories. The correlation between these variables was
not significantly different from 0 for aschematics (r= —.037).

DISCUSSION

Our goal was to examine within a single study the effects of the self-
concept on two types of person perception tasks: those that primarily
require the perceiver to attend to the target person and to retain the
information directly conveyed or communicated by this person; and
those that are less stimulus-bound, and instead require or encourage
the perceiver to construct or derive conclusions that draw on other -
relevant information available in memory.

In this study, the confederate—the target of the person percep-
tion—conveyed specific information about her independence or de-
pendence, and the questions asked of the subject about the confed-
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erate were directly relevant to independence or dependence. Specifi-
cally, subjects were asked to rate the independence and dependence
of the person with whom they interacted. Moreover, in a memory
task, they were asked to recall as accurately as possible what was said in
answer to the experimenter’s questions. These two tasks were labeled
the “factual tasks,” and, as predicted, we did not find any differences
between independent schematics and aschematics in the evaluation of
or memory for the target person’s responses. Such a difference would
only be expected if the subjects were bringing other information—self-
related information that was not provided in the experimental set-
ting—to bear in making these responses. The absence of differences
between the schematics and the aschematics suggests that all subjects
could perform the tasks using just the information they retained from
the interview situation.

The two “conjectural tasks” in this study encouraged the per-
ceiver to contribute to the perceptual product. That is, they asked for
impressions of the target person and for predictions about how likely
the target would be to engage in behaviors that were quite different
and far afield from anything discussed in the experimental setting.
These conjectural tasks allowed the perceiver to bring additional
knowledge to bear in making her conjectures about the target. In
these tasks, in contrast to the rating of and memory for the confeder-
ate’s answers, we indeed found marked differences in the response of

FIGURE 3
Subijects’ ratings of their similarity to the confederate on independence dimension as a
function of confederate type and subject type.
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the schematics and the aschematics. The schematics presumably were
quite expert with respect to independence. They were thus more will-
ing to infer various characteristics and attributes of the target, and to
take a stand about the target’s likely behavior in situations for which
they could have little information on which to base their judgments
beyond the information about how they themselves might behave.

The present study suggests that the answer to the question of
when and how the self-concept influences social perception is a com-
plex one. The nature of the self-concept’s influence depends on the
perceiver’s expectations, the nature of the person perception task, and
the type of information that is available about the target. This study
does offer, however, at least one organizing generalization: The influ-
ence of the self-concept on social cognition will be most evident in
those tasks that directly encourage the perceiver to contribute to the
perceptual product and to go beyond the information given. These
conditions are likely to occur when the target other does not convey
sufficiently complete or compelling information on which to base an
impression, attribution, or prediction. In the current study, these con-
ditions were met by the behavioral prediction task and the impression
task. And indeed, from a review of a large number of studies of the
effects of schemas on perception, it is evident that their influence is
greatest when the perceiver is required to go beyond the information
given in his or her judgments (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Markus & Zajonc,
1985).

Under some circumstances, of course, schemas may also bias
memory, but this is most likely if the presentation of the stimulus
other is impoverished or if recall is delayed so that information about
the stimulus other becomes less readily accessible. Schemas may also
have a pervasive impact on other basic aspects of person perception,
such as attention, selection, and categorization, but these effects will
be most evident when the perceiver determines what should be the
focus of attention or when the stimulus has not been defined or de-
limited for the perceiver. :

This generalization about the influence of the self-concept implies
that the nature of the self-concept’s influence will vary according to
how the other person is presented in the interaction. An actual person
provides a much more vivid and powerful stimulus than a one-para-
graph description of the person or even a film of the person behaving.
The fewer the dimensions that are filled in by the target person during
an interaction, the more “filling in” is done by the subject. Studies
that find robust effects of schemas on information processing are most
often those in which the target other has been presented in very
impoverished terms—in a few sentences or paragraphs (Cohen, 1977;
Rothbart, Evans, & Fulero, 1979; see Hastie, 1981, for a review).
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These results suggest that a schema may have a marked impact on
person perception even if memory for the other’s behavior is unaffect-
cd. Memory for details of the target other may be startlingly good, but
many evaluations and judgments of another are not solely memory-
based (cf. Lingle, Geva, Ostrom, Leippe, & Baumgardner, 1979). That
is, evaluations and judgments encourage the perceiver to go beyond
this information. And if the area of the evaluation or judgment is one
of concern or involvement for the perceiver, we will see the clear
impact of the self-concept on the perception of the other.

An important question for discussion—one that cannot be ad-
dressed by the data of the current study—is whether the self-concept’s
influence occurs purposefully with awareness when we think about
another, or whether it occurs quite automatically outside awareness.
Numerous studies of the false-consensus bias, projection, and im-
pression formation strongly suggest that the latter may often be the
case (cf. Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982).

The intrusion of self-relevant material into our impressions and
inferences of others appears to happen quite naturally and without
effort. Efforts to model automatic information processing in various
problem-solving domains have been quite successful. Experts, those

_who are very familiar with a certain domain, perform many opera-
tions automatically. They appear to have developed specialized proce-
dures for solving certain kinds of problems (cf. Card, Moran, & New-
cll, 1983). They do not have to engage in the slow, deliberate,
step-by-step problem-solving process that characterizes the perfor-
mance of novices (Anderson, 1985; Bargh, 1984; Chase & Simon,
1973; Kieras & Bovair, 1986; Larkin, McDermott, Simon, & Simon,
1980; Newell & Simon, 1972). In the current study, those with self-
schemas in the domain of independence can be considered experts,
while the aschematics can be viewed as novices with respect to the
domain of independence. :

If a person who is schematic for some domain has proceduralized
his or her knowledge about how one behaves in various situations
related to that domain, then it may be almost impossible for that
person to avoid the immediate intrusion of the self into the perception
of another when the behavior of the other is relevant to a domain that
is critical for self-definition. Self-relevant assumptions become the
first to be used when we form impressions of others, because they
have been proceduralized and thus are accessed automatically when-
ever certain conditions are matched. Aschematics, of course, will not
possess these procedures, and their impressions and inferences will
result from integrating whatever information has been provided or
can be gleaned from the target other. They may have proceduralized

Y
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knowledge for other domains, but these procedures are not likely to
be activated in situations for which they are aschematic.

APPENDIX: STORIES AND QUESTIONS
USED IN BEHAVIOR PREDICTION TASK?

SUPERMARKET STORY

As you are leaving your neighborhood supgrmerket, aman |Yn a busll-
ness suit asks you whether you like sh9pp|ng in that ‘stm.'e. ott;1 rfp.y
quite honestly that you do like shopping there and indicate ah, in
addition to being close to your home, the superma'rket se;]ems to t;vg
very good meats and produce at reasonably low prices. The ma: e
reveals that a videotape crew has filmed your comments .and fas s y;\l;
to sign a release allowing them to use the ungdlted film for a
commercial that the supermarket chain is preparing.

What is the likelihood (from 0% to 100%) that tl.1e person with
whom you were answering the items from the questionnaire would

sign the release?

TERM PAPER STORY

You arrive for the first day of class in a course in your major areda of
study. The professor says that the grade in your course will dﬁpen tg:
a paper due the final day of the course. He gives the class t t?}(‘)p ld
of two alternatives upon which they must vote: They can either (;
papers individually in the normal way, or they can work in teYams 0e
three persons who will submit a single paper among ther,n. B(’)u gr
informed that he will still give out the same number of' As, s,d csl
and so on, but that in the first case every student will be gra ek
individually while in the second case all three students who wor

together get the same grade.

What is the likelihood (from 0% to 100%) that tl‘1e person with
whom you were answering the items from the questionnaire would

vote for group papers? __

2. The first three stories served as the behavioral prediction tasks with resp(;c!.t:
ir;dopc11dcnce--dcpond(‘nce. The fourth story was the control story. All four stories

were taken from Ross ef al. (1977).
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TRAFFIC TICKET STORY

While driving through a rural area near your home, you are stopped
by a county police officer who informs you that you have been clocked
(with radar) at 38 mph in a 25-mph zone. You believe this information
to be accurate. After the policeman leaves, you inspect your citation

- and find that the details on the summons regarding weather, visibility,
time, and location of the violation are highly inaccurate. The citation
infur.ms you that you may either pay a $20 fine by mail without ap-
pearing n court, or you must appear in municipal court within the
next 2 weeks to contest the charge.

What is the likelihood (from 0% to 100%) that the person with
whom you were answering the items from the questionnaire would
pay the $20 fine by mail?

SPACE PROGRAM REFERENDUM STORY

Itis proposed in Congress that the space program be revived and that
large sums be allocated for the manned and unmanned exploration of
the moon and planets nearest Earth. Supporters of the proposal argue
that it will provide jobs, spur technology, and promote national pride
and unity. Opponents argue that a space program will either necessi-
tate higher taxes, or else drain money from important domestic priori-
tics. Furthermore, they deny that it will accomplish the desirable
effects claimed by the program’s supporters. Both sides, of course,
refute cach other’s claims, and ultimately a public referendum is held.

What is the likelihood (from 0% to 100%) that the person with
whom you were answering the items from the questionnaire would
vote for the proposed allocation of funds for space exploration? ___
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UNCERTAINTY ORIENTATION AND PERSON
PERCEPTION: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES
IN CATEGORIZATION

CHRISTOPHER . R. RONEY AND RICHARD M. SORRENTINO
University of Western Ontario

S

Individual differences in the structure of subjects’ person categories were investi-
gated in relation to “‘uncertainty orientation”—a variable that is related to people’s
relative interest in either maximizing information gain (uncertainty-oriented peo-
ple) or maintaining clarity (certainty-oriented people). Two tasks, based on re-
search by Cantor and Mischel (1979), were completed by 133 subjects. In one, the
subjects were to classify specific person categories under four general “‘superordi-
nate’” person category headings, and in the other, they were asked to list trait
adjectives describing members of each of four specific person categories. The
results extend Cantor and Mischel’s research by demonstrating a “‘trade-off” be-
tween differentiation of categories and the richness of categories at the individual
level. In addition, both studies yielded support for specific hypotheses. In the first
task, certainty-oriented subjects listed fewer person categories under the higher-
order supetordinate category headings (p<.001), and demonstrated less overlap
across these superordinate categories (p<.02) than did uncertainty-oriented sub-
jects. Similarly, for the second task, certainty-oriented subjects listed fewer trait
adjectives to describe specific person categories (suggesting less richness, p <.05);
suhsequently, fewer traits were common to more than one category for certainty-
oriented subjects (suggesting greater differentiation, p<.08) than was true for
uncertainty-oriented subjects. The significance of these findings for uncertainty
orientation, and possible implications for stereotyping and information seeking,
are discussed.
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