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Thxs study mvestxgated the role of mxndlessness—mxndfulness in the coptrol relanu1sh-. .

' ,sgbjects completed thexr e aluatxons knowing that a. control decision -w’ould follow.
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ment declsxons qf T~ype As and Bs. Pairs of sub]ects worked mdepend ntly on an 1n1txal

*,

25 trlal task and received feedback 1nd1cat1ng that ﬂ’/ll‘ partner had perforn;l,ed ata

comparable or superxof' level. On a second task sub]ects\s:orﬁbxned-thexr efforts, but only C
of . .

’

oné" ~could-work on ;;ven trxal, necessltatu‘ig a decxsxon concermgg how many trxals each

would attempt to solve. One third of the subjects made thxs decxsxon prior to completmg

s

. an evaluatxon of the initial performances. Another thxrd compl d the evaluatxon fxrst

A

. |

' 'w1thout knowxng they wo@ subsequently make a control declsxon. The fxnal thxrd of the .

Results mdxcated that wHEn the evaluatxons were cornpleted last, or, when the evalua- -

’
txonsrwere completed fxrst but thhout knowledge of the. 1mpendxng decxsxon, Type As -

S

- relatwe to Type Bs failed to re}lanuxsh control toa superxor partner. When the evalua-

: tlons were completed with. knowledge of an 1mpend1ng control decxsxon, Type As and Bs
'dld not differ in thelr« decrsnons. *l'hesé results suggest that, under approprlate condxtxons,

' Type As engage in an sﬁtomatlc or mxndless decxsnon strategy thh potentxally maladap- -

a
a

tive consequences.
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' e o ‘ Ref(nquhment of Control and the Type A Behavxor Pattern
Cos 5 S 3x l( “ , -~ Causal Role of Performance Evaluatlon

| , Previous 1nvestxgatlons mdlcate that Type As (characterlzed by a hard-drxvmg,

b ".‘ N

d =
.behavxoral orlent—itlon) 1 For exam le, Type/ As have been ~found to exhlblt learned“help-

» lessness more regdlly than J' ype Bs i in respo'nse to-sallent and extensu\fye uncontrollable

' stxmuh (e. - Brunsoﬂ &: Matthews, 1 -l" l(rantz, Glass, &: Snyder, l974; Glass, l977'
Matthews, 1979) Furthermore, Type S respond mpre réactxvely than Type Bs to a

£ . .
threat-to arr fmportant freedom (e. 8e». Carver, l980 Rhodewalt & Comer, 19823 Rhodewalt

¢

9

& Davison, l983) Extendmg thxs rese rch, Strube and’ Werner (1983) mvestlgated dif-"

)
ferences between Type As and Bs in their wxlllngness to relinquish task control to another

person. Thexr regults mdxcated that Ty\)e As were more- reluctant than Type Bs to relm-
' qulsh control, an(l, that this reluctance persxsted even in the face of evxdence indicating

-

the clear pgrfornlance superlorlty of the other person (see also Mlller, Lack, & Asroff,.

_ 1983) In addition, Type As made attrlbutlons about the other person's performance that K

l

mdlcated a lowet belief in the llkellhOOd\Of future replication, makmg lower rellnqulsh-
) - ﬂ" N
‘ ment appear sgnqlble. As Strube ‘and Werner point out, these résults have lmportan‘bn
| / B
lmplxcatxons for work settlngs where lowg delegatlon has been found to result in poor

.
‘““.))/ produCtlvxty and ]ob stress (Beach, l975, Cooper & Marshall, 1977 Dowlmg'& Sayles, 1978;
\;, Pflffner, l958) 1 he purpose of the present study was 1o clarlf;_the role of mformatlon
“ processlng i the control relmqulshment decxslons of Type- As and Bs. A
u"’. O ) o ‘l'he sequence of events in the Strubel .and Werner study does ‘not allow ldentlflca-
;\ tlon ‘of the causal role of performance eyaluatxon in the rellhqulshment of control. In ‘
e that study, palrs of subjects performed an lnxtxal task mdependently, recexved feedback
K , ‘about thelr own and their partner's performance, and then were asked to decide how ot

LN
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many trials of a subsequent cooperative task they W1shed to give to their partner (only

*

_one person ould work@n any one trial of the second task) Only bfter makang these

. & -
decismns did sub;ects provide Performance evaluations for the first task. R

At least two distinct processes are plausible wit respect to'the results obtaine’d

‘ _Relinquishment of Control -

R

by Strube and Werner On the one hand, it's POSSlble that Type As and Bs carefully

TN

con51dered prior performance, mformation, arrived at fun mentally different 1nterpreta-

. tions of that information, and allocated subsequent task control ina manner dollowmg

“ 4
logically from those evaluations. In this case, the postdecision evaluations accurately

14 - + v

reflecNthe predecmon differences in the 1nterpretations of performance by Type As ahd

fs ‘l'hat Type As and Bs can differ in the1r percéption and evaluation of events has been

demonstrated in several studies Strube and Lott (1983) have found that while both Type

-~

As and Bs exhibit an illusmn of control (Langer, 1975) when viewing their own*noncon-
" tingent behavior, only Type Bs do so when .viewing th noncontingent responses of
-another person. Thus ‘l'ype As differ in their evaluat:chkthe same event when their

) 4 7
perspectxve shifts. Studies have also found differences in the attribution styles of Type

As and Bs (Miller et al 1983, Strube, l983), again suggestmg fundamental diffetentes in \

. . AN
mterpretations of performance. - |
’ »

Alternately, Type As may have allocated control in a ;:e‘latively automatic or -
"mindless" fashion keeping more control than Type&s asa function of their greater
LY control needs ¢ When asked to account for their decmons, Type As may have )ustified

their actions through post lhoc 'manipulation of perform#nce evaluations. Past research '

-

" indicates that behavior thdt is well learnqd and often repeated can become scriptlike:
’

(Abelson, 1981) in nature, and given an hppropriate cueing event, can run to completion

—

Sy

with little or no conscious thought (e g., Chanowitz & Langer, 1980; Langer, 1978; Langer,
kY

Blank, & Chanow1tz, 1978). Perhapsiype As have a "control deCision script" which leads

to automat‘tl"?etention of control when such decisions arise. That Type As haVe the

v
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potentxal for such a scrxpt is suggested by research md;catmg that thé« Type A pattern is

"« well develope/d in early childhood (Matthews, l979' Mauhews.& Angulo, l980), proyldu}a

N | o -
for substantlal expenence \K:le-releva?t decxslons over a hfetlme, and the o
\V ' development of rxgld decxsl s whére personal conﬁ‘l is 1mportant In addmon,
. : LNy . ’
! - Type As have ah "T'can do it better" attltude (Dembroskl & Ma ougall, l978) provrdlng L.

| =S q
the basxs for a "keep control" decﬁlon strategy. Type Bs, on the oth&r hand, are leés ’
) likely to develop such a decxsxon rule glven their lesser concern for control.

] v

o F “»' By ! ‘l'he major purpose of the present study was to dlstmgulsh Whlch process (mmdful-

ness-/mmdlessness) underlles the relmquxshment dlfferences exhibited by Type As and
- LN o -l

Bs. Sub;ects were given performance feedback ‘on.an. mmal problem-»solvmg task which~ 7

mdxcated that a partner was either slmllar or superior in task capabxlltles. Subseq}le?tly,

LM

' 8
4 sub]ects were asked to evaluate the performances, and to allocate’ control \ver a replxga-
P N~
i‘ /tlon of the task where the participants' efforts would be combined (cf. Strube & Werner,

/7 v

" 1983). The tlmmg of the request for per formance evaluatxons, and the knowledge of an

4y

.
)

C o L

o lmpendmg control decxslon, were vaned systematlcally Replicatmg the procedure used
o T l‘

. by Strube and Werﬁer, one third of the sub)ects made thelr control decxsxons’ flrst ;\df / b

then were asked to provrde perforr‘nanae evaluatlons (Evalua\lon Last cond‘ltlon) Ano-

/" ; ther thlrd of the sub)ects were asked/t/ provide perfomance evaluations fxrst knowlng I
f 3 /:r, '

~b
"

B Flr‘st/pecmon lgnorant condlfxon) If»/b' rellnqulshment dlfference ’between T)(pe As

\

a;\d Bs reflect a relatlvely automatlc, mlndless processg then dlffe/gnces should qnerge
/

whemsub]ects aré simply asked to make a decislon (Evaluatlon Lélst condlthn), but not ’ ﬁ ke
' O "'/77 E i N D
when ‘they must first carefully consxder and eavaluate prior performa ct

o . - A ' v ! Kl
N (Jtaluatlon First condmons) This follows from the fact that mxndful,conslderatmn of - f’ :
’ A ‘ “‘, N ‘L 5 :

’ ) . . v . , oy A . o

- ,\ ' ? ' ) r /,,’ R \‘F"-’. "x o
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relevant information disrupts the automatncnty of the scripb(Langer & Wemman, l98l) | v L
lf, on the other hand, careful processing (but different mterpretations) precedes. the
decnsions of ’l'ype As and Bs, thén comparable l‘elinquishment differences between ’l'ype
. Asand Bs should be obtained in all conditions. ' |

L . * . P

’l'he‘ decision’lknowledge manipulation was in'cluded to test a more subtle asbec
) s .

o fogﬁ‘qtic, or mmdless behavior. Chanothz and Langer (l98|) have demonstrated t at .

when mformation is processed as 1rrelevant, but that mformatlon becomes releva t later,
its 1mportance Wlll be ignored. lt is as lf people prematurely commlt themselves to an

fralll mitial evaluation of information and are reluctant to devnate from that com mitment

¥ h later. They bf:have automatically, based on their initial- assessment. If Type As allocate .
ey \ s ’

control mindlessly, then- their forced attention to per )rmance lnformation w1thout

N,
knowledge of mggﬁrelevance fora contrfl decision should not be sufficxent to dlsrupt the -
\ subsequent decxsion process. "l'hus a’more compelllng demonstration of automaticity ‘s
, requu'es relinqmshment dlfferences between Type As and Bs in the EValuation Last and

- Evaluation PQQt/Decxsron lgnorant conditions, but not in the Evaluatlon Flrst/Decnslqn

. [
ld' v

Knowledgeab.le condltion. Where Type A/B differences emerged, they were expected to
repllcate the pattern found by Strube and Werner (1983): With ipcreasingly superlor
. perfo;mances on the 1nltlal task by the partner, Type Bs but nat 'l'ype As should relln-

QUlsh larger amounts of control. =~ =~ . e
f . , ) 2
Flnally, this studx«vhad several additional minor purposes. Whereas Strube and
A R

Werner confined their lnvestigation to males, the present study examlned lf rellnqulsh— -
" ment decislons were comparable for males ahd females; Miller, Lack, and Asroﬁ (1983) | $\\- |

- found that In an aVersive sltuation, rellnqulshment differences between Type As and B;

were more prondurzced for males than for females. We sought to repllcate.thls ﬂndlng ln

a nonaversive setting, and to lnvestigate any information processlng concomitants. We .

also exar_nined the medlating\influcnce of mood on relinquishment declslo\sv by cgllecting

’ o .
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a mood measure immediately after mmal tasl< performance. It may be that Type As and
Bs have dxfferent affectxve reactlons to perforrnance feedback and these mfluence

subsequent decisions. Finally, we exammed what role competltxveness plays in the -

.t l

rehnquxshment process. Perhaps Type As mterpret the cooperative task as bemg com- ;

petitive u’ nature and fail- to rellnquxsh control accordingly. Although past research sug-

9

gests that Type As are not more: likely than Type Bs to. m;spercexve the nature of coopx

erative settings (Gotay, 1981), the generahty of thg finding remain$ to be demonstrated.
' : Method - |

e Overview : g : ‘ : . i v' |
a Male and female undergraduate volunteers, partlcxpatmg in same-sex palrs, took

. part In what was described as a problelm-solving experiment. Durmg an inmal phase,

/.

each sublect worked independently on a 25 trial cholce discrxminatlon task, and recelved
8

feedback about thelr own performance (13 correct) and that of thelr partner (either 14, 18,
K or 23 correct,\randomly determined). Subjects were thenvtold they would team up on

angther’ 25 ‘trials of the task where only one p‘e'rson would be able to wor’k on any one

‘

. trial. This rc;qulred a declsslon concernlng whlch sub]ect would work on each of thc next

25 trlals. Each sublect was led to bcllcve that s/he had been choscn to makc that decl-

4

~+ . slon (sub]ccts were in separate rooms). ln addition, all sub]ccts dompletcd pcrformance

, / | attribution and quality ratlngs for their own and thelr partner's pcrformancc on the first’

; task. The timing’ ot this mcasure. and the knowledge of the lmpendelng control relin~-
qulshment dcclslon, were varled. A rnndom third of the sub]ects completed the perfor- -

: mandt evaluntions first, without knowlcdge thatthey would be required to allocate

control gx&;:he nc)tt task. Another thlrd also made their ovaluatlgns flrst, but know

they would“also be maklng a subscquent control decision, A final tl\d made the relin-

qulshment dec-isIOn first, then evaluated the initial task performances." N
~

. 4 ’ . .

- . R

’ - . . ! 4
¢ .
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-Sublects o \ ¥ ‘

“ One hundred and forty-seven undergraduate volunteers (64 males, 83 females)

_—

: ,parthlpated in the study in exchange for $l+.00. All sub;ects completed the Jenklns |

Actlvxty Survey (JAS) Form T (Krantz, Glass, & Snyder, 1974), a student adapted mea-

sure of the Type A pattt:rn,/lmmedxately prlot to taking part ln the experxment proper.

Scores on the. JAS can range from 0 to 21 ‘with lugher scores indicative of Type A beha—
. \

“vior. ln the present sample, scores ranged from O\to 7 (M =7.22, SD 3 l&O) Based on a

median split (Md 6.73), sub )écts were classlfled as. Type As (scores of 7 or greater) or
\

\ .
‘Type Bs (scores of 6 or less). Average ag}e of Ye &qp\le was 18.7 years. ‘ /

épp_ratus and Task Descrluon . o ’; R " ' ,
The choic_e discrimination task used in this étudy s programmed on a small '

computer. The Kask stimuli yvere the four symbols found o common playlng‘cards (lesy

.\

clubs, diamonds,hear ts, spades). Each of 25 trials began with a computer geperated™tone
and the identification.of one of the symbols as the target for t\\\at'trial (the target
appeared %or' 3 seconds in the middle of the scréen). The remalnlng symbols served as

: ] . .
;.dlstraqors. After ) scconds, the target dlsappearcd frc&'n the screen, and a varylng

8
number of the dlstract’pea began to appeqr and move randomly about the screen. From 3-

. to 10 scconds fotbr a randomly determined number of target stimull appeared on the '

screen and remalned stationary (the distractors contlnucd to move about the! screen).
b Y LY
The subject's task was to count the number of targets within 7 seconds. Mlcr seyen
v \ -
¥
seconds, the screen went blank and then prompted the subject for the number of tar~

o

gets. The subject entered this Information Into the computer. According to a predeter-
mined schedule, subjects rccelved-fcédoack about thelr own and thelr partner's perfor-

manccs. This lnlormatlo‘n was displayed on the screen, and a running total appeared at

v

the end of each trial. All 25 trials followed the above format.

B

The computer program had two addltxonal features deslgned to enhance the per-
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ceived validity of the feedback. First, the computer stored the results of each trial,
( . ‘ : ¢ . ' . ' e,
keeping running totals of actual success and fallure, and their match to the predeter-

mined feedback. If a subject was performingtvery poorly and failing on trials where the

feedback indicated correct performance, the computet program self-adjusted and made

.subsequent "correct" trials easier. This was accomplished by presenting fewer distrac<

tors and fewer. targets. Likdwise, if subjects were performing very well and getting

"incorrect" triali'correct, subsequent "incorrect"” trials were made more difficult. ,In

o

-

other words, the computer adjusted the problem difficulty in an attempt to- maich the

-

sub]ect's skill level, the result being a better match of feedback to actual perfor-,

2

mance.” The second program feature was desngncd to overcome problems of suspnclon

concerning incorrect feedback. Whenever: Incorrect feedback was given, the sub)ect;was
. "y ~

. : (
also shown a display on the screen which indicated the location of the targets (without

the Ei'lstractors). so subjects could see why they were incorrect. If the sybject was

fgétually incorrect in counting the targets, then the actual number of targets was shown.

lf, however, thebsub]ect_had correctly coxfnted'thc targets, then the "incorrect" display -
contained from 1 to 3 (randomly determined) additional targets to convince the subject
tii&t his or her count was+wrong. \

Fce&gck Manipulatlon /

'
) <

The feedback that subjects reccivcd after cach trlal was given nccordlr{g toa

,prcdctermlned random grder and constitutcd oric of the indcpcndcnt varlables (Levdl t

)

'.Partncr's Pcrformancc) Subiccts were led to believe that they had achieved success on

13 trlals, whllc the partner achlcved success on 14, 18, or 23 of the 25 trlals. The numerl-

. cal leVolS of feedback were bascd on pllot work,: and wcﬁg. dcslgncd to span a range of

values where one could expect cdnsiderable varfablllty in relinquishment.

e

D_ependent Measures
The major dependent variable was the number of trlals on the second task that

10

L4

Relinquishment of Control '
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were rchnquished to the partner. Relmqulshment was mcasured by a check list on which

'sub]ects mdlcated the trials they wished to keep, and left blank those on whxch their a

pa?‘tners would perform. N ‘ 4
Immediately prior to the initial task, subjects cor'nplctcd an .expcctam‘:y rheasurc
that asked them to predict the number of trials out of 25 on which they expected to

succeed, and, to rate how important it was for them to do well on the task. Immediately

after the Initial task sub;ects completed ‘the 36 1tcm short form of the Nowlis Mood

Adjectlve Check Ligt (Nowlxs, 1965). This scale is scored on 12 subdimensions that reflect

{
a variety of atfective states.? . -,
"’) : Subjects also completed a measure of thelr attributxons for, and evaluations of,
A

p/er'formancg on trylrst task (both thelr own and their partner's). Subjects rated the

Ll

qdallti- of performfance, were asked to specify the major cause for perfgrmance, and then

“rated that cause along-the dimensions of internal-external, stable-unstable, global- -

' speclfic, and controllable-uncontrollable (cf.-ﬁetcrson, Semmel, Metalsky, Abramson, von .-

Baeyer, & Scligman‘. 1979). ‘Following thelr rcli’nquish;ncnt decisions, subjects indicated
the pro;)ortlon of trials they expected themselves, and their partners, to'pcrform suc-
ces’i!ully on the second task, and rated the co.r\flancc tlhcy had in thclr.own 'vfmd thelr
partner's chances of success. All ratings were made on 7-pol.nt blpoiar scalo.;.'.
Additional measures of percelved task‘slmliarlty, ablllty'slmilhrity (for the two
taskys), attractiv‘cncss of prizes (sce Procedure), and competltl\}cncs: chc 6b;§lncd to

check on the quadity of the manlpulations, and the mediation of additional variables.

Prodedure

Subjects were randomly asslgncd"to one cell of a 3 (Level of Partnet's Perfor-
mance) x 3 (Evaluation Order/Decislon Knowledge) factorlal'design. Pairs of same-sex
- . 4

subjects participated in the study and were assigned ;tlo‘ the same conditiort.” Subjects who

knew each other were not allowed to participate together, Upon arrival to the experi-

11
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ment, subjects were seated in scparatc‘room\s to eliminate interactipn{and to rcduvce any
pbtcntia_l suspicion about feedback and decision manipulations. The experimenter com-
municated with subjects from a third room via an intercom system. The purpose of the
study was described to the sub]cCts as examining the "types of problem solving stratcgncs
used durmf effective and mcticctivc information proccssing" Thc task was bncfly‘
described, and subjects were then instructed to complete the JAS (ostensibly to provide
background information to be used in interpreting their ‘bc‘r !o;mance). This scale w‘asvnot
scored until the cohclusion of thc study to insure that the experimcntc; remained blind to
;ubjctt status on tl;c Type A/B .variablc. When the subjects completed the JAS, the
ve'xpcrit'ncnter explained the task in detail (as outlined in Apparatus and Task Description
“section), allowing subjects to familiarize themselves with the keyboard and to complete |
one practice trial. Subjécts were jthcn lnIerhcd that the task in which they chc about
to engage was a scnsiti've; and valid measure ot'lnfoujmatlon processing abilities, and that
In the past, high pcrforma‘ncc had been rgiafcd to high intelliggnce and academic poten-
" tial The purpose c;f this was to maximize task involvemertt qqnd effort,. f‘
In order to avoid arousing suspicion as Zfo the true purppse of the task, and co'nsl‘s-
tent Mth the cover story, subjects wcré asked to chbalizc their problem solving strale-
gle§ during the 25 _trials. Their attention was dil:cétcd toa ta;‘)e recorder on their right,
 which was started at the beginning of the 23 trials, The "importance of the ;ecordings,
abd t'_hat they speak up dsring the task, were emphasized. Subjects then c\ompleted ‘the
expectancy measure which asked them to predict the number of trials out of 23 on whlcﬁ
. they expcctcd to suc::ecd and, to rate how Important It was for them to do well on the
task. Thc subjects then procccdcd through the 23 trials (approxlmately 15 minutes), afte f‘
which they completed the mood measure. .

At this point the procedure varied depending on the Evaluation Order/Decision
Knowledge conditijz\ to which-the subjects had been assigned. -~

12
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o Evaluatlon F.lrst;})emslon Ignorant._ In thlS condmon, sub]ects completed their .

o FI:'. S ‘ .
e \evaluatxons and attrlbutxons for mmal task performance before and w1thbut knowledge of ..

‘ the rellnqulshment declslon. LA E
a o | . .. . PR t-:..‘,g_ﬁ, .

‘ E.valuatlo Fxr' t .DeClSlO K owled_ eable. ’l'hese sub;ects also completed the

e e\ralbatxon and a‘ttrlbutlon measures prlor to the relmqulshment declsron, but after the

. - nature of thell' fu’tu;e dechxon w‘S‘descrlbed to them. - S N
V ' Evaluatlon Last.. In thlS condmon, sub]ects made thell‘ rellnqulshment decrsxons .

fxrst, then they completed the 1mt1al task evaluatxon and attrlbutlon measures.f e

g .i? ‘In descrlbmg the second phase of the study, the experlmenter told*the sub)ects
h that they would now team up and comblne the1r eﬁorts on another 25 tnals of the
choxce-dlscrunlnatton task It was explalned that the object of the second task was for
S ~ thé team to do as well as posslble. In thls way, team vs. 1nd1v1dual strategles could be.
| examlned. To emphasme the cooperatlve nature of the second task, sub]ects were told
_ that lf the team's periormance was in the top 10% for the entire study, they would be
( ! ellglble for one of three prlze5°' a clock-radlo, a—dlgltal watch, ora ca\lculator. Sub]ects"
\ " were thenvxnformed that only one persbn ata tlme would be allowed to periorm on any
glven tr1al ThlS requlrement necessrtated a decision as to who would work on ea h of
the next 25 trials. ‘l'he experlmenter explalned that thlS decxsron would be made by one '

\of the sub]ects. In actuallty, each sub )ect was led to belleve that s/he was the d cisi

‘maker. The expenmenter stated that prlor to the experrment one of the rooms had been

0

chosen at random and a staghad been placed on the back of the‘brown envelope on the

l' ‘table in that room (both rooms had a,brown envelope on the table) ‘l'he star. srgmhed
who would be the decxsron-maker. Each sub)ect was asked to examine the envelope in hls
e . or her room, al;d if it conta1ned a. star, to srgnal the experxlmenter. In fact, both enve-
- - lopes had stars so that both sub]ects slgnalled that they were the declslon-maker. Nekt, ‘
) the experxmenter commumcated’ mstructxons that were meant to further convince each

r
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subject that he or she alone had been chosen as decxsxon-maker Immediately upon o o

receivmg the. affirmative resp‘onses from the sub]ects, the experimenter addressed the - a

deoision-maker specifically- "o Sub]ect #2, you will be the decxsxon-maker for the next |

%

task." ’l'he words "SUb]ect 2" v}7re prominently displayed on the computer termmals of

‘both sub]ects The instructions that followed depended on Evaluation Order/DeciSion

|

) : Knowledge condition In all ses; the'completionof the decxsxon checklist and the :

I A4

"3(E.valuation Order/Decision K\nowledge) analyses of variance with least squares solution -
for unequal n. 3 Prehminary analyses indicated the absence of rehable sex differences.

. :’l'hus, all analyses reported below are collapsed across sex of sub]ect Because several

_ attribution/evaluation measures concluded the experimental ‘session. Sub]ects completed

a short postexperimental’ questionnaire, were debriefed, and excused.

N

During the debriefing }sessmn, sub]ects received a thorough description of the .

: purpose of the study It‘ was emphasized that intelligence and academic potential have

Sy

‘not been correlated with this particular task, and that their information processing

L

- abilities were irrelevant for the purposes of the study Finally, sub]ects were told thgt a

raffle (in li‘eu of a prize for high teamwork) wouldlbe held at the .end of: the study

‘

Examination of responses 0 tl;e postexperimental questionnaire indicated that sub]ects '

were unaware of the true purpose of the’ experiment, were unsuspicious of the feedback

mani ulations, and did not uestion the integrity of their choice as decxsion-maker
p au gry

- N

Results . - L.

Analyses were conducted using 2(Type A/B) X 3(L'evel of Partner's Performance) X

IR

\

sub]ects failed to complete one or more measuresy the degrees of freedom vary slightly

in the followmg analyses. L o .
. ‘ /

'analysxs of variance of scores from the JAS w"as performed Only the effect of Type A/B

Mampulation Checks R o ‘_ o /

-

. To degermir;e whether ’l'ype As and ,Bs were randomly assxgned to conditions, an

‘{\- ) » '_

14
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. was sxgnxflcant (?_(l,129) 289 70, g( .001), lndlcatmg that Type As and Bs were dlstrlbu- o i
' ' . » N L : .
. ted equally agnong the experxmental condxtlons. ,“ T , - o ~.

\

the qualn'g of performance ratmgs. Analyses lndxc&ted a hlghly sxgniflcant main effect
3 s

/
' for LeVel of Partner's Performance (F(2, 129) 131.12, p< .OOl) Exammatxon of means

lnd/hted that partners who achieved success on LM=4 63), 18 (M 5. 92), and 23 (M =

. 6 8) of the 25 trxals were rated successively higher on qualxty of performance. Equally

i

"1mportant, each mean is sxgnlflcantly different from all other means (p< .05, I\twman- -

Keuls procedure), 1nd1c/at1ng the effectxveness of each level of thxs manipulation. - .
Several addmonal fxndmgs are pertment to 1nterpretatxon of results.. Fxrst, over-

: i
all subjects appeared to take the' task ser;xously. The modal ratmg for the xmportance of - J;

doing well on the task was 5 ona 7-polnt scale (M 4.49). The prlzes available for. hxgh '
team performance were also found to be attractxve thh a modal ratmg of 6 (M #.18)
Relevant to the: presumed applicability of the feedback on the first task to the relxn- -
quxshment decnsxons for the second task are res:lts 1nd1cat1ng that subjects percelved the
two tasks to be fairly sxmxlar M= 3 45, Mo = 4.0, reversed scale), and the abxlmes |
requn'ed for both tasks as quxte sxmllar (M 2.53, Mo = lO, reversed scale) Fmally, o
.subjects expected to achxeve success on an average of 15.01 of the m1t1al trxals (Mo =
14.98). As a result, sub]ects_' own feedback dxd/not provide a serious vxolatxon of these
expectations. s ] . .

Relinquishment of Control

Analysxs of the number of trials rehnquxshed yxelded a sxgmfxcant main effect for
| Level of Partner's Performance (F(1,128) = 26.00, p<. OOl) and a relxable interaction
between Type A/B, Level of Partner's Performance, an@uatxon Order/ Decision
Knowledge (_l‘_‘_(#,lZS) = 2.81, _p( .05). Table i contains the relevant means for mterpreting |
this triple interaction._. In order to clarify the nature of this finding the simple ’interac-v |

a

i ' -
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tlon betwéen Type A/B and Level of Partner's Performance was examined within each

Bvaluatidn Order/Decislon Knowledgé condxtlon (Klrk, 1968).

Wlthln the Evaluation Fxrst_LDecxsxon Ignorant condition, results indxcated a signi-

ﬁcant Type A/B X Level of Partner's Performance interaction (F(2, 128) 3 ll&, p< 05)

. .‘ r-f’: Furthér analyses (see Table 1)' indicated that the interaction was due primarily to the 4

'formed o

' thexr allocation of control.

.reliable increase. in trials rehnquxshed by Type Bs, but not As, as partner's performance

,‘ increaSed Asa result, Type Bs relmquxshed sxgmfxcantly more trials than Type As when

* r

the partner had performed ata superxor level (x.e., 23 correct)
Analyses within’ the: Evaiuation Fxrst/Decxsxon Knowledgeable conditxon did not
yield a slgmfxcant Type A/B X Level of Partner's Performance interaction (F(2,128) =
L

1.35) Both Type As and Bs rehnquxshed greater numbers of trials to partners who per-

X ZV;'_-: essively higher levels. In other words, when asked to carefully consxder

" the mformatxon from the fxrst task, thh knowledge that a control decxsxon was pending,

4

Type As and Bs dxd not differ in the1r relmqurshment decmons.
.The Evaluatxon Last condition, whxch provides a rephcatxon of Strube and Werner
(1983), ylelded a Type A/B x Level of Partner s Performance mteractlon that approached '

.ngmfxcance (F(Z 128) 2.94, p= 056). The shape of th1s mteractlon is remarkably simi-

- lar to that obtaxned by Strube and Werher, and is due prxmarxly to the reliable mcrease m‘ ‘
| relinquishment across levels of partner's performance for Type Bs, but not T ype As.

When the p’artner performed at-a superiot leyel, Type As and Bs differed significantly in

-

: Taken together, the above data suggest the followmg Under conditions conduc1ve '

A}

~ to automatic processing of information (x.e., Evaluatxon Last), where: carefu} attentxon to

performance information is not required, Type As and Bs differ fundamentally in their
control decisions. Type As appear to adhere to a’ rigid "keep controi" strategy, while
Type B‘s seem to use a "best person wins" strategy. (In fact, Type Bs used this strategy -

-

16
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regardless of the sltuatlon) A dlfferent pattern emerges, howeVer, when subje\ts are

asked to con;lder«:arefully the prlor informatlon before ){nakxng a declslon.~ When :

sub]ects were knowledgeable of the declslon, both Type As and Bs relinquished more
AW

trlals to better partners. The forced attentlon to the partner's performanc caused ‘l'ype
As to conslder the evldence more carefully ‘and thus to make a more ration l declslon. N
_ &

However, the results for the condition where the subjects we‘ere not aware of the imfend-

lng declslon lndxcate that careful attentlon to performance information alone is lnsuf-

ficient to cause Type As to relanuxsh control. These results are consistent with the
"mlndlessness" lnterpre,tatlon of the Type A/B dlfferences in relanu:shment. lnformatxon
that is tmtlally processed thhout knowledge of its future relevance,_x_s not used effec-

]

" tively when the relevance is revealed.

"k\l o " Insert Table about here® ™\

T

Performance Evaluations . oo .

Percelved Quality. The only effect to emerge for self—ratlngs was a Type A/B X

' Evaluatlon Order/Declslon Knowledge interaction (F(2 129) = gé p<.005). The means
for this lnteractlon_ are dlsplayed in Table 2. As can be seen, Type As but‘not Bs varied
“considerab_ly in t'he -ratings of their own performance as a function of evaluation condi-

tion. Conslstent with their reluctance to relinquish ¢ control Type As Saw® own .

-

performance as be1ng better when they made their ratings last, or when they made .their

Loge

' ratings thhout knowledge of an xmpendxng c0ntrol decxsxon, than when they rated their
performance knowing they would subsequently make a control decxslon. These f1nd1ngs
occurred despite the fact that all subjects received, the’ same performance feedback (l_.e.,

13 correct).

« “‘4 \ L . . . ., »(\ " L 1
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Type As and Bs dld not dnft‘erentlally rate the quallty of the partner's perfor- .

mance. Thls hlghlights an lmportant characterlstlc of automatlc or mindless proces- - '

» slng lndlv;duals who process information mlndlessly attend to stnmuh, but do not process'

lt approprlately. Thus, both Type As and Bs recognized the hlgher quality of the superior

._".partner‘s performance (see Mammllatnon Checks), but Type As failed to utilize this

information under certam condmons (cf. Strube & Werner, 1983). ' ’

Attnbutlon RatlngL. Initial examlnatlon of the attrrbutlon dnmensnons 1nd1cated a

‘ high degree of 1ntercorrelat1on. As a result, composite indices were created for the

sub)ects' ratlngs of their own, and their partner's, causal structures. The dnmenslons of

| ' mternal—external stable-unstable, global-specnfnc, and controllable-uncontrollabl were
_' combined such that high scores reflect a cause rated as bemg more internal, stab y ..
global, and controllable. In other words, a higher score reflects a bellef on the sub'ec.t'

part that a given performance is relatively more’ dlagnostlc of future performance. :

"Analysis of sub]ects‘ ratmgs of their partner's performance 1nd1cated a slgmflcant

S “of Partner's Performance (F(2,128) 3.61, p<.05). Examination of means-indicated that
Type As (M 20.74) rated the partner's performance m\g\m_ore dlagnostlc than dnd
'..‘l'.ype Bs (M = 19.47). In addition, as the performance of thF partner iricreased from
o 'average (M = 19.01) through moderate (M'e 20.17) to‘ superi.orx(_M_ = 21.15) there was a
| ) concomitant rise in fated d1agnost1c1ty T
Sub)ects' ratings of thelr own performance indicated a marglnal Type A/B x Eva-

. luation Order/Decision Knowledge interaction (F(2, 128) 2 61, p = .077). This result must

- be mterpreted with caution. It is interesting t& note, however, that the pattern of means

M

* main effect for Type A/B (F(1,128) = 4. 78, p<.05) and a sngmflcant main effect for Level -



-

| resembles ‘that obtalne‘d for perceiv?d quality of perfot‘m&nco (see Table 2). The evafua-‘ iy

: tlon Order/decision kn‘bwledge manlpulation had little influence on the ratings of Type ‘

. \»\,t \’ , a N . - ' ! “:‘/;
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Bs. Type As, however, rated thélr performance as more dlagnostlc When they made the /’

_ ratings last, and when they made the ratings first but without knowledge of the future BRI A

declslon, than when they provided the ratings with knowledge of the declsion. o

Task Expectancies =~ = ' : T S | /

P

Following the 'relinquishment decislon, subjects rated 'their confidence in future ( e

* ' success on the second task, and indlcated their expected proportion of successful trlals; S N f

" B ,R e
for both themselves and their partners. Analysis of these | measures ylelded significant e

main effects for Level of Partner's Performance for self—confidence (F(2,122) = 13.04, 2( .

.001), confidence in the partner (F(2 122) = 41. 35, p<.00)), and expected proportion of

" successful trials by the partner (E(2, 122) 20.64, p<.001). As the partner's performance
‘ increased from average, through moderate, to’ superior there were concomitant increases

: in confidence in the partner (Means 4.91, 5.59, and 6.52, respettively) and expected

proportion of s"uccessful trials by the partner (Means .639, .706, and .829, resp’ectively), :
and, decre'ases in self-confidence (Means 4,32, 4.16, and 3.1}, respectively);

Percelved Competmveness

Because Type As typically exhiblt competitiveness; we included an item tapping
this dlmensmn to explore any possxble mediatmg effects. Sub)ects were asked the extent .
to Wthh competitiveness lnfluenced their relmquxshment decxsxons. Analyses of these
ratmgs indicated a sxgmficant main effect for Type A/B (F(l 122) = 5.9;‘, p< 025) wl(ich o

mdicated that Type As rated their decisiSns as being more due to competltiveness (M=

2.85) than dld Type Bs (M 2. 22) This main effect was frther quallfled by a marglnally

, slgmficant Type A/B X Level of Partner's Performance interaction (F(1,122) = = 264, p =

075). It is consistent with the competltive nature of Type As that their perceived com-
petitiveness increased as the partner's level of performance increased (Means 2.18, 3.07,

-’

19



‘%',

L . Rellnquishmept of Control
| ’) . '_ i ) . ’
and 3 30 re\spectlvely); Type Bs exhlblted no,;?.l/q,h' trend (Means 2, 30, 2.46, 1. 90" respec-
3 a?éx?i | /'»r co L R
-are ¢ - o ) . ..._/ g h. . | /: .

The subscales of the

ted. To avold redundAncy 4

-
3

e v »t“ww
e
however, rated tf‘(lé . mood more negatively (M 22. 60) than either of the other two
groups (254 ; J{;&;wman-Keuls procedure). .- | S

2 / ; .
The Rat,;onal" jy of Rehnquxshment Decisions o

Lo )
«‘ '. - /
L A /,/,,_ Y

{

'he,;iaxlure of Type As to relinquish control to superior)partners in the EVA%&UOD ‘
Las‘{anzfgvaluatxon Fxrst/Decxsxon Ignorant condmons could be mterpreted as irrafional -~

from a team success standpoint. That is, Type As appear willing to ignore ¢rucial mfor-

" mation in order to maintain control, which would appear to haVe the effect of degrading

~ the team's chances of success. However, as Strube and Werner (1983) point out, there are

L

two levels at whxch ratxonahty of control decisions mUSt be exammed

One approach is ?ume that the feedback should be used i ina strxct probabxhs-
i _

- ..tic manner. ‘Thus a subject who “achieves success on 5296 of the trxals on the first task

(x.e., 13 correct), in the absence of any other mformatxon, should expect to succeed on.

52% of any trials kept on the second task. A partner who succeeds on 92% of the trials

“on the first task (i.e., 23 correct) should be expected to succeed on 92% of the trials

relinquished to him/her on the second task. IfS = proportion of successful' trials by the

subject on the first task, P = proportion of successful'_trials by the'partner on the first

- ’ .
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tnk. and R = number ot trlals rellnqulshed, then the expected number of successtul trhls

(1’.5) by the team on the second task can be estlmnted bys ES=(PxR)+ ((;“5 R) X S) or
o - more cohvenlentlyz BS a (25 %'S) + (R X (P 5)) Obwlously. when P>S the best 3"“38)' !
- ) '\ls to let the partner\have -all the Erlals or} the second task\ This stratesy, however, was l/
rarely used (only 7 sub}ects rellnqul d all trials). Ever the less optimal, though ade- 3
quate strategy of rellnquishlng a clear«malorlty ot trlalf\was areq Thus one Concluslon
- | might be that most subjects do not use sensible relinquishment stra egies, and Type As
are m_ore prone to such lrre,tionallty than are Type B"ﬁ o o |
In contrast, it's quite posSlple that rellnquish}'nent declsioh-s tnake ‘more sense or
appear more rati\tal when the sub]ects' actual expectancies are considered in calculatlng
expected team success. ‘From the subject's perspective, a given declsion may appear ..1;:_; Q
quite sensible. To address this issue, expected team success scores were calculated by - )
using the formula given above, and substxtutmg the subject's exPCCted proportxon of
successful trials on 'the secohd task for S, ‘the expected proportxon of SUCcessful trials for '
#ey_ the partner on the second task for P, and the nufber of trials relln_qlfushed for R. TP?-‘*C
" expected team success scores were then analyzed via ANOVA. Only one ISiS“if.ica“t‘ :
effect emerged. Expected team success varield as a function of L:evel‘of Partner's
Petfotmance.(E(Z,IZI) = 17.02, p{ 001); greater expected team _success ‘ilécompanied '

. - better initial performance by the partner. The absence of apy. other signjficant effects
(all remaining f_; <183, ps >.16) indicates that despite their ditfering reﬁ'};auishment ,
strategies, Type As and'Bs expected __comparable levals of te?m sﬁcces'e. us, from a

: wbjective.,siandpoint, Type As and Bs used ecilu'ally rational*dec%e«ion strategies.
o | B X | Discussicn :\t _
In summary, the results jndicate that the relinquishment decisions of Type As, but.
' not Type wepend upon whether decisicr{-relevant information is considered' prior ltc a

decision, and, whether the relevance of the information is recognized. When decision

-
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rclcvum lnformatlon Is not considered carefully prior to a dec(tion, of or, when the rele-
vance of lhe information for & control decision is not known at thc time it h considered,
Type As. but not Type Bs, refuse to reunqulsh a ma)orlty of trlals td supcrlot partners. Q
In contrqat, when 1ntormntlon Is Conaldered prior gofo, rclinqulshmcm declslon, and the
rduvmce of that Information ls known, Type As and Bs do not differ In their dccmom.
‘Thls pattern of rcsul( is comlstem with the use of an automatic or mlndle:sa dcclslon
strategy by Type As in the !Ormer two conditions, but a thoughtful strafegy In the
latter. Type Bs were uninfluenced by the Blv:l‘:mtlon Order/Decision Knowledge
manlpulation and utilized € "best person wins® strategy In all situations.

Results also indléatqd that the self perceptions of pér!orhmce quality provided
by Type As varjed as a function of E\;aluatio;\- Order/Decislon Knowledge, while those of
Type Bs were relatively constant, Despite the\laCt that the subjecty’ level of pcr!or?

mance was held constant In this study, Type As rated that performance as being of higher

quality when the rating occurred after the rellnquishmeﬁt decision, or before the decision

- but without knowledge of its relev'ance, than when the ;rating was made with knowledge

‘of the impending decision. These results parallel the relinquishment data and suggest
that a distorted self-perception of competence may accompany the automatic re_li'n—
quishment decisions of TYpe As. Only careful conslgeratlonrlo! information with full
knOWled8e>of its relevance could override this blas. It must also be recognized, however,
that despite differences in control relinquishment and ratings of compeétence between
Type As an'd Bs, no d‘i!ferences'Were obtained on a meésure of expecied 'geam success. In
other words, on a subiective’l"el’ Type As and Bs utilized equally ration;l dec‘ision
_strategies (cf. Strube & Werner, 1983), - o

Itis important to note, however, that the present ilndmgs dlverge from those of

~ Strube and Werner (1983) in one respect. Strube and Werner found the self-report dif-

ferences to emerge on"ratings of the partner's performance. In the present study, the

-
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ka;dmarmct;s were found on ratings of the_subm;:‘; awn performance. The basls for
m’t} dlvar.g'en‘cc ls‘unclear.( Perhaps subtle differences in the samples or procedures are
resébh;lhlé. Or, It may be the case that the subject of the evaluation dl!lcréncca (self

vs. others) Is governed by an important subuamivé variable? Additional resecarch will be

-mccmry to clarify this discrepancy. What is clear s that under approprmp condluoni .

Type As and By diverge in their evaluations of performance with potentially lmportam

- consequences for decislon-making.

Flnally, the present study indicated that males and females did not differ in thelr

relinquishment declsions. These results stand in contrast to those obtained by Miller et

al. (1983) who found a more pronounced reluctance to relinguish control by Type As than

Bs among males compafed to females. A key diflerence between the two studles is that
the controlling response In the Miller et al. investigation avolded an averslve nolse blast
while In the present study the controlling response facilitated the goal of team success.

Whether the aversiveness of the situation actually underlies any sex differences must

., awalt future research. In \iddlgion to addressing the lssue of sex differences, this Szudy

examined rj-:duung role of mood and perceived compcmivencss. Mood was found to
decrease as !he partner's performance increased, buz no differences between Type As and |
Bs were obtained Thus differential affective responses to pcrlormmce feedback do not
appear to underlie the obtained relmquishmem differences. Competitiveness, on the
other hand, does appear to play some part in the relinquishm2nt strategies of Type As

and Bs. Overall, Type As fepo'rted that competitiveness influenced their r,elinqu‘ss&ment
declsions to a greater extent than did Type Bs, and, this tendency increased the better
the pg'rtn‘er had performed. These results suggest that one aspect of the Type As' relin-

quishment decision is a misperception of a coopegative situation (team performance) as

. being competitive (cf. Gotay, 1981). ' . | | X

Taken together, the results of this study have several important imgu tions.

~

' i B, it
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Flf:t; it seems ‘mtcly that many d;;ual.dcclalma are characterized by candmo}\s condu-
'clva to.miﬁdle:s‘ declsion=making. Decisions are often made on the spur of the momenty
m!&mamga are often evaluated iwuhout a clear vislon of the futura relevance of those
evaluasions, Under tf{c's'g conditions, Type As can bc'exbectcd to not give ugi much
cmrél. even whgn it would be potcmlauy b'eoeucial to do so., This reluctance may
contribute to the longer workdays. constant deadline prcssurcs. and heavy. wockloads that
charadterize the Type As' work cnvlmnmcm (e.g4 Burke & Welr, 1980; Friedman &
Rosenman, 3974; quard. Cunningham, & Rechnitzer, 1927). Byﬂ'!using tog}illze the
work efforts of others, Typq')\,;‘may Increase their job demands and workloads need-
.l;:ssly. Furthermore, thle careful consideration of information will not alter the Type Ay'
\ reluctance to relinquish control if the relevance of the information s not recognized.
4 \ Type As may premaiurely commit themselves to a biased lmerpreu;tion of information ,
iu least their own pcrformmce) and mindlessly adhere to this interpretation despite a
shift In its relevance (cf. Chanowitz & Léﬁi\er. 1981). ‘Fimlly, it is unlikely that Type As
- will sclf—dlag.nosc a poor relinquishment strategy glven that they expect their decisions
to have favorable consequences. What appcgls to be. ﬂecessary Is an lnterruptloh of the
* Type As' automatic allocation of control. When information is considered carefully and
its relevance is recognized, Type As and Bs do not differ in their relinquishment deci-
sions. In fact, there s a tendency for Type As to give more trials to a superior partner
) than do Type Bs (see Table I). An important task for future research will be to c‘xpiorc
‘possiblé means of insuring thoughtful decision-making by Type As in control relevant
situations. Such research will nfg only aid the understanding of Type A behavior but also
provide potential interventions for reducing work stress. '
More gcnerally, the prcsent results have imphcatxons for the actual amount of
control exhxbit'ed by Type As and Bs. As Chanowitz and Langer (1980) point out, a person

engaged 'm,mindless or automatic processing is less able to adjust to any moment-to-

wc .\ 24
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moment fluctuations in the environmenti They are less flexible, and exhibit less actual

. control over the mwimmmf-:m. than individuals engaged in careful processing. A similar
po%m is mado by Rothbaum, Weisz, and Snyder (mz) who suggest th:n a judicious choice
of peimary (wm control and secondary (envkonmem/omer) control is more adaptive than
‘rlgld rellmcn on primary cm\tmt. Thus, although ;ype As may have a higher need for
‘conuol ter use of a mindless control allocation strategy may ‘cmh in thelr havaﬁg loss
actual conuol than Type Bs. In other words, Type As may be placing themselves ln the
paradoxical position of creatini less controllable situations as a consequence of thelr

rigid control allocation sgrategies. This possibliity deserves more attention since it

suggests that Type As may actually create much of the uncontrollable stress they find 30

] * .
aversive.
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. ' Footnotes |
. l‘l'he control perspective is one of several that have been used to conceptualize
Type A behavior (see Matthews, 1982, for a review).
| 25 listing of the computer program is available from the first author on requesti
3l‘.lthough 'subject pairs were separated throughout the experimental sessions, an

initial analysis was conducted to test formally for dependencies in the scores of pair-

v

mates. No dependencies were indicated, thus subjects are treated as independent in the

major analyses. ,
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; | | .Tablel o . |
. Relinquishment of Trials as a function o!"l'ype A/B, Level of
| Partnef's Performance, and Evaluatlbn,drder/ Déci:sion Kﬁo,wledge
 Level of Partner's Performance
*l"’.l"' EL R
Correct Cérrectv. | boi‘k‘ect I 3
'Ev.alljat'ion First/Decision Ignorant o S l.' |
. ‘;Vype A . Ba7 | 1083 1527 1.09
TypeB . B 88 . 1833 ™
N b L . . ' *
| F R - S * PO ¥ .

. Evaluatidn l;irst/ Decision Knowledgeable - o ‘ .

‘ TypeA - L85 W57 19.58 19.85**
TypeB ° o 270 © - WS o0 w8
Y B 347

Evaluation Last | ' o _
. fypgA o Bog w05 w85 83
* TypeB 1266 - W90 46 9.59™
B ez astt
: aSxmple m‘a.i.n effects of-LeVel‘ of Partnér's Pél;formanéé
bS}imple [riain effects of Type AB ‘ . o .~,.
-t opkos B . |
oo - \ ) F
T o
- .81
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Table 2 4 (

Self Peréeptlbns of Performance Quallty and biagnosticlty a; a functlon of *

Type A/B and Evaluation Order/Declslon Knowledge

~ TypeA  TypeB

» B i

Qu a.lig‘ .

‘EvaluafioﬁlElrst/Decision Ignorant: . - 3.50.b:‘ | 3.42,
Evaluation Fi{St/Dccision Knowledgeable .' | o 2.91;:_ 3;75é,b '
 Evaluation Last | b. 396, - 327 ¢
.Dla’gnostlcfty I ’ '.. - L o,
| Evaluation FirSf/DecisiOn Ignorant 19.33 1817 .
Evaluation »f.-‘lirst/Décision Kho'wledgeable - 1772 . v' 18.57

EvaluationLast . 2044 . 18.08

. Note. Means with different su.b’sct‘ibts are significantly different (p<.05) by the

' Newman-Keuls procedure.
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