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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

A. INTRODUCTION

This thesis presents a theoretical extension to the body of
theories known as Expectation States Theories (Berger, Fisek, Norman,

& Zelditch, 1977) and describes an experiment designed as a first test
of the proposed theory. The elaboration of the expectation-states
approach is made possible by the introduction of a hypothetical con-
struct termed as interpersonal similarity/dissimilarity bond which
captures the notion that a person may perceive that s/he is so similar
(dissimilar) on one or more dimensions that s/he is also likely to be
similar (dissimilar) on other unrelated, but not specifically dissoci-
ated, dimensions.

The proposed theory provides a direct linkage between the research
tradition based upon the expectation-states formulation and the body of
research dealing with interpersonal attraction (particularly, Byrne,
1971). By integrating the findings from the attraction research with
Expectation States Theories, the proposed theory also provides a first
attempt to relate the formation of expectation states and sentiment
structures.

The basic Expectation States Theory has demonstrated that once an
individual forms performance expectations concerning her/his fﬁture be-
havior and the behavior of the other interactants in a collectively

oriented task situation, those expectations will serve to structure the

observable power and prestige order that emerges in such a situation.
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A major topic of interest in this thesis concerns the conditions under

vhich an individual in such a situation will choose some other individ-
ual who is not an interactant in the situation to serve as a referent
or model who stimulates and drives the formation of performance expec-
tations concerning the interactants. The thesis also addresses the
situation where no specific performance expectations are expected to
form, but sentiment structures emerge which may have behavioral
consequences.

The key issue underlying this proposal concerns the situation
vhere two strangers, about to attempt to collectively solve an unfamil-
iar, valued task, are made aware of two persons who will not interact
in the task situation but are known to be differentially proficient at
the task. What are the conditions under which the interactants will
use information about the relative task ability of these potential ref-
erence persons to structure their performance expectations concerning
their own future behavior relevant to the task? For example, if a per-
son becomes aware that some other individual is good at performing an
unfamiliar task, wvhat are the conditions under which that individual
will come to believe that s/he is also likely to be good at performing
that task?

The proposed theory suggests the conditions under which one person
will perceive that s/he is so much like a comparison other that s/he
will come to expect to perform unfamiliar tasks with an ability similar
to that exhibited by the comparison other. One powerful impetus for
the perception of interpersonal similarity is the discovery of attitude

similarity. The research tradition known as the "attraction paradigm"

(Byrne, 1971) provides strong support for this notion and demonstrates,
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ceteris paribus, that interpersonal attraction is a direct function of

the proportion of perceived similar attitudes. In other words, per-
ceived attitude similarity-dissimilarity provides the foundation for
the formation of sentiment structures. Since sentiment structures are
also likely to influence behavior, the proposed theory addresses the

formation of such structures and predicts their behavioral consequences.

B. EXPECTATION STATES THEORIES - A REVIEW

This review will be organized into two distinct parts. First,
relevant portions of Expectation States Theories will be reviewed to
secure a firm grasp of those aspects of the issue that have already
been explained, and to clearly focus on the nature of the problems that
remain to be solved. Second, those areas in social psychology most
germane to the issue will be reviewed, with particular emphasis on the
area of social comparison processes and interpersonal attraction, in
order to uncover possible clues that may lead to ideas suggesting an
approach to solving the problem raised in part one. A brief argument
will be included to demonstrate how social comparison theory has failed
to provide the necessary framework for a cumulative research tradition
and to show why we argue that it is necessary to attempt to extend Ex~

pectation States Theory in such a deliberately controlled manner.

X B‘cmund Studies

In order to understand the evidence that is already available from
Expectation States Theories to help explain the conditions under which
persons will form performance expectations on the basis of information

from some potential referents, it is important to understand the basic

elements of those theories. The pioneering work of Whyte (1943) with

B T e e e 1
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his study of street gangs, and the studies conducted by Sherif, Harvey,

and their associates (for example, Harvey, 1953; Sherif, White, &
Harvey, 1955) helped form the foundation for the original Expectation
States Theory. Whyte (1943) demonstrated that groups have valued be-
havior standards which are used by group members to evaluate each oth-
er's performances and that power and prestige is accorded to members as
a result of such evaluations. With his description of the now famous
"bowling incident," Whyte suggested that group members' actual behavior
may be affected by their relative standing in the group's power and
prestige hierarchy.

Harvey (1953) conducted a study which demonstrated that the per-
formance expectations that an individual in a group forms concerning
his/her own and other group members' expected behavior are directly re-
lated to the individual's position in the power and prestige order of
the group. Sherif et al. (1955) demonstrated in ‘a. field study that a
pover and prestige order will develop in an initially unstructured
group of relatively homogeneous individuals working on some valued task
and that, once such a hierarchy has emerged, the group members' evalua-
tions of each other's performances will be directly related to the
power and prestige position held in the group.

A related set of studies was being carried on by Bales and his
associates in a laboratory setting at about the same time. Bales' work
focused on the interaction patterns in initially unstructured, small,
face-to-face groups composed of individuals who were initially unac-
quainted, status equals in order to determine how a hierarchical struc-
ture emerges over time. Experimental evidence soon showed not only

that there were clear inequalities in initiated interactions in such

i\ s e b " P




groups but also that there were definite patterns of inequality. The

results of studies such as Bales (1953) and Norfleet (1948) indicated
that the rank order of performance evaluations (for example, who has :
the best ideas, who does the most to guide the group, who is the most
productive?) in such groups tends to be directly related to the rank
order of initiated actions by group members. The study reported by

Heinicke and Bales (1953) further demonstrated that the rank order of
performance evaluations also tends to be directly related to the rank

order of receipt of actions within the group. Bales, Strodtbeck,

Mills, and Roseborough (1951) studied task-oriented groups ranging in ]
size from three to ten persons and concluded (p. 468):

The findings reported here indicate that if participants in
a small group are ranked by the total number of acts they ,
initiate, they will also tend to be ranked: ¢

(1) by the number of acts they receive, :

(2) by the number of acts they address to specific other in-
dividuals, and

(3) by the number of acts they address to the group as a
whole.

Studying husband-wife interactions, Strodtbeck (1967) demonstrated
that the amount of initiated activity is positively associated with the
degree of influence exercised on a decision. Slater (1967) also demon-

strated that in Bales = groups, the individual who talks the most and

who receives the most interaction is likely to be highly positively

correlated with the ranking of the person whose ideas are perceived to

be the best and whose ability to guide the discussion is perceived to

be the highest. Slater also found that this relationship——the tendency

| 'é for the same individual to do the most talking, receive the most inter-
{

action, provide the best ideas, and demonstrate the most ability to

l guide the group—is also a function of the amount of status-consensus

within the group. The higher the level of status-consensus, the
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stronger was the relationship. Heinicke and Bales (1953) showed, how-
ever, that over time the individual with highest status in the group
may, in some circumstances, reduce the amount of initiating activity so

that s/he is not ranked first on this dimension at all times; neverthe-

less, the high status individual will continue to receive the most in-
teraction and, as Whyte (1943) clearly demonstrated, will quickly reas-
sume her/his dominant position with respect to the initiation of inter-
action if her/his position of influence is threatened. The research re-
ported above suggests the emergence of a differentiated power and pres-
tige order in such Bales-groups which tend to have interrelated, posi-
tively correlated, and observable components which tend to be stable

over time.

2. Expectation States Theory

Expectation States Theory (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1966; Berger
& Conner, 1969; Berger, Conner, & Fisch, 1974) was originally formu-
lated to attempt to explain and integrate the findings reported above.
Berger and his associates carefully analyzed these studies in an at-
tempt to uncover the basic underlying processes which would explain the
various results these small-groups researchers had reported. The prod-
uct of this effort was the initial formulation of Expectation States
Theory, vwhich suggested that the emergent hierarchy in Bales groups can
be explained "in terms of an 'underlying' process (involving perfor-
mance evaluations) by which stabilized performance expectations are
formed" (Berger et al., 19Tk, p. 6). The scope of the basic theory is
defined as a situation in which individuals who are initially status
equals interact in small, face-to-face groups in order to solve a val-

ued, collective, unitary task. In other words, the task has outcomes




e L i

S S S L ARl BB i T g v s AN 5 BN AT RIS . g

D o i A L e : SHATRRT i

T
vhich can be identified as success or failure and the state of accom-
plishment defined as "success" is preferred; it is appropriate for the
actors to take each other's ideas into account when attempting to solve
the task, and the task is perceived as having essentially a single
ability (the instrumental characteristic) associated with task perfor-
mance. Later elaborations of the theory extended the definition of a
anitary task to include multiple abilities as long as the states of the
characteristics associated with these abilities are comsistently and
similarly valued.

At this point it is useful to briefly consider the nature of the
task itself. Group tasks are influenced by both unit and outcome rules.
Unit rules have to do with what action is allowed or prohibited concern-
ing task activities, and outcome rules have to do with the evaluation of
the proposed task solution. Since these rules will have an impact on
interaction vithin the group, it is useful to examine the source and
nature of such rules. If the problem is extrasystemic, the source of
the rules is outside the group as a system, and some objective solution
to the task is available; both unit and outcome rules are readily
available to all members. For example, if the task is to solve an
algebra problem, it is possible for all the members to know the basic

rules of algebra and to recognize a correct solution. However, when

the problem is intrasystemic, the source of the rules is within the
group itself, and the solution to the task is subjective in nature. In
such a situation—for example, when a group attempts to solve a human

relations problem—the rules actually emerge from the interaction, and l

the results are subjectively evaluated. Thus, the more intrasystemic

the problem, the more likely the rules and, therefore, the interaction
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will be differentially influenced by persons in a manner consistent

with their relative position on the power and prestige order of the
group (see Sherif, White, & Harvey, 1955).

Expectation States Theory suggests that as interaction takes place
among members of a group in a situation as described above, each indi-
vidual develops a set of conceptions concerning the relative task-
solving abilities of self and others in the group. In other words, a
structure of performance expectations develops as a direct result of
the interaction process. To understand the emergence of such a struc-
ture, it is necessary to introduce the concept of an observable power
and prestige order (OPPO). Berger and his associates (1966, 19Tk4)
noted that the power and prestige order which emerged in Bales groups
can be operationalized as four distinct, observable behaviors which are
distributed among the group members and which tend to be highly corre-
lated and stable. These behaviors consist of differential, socially
distributed opportunities to perform~—action opportunities (AO); actionms
directed toward task accomplishment—problem-solving attempts (PSA);
actions which signal to others whether their performance is positively
or negatively evaluated—communicated evaluations (CE); and actions
which result in changes in previously made evaluations——exercised in-
fluence (I). Expectation States Theory argues that it is the underly-
ing structure of performance expectations that explains the differen-
tially distributed behaviors which determine the power and prestige
order.

By way of illustration, consider a situation in which three

strangers who are equal in status are attempting to solve a valued,

collective, and unitary task such as a problem in interpersonal




relations. Let us describe the situation from the perspective of one

member, p, as s/he interacts with the others, o, and 02. As the mem-
bers interact to try to solve the problem, p is likely to observe that
one of the three actors (p is aware of his own actions as well as the
actions of others; thus, p observes self, p', as an actor in the situa-
tion) seems to Eontribuxe more good ideas toward the solution of the
task than the others. This may occur because one of the members is in
fact more skillful at solving this kind of task, or it may simply be
that one of the members happens to talk more in this situation. Be-
cause the group members want to successfully accomplish the task, and
given the fact that they have no clue as to which of the members is
most likely to be able to contribute most to the task accomplishment,
the interactants will actively seek information which will help clarify
the situation and organize their behavior. Thus, if p, for example,

perceives that o, is contributing more to the solution of the task than

b

either p' or O p is likely to come to expect o, to perform better

il
based upon a series of unit evaluations—"a specific, momentary evalua-

tion of whatever composes the unit" (Berger & Conner, 19TL, p. 88),
normally the evaluation of some performance output. In other words, p
will form a high (+) performance expectation for oy relative to p' and

02o

Once p forms such an expectation s/he is likely to give o, rela-

tively more action opportunities, is more likely to positively evaluate

0, 's problem-solving attempts, and in case of conflict between oy and

1

02, is more likely to be influenced by o Given the situation as de-

l!
scribed, and ceteris paribus, the most probable stable expectation

structure to develop over time will be a situation in which oy will
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come to believe that s/he is better at the task than either p or o,

and p and o, will hold congruent expectations. It is important to note

2
at this point that the concept of expectation states is a theoretical
construct. Expectation states are clearly unobservable; however, the
concept is useful for explaining the observed behaviors. The formula-
tion argues that the observed behavior in such situations is a proba-
bility function of the underlying expectations structure. However, the
formulation also argues that the underlying expectation structure is
also a function of behavior and the existing expectation state of the
actor. In this way, the formulation presents a self-perpetuating
process.

In other words, once the differentiated expectations structure has
emerged, the behaviors described as the observable power and prestige
order become a function of the expectations, and the resulting behaviors
reinforce the expectations and make the structure self-perpetuating as
long as there are no new inputs to the system in the situation. For

example, relative to o., 02 is less likely to mske a problem-solving

1
attempt, and, even if s/he does make a suggestion, the problem-solving
attempt is less likely to be positively evaluated. Therefore, there is
not likely to be much reason for changing expectations about 02's per-
formance. The theory was presented above in an informal, discursive
manner appropriate for our purposes in this review; for a more compre-
hensive, formal presentation of the theory, see Berger and Conner
(1974).

A major advantage of Expectation States Theory is the carefully

formulated framework it has provided for the development of a coherent,

comprehensive, scientific research tradition which has served to foster
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evaluation, extension, and proliferation of the theory. The theory :?
meets all of the requirements of a theoretical framework, as suggested
i by Cohen, Berger, and Zelditch (1972). The framewn-k is so con-
structed that it aids in the design of studies to test and elaborate
the theory by allowing comparison among the studies. The framework in-
cludes a theoretical formulation which specifically identifies those
aspects of the research setting which have to be controlled and those
which are safely ignored. The chain of reasoning used throughout the
formulation is explicitly defined. And a standardized research setting
is carefully developed to allow direct comparison among studies which ;
are designed specifically to extend or elaborate the theory. The re- |
} search setting will be described in some detail later in this review.
By providing a clear framework upon which to build a theoretical
research tradition, the theory can be developed to the extent that »
meaningful generalizations which suggest practical applications of the

theory will be possible. Thus, for example, the elaborations of Expec-

tation States Theory to include Status Characteristics Theory and
Source Theory have fostered a host of studies which demonstrate the ap-
plication of the theories to current social problems (see, for example,
Cohen & Roper, 1972; Entwisle & Webster, 1972; Lockheed & Hall, 1976;

Lohman, 1972).

3. Status Characteristics Theory

Expectation States Theory considers the situation where the group
members are originally status equals and argues that performance expec-

i? tations will be formed based upon unit evaluations. Once a structure
of performance expectations is formed for the interactants in a situa-

tion meeting the defined scope conditions, this stable underlying
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structure will determine the behaviors that are collectively referred
to as the OPPO. In other words, the power and prestige order that
emerges in such a situation is a function of the underlying structure
of performance expectations, and the actual behaviors serve to rein-
force and perpetuate the structure. Status Characteristics Theory
(Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972; Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch,
1977) posits the same results with respect to the OPPO based upon an
underlying expectation states structure; however, in this case, the in-
teractants are initially differentiated with respect to status charac-
teristics, and the performance expectations which emerge are a function
of the valued states of the status characteristic(s) possessed by each
actor.

The development of the extension of Expectation States Theory to
include situations where the group members are not initially status
equals is the result of an integration of the status category research
tradition begun with the work of Simmel and Park with the expectation-

states research program begun with the work of Berger. Simmel noted

that "all relations which people have to one another are based on their

knowing something about one another," and he argued that "the first

condition of having to deal with somebody at all is to know with 'whom'

one has to deal" (Simmel, 1908; in Wolff, 1950, p. 307). Simmel ob-
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served that it is impossible to know everything about another person §

and that individuals will, therefore, tend to see others as through a

veil; in other words, as being in some general category such as occupa-

i tion, race, or religion (Wolff, 1959, pp. 342-4). Park (1950) contin-
A

ued to develop the notion of social categorization and stereotypes and

argued that some form of categorization is ubiquitous with a substantial
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amount of agreement among societal members concerning the nature of the
categories in a stable society. Hughes and Hughes (1952) continued in
this tradition, suggesting that a person's racial group implies a
status category and that "'contingencies of life' are different because
he is of that category” (p. 100). In other words, the work of these
social scientists suggests that persons tend to place other persons
into general categories with status implications that result in behav-
ioral consequences that are quite pervasive, consistent, and stable in
a given society.

In the 1950s and 1960s, a number of studies were reported which
were to provide the link by which status characteristics would be inte-
grated into the expectation-~states approach for explaining the emer-
gence of hierarchical structures in human groups. In a study first re-
ported in 1954, Torrance (1967) compared various aspects of the inter-
action within permanent and temporary three-man bomber crews as they
attempted to solve various experimental tasks. The members of the
crews were differentiated with respect to status by virtue of their
role positions (pilot, navigator, or gunner) and by virtue of their
military rank (the pilot and navigator were officers and the gunner was
an enlisted man). The subjects attempted to solve four tasks ranging
from a fairly extrasystemic task (the "Maier Horse-Trading Problem") to
an intrasystemic task with no objective solution. Torrance (1967T)
found that "on all four problems, influence was directly and clearly in
accord with the power structure of the group" (p. 609). The study also
showed that the results were similar for both temporary (a "crew" made
up Just for the experiment) and permanent (actual crews that had flown

and trained together) crews when the problem was intrasystematic. When
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the problem was clearly extrasystemic, the rank order of influence was

more in accord with the power structure of the group in the permanent
crews than in the temporary crews. In other words, as Heinicke and
Bales (1953) had demonstrated earlier, the position of high status in-
dividuals tends to be accepted to a greater degree as the group develops
a history. This fact was demonstrated in the Torrance study because
pilots in permanent crews were more influential than pilots in temporary
crews when the tasks had objective solutions. In general, the pilots
were able to exert influence over navigators and gunners even when the
task was not related to tasks associated with their roles as bomber
crew members and evén when the pilot was objectively wrong in his
opinion.

Perhaps the most influential early studies concerning status proc-
esses in small groups are those conducted by Strodtbeck and his associ-
ates (Strodtbeck, James, & Hawkins, 1957; Strodtbeck & Mann, 1956) con-
cerning the effects of status on Jjury deliberations. These studies
demonstrated that, in spite of the norm of equality among Jjury members,
the mock Jury members were clearly differentiated on the basis of their
occupational status and on the basis of their sex. Strodtbeck, James,
and Hawkins (1957) showed that the rank order of rates of participation
corresponded with the rank order of occupational prestige, with males
participating more than females within each occupational category. The
study also demonstrated again that the rate of participation is posi-
tively correlated with the degree of influence exerted and the evalua-
tion of the contribution to the group's effort. The data also show
that the higher the occupational status of an individual, the more
likely that individual is to be chosen as foreman. Women were chosen

as foreman only one-fifth as many times as would be expected by chance.
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Numerous other studies added to the continually growing inventory
of facts concerning the effect of status characteristics on group in-
teraction. Katz, Goldston, and Benjamin (1958) showed that in biracial
groups members of the higher status race (whites) speak more often than
those of the lower status race (blacks), the lower status persons speak
more to higher status persons than vice versa, and the lower status
persons speak more to higher status persons than to each other.
Hurwitz, Zander, and Hymovitch (1968) reported the results of a field
experiment which studied the effects of high and low status based upon
occupational prestige on affect relations and interactions. They found
that "lows will tend to like highs, to overrate the extent to which
highs like them, to communicate infrequently and, when they do talk, to
talk mainly to highs" (p. 296). Those who were high in status tended
to like other highs and to talk mainly to other highs. They also con-
cluded that "there will be less of a desire among all group members to
be liked by lows, and fewer communications will be directed to them"
(Hurwitz, Zander, & Hymovitch, 1968, p. 296).

In a study comparing interactions in three different kinds of
triadic groups (an actual family made up of a father, mother, and
daughter; an experimental "family" composed of a father, mother, and
daughter who were strangers, with no actual relationship to each other;
and an ad hoc group made up of three fathers, three mothers, or three
daughters), Leik (1963) found that the traditional male/female roles
that are quite apparent and influential when interacting with strangers
tend to break down when interacting with other family members. In
other words, the Leik study shows that the status procesj will probably

be modified when there is & long history of interaction among the group
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members—the more information one person learns about another, the less

N R S

that person will rely on general categorizations or stereotypes to
structure his/her interaction with that other.

Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch (1972), acknowledging the difficulty

of generalizing from these and other related studies because of the
significant differences among them, nevertheless suggest that the prin-
cipal findings may be summarized in the following empirical generaliza-
tion:

When a task-oriented group is differentiated with respect to

some external status characteristic, this status difference .

determines the observable power and prestige within the g

group whether or not the external status characteristic is
related to the group task. (p. 243) :

Status Characteristics Theory was initially formulated with a
scope condition similar to Expectation States Theory with the modifica-
tion that the group members would be differentiated by a single status é
characteristic which provides a social basis of discrimination in the '%
task situation. It is not necessary for the status characteristic to
be relevant to the task as long as the status is not specifically dis-

sociated from the task; in other words, as long as the actors do not

believe the characteristic is independent of the task. To say that a
state x of a status characteristic is relevant to a state y of a task
characteristic is to say thst if p perceives that an actor possesses
state x of the status characteristic, then p will expect that actor to
possess state y of the task characteristic. Again, because individuals
will perceive status characteristics differently with different evalua-
tions and different meanings, the theory is formulated from the per-

spective of a single focal actor, p. In this sense, the theory is de-

scribed as a p-centric formulation. Also, for ease of explication, we
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will describe situations with.only two interactants; however, the con-

cepts can easily be expanded to include other actors.

At this point it is necessary to introduce the concept of a dif-
fuse status characteristic (D). In order for a characteristic to be
defined as D it must have differentially evaluated states (for example, ;;
although progress toward equality has hopefully begun, in the United
States race has traditionally been dichotomized into a positively eval-
uated "white" state and a negatively evaluated "black" state for many
people); each state of D must have evaluated states of specific charac-
teristics associated with it (for example, p may believe blacks to have

high athletic ability and low intellectual ability); and each state of

D must have a general expectation state which is valued the same as the "i
state of D possessed by the actor (for example, in a highly general
sense, p may expect blacks to have less ability than whites except at
those positively evaluated specific characteristics associated with be-
ing black) (Berger et al., 1966, p. 33). It must be emphasized that a

diffuse status characteristic is a social construction and, although

generally the states of a given D are similarly evaluated in a given
culture, there can be wide individual differences.

It is possible to have a specific status characteristic (C); for
example, mathematics ability, a characteristic with differentially
evaluated states that have associated specific expectation states for
p' and o. In other words, a C is similar to a D except for the fact
that a C has no associated general expectation state (Berger, Fisek,
Norman, & Zelditch, 1977, p. 58). If C is a performance characteristic
which is instrumental to the specific group task in question, it is

designated as C%,
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Consider a situation which meets the described scope conditions

with respect to task (call this situation S*) and where group members
are differentiated on the basis of a single D. The original Status
Characteristic Theory argued that in such a situation D will be acti-
vated. In other words, according to the Activation Assumption, D will
be recognized as a cue that may be used to help structure the current
social situation (this concept is called "salience" in the most recent
elaboration of the theory which includes multicharacteristic status
situations [Berger et al., 1977, p. 65]). Once the D is activated, ac-
cording to the Burden of Proof Assumption, unless some specific informa-
tion is injected into the situation to demonstrate that the status in-
formation is not relevant, the status information will be used to de-
fine the situation. That is, the burden of proof is on exclusion; the
actors behave as if the status information is relevant unless there is
strong evidence to show that the information is not relevant in the
situation. In later elaborations of the theory, it has been shown that
C's are also subject to the burden-of-proof process (Berger et al.,
1977). Thus, if a characteristic is not specifically dissociated from
the task, the actors will behave as if the burden of proof is to demon-
strate why the D or C is not relevant to the task situation.

A concrete example may help clarify the processes presented thus
far. Assume two individuals are about to interact to attempt to solve
a collectively oriented, valued task. That is, the persons must work
together to achieve success and success is the desired end state. There
is no status differentiation between the two interactants, except for
the fact that one person is thirty years o0ld and the other is eleven

years old. Both individuals perceive age to be a diffuse status
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chnracteristic. Specifically, the older person possesces the high
state of the status characteristic relative to the younger person, who
possesses the low state.

In such a situation, the age of the interactants will provide a
cue to each individual that will help structure the situation (activa-
tion). Further, unless there is some information to demonstrate spe-
cifically that the older person should not perform better in this situ-
ation, the age of the interactants will be used to define and structure
the situation (burden of proof).

According to the Assignment Assumption, actors will assign perfor-
mance expectations to self and others in accordance with the possessed
states of D. Thus, an actor with a positively evaluated state of D
which is relevant to C* (either because of specific information in the
situation or through the burden-of-proof process) will be assigned the
positive state of C*, Similarly, an actor with a negatively evaluated
state of D will be assigned the negative state of C*, According to the
Basic Expectation Assumption, once expectation states have been as-
signed, those behaviors described as the observable power and prestige
order will become a functioﬁ of the underlying expectation structure.

Returning to our example, the theory argues that the interactants
will come to form expectations about their own and each other's ability
to perform the instrumental tack and that these expectancies will be a
function of the relative state of the diffuse status characteristic
possessed by each interactant. The Assignment Assumption, as applied
to our example, means that the older interactant will come to believe
that s/he has more task ability than the other, and the younger inter-
actant will come to believe that s/he has less task ability relative to

her/his partner.




The Basic Expectation Assumption describes the last step in this

status-organizing process. Once the interactants form expectations
concerning their own and each other's competence relative to the task,
these expectancies become beliefs and the beliefs have behavioral con-
sequences which result in the emergence of a power and prestige order.
That is, in the described situation we expect the older interactant to
be given more action opportunities, to make more problem-solving at-
tempts, to receive more communicated evaluations, and to exercise
greater influence than the younger interactant.

Because this fundamental status characteristics theory is so im-
portant to an understanding of the approach we want to take to studying
the situation described at the beginning of this paper, it is useful to
quote directly the basic elements of the formal theory as presented by
Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch (1972):

Definition 1. (Diffuse status characteristic) A characteristic D

is a "diffuse status characteristic" if and only if

1. the states of D are differentially evaluated;

2. to each state x of D there corresponds a distinct set Yy of
states of specific, evaluated characteristics associated with
D =

3. to each state x of D there corresponds a distinct general ex-
pectation state, Gmx, having the same evaluation as the state

D, . (p. 2uk)

Definition 2. (Activation) D is "activated" in S* if and only if
p attributes in S* the states GESx and/or the sets of states to
p' and o vhich are consistent with their states of D. (p. 2il)

Assumption 1. (Activation) Given S*, if D in S* is a social basis
of discrimination between p' and o then D is activated in S*.
(p. 2u5)




s i e e e

e e i e U e e

Assumption 2. (Burden of Proof) If D is activated in S* and has
not been previously dissociated from C*, and if there is no other
social basis of discrimination between p' and o, then at least
one consistent component of D will become relevant to C* in S*.
(p. 246)

Assumption 3. (Assignment) If any components of an activated D
are relevant to C*%, p will assign states of C* to self and other
in a consistent manner. (p. 2i6)

Assumption L. (Basic Expectation Assumption) If p assigns states
of C* to himself and o consistent with the states of an activated
D, then p's position relative to o's in the observable power and

prestige order will be a direct function of p's expectation advan- .

tage over o. (p. 2iT)

In order to discuss the empirical support for this theory and to
describe some of the elaborations of the theory that are particularly
relevant to the specific issue we want to investigate in this paper, it
is useful to describe the standardized research setting that has been
used to develop a rigorous cumulative research tradition based on

Expectation States Theories.

a. The Rese__gch Setting

In a typical expectation-states experiment, subjects are tested in
pairs. Each subject is escorted into the laboratory and seated at a
desk or small table which is so situated that the subject has a clear
view of the experimenter in the front of the room and any charts, pro-
Jection screens, or other devices to be used in the experiment; however,
the subject cannot see her/his partner, vho is seated at an adjacent,
similar desk but separated by a curtain or other opaque partition of

some sort. In this manner, the experimenter is able to make sure that

the only information one subject gets about another is that information




provided by the experimenter. In other words, the experimenter is in a
| position to manipulate the status cues that will be made available in
? the situation. For example, Moore (1968) used junior college women as f

subjects and manipulated their perceived diffuse status characteristics

by having the experimenter announce so.'¢thing like "I see we have a

Stanford (or the name of a local high school) and a junior college stu-

dent here today." Of course, each subject knows that she is a junior

college student and, therefore, assumes that her partner is either rela-

tively higher or lower in status. For example, when the subject be-

lieves her partner to be a Stanford student, the subject is manipulated

into a low-high (LH) status condition; similarly, when the partner is

perceived to be a high school student, the subject is in a high-low

e

(HL) status condition. Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch (1972) used a simi-
lar manipulation to make Air Force sergeants believe they were interact-
ing with either a captain (LH manipulation) or an airman third class

(HL manipulation).

Specific status characteristics are typically manipulated by hav-
ing the subjects complete some kind of a test and then having the ex-
perimenter publicly announce manipulated scores, often with some addi-
tional information concerning how well others typically perform. - In
other words, using a task with no obvious objectively correct solution,

! no clear external anchorages (Sherif et al., 1955), the experimenter is

‘ free to manipulate the beliefs of the subjects to suit the experimental

‘{ | condition. For example, Berger and Conner (1969) manipulated subjects
"é“ into HL or LH conditions with respect to their ability to solve the ex-
perimental task by having the subjects take a test purported to measure

|
1
‘ their task ability and then providing bogus feedback on their test
i
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scores. The test was described as measuring "Meaning Insight Ability,"
the ability to select from a pair of phonetically spelled non-English
words the one that is closest in meaning to a given English word. The
non-English words were fictitious and designed to result in a nearly
equal probability of either alternative being chosen as correct. Since
the actual experimental task would present a pair of non-English words
with each English word, the test used to menipulate ability (status)
reversed the order and used a pair of English words with each non-
English word. Each subject was individually given a test consisting of
twelve word sets and then informed that his performance was either ex-
ceptionally good or exceptionally bad. Each subject also heard his
partner's score. Thus, a subject could be manipulated to believe that
his ability was high and that his pertner's was also high (HH), that
his ability was low and that his partner's was high (LH), that his
ability was high and that his partner's was low (HL), or that both of
them had low ability (LL).

It is also possible, of course, to manipulate the subjects to be-
lieve they have high or low task ability concerning specific tasks
vhich are different from the experimental task which they will attempt
to solve together. In other words, instead of manipulating the sub-
Jects to believe they are either good or bad at the instrumental task,
the subjects may be led to believe they are high or low on some other C
or series of C's which can be manipulated to be specifically relevant
to C* (for exsmple, the experimenter may state that ability at "Con-
trast Sensitivity"-——another ambiguou; task requiring a binary choice—
is highly correlated with Meaning Insight Ability) or simply presented

with no specific relevance manipulation. For example, Freese and Cohen
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(1973) manipulated subjects to believe they possessed high or low abil-
ity at Meaning Insight and Contrast Sensitivity, and then had them in-
teract with a partner to collectively solve a task requiring "Spatial
Insight Ability" (yet another ambiguous task with a fictitious ability;
however, as with each other "ability" used in these experiments, the
subjects believed an actual ability which could be objectively measured
was involved). This particular experiment was further complicated by
manipulating the states of a diffuse status characteristic——age. The
point is that the setting allows the experimenter to manipulate both
diffuse and specific characteristics in whatever way is necessary to
meet the requirements of the experiment.

The subjects in these experiments typically interact with each
other by electronic means. Each subject has a console in front of her/
him which consists of a series of buttons and lights. The consoles are
connected to the Interaction Control Machine (ICOM) which is operated
by an experimenter. The use of these devices is best explained by a
simple sample. The tasks that are typically used in expectation-states
experiments require the subjects to make a series of choices (each
choice is a trial), often involving the selection of one of two alter-
natives as in the Meaning Insight Task. In order to meet the scope
conditions of a collectively-oriented task, it is necessary that the
subjects take each other's opinions into account when attempting to
solve the task. This is accomplished by having the subjects first make
an initial private choice on each trial by pushing the button on their
console that correspouds to their choice, thereby controlling the action
opportunities and problem-solving attempts, since each subject is given

an opportunity and each must make a choice. When a subject presses a




button on the console, an appropriate light goes on to register the
choice on the subject's own console, on the experimenter's monitor, and
on the master console. After both subjects have made an initial choice,
a bulb lights up on each subject's console, ostensibly indicating the
partner's choice; in actuality, the choice is controlled by the ICOM so ,f
that the subjects can be made to appear to agree or disagree with each i;
other on each trial in accordance with the preprogrammed experimental |
manipulation (this controls the number of communicated evaluations). %
Typically, subjects are made to disagree a high percentage of the time, %
often on more than four-fifths of the trials. Finally, the subjects ;'
make their final choice after having considered their partner's opinion.
If the subjects are simply taking a test to manipulate an individual
ability, the subjects make a series of private, single choices until
all of the trials are completed. The experimenter, who has monitored
each subject's choices on the master console, can then "grade" the per-
formances and announce the desired manipulated scores.

On the critical trials, those instances where the subjects per-
ceive that they disagree, it is possible to measure the amount of in-

fluence each subject exerts on her/his partner. The subjects are care-

fully instructed that they are not only allowed but positively encour- ;
aged to take their partner's opinions into account when making their

final decision on each trial. Thus, if g subject's finél choice is L
different from her/his initial choice, s/he is said to have been in- @
fluenced by her/his partner. In other words, the subject has made a |
"change" or "other" response. If the subject stays with her/his initial

choice, the subject is said to have made a "stay" or "self" response.

The measure of influence typically used in the expectation-states




e
.

26
experiments is referred to as the "probability of an S-response" which
is abbreviated as P(S). The P(S) is calculated by dividing the number
of stay responses for a given respondent by the number of critical
trials. Thus, P(S) is a meesure of influence which is calculated from
experimental data, while the other behaviors which define the OPPO are
experimentally controlled so that they are equal for each subject.
Therefore, P(S) is a useful indicator of the observable power and pres-
tige order in the group and provides a good dependent variable for the
experiments. However, it should be noted that experiments involving
open interaction in which other elements of the OPPO are measured have
also been conducted (see, for example, Fisek, 1968 & 19T4; Fisek &

Ofshe, 1970).

b. The Studies

There are now well over a hundred separate studies in the growing
expectation-states research tradition, and it is clearly beyond the
scope of this thesis to review all of these studies. (See Berger &
Zelditch, 1978, for a comprehensive bibliography of the research tradi-
tion and Wagner, 1978, for a more thorough review of the tradition.)
However, it is useful to review some of the major findings from a few
of the more influential studies as a way of describing how the basic
theory has been extended and elaborated. It is through such extensions
and elaborations that we can make inferences about the specific inter-
action situation we described at the beginning of this review.

Berger and Conner (1969) conducted a study in which the subjects
were given a test to manipulate their performance expectations about
Meaning Insight Ability before the second phase of the experiment when

they interacted to collectively complete a series of meaning insight
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trials. The subjects were manipulated into four expectation condi-
tions—HL, HH, LL, and ILH. The P(S) for each condition was as follows:
HL = .78; HH = ,67; LL = ,65; LH = k4. The results as described by
Berger and Conner (1969) clearly demonstrate "that a person expected to
perform well relative to another person will accept influence less than
one expected to perform poorly relative to a second person" (p. 197).
Noting particularly the similarity of the P(S) in the HH and LL condi-
tions, the results also suggest that it is the relative rather than the
absolute performance expectations that affect the observable power and
prestige order.

One of the first studies that provided empirical support for the
original status characteristics extension was the study conducted by
Moore (1968). Moore caused his female junior college student subjects
to believe that they were interacting with a Stanford student (low
status relative to partner, LH manipulation) or a high school student
(high status relative to partner, HL manipulation). Additionally, some
of the subjects were explicitly informed that those in the HL condition
consistently perform better than those in the LH condition; the other
subjects were told nothing about the relevance of the status character-
istic. Moore found that subjects in a HL condition were influenced
less, had a higher P(S), than subjects in a LH condition whether the
status was made specifically related to the task or not related to the
task. When Moore removed the data of twenty suspicious subjects (who
apparently did not accept the status difference required to meet the
scope conditions of the theory) from the analysis, the results were even

more convincing with the difference between the HL and LH conditions

significant beyond the .001 level of significance for both the explicit
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and implicit conditions, respectively). Moore (1968) concluded that

the data permit "the conclusion that information regarding the exis-
tence of a status differential is as potent a factor in leading to dif-
ferential influences as is explicit information regarding relevant
ability differences" (p. 60). This study provided empirical support
for the burden of proof assumption; the D was treated as relevant to C*
even in the condition where nothing was said to make it relevant.

The study conducted by Berger, Cohen, and Zelditch (1972) provided
stvill more evidence in support of the crucial burden of proof process.
The experimenters caused Air Force staff sergeants to believe they were
interacting with an airman third class (HL manipulation) or a captain
(LH manipulation). In order to specifically test the basic assumptions
of the theory, the subjects were further subdivided into three experi-
mental conditions. In one condition the subjects (who had average gen-
eral classification scores) were told that their partners had higher or
lower general classification scores consistent with their rank, in
order to induce the activation of the diffuse status characteristic ex-
perimentally. In a second condition the subjects received the same
manipulation as the first, and, in addition, the subjects were told
that persons with higher general classification scores perform better
at the experimental task (Contrast Sensitivity). In this way the
status characteristic was made explicitly relevant to the task; those
with higher status were said to have higher scores, and those with
higher scores were believed to have more task ability. Finally, the
last condition simply manipulated status with no additional information.
The results supported each assumption of the theory. The data indi-

cated that in each condition the "high~low subjects consistently have
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higher probabilities of an S~-response than low~high subjects" (Berger 4
et al., 1972, p. 250). |
The Berger et al. (1972) experiment did have some ambiguities.

For example, Fisek (in a personal communication) suggests that it is
possible that the providing of information concerning classification
scores was more likely the addition of a specific status characteristic
rather than an experimentally induced activation of D. However, even
if that is the case, the study still provides clear support for the

burden of proof assumption.

e Lt

In all cases in this experiment, the P(S) was rather high. The {
P(S) ranged from a high of .88 in the explicit relevance condition with

a HL manipulation to a low of .74 in the same condition with a LH manip-

ulation. In fact, the LH was essentially the same in all three condi-

tions. The HL manipulation in the condition with no additional infor-

o i S it

metion resulted in a P(S) of .82. In this author's opinion, the unusu-
ally high level of the P(S) may have been an artifact of the experi-
mental task. The Contrast Sensitivity Task requires subjects to choose
vwhich of the two projected patterns made up of black and white rectan-
gles contains the greater proportion of white. Because of the nature
of the subject's Jobs, it is possible that the task was perceived as
being related to an abstract perceptual ability that Air Force person-

nel should possess. If such was the case, we would expect to find ele-

vated stay responses and less differentiation between HL and LH sub-
Jects. The fact that the assumptions of the theory were confirmed in
spite of these possible intervening variables provides further support

for the theory.




Freese (1970) demonstrated that the burden of proof process will ;ﬂ

also work if the subjects are differentiated on the basis of two simi-
3 larly evaluated specific status characteristics which are not made spe-
; cifically relevant to the instrumental characteristic. Freese caused
| his subjects to believe that they were either high or low in "Meaning

Insight Ability" and "Social Prediction Ability," another ambiguous

s

ability which the subjects were led to believe is closely related to
- Meaning Insight Ability in the "direct" condition and inversely related

in the "inverse" condition. The subjects were actually given a test to

ostensibly measure Meaning Insight Ability with fictitious scores used

to complete the manipulation. Social Prediction Ability was manipu-

.

lated by making the subject believe that if she is high on one she will
be high on the other (direct condition) or low on both, or that if she

is high on one she will be low on the other (inverse condition). Dur- o

T

ing the second phase of the experiment, the subjects interacted with a
partner to complete a Contrast Sensitivity Test. No mention was made

of the phase one manipulation during this phase; the subjects were led
to believe that the Contrast Sensitivity Task was part of a separate ]

study.
‘ The results of the Freese (1970) study demonstrated that the dif-

ference between the P(S) of those in the direct high condition (.T3)

i (those subjects manipulated to believe they were good at Meaning In-
sight and, therefore, also likely to be good at Social Prediction) and
the P(S) of those in the direct low condition (.62) (those subjects

'd manipulated to believe they were poor at both abilities) was signifi-

cant at the .0l level using a Mann-Whitney U Test. There was no dif-

ference in the P(S) for the two inverse conditions (.66). Freese (1976)
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"suggests that Inverse subjects may have attributionally combined their

& inconsistent expectations with the effect that they cancelled each

other out" (p. 198). Nevertheless, given the previously described
scope conditions, Freese demonstrated that if a person believes s/he is
better than her/his partner at performing two specific tasks requiring
% related ability, then that person will come to believe that s/he can
perform better than her/his partner at some other task as long as the
5 new task ability is not specifically dissociated from the known abil-
ities. A study (to be described shortly) conducted by Freese and Cohen |
(1973) also supports the finding that the burden of proof assumption é '
holds for specific characteristics, and a study conducted by Kervin
(1975) provides evidence which suggests that the assumption will hold
3 for even a single nonrelevant specific status characteristic.
| Berger et al. (1977) cite an unpublished doctoral dissertation by
| Kervin (1972) which provided some valuable information about the multi-
| characteristic status situation and also demonstrated that a single
specific status characteristic which is made relevant to the task will
have behavioral consequences. Kervin conducted an experiment with four
conditions as follows: direct HL, in which the subject was led to be-
lieve that he (male high school students were used as subjects) was

9 good at the instrumental task (Contrast Sensitivity) relative to his

] partner; HH-LL, in which the subject was led to believe that he was
high in ability relative to his partner on two specific status charac-

& teristics which were made relevant to the task; relevant HL, in which
the subject was led to believe that he was high in ability relative to

|
F ! his partner on a single specific status characteristic which was made

relevant to the task; and HL-LH, in which the subject was led to believe
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that he was high on one task-relevant specific status characteristic

and low on the other relative to his partner.

The resulting P(S) for the conditions were as follows: direct HL,
.77; HE-LL, .73; relevant HL, .65; HL-LH, .58 (Berger et al., 1977,
P. TT). The study is presented here because it demonstrates that even
& single specific status characteristic that is made relevant to the
task will have a differentiating effect with behavioral consequences.
However, the study also demonstrated that the more direct the linkage
connecting an actor to the task, the greater the inequality the charac-
teristic produces (direct HL compared to relevant HL). Also, given
linkages of the same strength, the greater the number of consistently
allocated characteristics, the greater is the inequality produced
(HH-LL compared to relevant HL). Finally, equal strength linkages with
consistently allocated characteristics produce greater inequality than
linkages with inconsistently allocated characteristics (HH-LL compared
to HL-LH). These findings provided important support for the third
elaboration of Status Characteristics Theory, to be described shortly.

Another issue which must be considered concerns the problem of
equating information. The question is whether or not equating informa-~
tion has any implications for the formation of performance expectations
in a multicharacteristic status situation. For example, if interactants
learn that they are squally competent with respect to two specific
status characteristics and differentiated with respect to a third spe-
cific characteristic, will the performance expectations that form in
such a situation differ from expectations which would form in a situa-

tion without the equating information? Kervin (1975) experimentally

studied such a situation and concluded "that equating information is
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used in the formation of performance expectations only when it is spe-
cifically relevant to the task characteristic" (p. 1k).

As soon as the scope conditions are extended to allow multicharac-
teristic status situations, an important issue becomes immediately ap-
parent. What happens when an individual possesses more than one status
characteristic and the states of these characteristics are not consis-
tent? In other words, the states of the characteristics do not all
have the same evaluation; some are high and some are low relative to
other interactants in a situation. How will an individual form perfor-~
mance expectations in such a situation? Berger and Fisek (1970) sug-
gest that there are two possible ways of cognitively defining such a
situation. A person may use a "balancing" mechanism whereby the situa-
tion is cognitively altered so that the information appears consistent;
in other words, "the aétor will form expectations that correspond to a
perceived distribution of states that is consistent or univalent for s
each individual" (Berger & Fisek, 1970, p. 292). Alternatively, a per-
son may use a "combining" mechanism whereby the available information
is not cognitively altered or discarded, but, rather, the information
concerning the inconsistent states of the status characteristics is
somehow combined to form a resultant expectation state. As Berger and
Fisek (1970) argue, "the actor essentially operates as an information
processing system, taking into account all information available to him
as regards the relevant status characteristics and the task in the
situation" (p. 292).

Berger and Fisek (1970) conducted an experiment using the basic

expectation-states research setting to try to discriminate between the

two alternative cognitive defining mechanisms. Subjects were first
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given two written tests to manipulate their Meaning Insight Ability and
Relational Insight Ability. The subjects were placed in three differ-
ent conditions: HH-LL (subject high on both abilities and partner low
on both), HL-LH, and LL-HH. The subjects were led to believe that the
two manipulated abilities are highly correlated with each other and
with the experimental task, Contrast Sensitivity. Both the combining
and the balancing arguments predict that the P(S) will be highest for
the HH-LL condition and lowest for the LL-HH condition; however, the
two mechanisms suggest different results for the inconsistent condition,
HL-LH. If a subject utilizes a balancing mechanism, the inconsistent
information in the HL-LE condition will be cognitively altered such
that a person either sees her/himself as high and her/his partner as
low, or vice versa. However, if the subject uses a combining mechanism,
the P(S) for the HL-LH condition should be about midway between the
P(S) for the HH-LL and the LL-HH conditionms.

The results revealed a highly significant difference (well beyond
the .001 level of significance) between the HH-LL and the LL-HH condi-
tions and a P(S) for the HL-LH condition in between the other two con-
sistent conditions. Nevertheless, it was clearly possible that approx-
imately half of éha subjects balanced in the high-self, low-other direc-
tion and the other half in the low-self, high-other direction, resulting
in a mean P(S) similar to that calculated in this experiment and pre-
dicted by a combining mechanism. Berger and Fisek, therefore, reasoned
that if a balancing mechanism were used the frequency distribution of
the number of stay-responses per subject in the HL-LH condition would
be bimodal; however, if a combining mechanism were used, the distribu-

tion wou