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Abstract

-

L
-

Two studies examined the hypothesis that negative evaluatorsywill be
percéived as more intelligent than positive evaludtors. Two fypés of stimuli

were used: exce;ﬁts from actual- negative and pgsétive'book reviews, and versjons

of those excerpfs.that were edited so that the valence of the reviews varied

but the content did not. The results‘%trongly supported the hypothesis., Nega--

. - e, . . .
tive reviewers weTe ceived as more intelligent, competent, and expert than

-

positive reviewers,'even when the content of the positive review was independ-
ently judged as being of higher quality and greater forcefulness. At the: same

time, in accord with previous research, negative reviewers were perceived as
L

significantly less likeable than positive réviewdrs. The results on intelli-

-

gence ratings are seen as bolstering the self-presentational explanation of the

! L . cgsos 4 . ‘s
tendejpcy shown by intellectually insecure individuals to be negatively critical.

~
o>

The bresent methodology is eontrasted to that of previous research which ob-
L4 +

- - -

tained apparently contradictory results. The phenomenon demonstrated here is

X

.
v “ 14
‘

e “«
explained in terms'of implicational schemata.’ .
. - ,l’ \
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‘ Perceptions of Negative Evaluators

L A

' . Only pessimism sounds profound. ' ~

Optimism sounds superficial.’

.

A . (Blotnick, 1979, p. 229)

2

° .

" The observation, that '"only pessimf;m sounds profound" has bée% proposed. as* <

an-éxplanation for the current popularity of,negafive prognostications on
4 ALY
. society's future (Blotnick, 1979): prophets of doom and gloom appear wise and

insightful, Whige optimists are perceived as foolhéar;y and ignorant. If thesé .
intuitive observations are valid, thé; might actually identify only one form of
Y a more general Ehénoﬁénon; it'might indeed be that négative statements are, in
. general, seen as intelligent while positive statements aré seen as having a '
) naive "Pollyannaﬁ qualityz Given the Qell-doéuﬁented primacy of evaluation in
human responses to a wide vériety of stimuli (#rijda; 1969; Osgood, Suci, & .
Tannenbaum, 1957; Warr &\knapper, 1968; Zajong¢, 1980), the imqut of positive

. .
and negative evaluations on observers becomes an imﬂortant issue,

3

Recent reseafch (Amabiie § Glazebrook, in pregéj'hés demonstrated a bias

~

| toward negativity in some interpersonél evaliiations. ., When asked td evaluate
< . ! w

other individuals or their work, subjects who bé@ieved‘their'audiehce to be of

. _ o .o, s o
N higher intellectual status than themselves or who believed their intellectual |
\ ! : . : ) ) :
position to be insecure exhibited a negativity bias. Compared qQ‘subjects who

were secure or who had an equal-status audience, they were consistently more ”

negativé in their evaluations of stimulus persons' intellectual qualities..
B . " - ‘

A self-presentation mechanism was proposed as an eXplanation for this- neg-

- . hd Le - o
ativity bias. Indiviégéls who have low status relative to the -audience for

"
Ed

. thé?f evaluation or who occupy unstable positions:within a group may be

¥ R .

Q // "'A - ' ‘ ’ C . Lo ‘
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intellectually insecure. They may, in short, be concerned about the way in
i . , < , ’
W  which their intellectual abilities are perceived. Thus, in an effort to pre-
{
serve their self-esteem and their esteem in ‘the eyes of observers, they may be- »

. . .,. .4 \\ > 1
come negatively critical of the intelligence or the intellectual work of others.
~ 4 A
~ This self-presentation explanation relies on the assumption that negative

.

k4
cirticism is iﬁ&eed perceived as more’jntelligent, incisiye, and insightful than
praise (or at least that people, as actors, believe that it is). There is, how-

- evér, virtually no evidence on this issue. Aronson and Worchel (19663 found

S

-  that people view negative evaluators more negatively than positive evaluators,
when they themselves are the subject of those evaluations. But reciprocity is -

X
not an issue in the phenomenon proposed here; it is suggested that, whem a third

v party is evaluated, an observer will view a negative evaluator as more intelli- . .

e

gent than a positive evaluator. o - wo .
-~ [ %

In his classic experiments on person pérception,'Asch (1946) did obyain
some indirect evi@e;ée suggesting that neg&tiVe evaluators might be seen as
more intelligent. Pgesented with lists of trait descriptors, subjects rated
an "intelligent" and "poYite' person as 'wise" ohly‘SO% of the time, but rated

¥
an Mintelligent” and "blunt" person as "wise" 50% of ‘the time. . ;7
7 . , : ’
A more recent series of experiments, on the other hand, provides eviﬁépce
) ‘. . : .
that seems contradictory to the hypotheses presented here (Folkes § Sears, 1977). )

)

In those experiments, although the major focus was liggng for negative and posi-

tive evaluators, subjects were asked to make ratings of both the likeability \
L}

. . "

and the intelligence of several stimulus persons who gave a series of "like-

d1511ke" Judgments about a number of stimulus obJects. It was found that when

<

the st1mu1us objects were p011t1c1ans, stimulus persons giving m1xed p051t1ve . .
. v -

» and negative evaluations were perceived as more knowledgeable than those giving

1 8 ‘ A
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more uniformly negat1ve,or pos1t1ve evaluations. However, when the objects
. 1 4

. .
were cafeteria workers,\mOV1es c1t1es and college courses, stimulus persons \

giving the most positive'evaluations_were regarded as most knowledgeable.
Before.concluding that ﬂeg%tive;evaluations'cannot be perceived as more

3 . .

1nte111gent than positive evaIuat1ons, however,” it would seem wise to examine °

1mpress1ons based on evaluatlons that dre somewhat more substanthe thtan 51mp1e ,

1ike-dislike judgments; Impressions of more bubstantive evaluations might be .

*

)

tather different from impressions of simple preference statements; moreover,
-t ————

evaluations of single stimulds'objects might have a somewhat different impact

from evaluatlons of a series of obJects. Certainly, in evéryday discourse, it

is probably more comTon for 3n 1nd1V1d6a1 to give a somewhat deta11ed eva1uat1on

of a given obﬁect than to hake a ser1es of unelaborated like-dislike statements
~ ! . .
about a'1arge humber of objects. 4

‘The studies reported here représent a‘preliminary program des1gned to inves-

tigate the 1mpact of re1at1ve1y substant1ve evaluations of a single obJect (a

book) on observers' Judgments of the evaluators' 1nte111gence and 11keab111ty .-

As a derivative of the’self-presentatlon explanatlon of the negativity bias, .,
- o . T (
it was hypothesized that a;though_negative evaluators might be seen- as less like-
. . 13

able than positive evaluators, they shauld at the same time be seen as more in-

.

te11igent;°‘

s

STUDY 1 ° ’ b

-

In an effort to present subjects with negative and positive evaluations

that were similar to those they might encounter in everyday life, excerpts were

taken- from two br1ef book rev1ews in the Sunday New York T1mes. In a w1th1n- =

subjects de51gn, each subJect read both Teviews and then rated each- reviewer on

<

. . 1 ’ .
a number of -dimensions. ) K
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" Method
—_— »
B [N
Subjects .
. . The subjects, 28 male and, 27 female undergraduates, we yroached on the .
campus of Brandeis University and éskkd to volﬁntepr a few minuigs of their time
. } .
to complete a ggestiohnaire for a pfychology experiment. Virtually no potential
‘ . |, oo ’ v
subjects- refused this‘reques%. o7 .
Materials

. ~ S
v

‘Two reviews of hovels from the |
o . ‘

Sunday Times book review section were chosen.
‘ —_— . .
Both had been written by the same'T'Viewgr and both appeared in the same issue

of the Times; thus, it! seemed reasonable to ass

ume that%yriting style and quality

| S N P T

of writing were approximately equivalent in the two Teviews. 'One of the reviews

0 av -
was, extremely positive and one was

. S -7

xtremely Aegafive. The,first paragraph of
each ireview was edited so that the #wo. were the same length, and a fictitious v
title and author wefé,subStith;ed [ éhat it @ould appear that the two reviews
hah been writ£é * ' \

n about the same book by two different reviewers:
%

~
N

-

L.
For a novel with its sights steadfastly set so

#,
low, "A Longer Dawn'' by AlvinQHér;er is one of the
\' mdre inexplicable-novels I haye come acrobs in, a

o yd

long time; The characters are bizarre yitho&t being : .

. interesting. * The;; story is to}d,with;ut reason, .
‘ . " without logi;, without regard to time éequence or , )
| " syntax. " The book gpp;ars fé have:been tyﬁ:d.at -

4.
random. — . -

«
- - - -

’
.

In 128 swift, brutal pages, Alvin Harter, with J
A} . ’ . < M - ‘
o ) . his‘first work of fiction, establishes himself as a

N

.

.
“ 7 -
. , ,
.
. . . . .
.
B z ; P N : ~
_ - ,
‘- A i R . . - . .
. .
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significant- young American auther. "A Longer
S 4
< Dawn" i$ a novella -- a prose poem, if you w111 -- .

. e
of tremendous impact. It deals with elemental

' '
stuff: life, love, and death, and does so with a v . )

.

savage intensity that crackles with excitement and
3 : '

.2 superior writing on every page.
A t@o-page questionnaire was prepared for each subject. - The first page

. . - b .~ .
began with a paragraph describing the study as one on 1mpr§ss;ou formation.. It
stated that the two passages #pearing on that page, were excerptssgf reviews .

- . '

that had been written by two seuior editors at a book publishing comipany who

J . - .
were reviewing the same new novel. The instructions went on to state that on

the basis of thls limited 1nformat10n the subject was to form an 1mpre551on of
£ .
the two reviewers., Measures of these impressions would be obtained on the rét—

ing sFales appearing on the second page. The two reviewers were identified only

as "R" and "S".2 ' ¢ . ST

Procedure ’ .

Only solitary students who eppeared to be unhurried were approached and

-

asked to participate (e.g., people sitting alone in the sttdent union, peopfe

outdoors reading). Subjects were asked not to turn to the rating page.until,

they had finished carefully reading both reviews. , The rating page asked_suﬁjects

~

to use continuous scales to rate the reviewers on each of éight different dim-

a . d -

ensions: literary expertisé, intelligemce, competence as an editor, kindness,
¢ ! .
career success, se1f-conf1dence fazrness, and 11keab111ty Pinally, subjects

were asked whether _they thought they . would want tb read the book which review y
they guessed was more.accu;ate, and which of the two reviewers they would guess

was coming up for review ky his superiors.

~
»
I
.
~
.
~pe
§
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Results and Discussion

°

This study provided clear support far the hypothesis that negative re- )
viewers woul& be perceived as brighter but less kind than positive reviewers.

In a 2 x 2 analysis of variance with sex of subject as a betwebn-subjects factor

and valence of the review as a within-subjects factor, therfe was a main effect
) L . A . _
K of valghce on five of the eight variables: intelligence, E-(1,53) = 4.89, p < .05;
competence, F €1,53) = 4.72, P <:.05; kindness; F (1,53) = 49.03, p < .001; fair-

ness: F (1,53) = 20.16, p < ,001; and likeability, E_(I,S{{\isjs.48, p < -001.

T

(See Table 1.) .

_______________ b S

i, . :_
7 o :\ . Insert Table 1 about here

. B el L - - . -

! ‘s . . < s . . .
. In addition, there. was a trend for subjects to view the negative review as
. < . - . -

the more” accurate of the two,C‘.Z (1) = 3.25, p <.07. There were no main effects:
. . ~ . '

of subject sex on any of the ﬁ@miables, and no valence’'x sex interagtion%. -

T

Despite.the differences on ratings of intelligenee, compétence, kindnéss, ,

H RN

fairness,'and likeability, subjects did not rate the negative and positive re-
. viewers differently on career- success and self-confidence, nor did they guess

that the negative reviewer was any more likely to be coming up for feview him-

- -self. This suggests that if,.as demonstrated by Amabile and Glazebrook (in
press), insecure individuals are biased toward negativity in their evaluations, .
observers may be unaware of this bias, '

. Altﬁough Study 1 did appear to confirm the hypothesis quite strongly, there

~

MR - o/ . - . .
were several features of the methodology rendering this conclusion tentative.

. . A . .
The most important of these was the attempt to use '"real-world" stimuli. Des-

L3

pite efforts to control for style and qua}ity'of writing by choosing reviews

.~ .
c ) -
7/ . LY
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a

, . . ’ v

written by the same critic in the 'same week, it is possible that the quality of

N

writing was Higher in the negative review. Moreover, the forcefulness of the

K]

argument, tha'strength with which the reviewer's position was expressed, might

-«
.

. - P 0
have been higher in the negative review. These factors could have accounted.

. ~ : ) . o
for the more positive ratings of intelligence that were given to the negative
" .I ) ~ 2 ’ .
Teviewer. : :

! ' ) .
In an effort to investigate these possibilities, a post-test was conducted

.. ~. \(- ¢ ‘- . . . . "
in which 20 subjects were asked to rate one of the reviews on six continuous

- .

scales: overali quality of writing in the review, grammar and punctuation, or- -
ganization of thoughts, forcefulness of the writing, strength of the reviewer's
attitude toward the book, and, fifally, the reviewer's attitude toward the book

(from extremely negative to extremely poaitive). -

Subjegzé” ratings of the two revigws revealed that the quality of writing
) . ~ ‘\ 1 . ) . ¢
whs not perceived as equivalent but, surpéisingly, it was the positive review |

-

that was rated moxe positively. The pos{tive review received higher ratings on

. « ‘- .
overall quality, t (18) = 4.61, p <'.001; grammar ‘and punctuation, t .(18) = 2.46,

' * . \\
P < .024; organization, t (18) = 5.76, p. <>-001; and forcefulness, t (18) = 3.38,

. R . C '
p <.003. In addition, the positive review was rated higher in strength of the

-

reviewer's attitude, although'this difference was not statistically significant,

«

' * .
t (18) = 1.58, p <.13L. o ' '

This nonequivalence of the two reviews was faa;her reVealed in the inter-

correlat1ons of the rated var1ab1es. Each of the rating dimensions was posi- .

' tlvely and 51gn1f1cant1y correlated with rat1ngs of the reviewer's attltude
7

toward the book; the more positive the reviewer's att1tude, the hlgher the

quality ascribed to the review. These correlations for the five var1ab1es ranged

from .40 to .79. .
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As expected, the two reviews were rated significantly differently in.val-

ence, t (18) = 32.95, p < .001. In fact, the distributions of valence ratings
on ‘the positive review (M = 38.36 on a 40-point scale) and the negative review

M =.2. 33) were completely nonoverlapp1ng : .
The unexpected finding that the perce1ved quality of the pos1t1ve review
was higher than that of”thenegatlve rev1ew adds Strength to the tentative con-

clgsiOn drawn earlier. It appears that even when a p051t1ve eva1uat1on is "ob—

o
.

jectively'" more articulate than a negative one, observers m1ght be biased toward
L] ] .

seeing the_neéative evaluator as more intelligent @nd competent than the posi-

3

tive reviewer, Still, the results of‘Study 1 must be interpreted with caution.

Since the positive review was rated more favorably in this post-test, it may be
that the higher'quality of the review accounted for the highef’ratings of like-
ability awarded to the positfve reviewer; thus: we do not have clear evidence

~ N )

from Study 1 of a general bias toward seeing positive evaluators as more like-

° r
able. In addition, it is possible that there weré other differences between

-

_thg two reviews that were not tapped by the dependent measures in the- post-test,

d1fferences that m1ght have been respon51b1e for. the hlgher 1nte1figence ratings

g1ven to ‘the negative reV1ewer. . ’ : s

v

“

Y

In an effort to provide a more methodologically pure test of the hypoth- \\\\\‘

. N

esis, Study 2 tested and used a set of "san1t1zed" book reviews, in wh1ch qé%l-

» A

ity of writdng'was almost completely controlled. In additipn,\it,included an

investigation of p0551b1e oxder- of-presentatlon effects.”’ - .

.. . /. '
' STUDY 2 . N —~
’ ‘ * Method o
- y ~ /
Mater1als ! N . oo ) ‘ ) 7

’ I's

In an eﬁfort to produce negative and posrt1ve reziews,that wére as nearly

. '
[ . x~
.

-

S
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equivalent as possible, the negative review used in Study 1 was-edited so that

N e
. ~
A N N

each rlegative word or phrase could be replaced by an antonym or negation, re-

e

)

sulting in a posiﬁive version of the originally negative review: Likewise, . the

positive'review was edited so that each ﬁositiv&awbrd or phrase could_be replaced
el & ‘ -~ - h ?

.by an antonym or negation, resulting in a negatlve version of the or1g1na11y

T 3§Z;t1ve review. /This procedure resulted in two different sets of negatlve and

x

. . 3 k
positive reviews, with the two reviews of a given set matched almost exagtly

‘ . -
.

Form A . . .

For a novelwith its sights st7adfast1y,set é:

" so (low/high), "A Longer Dawn" by Alvin Harter is

one of the more (unsuccess$ful/successful) ndVels‘

« ' ‘: I hdave come across in a long time. The characpers
- . are (neither/both) interesting.(nor/and) engaging. >

Their story is told (without/with) reason, (W1thout/
e «with) log1c with (flttle/much) regard to tume ) A\
N sequence (or/and) syntax. The book appears to,hqve -~

bepn;wr{tteﬁ with (little/much) craft (or/and) care.

) ~ ) : SN * Form B .

- . a. - .

. 1n 128 (uninspired/dnspired) pages, Alvin Harter, .
. ‘ {
;o . with his- flrst work of f1ct10n, shows himself to be '

.

» { v -
. an extremely (1ncapab1e/capab1e) young Amerlcan .

LN .

S - author. "A Longer Dawn" is a novella -- a prose poe,
"o if yoﬁ w1 -- of (negligible/tremendous) émpact. It
. dedls with elemental things: life, love and death,

(but/and&oes' S0 wit}'l\such' (littie/great) intensity

that 1t achleves néw (deptthhelghts) of (1nfer10r/

.
Rl . -
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" .. .
*upenior)\ writing on‘every page. . ' - .
Thus,_it was expected that the two/reviews of a giveneset would be -perceived
. . ) - ~ J , L - .
o . as being opposite in valence but equal in intensity and writing quality.
.- . N . - . - . . d‘

Pretest of the Reviews : . .

- . ’ -
1 .

In order to ascertain that the negative and pOSitive Teviews were essenr

v

& !
. tially equivalent, 43 undergraduates at Brandeis University were ‘asked to rdte

N

one of the four reviews on .the same‘FimenSions that had been used in the post- .
. Kl .

>

test for Study.l: reviewer's attitude toward the book, overall quality ‘of writ- .

ing in the review, grammar and punctuation, organization of thoughts, forceful-

- ' .
. ness, of writing, and strength of the reviewer's attitude. The subJects were/ . ‘

- 9

. distributed across conditions as follows: 11 to Form Acpositive, 12 tor?&%m A

negative, 10 to Form B posjtive, and 10 to Form' B negative. - N . .

These ratings were analyzed by a 2 x 2 analysis of varian@e (Form A or

)

Form B x positive or negative) " As expected, there Were no significant main

effects of review form or valence op any ‘of the quality or strength\variables,
and no significant interactions. Indeed, the only statistically significant
effect in all the analyses of variance was a Significant main effect of valence

! . o . .

~ on percbptions of the reviewer's attitude toward the book F (1 37) 1367.28,

-

+  p<.001. As in Study 2, it" was found that the distributions of ratings of the

positive reviews,(For? A, M= 36.18; Form B, M = 38.00) and the distributions

fl

« of ratings for the negative reviews (Form A, M = 1.58; Form B, M= 1.00) were

\

completely nonoverlapping. Further evidence that, the positive and negative're-‘

-

views were not differentiated in any of the quality ratings is provided by cor-’
relations between the rated variables: there were no Significant correlations L

between reviewer's attitude and any of the “dther dependent measures.

Thus, fhe reviews formed by the editing process are not'subject to any of the .

y - l ( " I
"ERIC - . 13 sl
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\

methgdologidal difficulties present in Study 1. The revgeﬁs are'perceiﬁed as

?

equally forceful and equally well-written. Moreover, as required for a test

. I \«\.
of the hypotheng the positive and negative reviews arg perce1ved as beJ{ng

< 5o -
equelly extreme evaluations. F1na11y, the editing procedure prov1ded two essen-

t1a11y equ1va1ént sets of negat1ve and pos1t1ve §$v1ews, thus prov1d1ng two in-

dépendent replications of the hypothe51zed phenomenon : g . !
‘Y .
SubJects e . .

M Y

SubJects were 100 male and female ébllege undergraduates who were approached

-
-

on the campus “of Brandeis University and asked to participate in a study of im-

pression formation. None of td%se subjects had participated in Study 1 or_ in
Ty " ~ . . > £
the pretest for Study 2.3 <

.
v o

Procedure .’ . o , ..

"As in Study 1, only solltaﬁy ‘students were . asked to part1c1pate and sub-

jects were presented with a two-page questlonnalre. The f1rst page conta1ned

h‘Q

the same 1nstructrons as, tﬁose that had been used in Study 1, along with one-

* -

negative- and one ‘positive review drawn from the sets constructed by the ed1t1ng

process descr1bed ear11er. Subjects read either Combination 1 (Form A positive,

i
Form B negatlve) ‘or Comblnatron 2 (Form A negatlve Form B p051t1ve), and they

°

read eltq?r the p051t1ve or the negative review f1rst. An equal number of sub-

jects was randomly assigned tp each of the four conditions.
.8 ?t .
. The subJects were told that after carefully reading the- ‘Teviews on page 1

T .

Y
they were to turn to page 2 and us1ng only this lim1ted sample ‘of wr1t1ng, try

.

to make accurate assessments of the reviewers. As in Study‘l, subJects were

asked totbomplete continuous rating scales for each reviewer on literary expes-

»
»

tise, intelligence, competence as an editor, kindness,'féirness, and likeability:
! . L . . N

" In addition, subjects made ratings of the reviewers' writing ability and open-

[ B
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mindedness. '

. Results and Discussion )

-

Each subject-rated variable was analyzed by a 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of vari-

-

KN

ancé (Combination 1 or 2 x Otder of-presentation x Valence, with the latter

[ 3

On seéven of the eight trait ratings, there-

. 'bemg a w1th1n-sub3ects var1ab1e)
was a 51gn1f1cant ma1n effect of valence of the review: 11terary expertise, F

J (1,96) 20 76 ] ( 001, 1nte111gence F (1 96) -»-20 7, p < .001, competence :

as an ed1tor, _Pi.(l,96)

S. 20 p < .025, kindness, F (1, 96)

fairness, F (1,95) =

43,60, p < -001;

likeab‘ility,\ F (1,96)

anid open-mindedngss, F (1,96) =

33.86, p € .001. Means for

H]

320.99, p < .001;"

64.44, p < .001;
L I

edch of these vari-

to. Wy >4
ables are presented in Table 2.

It is evident from inspection of these means

. that, as in Study 1, the negative reviewer -was seen as more intelligent and

-------------------------
- ‘ .

competent with h1gh\er 11terary expertise than the p051t1ve rev1ewer He was,

.-however, also seen as S1gn1f1cant1y less -fair, likeable, open-mmded and k1nd

There were some effects of order of presentation on the trait rat1ngs In .

general, both reviewers were rated as more benevolent when the positive review

' was seen first. This primacy effect was”exhibited in a main effect of order on

ratings of kindnessR F (1,96) = 25.37, p < .001; fairness, F (1,96) = 12.87, p

<.001; and likeability, F (1,96) = 4.40, p'< 039. There were also main effects
of order on ratings of open~-mindedness, F (1,96) = 9.50, p < .003 and gompetence,

F (i,§6) = 3.94, p <..05, such that the reviewers were rated as more open-minded

~

and competent when the positive review was seen first. However, in both cases,-

.
v
.

" this effect is qualified by a si_gnificant;ienteraction between valence and order .

‘ B
. [ «
Y = . Rd -
‘.

AR
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v

(open-mindedness, F (1, 96) 4.44, p‘< .038; competence, F (1, 96)-= 9.09, p

<< 003), in fact, only the negat1ve reviewer is rated as more open-minded and

competent when the positive review is seen first than when the negative review

. .

is seen first, . .
>

[N

In additlon, both reviewers were rated as more open-minded when Combination / -

Q

1 was used (Form A pos;tive, Form B negative) than when Comb1nat10n 2 was used
1

(Form A negative, Form B positive) F (1,96) = 13.67, p_<;.001. Furthermore, ¥4
the superlority enjoyed by the negative reviewer over the positive reviewer on

rat1ngs of 11terary expert;se and writing ability was in fact only obtained under

Cotbination 1; there was a significant valeace by combination interaction on ,
literary expertise; F_(1,96) = 10,3&, p < .002, and on writing ability, F (1,96)

'= 6.08, P < .015. Thus, despite,the equivalence of the four reviews demonsfrated

in the pretest,'it appears that the negative version of Form B may seem more

+ < L

* #literary" when 1t is contragted to the 051t1ve version of Form A. There were
%ﬁ P

" no other significant main effects or interactions on any of the rated var1ab1es..
N 4
It can be argued that the order effects and second-order interactions just

descr1bed do not seriously qualify the maJor finding T e main effects of
valenée were strong on seven of the eight varialles (excluding only writing

ability), and in only one case is this ma1n effect qualified by an 1nteract10n

.
(the valence x combinatlon interaction on 11terary expertise) For all other

_variables, the results are clear and strong: the negative reviewer is rated as
L)

more intelligent and competent than the positive reviewer, but less fair, like-
- 5 Q ¢

'abie, open-minded, - and kind. Finally, it is particularly important that on the

main variable of 1nterest for the present hypothe51s, 1nte111gence, there were '

. ‘ ‘

no significant effects other thaq-the main éffect of valence.

7 -~
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- General Discussion
~ .®Takén together, these studies provide strong evidence that, with at least

4
some types of evaluations, negative evaluators are perceived as more intelligent

but less kind than positive evaluators. This difference appears to hold when
¢ the content of the evaluations is tightly controlled, so thgt the only differ-.

ence between positive and negative evaluations is their valence. Moreover, as

t s —

+ « demonstrated in Study 1, it even appears to hold when the content of the positive

review is seen as of higher quality and the positive reviewer's position is seen

) )
as being more forcefully stated. There is no evidence of sex differences in
. sﬁ?jects' tendency to display this bias, although there is some evidence that

- both evaluations will be seen as more kind when the positive evaluation is read

s

first.

This research oﬁly parti%lly replicates the findings of the Folkes and

) .
Sears (1977) study that examined the question, 'Does everybody like a liker?".

In that series of experiments, subjects rated stimulus ﬁersons who made like-'

dislike statements about several types of stimulus objects. In one experiment,

for éxample, subjects rated stimulus persons who said, "I like him," or "I dis-

> like him," in response to .the names. of 16'politifPgns. The percentage of like
: and dislike statements was varied to produce extremely,negative stimulus persons,

™ somewhat negative stimulus Persons, somewhat positive stimulus persons, and very
positive stimulus, persons. The sdgjects rated each stimulusﬂperson on likeability
and knowledgeability. ‘In other experiments: instead of evald;ting politiciaﬁs,

' the stimulus peréons evaluated cafeteria workers, movies, cities, and coli;ge

.

.courses, ) ' -
/// . The major finding of the Folkes and Sears éxperiments was replicated here:

likeabilify was higher for positive evaluators than for negative evaluators,
Ao . t

= . v
. -
-t -~ .
o,
—- . A,
L , c o
toast . N . R
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However, in those studies, negative evaluators were not rated as more knowledge-

able than positive evaluators. Instead, in ‘ratings of mdst stimuli, positive

evaluators were seen as most knowledgeable; in ratings of politicians, evaluators

giving mixed positive and negative -judgments were seen as most knowledgeable.

In their discussion of the knowledgeability rdtings, Folkes and Sears spec-

ulate that a person who is generally positive about cities, movies, and so on,
might be perceived as rather worldly and xperienced; someone who likes many

things must be familiar with many things and, therefore, should be viewed as a

knowledgeable person. However, someone who
® .
icians might be perceived as rather naive, since different politi-

is uniformly positive in evaluating

various poli
' cians often hol\ clearly opposite views. Indeed, Folkes and Sears combined .

ratings of how intelligent and how,well-informed \the stimulus persons were to '

obtain the overall knowledgeability'scores. Thus, they suggest that, while
mixed evaluations of politicians seemed most sensible to subjects, uniformly

positive evaluations of noncompeting stimulus objects were taken as a sign of

.
L4 -

’ a broad range of experience.
3 ‘ \

It mlght be more useful, however, to view the subjects' task in these stud- -~

‘ies as one of app1y1ng 1nfere tial rules and cauysal schemata to make attribu- |
>

o *

tions about the evaluator's behavior (cf. Kelley, 196} 1973) V1ewed in this
way, the task that Folkes and Sears presented to thelr‘éubjects becomes an arena
for the app11cation of the covariation principle. The subJects hear a stimulus ' ;
person make several like-dislike Juggments about dlfferent stim 1us objects;

each of these may be considered a separate 1nstance of behav1or. Thus, strong »

T
dispositional attributions would be made about the consistently negative and

’

'con51stent1y positive stlmulus persons. The consistently negative evaluator
I | L t

. would be V1ewed as something of a crank he would be seen as qu1te dlsagreeable

. a PN
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[ o

aﬁd, because there is no substantive information on-which to base a'judément»
of his intelligence, implicit personality theories or halo effects would lead
to negative judgments in that domain, as well. By the same process, the con-

sisfently positive person would be seen as not only likeable but, by a halo
- ‘ ’

effect, rather' intelligent as well. Indeed, the only case in which subjects

+

might feel they had 'sufficient informaéion to make an intelligence judgment in-
dependently of Fheir iiking judgment would betin rating the evaluators of poli-
ticians. As Folkes and Sears suggest, most people probably view éomeone who l
.enthufiastically approves,of all politicians as somewhat naiVe‘-- especially in
a cynical post-Watergate era.

By contrast, the covariation principle would not be used in tha present
stadies, since subjects had. only a single instance of behavior on which to base
thair jadgments -- the review of a single book. Moreover, ig caz be argued that
" there is leas opportunity for.a halo effeé& to occur in the present studies than
in the Folkes and Sears study. Thase subjects had no ‘substantive information
on which to base ratings of intel}igence; in a serise, their only recourse was to
tzf ratlngs o} intelligence to ratings of 11keab111ty\(except,_perhaps, in rating
the evaluators of politicians). By contrast, subjegts in the. prasent studies
ﬂad paragraph-length discoursas in which thé}\gﬁgld, presumably, discover abun-
dant information to'support ;heir ratings of intelligence. Thus, it ;ay bq_thafg
people are prone to seen negativa»criticism as more intelligent, but only if they
can gathér evidence from ihe criticism itself (albﬁit.ig,a»Biased fashion), and i
only if they are not convinced that the negat1ve evaluator cr%t1c1zes everyth1ng

Indeed,  the present studies may be taken as eV1dence for a kind of "reverse

halo effect." As dubbed by Thorndike (1920) and 1nvest1gatad by several research-

ers since then (e.g., Xﬁsbett & Wilson, 1977), the halo efféct is the tendency

2

19
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, to see all positive characteristics as related. If the halo effect were oper-
- & \ )
i ating in the present studies, it might be expected that.either negative or posi-

tive reviewers would b; seen as uniformly kind, open—ﬁindéd, fair, intelligent,

coﬁpetenf, and likeable. Cleariy, though, this was not the case; the intel}ec-
N tual ratings were negétivelz correlated with the "benevoleﬁﬁe" ratings. Review-

‘ers were rated as either kind or infelligent, but not both. Halo effects, then,

may be limited by the quantity of information avai}able and the .type of ;hdgment

-

)

being made.

3

. ’
©n If the present results canngt be explained by application of the covaria-
: N A
N tion principle or the hdlo effect, what can accéunt for the .superiority of

negative evaluétors on inteiligence ratinés and the superiority of positive
evaluators on likeability ratings? 'There are a number of explanations that
might be o'ffered. First, it\might be proposed tﬂat, because negative éescrip-
tors are less'ffequent in written or spoken language, £hey'are thought to vé

.used primarily by well-educated, intelligent, and verbally facile individuals.

4

This possibility was, however, ruled out by the pretesting that was done in
Study 2; the reviews used in Study 2 were seen to be of equallf higﬁ quality. -

A second expl%nation centers on the salience of negative evaluations. °

o

There is ample evidgnce (cf. Matlin § Stang, 1978) that people are biased’ toward
making positi?e evgluations. Thus, an§ negatiyity that :is observed will most

likely be seen as figural against a background of positivity. Im addition,
i ‘ . -
there is evidence that distinctive information may be perceived as more useful

FE R .

(Hamilton & Zanna, 1972; Jones § Davis, 1965). Accordingly, it might seem
reasonable to é;sume that negative evaluations, because théxégge relatively
® rare, will be attended to more closely and regarded as moére useful than positive
.

evaluations. This could, conceivably, result in higher ratings for the negative

»

. ~
f
-

5
[
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evaluations and their source. This eXplanation becomes less forceful, however,

when we attempt to explain the lower Kindness fatingé given to the negative

¢ -

reviewer, 'There is nothing in Epis agcdﬁnt that would specifically predict ,
1] . . .

higherﬁratings only on intellectual traits. . .
There is 'an explanation, though, that can adequately account for the

tendency to rate negative evaluators more highly-on intelligence but less highly
. )

[y

on kindhess than positive evaluators; it _is an explanation based oir the ‘notion
. ~ ’\

&

of implicational schemata (Reeder & Brewer, 1979). This model proposes that
. ’ ¢ s

o

observers make certain systematic assumptions‘about the behaviors implied by a

particular dispositioh (for example, intelligence.8r kindness). These assump-

tions are called implicational schemata. A hierarchigally restrictive schema
M - -, N B

represents d Guttman scaling of behaviors; in order for an individual with a

given disposition to display one behavior, he must piso be capable of perform-

ing beliaviors that are lower in the hierarchy. Assumptions about intellectual

ability would seem to follow a hierarchically restrictive schema. Specifically,

observers might assume that; in order to find fault with an intellectual product
- ’ oL ] ™ . . .
(such as a book), an evaluator must be cgpable of producing better work or, at

*

. ‘v . .
least, must know how such work should be done. Thus, such an evaluator would

o" Al ? . Al
be seen as having a high degree of intelligence. Furthermore, it might be

reasonable to assume that the same sort of schema prlies_to assumptions about

@

kindness as well. If a positive evaluator is kind-in evaluating something that -

is probably not very good (and there is some evidence from Study 1 that subjects
. ’ / ) s

. . h i .4
believed the negative review to be more accurate), that evaluator must be con-

sistently kind. It is this explanation, then, that appears to most adequatelé

v
o

account for the present results. .

-

These studies lend additional credence to the self-presen}ational explanation..

-
”»

- kN
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for the negat1V1ty bias demonstrated in preV1OUS research (Amublle & Glazebroeﬁ~ A
in press). . In that research it was found that sub)ects who. occupied unstable

v rd

positions w1th1n a group or who made their evaluatlons for a re1ative1y high-

i i (:tatus audience tended to be mo;; negat1ve1y critical in the1r evaluat1ons of -
. . others than subjects whose p091t1ons were secure'or who had an equal s_atus -~
)' audience.. It was suggested t;at as a self—presentatlonal stratngi’lnsecure

. ‘o t‘ : -

-t

subjects attempt to demonstrate the1r 1nte1L;gence, and thereby ma1ntain their /™

-«

- self-esteem and their esteem in the eyes of others; by d311ver1ng negative eval-..

uations. Prior to the research reported here, however; thefe was no evidence

<
' ~

that it was indeed reasonable to qsé;negatirity as a self-presentational tactic.

The present results suggest that, ihleed, in at least sope situations, negatively
' . ~ Vo ¢ . W Iy .

fo « —_

critical evaluations will impress obsexrvers as more intelligent. , Interestingly, .

. as demonstrated in Study r\Wthere is no indication that observers ’re at all .
. -
' _ aware of the negativity bias engendered by intellectual insecurity; subjects’
. N . . ] % N i
in that study did not rate the negative reviewer any.lower than the Epsitive .

<

\\reviewer on self-confidence or career.sdcgess. .

It is interesting to speculate béjthe extent to which this phenomenon of '
. - . . ) e
/ attributing higher intelligence to- more mnegative, evaluators is limited to eval -

~

uatlons of intellectual traits and p/Dducts. Previous demonstrat1ons of the

negat1vity bias among 1nte11ectua11y 1nsecure 1nd1V1duals (Amabile §& Glazebrook ,

in press) have shown that the b1as appears in ratings of intellectual qua11t1es

P

,but not in evaluations’ of SOC1a1 qua11t1es -~ even when subjects are exp1101t1y

instructed to*judge stimu]ys~persons' soc1a1 abilities. It is possible, then,

L] > . B .
that Subjects would not see a megative evaluator as more intelligent and com-

.
-

petent if the substance of the evaluation were another pe?son}s social skillst—
. . This prediction would follow, of course, from‘the iﬁﬁlicational schemata model; }
’ ‘ o / . . ‘ . ? * ‘ ) ’

ERIC A -t
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" \. .
~intellectual acuity and*social criticism would not even appear in the Sarie

— " hierarchy.

’\‘> \\:. . 3 ’ “ 3
The tendency to see negative criticism as moxe intelligent than positive
, >

. evaluation may be viewed as another in a rather long list of attributional

errors and biases (éf,'Ross, 1977). GCertainly, there is no logical reason to

. . A s
attribute higher intelligence to negative evaluators; there is nothing inher-

’

o ently mere intelligent in criticism than in praise, particularly in the highly

controlled form in which criticism and praisé appeared in these studies. How--

‘

ever, this attributional bias might provide astute actors with a-psyeho-logical

reason for using negative criticism. Although it appears that actors wishing

.to be liked (and, in some situations, to be thought more knowledgeable) should'

be generous in their praise, agtors wishing to impress observers with their

.intellectual ﬁrowess should devise rather negative critiques of the intellec-
tual work of ‘others. In at léast some situations, the choice for the impres-
sion manager may fall between two distinct impressions: "plodding but kind,"

El

and '"brilliant but cruel.h
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[y -,

Ip within-subjects design p;obidés a‘better test of the hypothesis- for

this paradigm than ‘a between;subjects design:

@

’

It.is~important that subjects

concentrate on characteristlcsaof the reviewers that could account for the .

negatlve or p051t1Ve rev1ews

14

°

A3

v “ -

In a between-subjects des1gn w1th subJects .

.

reading a 51ng1e review of a book they have never heard,of, they might ea511y

attribute'the valence‘of the review solely to characterlstlcs “of the book

itself.

2 .
_For some-subjects,

the negative.review was presented first.

»

”
N

the positive review was presented first.

this counterbalanc1ng was not nearly equal

order of presentat1on as a. factor in ‘the analys1s of this Study

Y

3Although both males.and females participated in this study,

order of presentation was examined in Study 2. .

4

-

~a

4

.
o \/‘
»

For othérs,
However, due to a procedural error, °
making it impassible to include.

However;

it was not ..

p) -

of the sub

poss1b1e to analyze the data for sex differences, since over half

: jects failed to note their gender on the questionnaire. There ;' no ‘reason,

~

however, to expect that sex differences would have emerged, since there were
’ - . . .
no effects of sex in Study 1 (all F's < 1). ’
AR . - N
. "' - R . .
"\J -
_ f J .
¢
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’ 1
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- T.able 1 ‘~ ¢ 1
. Mean Ratings of Positive and Negative Ré%iéwers, L A )
oL A Study 1 o s
Variable - Positive<§§yiewer . Negative Reviewer "
Intelligence, ' 2451, " 27.69 ‘
Competence - 22.85 25.94 . -

' , N . > . .
Kindness - 27.94 . 12.49 ? ‘
Fairness 23.62 . 16.31 '
Likeability 25.18 12.47 °

) \ , .

-

‘. - .\ ] . .. .
more of the attribute. . Means are combined across subject sex, since there .

were no sex differences.

. Note. Ratings were made on 40-point scales, with a higher number iﬁdicatiﬁg .

3

~
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Table 2 ' :

)

Mean Ratings of Pgsitive and Negative Reviewers,

Study 2 . > P

. Positivz Reviewer - Negative Reviewer\
Variable‘ l ‘ " Order 5 ‘%Or{ier‘ 2 Order 1 Ordel; 2| '
Literary Expertise 2Pos 218 , 26,72 27.96
IInt'elligence ’ 23.40 22.90 _ 267,66 '\ 26.66
Competence ’ ' 20,90 20.76_ - 19.98  27.38
Kindness | 29.22  31.92 8.32 13.90
Faitness . ' ¢ . 22,94 25.25 14.52 19.52
Likeability - x 25.88 19.18 . 1280 - 15.94
Open-mindedness IV 24,26 25.22“ T 13.16 20.02

°

»

) { . » 'y _ .
Note. Ratings were made on 40-pgint scales. In Order 1, the riegative review
was seen first. In Order 2, the positive review was seen first. Ratings
presented here were averaged across Combination 1 (Form A positive, Form, B

Al ,
negative) and Combination 2 (Form-A negative, Form B positive).




