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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted which examined the role of attitude simi

larity and sarcasm in forming judgments of intelligence when evaluating 

a job applicant. A videotape of a job interview role played by a drama 

student and the experimenter was used as the medium to study context 

effects in person perception. The drama student/ role playing the job 

applicant, manipulated both verbal and nonverbal cues to appear either 

intelligent or relatively unintelligent. Results showed that the use 

of sarcasm during the interview influenced the evaluation of the appli

cant and judgment of her intelligence. However, subjects' attitudes 

toward the view that sex discrimination is a big problem on campus 

failed to significantly affect evaluation of the applicant. Problems 

operationalizing intelligence and independent variable manipulations 

are also discussed. 

vii 



REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Appraising, understanding and judging others underlies nearly 

all human interaction. The evaluation and assessment of others is such 

a consistent and ongoing process that it operates almost automatically, 

frequently at nonverbal and sometimes at almost unconscious levels. 

Perception is not a passive process, but involves selecting, catego

rizing, interpreting and making inferences based on another's behavior. 

However, we often go beyond behavioral data in perceiving people as 

causal agents, inferring intention, emotional states and even enduring 

dispositions or personality traits. The impression we form and the 

disposition we attribute to an individual become major determinants of 

our interactions with that individual. Literature concerning the com

bining of cues in forming an overall impression, biases, nonverbal 

behavior, attitude similarity (its relationship to attractiveness and 

attitudinal bias), perceptions of intelligence and sarcasm will be 

reviewed. 

In an attempt to understand why an individual behaves in a 

certain way, people often make inferences or attributions. The most 

coimnon inference is to assume that certain traits exist within the 

person. People often see others as having personalities or entire sets 

of enduring dispositional or physical qualities that determine their 

behavior. Experience may have taught us rules about which behaviors or 

traits tend to be together, but beyond this, each perceiver makes his 

1 
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or her own judgments. This judgment may also provide a basis for the 

prediction of another's behavior at some future point in time 

(Schneider, Hastorf and Ellsworth, 1979). 

Jerome Bruner and Renato Taguiri (1954) originated the term 

implicit personality theory, referring to the idea that each individual 

has his or her own theory of what people are like. People are typical 

under little pressure to make explicit their view on the nature of per

sonality, hence the term implicit theory of personality. 

Organizing and Combining Cues 

Schneider et al. (1979) suggest that implicit theories of per

sonality are learned throughout an individual's socialization. Many of 

the relationships between or among traits are probably inferred by the 

individual after having been repeatedly observed in encounters with 

others. Perceived trait relationships do not inevitably mirror actual 

relationships. For example, Thorndike (1920) proposed that observers 

are susceptible to a halo effect. Once the observer perceives someone 

as having any good or positive trait, that person is seen as more likely 

to possess many other good or positive traits regardless of whether they 

actually do possess them. Similarly, when someone is seen as having a 

negative trait, his halo disappears and he is viewed more negatively. 

Allport (1937) was one of the major influences on trait based 

conceptions of personality, and he noted that one of a person's traits 

does not operate independently of his or her other characteristics and 

sometimes these traits would be expected to contradict or conflict with 

one another (Kenrick and Stringfield, 1980). Inconsistent information 
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may be resolved in a variety of ways. Inconsistent information may 

undergo a change in meaning or new traits may be inferred, altering the 

inconsistency. Traits may have different connotations depending on 

their context. 

The goal of the researcher has been to find a single parsimo

nious rule that adequately describes the relationship between the over

all evaluation of a stimulus person and separate evaluations of his or 

her attributes. Linear combination models concern themselves with trait 

information that can be conceptualized along a single dimension, assum

ing that responses along this dimension can be formed by adding or 

averaging the value of relevant information from each trait. Linear 

combinations are not restricted to em evaluative dimension, but can be 

formed along any dimension in which the traits differ. The Summation 

and Averaging models are two of the simplest linear combination models. 

A weighted Averaging model takes into account not only how positive or 

negative traits are, also how important or how heavily they are 

weighted. 

Anderson and Lampel (1965) had subjects rate one personality 

trait in the context of two other traits. With ordinary judgment 

instructions no context effects were found. However, when the set of 

traits was said to describe a person, the rating of the test trait was 

displaced toward the value of the context. The context effect could 

not be explained by the perceptual assimilation-contrast process since 

the context was only evident when subjects were told that the trait 

described a person. Anderson and Lampel supported a weighted average 

interpretation. 
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According to Asch (1946), as soon as two or more traits are 

understood to belong to one person, they cease to exist as isolated 

traits and come into dynamic interaction. Asch suggested that when a 

group of traits or adjectives are used to describe a person, a shift 

in meaning of the test adjective is produced by virtue of its associa

tion with others. Although Asch favored a change of meaning hypothesis 

in which a term could seemingly change from positive to negative de

pending on its context, it has been difficult for researchers to specify 

what the change in meaning is, how it occurs and how it should be mea

sured (Schneider et al., 1979). 

Biases 

Biases may occur even when the perceiver is trying very hard to 

be objective and fair. These biases appear to be systematic resulting 

from characteristic ways individuals have of simplifying and processing 

information. We may simplify things by seeing events, traits or infor

mation as being more related than they in fact are. Another form of 

bias derives from salience effects, the tendency not to take external 

forces into account and errors in estimating the frequency or probabil

ity of events (Schneider et al., 1979). When evidence is mixed a more 

negative evaluation may be safer. The potential costs of trusting 

someone who proves to be untrustworthy may outweigh the potential 

gains. 

Nonverbal Behavior 

Although investigators differ in their labelling of the kinds 

of behavior classified as nonverbal, most have focused on movements of 
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face, body and vocal cords. Many of the same processes may be operating 

regardless of whether the behavior we observe is verbal or nonverbal. 

Many of our beliefs about nonverbal cues are simply stereotypes or 

cliches about what behaviors mean, creating a sense of predictability 

and meaning, perhaps at the expense of accuracy (Schneider et al., 

1979). 

Clore, Wiggins and Itkin (1975) found that subjects rated behav

iors such as frowning, looking away or moving away, yawning, staring 

coldly, sneering, shaking one's head find "rude" behaviors like clewing 

teeth or fingernails were considered most unpleasant when subjects rated 

a list of more them 100 nonverbal behaviors. Looking, turning and 

moving toward the perceiver, smiling, nodding, opening the eyes and 

raising eyebrows and using expressive hand gestures were rated as the 

most positive nonverbal behaviors. Subjects viewing videotapes of 

people engaging in these behaviors showed that the more positive behav

iors the woman on the tape emitted, the more she was liked. 

Ekman and Friesan (1969) concluded that when verbal and non

verbal channels convey contradictory messages, nonverbal channels are 

more likely to be trusted. Except for certain facial and vocal pat

terns, there is little evidence of reliable relationships between 

nonverbal behavior and specific moods, and even less about nonverbal 

behavior and lastirg personality traits. 

Dunnette and Borman (1979) suggest that experimental analysis 

of the employment interview would profit from attention given to the 

person perception literature in understanding how interviewers develop 
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accurate perception of applicants. A large amount of research has been 

conducted on the importance of nonverbal communication in the employment 

interview. Forbes and Jackson (1980) examined the impact of nonverbal 

communication in the employment interview conducted by a panel of inter

viewers. It was hypothesized that behaviors reflecting positive non

verbal styles would be associated with accept decisions while negative 

nonverbal styles would be associated with reject decisions. In particu

lar , more head nodding, smiling, direct eye contact and leaning forward 

was expected in accept interviews and more frowning and gaze avoidance 

was expected in reject interviews. The interviewees were coded on each 

of ten general classes of nonverbal behavior every 30 seconds by the 

experimenter/observer. At the end of the interview, the panel placed 

the candidate in one of three groups: accept, reject and reserve. Sub

stantial differences were found between the groups for three classes of 

behavior. Direct eye contact occurred more often in accept interviews 

and avoidance gaze in reject interviews. In addition, eye wandering 

occurred less in the accept group. Smiling was associated with accept 

decisions and a neutral esqpression was associated equally with reserve 

and reject interviews. Head shaking and nodding occurred more frequent

ly in accept interviews. No difference was found in body position 

(e.g., leaning forward). A problem with generalizing these results to 

most interviews is that a panel interview may be significantly different 

from the usual two person interview (e.g., with formality). 

Forbes and Jackson (1980) suggest that if interviewers tend to 

make their selection decisions soon after the start of the interview, 
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they may give positive reinforcement to those candidates they have 

decided to accept and negative reinforcement to those they have decided 

to reject. 

Amalfitano and Kalt (1977) found when 44 job interviewers in an 

employment agency were asked to rate photographs of a male and female 

looking straight ahead (directly into the camera) or downward, those 

looking straight ahead were perceived to be more alert, more assertive, 

more dependable, confident and were seen as having more initiative. 

Since only photographs were used, this would rule out the reinforcement 

explanation proposed by Forbes and Jackson (1980), at least with regard 

to eye contact. 

Hollandsworth et al. (1979) performed a discriminant analysis 

on recruiters' ratings of 338 on-campus interviews to determine the 

relative importance of verbal, articulative and nonverbal dimensions. 

Results indicated that appropriateness of content was the single most 

important variable. Fluency of speech ranked second and composure 

ranked third. Eye contact, body posture, loudness of voice and personal 

experience (in that order) also contributed to decisions, but much less 

strongly. 

Attitude Similarity and Attractiveness 

Rand and Wexley (1975) point out that interpersonal attraction 

could have a great bearing on interviewers' ratings of job applicants. 

They suggest that Byrne's (1961) social psychological model of inter

personal attraction has much applicability in furthering the micro-

analytic approach to research on the interview. Byrne's early research 
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on attraction involved giving attitude measures to pairs of friends, 

engaged couples or spouses. He consistently found that these pairs 

were much more similar in attitudes, beliefs and values than were ran

domly matched pairs of individuals. To determine whether similarity 

leads to attraction or attraction leads to similarity or both are medi

ated by a third factor, laboratory studies were employed. Bryne and 

Nelson (1965) found that regardless of how many topics are involved, 

individuals respond to the proportion of similar attitudes expressed by 

another person. For example, a person who agrees with you on eight of 

sixteen topics is not liked as much as someone who agrees with you on 

four out of six topics. Although the first individual has a greater 

total number of similar attitudes, the second has a greater proportion. 

Byrne (1971) showed that the linear relationship between the proportion 

of similar attitudes and attraction holds true for elementary school 

children, high school dropouts and senior citizens. 

Other things being equal, we tend to choose as friends and 
even as lovers those who agree with us about most things. 
In a way, the earliest conversations in a new relationship 
represent a way to determine just how similar two people 
are. If the proportion of similar attitudes is high enough 
friendship is likely to develop. If there is too much dis
agreement, the other person is dismissed as not very bright, 
someone with crazy ideas, and so forth (Baron and Byrne, 
1981, pp. 209, 212. 

Baron and Byrne (1981) stress that the same variables that 

determine attraction are also found to influence other judgments about 

people. Liking frequently influences many decisions that in fact 

should be based on more relevant variables. 
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Rand and Wexley (1975) found that to the extent that a job 

applicant presented information which was biographically similar to the 

subject's, the applicant was assigned higher ratings of job suitability 

and was perceived as being more intelligent, more knowledgeable about 

current events, better adjusted and better liked than an applicant 

presenting biographically dissimilar information. Biographical similar

ity accounted for 11.3% of the hiring rating variance and for ratings of 

intelligence. Rand and Wexley interpret these results as consistent 

with Byrne's reinforcement hypothesis. Presentation of biographically 

similar information may satisfy our need to be logical and interpret our 

environment correctly, hence reinforcing the interviewer's perception 

and interpretation of their environment. 

Peters and Terborg (1975) sought to determine the joint effects 

of attitude similarity and the temporal placement of unfavorable appli

cant information on personnel decisions and then try to minimize these 

effects by providing job related qualifications predictive of success. 

Results indicated that subjects were influenced in their hiring deci

sions by the sequence in which applicant qualifications were presented 

and by the proportion of shared attitudes. Attitude similarity sig

nificantly influenced recommendations for the starting salary offered 

to accepted applicants. No interaction between attitude similarity and 

temporal placement of unfavorable applicant information indicated that 

these factors were additive. A second study revealed that when provided 

with specific information about job requirements, subjects were influ

enced on the basis of attitude similarity/ but this did not influence 
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starting salary recommendations. In addition, Peters and Terborg found 

no significant effect of temporal placement of unfavorable information 

on subjects' decisions. Providing a description of applicants' quali

fications predictive of job success to use as a steuidard of comparison 

served to reduce the effects of non-job related factors. 

Bias in Attitudinal Perception 

In the literature on attitude measurement and persuasion, one 

of the most robust findings has been the displacement or contrast in 

the judgment of attitude positions discrepant from the judge's own posi

tion (Judd and Harackiewicz, 1980). Studies have found that attitude 

positions discrepant from an extreme judge's own position are judged as 

more discrepant than they actually are. For example, am individual 

whose attitude is strongly for some cause or view will rate an attitude 

espousing a moderate position against this as being more extreme than 

em individual who is less strongly in favor of it. Several theoretical 

explanations based on principles in psychophysics have been offered to 

explain this phenomena. 

Adaptation level theory assumes that judges are accustomed to 

some neutral reference point and stimuli are judged relative to this. 

The theory assumes that judges have adaptation levels at or near their 

own position and will judge statements in comparison to this. 

Volkman's variable perspective theory proposes that the range 

of stimuli available to the judge influences the way in which a scale 

is used. The most extreme positions, for and against, encountered by 

the judge or individual serve as anchors for each end of the scale. 
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If the judge's own position falls outside this range, it serves as one 

anchor of the scale and a contrast effect would be produced (Judd and 

Harackiewicz, 1980). 

Sherif and Hovland's (1961) social judgment theory suggests that 

individuals use their own position as anchor. According to this theory, 

judges would assimilate attitudes toward that anchor if the view were 

not very discrepant and contrast other views or statements that are dis

crepant (Judd and Harackiewicz, 1980). 

Judd and Harackiewicz support an accentuation phenomena proposed 

by Tajfel in which judges may make more polarized or extreme pro/anti 

judgments if they perceive the attitude positions as differing on a 

peripheral dimension (perceiving them in agree/disagree terms), and if 

the judgment dimension and peripheral dimension are correlated. Accord

ing to the accentuation hypothesis, the attitude position itself does 

not introduce contrast, but is dependent on the peripheral dimension. 

The more salient the peripheral dimension, the greater the contrast 

effect. Contrast and assimilation effects have not only been evidenced 

in attitude research, but also with regard to personality traits (Srull 

and Wyer, 1980). 

Intelligence 

"Because of its importance in the everyday world as well as in 

psychological theorizing and measurement, intelligence has been a 

heavily researched construct during most of the present century" 

(Sternberg et al., 1981, p. 37). Most of the research has concentrated 

on explicit theories or constructions based on data attempting to 



12 

measure intelligent functioning. According to Sternberg et al., a less 

sizable effort has been devoted to the study of implicit or people's 

informal theories of intelligence. The authors suggest that implicit 

theories should be of interest because of the frequency with which we 

make informal everyday assessments of intelligence (e.g., in college or 

job interviews). In addition, implicit theories of intelligence may 

suggest aspects of intelligent behavior that may have been overlooked 

in explicit theories currently available. 

Neisser (1979) is credited with reawakening interest in people's 

conceptions of intelligence. Neisser believes that people have a proto

type of intelligence but it does not represent a unitary quality. Two 

people might be quite intelligent but have very few traits in common. 

In other words, they represent the prototype along a different dimen

sion. 

Bruner, Shapiro and Taguiri (1958) asked subjects how often in

telligent people also displayed other personality traits. They found 

that intelligent people sure more likely to be characterized as clever, 

deliberate, efficient and energetic, but not as apathetic, unreliable, 

dishonest and dependent, 

Sternberg et al. (1981) conducted three experiments investiga

ting experts and layperson's conceptions of intelligence. In one ex

periment persons studying in a college library, entering a supermarket 

and waiting for trains in a railroad station were asked to list behav

iors characteristic of either "intelligence" or "academic intelligence" 

and "everyday intelligence" or "unintelligence," and to rate themselves. 
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In a second experiment experts and laypersons rated properties or the 

behaviors obtained in the first experiment. In addition, the laypersons 

rated themselves on the three kinds of intelligence and took an IQ test. 

Finally, in a third experiment, laypersons received written descriptions 

of behaviors characterizing fictitious individuals and were asked to 

rate these individuals' intelligence. 

Sternberg and his colleagues concluded that people do have well-

developed implicit theories of intelligence that they use both in evalu

ating themselves and others. Although there were differences across 

groups, several common components included: problem solving, verbal 

ability, some kind of social competence factor and possibly a motiva

tional factor. The investigators stressed that implicit theories of in

telligence are important because they give rise to the explicit theories 

which in turn are tested on objective behavioral data. 

Slovic (1966) examined the influence of cue consistency on the 

manner in which cues were used in making judgments of intelligence. 

Previous research demonstrated that although subjects were given nine 

cues in profile form, judgments of intelligence were based on a linear 

conlbination of high school rating and English effectiveness. The con

sistency of the profile was defined in terms of the degree of agreement 

between two cues. Results indicated that subjects' judgments were 

dependent on both cues when they were in agreement. However, when cues 

were inconsistent, subjects relied upon only one and consistently ex

cluded the other. Other cues in the profile were used to a greater 

extent when the high school rating and English effectiveness were in 

disagreement. 
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Wiggins, Hoffman and Taber (1969) assumed that there is a common 

view of intelligence shared by a majority of individuals. They had sub

jects review profiles which they told were obtained from college stu

dents. Subjects were instructed to adopt a judgmental attitude 

appropriate to a member of an admissions committee and were asked to 

judge the similarity with respect to intelligence for pairs of profiles 

and then judge the intelligence of each on a nine point scale of intel

ligence. Subjects were also administered a wide variety of tests. Of 

these tests, those measuring the subjects' intelligence, authoritarian

ism, ethnocentrism and religious belief system significantly predicted 

the subjects' perception. Subjects who were themselves educated, bright 

and verbal relied on a few relevant cues such as high school rank or 

English effectiveness. Subjects of lower intelligence either utilized 

many cues or utilized cues that the experimenters felt were irrelevant 

to the concept of intelligence. 

Sossman and Gollob (1975) found that subjects have distinct con

ceptions of creativity and intelligence when rating stimulus profiles of 

art students. The most important cues for judging intelligence were 

overall grade point average, vocabulary and need for achievement. There 

was a greater convergence among subjects for judgments of intelligence, 

suggesting that the stereotype for intelligence may be more well estab

lished or consistent than that for creativity. 

Sarcasm 

Intuitively sarcasm seems to be a form of verbalization which 

could affect intelligence judgments. Sarcasm, when used appropriately, 



may symbolize wit and intelligence. However, sarcasm could have dele

terious consequences and an individual using sarcasm might be viewed as 

less intelligent depending on the context. It was hypothesized that 

within the context of a job interview sarcasm would be judged as inap

propriate and lower ratings of an applicant's intelligence and likeli

hood that he/she would be hired. 

O'Connell (1969) feels that in spite of the importance placed 

upon sense of humor as a distinctively human and ennobling quality, 

very little concerted theoretical research has been undertaken. Most 

studies have come from a Freudian perspective. O'Connell had veteran's 

administration patients rate 18 anecdotes developed from the writings 

and examples of Freud. Over a six month period, patients rated on a 

five point scale, from dislike very much to like very much, three end

ings representing humor, hostile wit and resignation for each anecdote. 

These ratings were then correlated with responses to a 22 item socio-

metric Group Behavior Questionnaire. 

The group member who said amusing things to motivate people to 

laugh tended to be accepted and influential, but clashed frequently and 

would not depend or yield to the opinion of others. This person was 

considered a leader who could be hostile, competitive and talk about 

topics unrelated to group tasks, yet he was popular and wanted to keep 

the group actively working toward goals. In contrast, the salient fea

tures of the sarcastic wit were "clashing, attention seeking, noncon

formity, active verbal-hostile competition and success in gaining 

popularity" (O'Connell, 1969, p. 185). There were noticeable behavioral 
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differences between those who produced funny and those who produced 

sarcastic wit. The sarcastic individual was described as a hostile 

competitor with less influence and desire to accomplish something and 

less need for a warm group. The individual who scored high on appre

ciation for hostile wit was almost opposite in behavior, withdrawn, 

hyperindependent, isolated and unpopular (O'Connell, 1969). 

Svebak (1975) administered a sense of humor questionnaire to 

male and female college students. He concluded that relatively speak

ing, sarcastic wit is typically an adult male style and funny wit was 

more of an adolescent female style. Svebak suggests that the sarcastic 

style of humor is in agreement with the current masculine image of 

males as a strategem for social power. The funny style, in contrast, 

is in agreement with a warmth and expressiveness stereotype and is, 

therefore, relatively more apt to be a social self-image of the female. 

Jah (1975, p. 276) raises the issue of sarcasm in his discussion 

of the teacher's respect for his or her student. "In serious discussion 

situations there are two necessary conditions of respect for persons: 

conditions governing rational thinking and conditions governing moral 

and attitudinal considerations." Rational thinking requires that parti

cipants take a critical attitude toward the views, beliefs, emotions and 

judgments being expressed. The moral condition requires, according to 

Jah (1975, p. 277), that participants "observe decorum, avoiding arbi

trary inference, contemptuous attitudes or sarcasm and adhering to the 

principles of fairness." In Jah's view, sarcasm is "morally repugnant" 

and unjustifiable from the standpoint of rational thinking. 
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According to Ackerman (1982), in order to understand a sarcastic 

utterance, a listener has to note the contradiction between the utter

ance and integrate the contextual and utterance information. In an 

attempt to study understanding of sarcastic utterances and the impor

tance of the placement of contextual information, first and third grade 

children and college students were read short paragraphs containing an 

utterance and contextual information designed to bias whether a sarcas

tic or literal interpretation of the utterance was made. 

Results suggested that different placements of contextual in

formation affected interpretation. While third graders and college 

students generally made more correct interpretations of the sarcastic 

utterances, first graders did comprehend the utterances in conditions 

that facilitated the integration of contextual and utterance informa-
V * 

tion. Results of a second study by Ackerman suggest that subjects 

retain in memory both the literal form of the utterance and a represen

tation of its integration with the contextual information. 

In summary, it would seem that the job interview would be an 

ideal context in which to test the effects on person perception of the 

traits of intelligence and sarcasm and their interaction, along with 

the role or attitude similarity. It was hypothesized that attitude 

dissimilarity from the subject judge would lower judgments of intelli

gence and cause subjects to indicate that they would not hire the 

applicant more frequently than when the applicant was perceived as 

holding similar attitudes to the subject. It was also hypothesized 

that within a job interview sarcasm would be judged as inappropriate 



and lower ratings of em applicant's intelligence and likelihood that 

he or she would be hired. 



METHOD 

Sixty-four female subjects were selected from a pool of 286 

female freshmen and sophomore students enrolled in psychology classes. 

Only female subjects were chosen for participation in the study in an 

effort to minimize sex effects. Subjects selected for inclusion were 

randomly drawn from a list of students who had responded that they 

either agreed or agreed strongly with the statement "College students 

often encounter discrimination on the basis of sex" (N»32), or indicated 

that they either disagreed or disagreed strongly (N*32). Thus students 

who were undecided were not chosen for inclusion in the study (N=29), in 

order to fill the requirements of the attitude condition. Question

naires had been completed in the students' classes and those participa

ting in the study received five points extra credit for their parti

cipation. 

Procedure 

A videotape of a job interview was developed in which the inter

viewee displayed the following conditions in a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial 

design: high or low intelligence, use of, or failure to use sarcasm 

and attitude similarity or dissimilarity from the subject judge. 

A job interview was role played by a senior drama student and 

the principal investigator. Four videotapes were developed with the 

drama student as the interviewee and the principal investigator as the 
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interviewer. Tapes were made under the guidance of a professor from 

the drama department and one professor from the psychology department. 

A graduate student not connected with the study who had considerable 

videotape experience also assisted with the project. Although no reli

ability measures were taken, tapes were not considered usable unless 

there was consensus among the two faculty members and two graduate stu

dents involved. In addition, psychology graduate students who were not 

involved were used to pilot and determine operationalizations for high 

and low intelligence and sarcasm. 

Intelligence 

To demonstrate high intelligence the interviewee used both 

verbal and nonverbal cues which were believed to lead to judgments of 

an*individual as maximally intelligent. In the high intelligence con

dition, the interviewee displayed appropriate verbal cues such as using 

proper grammar, correct pronunciation, rapid speech and nonverbal cues 

such as am erect posture and maintaining eye contact with the inter

viewer. In the low or unintelligent condition, the interviewee spoke 

much more slowly and poorly, mispronouncing words, using long pauses 

as well as nonverbal cues such as slouching, failing to make eye con

tact with the interviewer, yawning, deeming her nails and twirling 

her hair. 

Sarcasm 

The sarcastic condition involved the interviewee directing 

several sarcastic remarks at the interviewer. The words spoken were 

the same for all conditions. However, tone of voice was changed in 
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the sarcastic condition to create the impression that the interviewee 

was somewhat ridiculing in her attitude toward the interviewer. State

ments that were said in a sarcastic tone include a response to the 

question of whether the interviewee spoke Spanish. Her response was, 

"No, there are no Mexicans in Michigan." In another instance when asked 

about other jobs held in the past, the interviewee responded with the 

question, "Do you want to know all the other jobs I've had?" as if the 

interviewer had asked a ridiculous question. These same statements were 

said in a straightforward manner in the nonsarcastic condition. 

Attitude Similarity/Dissimilarity 

Subjects' attitude toward sex discrimination on campus was used 

to classify them as attitudinally similar or dissimilar from the job 

applicant (interviewee). A ten question attitude survey presented in a 

Likert format was piloted in several evening introductory psychology 

classes to find an issue which would be likely to have an adequate num

ber of students both for and against the issue. Questions concerned 

current issues affecting college students including attitudes toward: 

marijuana, alcohol, drug abuse, draft registration, sex discrimination 

on cajnpus and the women's movement (see Appendix A for a copy of the 

questionnaire). 

The statement chosen for inclusion in this study was "College 

students often encounter discrimination on the basis of sex." During 

the course of the videotaped job interview, the interviewee stated that 

she would be interested in helping with research on sex discrimination 

and felt that it was a big problem on campus and that too little 
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attention is given to it. She also stated that she had inarched for 

"women take back the night." Thirty-two subjects who had circled that 

they either strongly agreed or agreed with this statement on the ques

tionnaire were classified as holding a similar attitude toward the 

applicant and 32 circling strongly disagree or disagree were classified 

as holding a dissimilar attitude with regard to sex discrimination on 

campus. 

Data Collection and Pretext for the Study 

Deception was believed to be necessary to prevent subjects from 

responding or becoming sensitized to the videotapes in a biased fashion. 

The pretext given involved evaluation of a job applicant. Subjects were 

told that they would be asked to view a videotape of a job interview and 

then would be asked to complete some questions about the applicant. 

Attitude questionnaires had been distributed to the students' classes 

at least two to four weeks previously and were not linked to the study. 

Appointments were arranged when subjects could view the video

tape in a private room in the psychology department. Videotapes were 

shown to subjects in groups ranging in size from one to four students 

at one time. Each student saw only one interview. A senior undergradu

ate psychology student showed the videotape to half of the subjects and 

the principal investigator showed the tapes to the other half. 

Both the senior and the principal investigator were blind to 

the attitude condition. A list of names was taken from the question

naires for those who could be classified as either similar or dissimilar 

with regard to the sex discrimination issue. Specific responses of 
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subjects were not examined until after all subjects had viewed the tapes 

and completed the evaluation of the job applicant. Because of familiar

ity with the videotapes, the experimenters were not blind to the intel

ligence or sarcastic condition. Ideally the experiments should have 

been blind to the conditions presented in the tapes and not being so may 

have caused experimenter artifact to influence results. To minimize 

experimenter demand characteristics, standardized instructions were read 

to subjects (see Appendix B for instructions). Data were collected 

August of 1980 through December 1981. 

Evaluation of the Job Applicant 

A seven item questionnaire was given to each subject at the 

completion of the videotape (see Appendix C for a copy of the question

naire) . Each subject was asked to indicate the extent to which they 

agreed or disagreed with each of seven statements by circling the ap

propriate response on a five point Likert type scale. The questionnaire 

asked whether subjects would hire the applicant, how confident they were 

of this, whether they thought the applicant held views different from 

their own, and if the applicant appeared to be each of the following: 

pleasant, sarcastic, responsible and intelligent. 



RESULTS 

A principal component factor analysis was conducted for the 

evaluation of the applicant questionnaire. All seven items on the 

questionnaire were analyzed according to the principal component factor 

analysis with iterations, using a Varimax rotation. The first factor 

accounted for 63.4% of the variance and had an eigenvalue equal to 

4.447. Factor loadings are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Factor Loading for Principal Components Factor Analysis 
with Iterations and Varimax Rotation 

Factor 

1 .8656 

2 .9076 

3 -.5679 

4 .7998 

5 -.5713 

6 .7992 ' 

7 .7610 
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The highest correlation coefficient, .91, was obtained between 

questions one and two, whether based on this interview the subject would 

hire the applicant and how confident they were of this. Appearing in

telligent and responsible correlated r • .76. Confidence in hiring the 

applicant correlated with the applicant appearing pleasant, r = .69. 

Confidence in hiring also correlated with appearing responsible, r - .68 

while hiring correlated with responsible, r = .67. Hiring and confi

dence in hiring correlated negatively with holding different views, 

r = -.45, r » -.51 respectively. In addition, a negative correlation 

coefficient resulted from correlations of the following: appearing 

sarcastic and hiring the applicant, r • -.47, and confidence in hiring, 

r • -.52; appearing pleasant and appearing sarcastic, r = -.53; holding 

different views and appearing intelligent, r * -.42; holding different 

views and appearing responsible, r • -.37; appearing sarcastic and 

appearing responsible, r «= -.41. 

Unit weighting was employed and analysis was done using the 

responses to the question asking whether they wovild hire the applicant. 

The applicant was rated most favorably by those subjects classified in 

the intelligent, not sarcastic, dissimilar attitude condition, followed 

by (2) intelligent, not sarcastic, attitude similar condition, tied with 

intelligent, sarcastic, attitude similar condition, (3) intelligent, 

sarcastic, attitude dissimilar condition, (4) unintelligent, sarcastic, 

attitude similar, (5) unintelligent, sarcastic, attitude dissimilar, 

tied with unintelligent, not sarcastic, attitude similar condition, and 

finally, unintelligent, not sarcastic, attitude dissimilar condition. 

Means cure presented in Table 2. 



Table 2. Mean Responses to "Based on This Interview, I Would Hire This Applicant" 

Intelligent 
Sarcastic 

Attitude Attitude 
Similar Dissimilar 

3.38 4.00 

Intelligent 
Not Sarcastic 

Attitude Attitude 
Similar Dissimilar 

3.38 2.75 

Unintelligent 
Sarcastic 

Attitude Attitude 
Similar Dissimilar 

4.25 4.38 

Unintelligent 
Not Sarcastic 

Attitude Attitude 
Similar Dissimilar 

4.38 4.75 
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A 2 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance was conducted on responses to 

the question asking whether subjects would hire the job applicant as 

the dependent measure. The independent variables were intelligence, 

sarcasm, and attitude similarity. The resulting analysis of variance 

table is presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. Analysis of Variance Hiring of Job Applicant 

Sum of 
Squares DF 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Main Effects 18.88 3 6.29 9.79 .001* 

Intelligence 18.06 1 18.06 28.09 .001* 

Sarcasm .56 1 .56 .88 

in • 

Attitude .25 1 .25 .39 .54 

2-Way Interactions 4.31 3 1.44 2.24 .09 

Intelligence x Sarcasm 3.06 1 3.06 4.76 .03** 

Intelligence x Attitude .25 1 .25 .39 .54 

Sarcasm x attitude 1.00 1 1.00 1.56 .22 

3-Way Interactions 

Intelligence x Sarcasm 

x Attitude 2.25 1 2.25 3.50 .07 

Explained 25.44 7 3.63 5.65 .001 

Residual 36.00 56 .64 

Total 61.44 63 .98 

*£ <.01 
**£ <.05 



There was a significant main effect for intelligence (F(l,63) = 28.09, 

£ .01) and a significant two-way interaction between intelligence and 

sarcasm (F(l,63) = 4.76, £ <.05). Scheffe's S method resulted in sig

nificant (£ <.05) differences between means for two relationships. 

Intelligent, sarcastic differed from unintelligent not sarcastic. In

telligent not sarcastic also differed significantly from unintelligent, 

sarcastic. Mean differences and a graph of the sarcasm-intelligence 

interaction are presented in Table 4 and Figure 1 respectively. 

Table 4. Scheffe's S Method for Difference Among Means 

Intelligence x Sarcasm 
Xl x2 X3 X4 

Intelligent, sarcastic Xl - 3.69 .63 .62 .87 

Intelligent, not sarcastic X2 - 3.06 1.25* 1.5* 

Unintelligent, sarcastic X3 - 4.31 

in CM • 

Unintelligent, not sarcastic X4 - 4.56 

*£ <.05 

To check on experimental manipulations, responses to the three 

independent variables were crosstabulated and a chi square analysis was 

conducted. Because of problems with small N's in some cells, agree 

strongly and agree were combined, as were disagree strongly and dis

agree. 
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5.0 

4.5 

4.0 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

.5 

Unintelligent 

Intelligent 

Sarcastic Not Sarcastic 

Figure 1. Intelligence x Sarcasm Interaction-Means for 
Hiring of Job Applicant* 

*Lower mean is more likely to be hired 
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All three resulting chi squares were significant (£ <.05). 

Contingency tables are presented in Table 5. Sixty-six percent of those 

in the intelligent condition indicated agreement or strong agreement 

with the statement that the applicant appeared intelligent# contrasted 

with 16% in the unintelligent condition judging the applicant to be 

intelligent, X2d) " 18.75. Ninety-four percent of the subjects in the 

sarcastic condition indicated strong agreement or agreement with the 

statement that the applicant appeared to be sarcastic. Only 31% of 

those in the nonsarcastic condition judged the applicant to be sarcas

tic , x2(1) = 26.78. With regard to attitude toward sex discrimination 

on caxnpus, 66% of those subjects in the attitude dissimilar condition 

agreed that the applicant held views very different from their own and 

28% in the attitude similar condition agreed with this statement, 

X2(l) - 10.16. 

Although subjects' judgments of attitude similarity/ 

dissimilarity were statistically significant, the question of possible 

confounding is raised. "College students often encounter discrimina

tion on the basis of sex" was used to classify subjects for the attitude 

condition. However, this may have been confounded with the statement 

made by the applicant that she had participated in the "women take back 

the night march." Although the attitude questionnaire contained a 

statement about the women's movement, it was not used in the classifi

cation of attitude condition. Only ten of the subjects disagreed with 

the statement, "The women's movement has done a great deal to help both 

males and females lead richer lives." Eleven subjects were undecided 



Table 5. Chi Square Contingency Tables 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 

Intelligent 21 4 7 

(13) (5.5) (13.5) 

Unintelligent 5 7 20 

(13) (5.5) (13.5) 

X2 = 18.75, (£ 
df - 2 

<.01) 
26 11 27 

Sarcastic 30 1 1 

(20) (4.5) (7.5) 

Not Sarcastic 10 8 14 

(20) (4.5) (7.5) 

X2 - 26.78, (£ 
df - 2 

<.01) 
40 9 15 

Attitude 
Similar 

9 

(15) 

6 

(5.5) 

17 

(11.5) 

Attitude 
Dissimilar 

21 

(15) 

5 

(5.5) 

6 

(11.5) 

30 11 23 
X - 10.16, (£ <.01) 
df - 2 



and 43 indicated that they either agreed strongly or agreed with this 

statement. A Pearson Product Moment Correlation yielded a significant 

correlation coefficient of .26 (£ <.05) between those two items (four 

and eight) on the attitude questionnaire. Although the correlation is 

significant, it only accounted for less than 10% of the variance, 

therefore it is not clear to what degree it was confounded. Participa

ting in the march may express the separate view toward organized group 

protest rather than sex discrimination on campus. 



DISCUSSION 

It appears that through the differential use of nonverbal cues, 

the interviewee was able to simulate em intelligent and an unintelligent 

job applicant. Change in tone of voice appeared to adequately bring 

about judgments of the applicant as sarcastic. 

The hypotheses were only partially supported. As hypothesized, 

sarcasm did lower ratings of intelligence, however, only for those who 

viewed the applicant displaying the intelligent condition. Those view

ing the applicant in the unintelligent condition gave higher ratings to 

the applicant when she used a sarcastic tone, than when she did not. 

It may be that a person who appears intelligent is assumed to know that 

sarcasm is inappropriate in a job interview and its use would be to his 

or her disadvantage. Those of lower intelligence may not be expected 

to know that sarcasm is inappropriate and the view that sarcasm is a 

form of wit and intelligence may predominate. If it is true that sar

casm is much more stereotypic of males (Svebak, 1975), then there may 

be the element of surprise or greater attention and inference made from 

the use of sarcasm by a female. 

Because it is difficult to determine whether the attitude 

manipulation was effective, few conclusions can be drawn with regard 

to the impact of this variable. It is important to note that only one 

attitude was tested here and in order to conclude anything concerning 

the effects of attitude similarity or dissimilarity on the perception 
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or judgment of an individual, several attitudes would have to be exam

ined. In addition, attention would need to be given to the issues of 

salience and ego involvement for the judge. Although subjects may agree 

or disagree with attitudes expressed by an individual, if they are not 

salient or are not important to the subject, they may have little impact 

on the impression formed and subsequent behavior towards this individu

al. 

The factor analysis showed that the large evaluative component 

found in the literature was also present in this study. The correla

tions do provide some insight concerning implicit theories of intelli

gence. One who is viewed as intelligent is also more likely to be 

viewed as being responsible and more likely to be hired for a job. 

Holding different views and appearing intelligent also appeared to be 

negatively related. However, the experimental manipulations may have 

been confounded with the dependent measure since questions concerning 

intelligence, sarcasm and attitudes were manipulated and also included 

in the evaluation questionnaire. 

Results from the analysis of the subjects' responses to the 

statement that the applicant held different views from the subject 

conform to the results obtained in the attraction literature. Those 

viewed as more similar were more likely to be hired, as revealed by 

the negative correlations between hiring and confidence in hiring and 

holding different views. 

The importance of context effects in forming impressions is 

supported in this study, at least for the job interview. If there 
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were no change in meaning due to the context and presence of other 

attributes/ one would expect that the sarcasm would influence judgments 

of intelligence in a similar manner across many conditions. Further 

research would be needed to conclude anything about the situation and 

th? role it played in influencing judgments since only one situation 

was used. 

Because the experimenters were not blind to the conditions on 

the videotapef one has to consider that the results may be due to ex

perimenter artifacts. The reading of standardized instructions may 

have helped, but it is possible that it was not enough to prevent the 

experimenters from subtly influencing subjects. Experimenters who are 

blind to all conditions should have been employed. 

Despite its limitations, there does seem to be some support for 

the change of meaning explanation to the role of context effects in 

person perception. Results may also have been seen as not supporting 

the Additive model for combining cues in person perception since sarcasm 

and intelligence interacted and the results could not be explained by a 

simple addition of traits. 

Although the chi square test of the independent variable manipu

lation for intelligence was significant, it is difficult to determine 

whether it is intelligence that was manipulated or some other factor or 

factors associated with intelligence. In the unintelligent condition, 

the applicant slouched, looked around the room, played with her hair, 

cleaned her nails and spoke more slowly. These behaviors may have con

veyed impressions of laziness, disinterest, rudeness or some other char

acteristics rather than connoting a lack of intelligence. 
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It would be useful in developing an operational definition of 

cues of intelligence (or almost any independent variable manipulation) 

to have judges rate videotapes without being informed of the behavior 

or characteristic attempting to be portrayed. This would help determine 

the main characteristic or impression being given and aid in its opera-

tionalization. 



APPENDIX A 

ATTITUDES OF COLLECT! STUDENTS 

We are interested in determining attitudes of college students 

toward various current issues and are requesting your voluntary parti

cipation in the completion of this questionnaire. Please answer as many 

of the questions as you can. You do not have to respond to all items if 

you prefer not to. 

PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE 
FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. 

1. Apathy characterizes the attitude of most college students toward 
world problems. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

2. It is unfair for only males to be required to register for the 
draft. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

3. Most college students consume too much alcohol. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree. Undecided Disagree Strongly 

4. College students often encounter discrimination on the basis of 
sex. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

5. The majority of today's college students are opposed to the draft. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
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6. Marijuana should be legalized. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

i 

7. Most university athletic departments engage in some illegal 
activity. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

8. The woman's movement has done a great deal to help both males and 
females lead richer lives. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

9. Alcohol should not be sold on campus. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

10. More education concerning drug abuse is needed. 

Agree Disagree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 



APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS 

I am requesting your voluntary participation in a study in

volving evaluation of a job applicant. You will be asked to view a 

videotape of a job interview and complete several questions evaluating 

the individual being interviewed. The purpose of this study is to 

examine the way in which individuals presented on videotape are evalu

ated. 

If you decide to participate, please answer as many of the 

questions as you can. You do not have to answer all the questions, if 

you prefer not to. Completion of the questionnaire will indicate your 

consent as a willing participant in this study. 

All data received will be treated with anonymity and confiden

tiality. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time without 

incurring any ill will or in any way affecting your course grade. 

Toni Alterman 
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APPENDIX C 

EVALUATION OF A JOB APPLICANT 

PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH EACH OF 
THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BY CIRCLING THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. 

1. Based on this interview, I would hire this applicant. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

2. I am confident that I would hire this applicant. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

3. This applicant holds views very different from my own. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

4. This applicant appeared pleasant. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

5. This applicant appeared to be sarcastic. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

6. This applicant appeared to be a responsible person. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

7. This applicant appeared to be intelligent. 

Agree 
Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 
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