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ABSTRACT

THIN SLICES OF FRIENDSHIP: DO NON-VERBAL BEHAVIORS PREDICT FIRST
IMPRESSIONS DURING GETTING ACQUAINTED INTERACTIONS?

Urganci, Betiil
MA. Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Giil Giinaydin

June 2017

Does a very brief observation of a person predict first impressions? Prior research has shown that
these brief observations, called thin slices, predict many psychological outcomes such as
individual performance. However, there is a not much research investigating whether thin slices
predict first impressions formed following live interactions. In the present research, one hundred
female participants were asked to complete three 15-minute face-to-face interactions in dyads.
After each interaction session, their explicit and implicit warmth about their interaction partner
was assessed. Ten observers rated these participants on warmth, competence and attractiveness
based on brief silent video clips extracted from the interactions. Multilevel analyses revealed that
for a given participant, observer-rated attractiveness (but not observer-rated warmth and
competence) of their interaction partner predicted greater implicit and explicit warmth toward this

person following dyadic interactions. The role of attractiveness in implicit warmth was more



pronounced when the interaction required low (vs. high) self-disclosure. Moreover, explicit (but
not implicit) warmth increased over time. These findings support a halo effect and the “familiarity
breeds liking” hypothesis.

Key words: Friendship Formation, Halo Effect, Implicit Impressions, Impression

Formation, Thin Slices of Behavior
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OZET
INCE KESIT KARARLARININ TANISMA ETKiLESIMLERi SIRASINDAKI ILK

[ZLENIMLER ILE ILISKISI

Urganci, Betiil
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog Dr. Giil Glinaydin

Haziran 2017

Kisa siireli gozleme dayali kararlar bir kisi hakkinda olusturulmus ilk izlenimleri yordar mi?
Gegmis ¢alismalarda kisinin davranis siirecinden alinan ince kesit karar olarak adlandirilan kisa
stireli bir gozlemin kisisel performans gibi ¢ok sayida psikolojik sonucu ya da bireysel farkliliklari
yordadig1 goriilmiistiir. Ancak bu ince kesit kararlarin yeni tanisan insanlarin yiiz yiize etkilesim
sonrasi olusturduklar ilk izlenimler ile olan iliskisini ¢alisan ¢ok fazla ¢aligma bulunmamaktadir.
Bu calismada, 100 kadin katilimcidan 15’er dakikalik {i¢ tane yiiz yiize etkilesim oturumunu cift
olarak tamamlamalar1 istenmistir. Her bir etkilesim oturumu sonrasinda, katilimcilarin etkilesimde
bulunduklar1 partnerleri ile ilgili ortiik ve acik izlenimleri 6l¢tilmiistiir. Ardindan, 10 gézlemciden
bu etkilesim oturumlarindan alinan kisa video kesitlerini izleyip, bu videodaki kisilerin ¢ekicilik,
yetkinlik ve sicakkanliliklarini degerlendirmeleri istenmistir. Yapilan analizlerde, bir kisinin
etkilesim partneri hakkinda gézlemciler tarafindan yapilan ¢ekicilik degerlendirmelerinin o kisinin

etkilesim partneri hakkindaki ortiik ve acik sicakkanlilik izlenimlerini yordadig1 goriilmiistiir.

Vii



Cekiciligin ortiik sicakkanlilik izlenimlerindeki roliiniin, etkilesim diisiik oranda kendini agma
gerektirdiginde daha fazla 6n plana ¢iktigr bulunmustur. Ayrica, agik sicakkanlilik izlenimlerinin
zaman igerisinde arttig1 goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgular, literatlirdeki hale etkisi ve aginaligin begeniyi

arttirdig1 hipotezlerini desteklemektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hale Etkisi, lk Izlenimler, Ince Kesit Kararlar, Ortiik Izlenimler
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

As human beings, we usually trust our intuitions when we form first impressions of
others. We decide in the blink of an eye whether someone is warm, competent, or attractive
(Willis & Todorov, 2006). Past work has shown that judgments based on a very brief observation
of a target person (i.e., thin slices) predict a host of important outcomes from their personalities
(Allport, 1937; Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Funder & Colvin, 1988) to real-world outcomes
(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; Ambady et al., 2002). However, there are very few studies looking
at whether judgments based on thin slices of a live interaction would predict impressions that
form following that interaction, with virtually no attention being given to impressions measured
using implicit methods. Given the importance of warmth, competence and attractiveness in
interpersonal evaluation (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Sutherland et al., 2013), we looked at
whether judgment of warmth, competence and attractiveness predicted both explicit and implicit
impressions following dyadic, face-to-face interactions that vary in the amount of self-disclosure
over time.

1.1 Processes of Friendship Formation

Initial impressions are important to decide who we would approach and who we would
avoid. When we meet and get to know a new person, how warm we judge that person plays an
important role in whether or not we want to interact with the person and whether we ultimately
become friends (Denrell, 2005; Gunaydin, Selcuk, & Zayas, 2017; Kelley, 1950). Perceiving
someone as warm would also enhance perceived partner responsiveness of that individual which

1



is a building block of interpersonal relationships (Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004). When we
interact with someone, we want to see support, sympathy, care and understanding from them
(Laurenceau, Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998)—that is we want them to be responsive to our
needs. If we perceive an individual as warm, we might expect them to also be more responsive,

which would foster a close, meaningful friendship.

If impressions of warmth play such a pivotal role in friendship formation what might be
the factors that give rise to these impressions? One factor that might affect impressions of
warmth are the target’s qualities—that is, how warm, attractive, and competent the target person
is. Stereotype Content Model proposed that there are two important dimensions in interpersonal
evaluation: warmth and competence (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). The dimension of warmth
consists of being trustworthy, sincere, and friendly whereas the dimension of competence
consists of being intelligent and creative. Judging whether someone is warm and competent has
a survival importance because warmth signals intentions of a person whereas competence
signals whether that person is able to achieve their intentions. Later research used mathematical
modeling to provide further evidence that these two dimensions underlie impression formation
(Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008). More recent evidence extended on this research by showing that
attractiveness also plays a crucial role in initial impressions (Sutherland et al., 2013). These
studies reveal that judgments of warmth, competence and attractiveness are important for

formation of impressions.

Another factor that has a profound impact on warmth is self-disclosure which is a
process of revealing intimate information about ourselves (Collins & Miller, 1994). Both

disclosing personal information about ourselves and receiving disclosure from other person



promote liking and closeness during face-to-face interactions (Aron, Melinat, Aron, Vallone, &
Bator, 1997; Collins & Miller, 1994). There is evidence showing that people who engaged in
high self-disclosure were liked to a greater extent than people who engaged in low self-
disclosure (Archer, Berg, & Runge, 1980; Taylor, Gould, & Brounstein, 1981). Importantly, it
was shown that having reciprocity in the process of self-disclosure during initial interaction
promotes even more liking and closeness between individuals (Sprecher, Treger, & Wondra,
2012; Sprecher, Treger, Wondra, Hilaire and Wallpe, 2013). Therefore, disclosing personal
information about oneself, especially taking turns in doing so, would increase impressions of

warmth.

A final factor that determines how warm we find another person is time that we spend
with that person. Repeated exposure to a particular stimulus leads to more favorable attitudes
toward that stimulus (Bornstein, 1989; Zajonc, 1968). Being physically close to someone and
having frequent live interactions enhance relationship development (Ebbesen, Kjos, & Konecni,
1976). One of the classic studies in this topic demonstrated that the more frequently a
confederate was encountered by students, the more positive were the students’ impressions
about the confederate (Moreland & Beach, 1992). A more recent study showed that increases in
the amount of interaction promoted greater liking for and desire to be friends with one’s
interaction partner (Reis, Maniaci, Caprariello, Eastwick, & Finkel, 2011). Therefore, the more
we interact with someone, the more we become familiar with that individual, which in turn leads

us to perceive them as warmer.

In sum, past work revealed that a number of important factors affect impressions of

warmth during a live interaction—from how warm, competent, and attractive the target person is



to features of the interaction such as how much self-disclosure it entails and how much time we
spend together with the person. Given how warm we judge a person plays an important role in
friendship formation, the aim of the present research is to look at the predictive role of these

factors in impressions of warmth.

1.2 Thin Slices of Behavior

To examine the predictive role of a target person’s warmth, competence and
attractiveness in first impressions about that person, we need to glean this information during the
live interaction. Thin slices of behavior is a good way to obtain judgments about a target person
based on brief observation of their expressive behaviors (Ambady, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000).
Thin slices might come from diverse communication channels such as an audio that may only
consist of a target person’s voice or a video that may consist of a target person’s nonverbal
behaviors, physical appearance, or voice, or a combination of these channels.

There are at least two reasons why thin slices are important in predicting interpersonal
outcomes. First, tone of voice and expressive nonverbal behaviors which are parts of thin slice
judgments are channels that are difficult to control. Therefore, expressive behaviors contain more
information than conscious and verbal communication (Ekman & Friesen, 1969). Second, brief
observation of behaviors might have more predictive power about a target than self-report by
others and watching entire observation (Ambady et al., 2000). Briefly, being able to predict
individual differences and performance outcomes based on very brief observations makes thin

slice judgments an effective technique.

A good number of studies have used thin slices to predict individual performance. In a

seminal paper using thin slices, Ambady and Rosenthal (1993) investigated how strangers’



judgments about teachers’ performance based on thin slices of their behavior predicted their
actual performance. Soundless video clips of teachers (from 2-seconds to 10-seconds long) were
rated by complete strangers who never met the teacher or took classes from them. Their
evaluations about teachers (i.e., likeable, warm, competent) predicted teaching evaluations of
students who actually took classes from those teachers. Moreover, judgments based on thin slices
predicted individual performance in many other domains such as job performance (Ambady,
Hogan, Spencer, & Rosenthal, 1993), success in employment interviews (Prickett, Gada-Jain, &
Bernieri, 2000), and malpractice claim history of surgeons (Ambady, LaPlante, Nguyen,

Rosenthal, Chaumeton, & Levinson, 2002).

Other studies have shown that judgments based on thin slices predict individual
differences—including personality traits (Carney, Colvin, & Hall, 2007; Tackett, Herzhoff,
Kushner, & Rule, 2015), masculinity and femininity (Bernieri, Sharpe, & Knee, 1992), romantic
couples’ level of love (Gada, Bernieri, Grahe, Zuroff, & Koestner, 1997), sexual orientation
(Ambady, Hallahan, & Conner, 1999; Rule, Ambady, Adams Jr, & Macrae, 2008; Rule,
Ambady, & Hallett, 2009), and even testosterone levels (Dabbs, Bernieri, Strong, Campo, &
Milun, 2001).

Although there are numerous studies looking at how thin slices predict individual
differences and individual performance, there is one study to date that focused on whether thin
slices predict first impressions (Gunaydin, Selcuk, & Zayas, 2017). This study found that that
participants who had favorable photograph judgments in the first place demonstrated more
behavioral warmth toward their interaction partner (as judged from thin slices) during a live
interaction. Moreover, participants’ warmth produced more warmth from their interaction partner

which in turn leads to more favorable impressions after the interaction. However, this study



focused solely on warmth which is only one dimension of interpersonal evaluations. It is
important to investigate the role of attractiveness and competence in predicting first impressions.
Also, in this study, impressions were assessed using self-reports (i.e., explicit impressions) and
the authors did not look at the predictive role of thin slice judgments in first impressions assessed
using implicit methods (i.e., implicit impressions).

1.3 Implicit versus Explicit Impressions

Prior research showed that judgments based on thin slices of behavior predict explicit
outcomes such as self-reports of personality traits or of impressions of another person. Thus, the
question remains: Do judgments based on thin slices predict implicit outcomes—such as implicit
impressions? Implicit impressions consist of thoughts, attitudes, and feelings that occur outside
of conscious awareness and control whereas explicit impressions consist of thoughts, attitudes
and feelings that are accessible to conscious thinking and deliberation (Greenwald & Banaji,
1995). Implicit impressions are different from explicit impressions as they cannot be captured by

self-reports and introspection (Uleman, Saribay, & Gonzalez, 2008).

Empirical evidence also supports the claim that explicit impressions are different from
implicit impressions. One study found that only self-report measures predicted deliberate racial
attitudes toward Black vs. White interviewers whereas only the response latency measure, which
is an implicit measure, predicted non-verbal behaviors such as blinking and eye contact
(Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997). Moreover, another study showed that
if impressions that were assessed are about sensitive issues, explicit measures correlate less with
implicit measures (Dovidio & Fazio, 1992; Nosek, Hawkins, & Frazier, 2011). Finally, explicit

and implicit measures were associated when participants were asked to focus on affect but they



are not associated when participants were asked to focus on cognitions such as thoughts and
beliefs (Smith & Nosek, 2011). Given implicit measures often capture information that explicit
measures do not, implicit measures were claimed to sometimes have more predictive power than
explicit measures. In line with this claim, positive implicit partner feelings which individuals
were not aware of were found to contribute to feelings of greater satisfaction in relationships
(LeBell & Campbell, 2012).

Past theorizing and empirical evidence suggest that implicit and explicit impressions
correspond to automatic vs. controlled, conscious vs. unconscious and associative vs. rule-based
processes, respectively. These dichotomies are the backbone of the dual process model in social
psychology. This model claims that we use two different strategies for information processing
(Chaiken & Trope, 1999): One system can be defined as fast, effortless and automatic whereas
the second system can be defined as slow, effortful and deliberate (Todorov, Mandisodza, Goren,
& Hall, 2005). Since both implicit impressions and thin slice judgments can be categorized as
more automatic as compared with explicit impressions, | predicted that observer-rated

impressions based on thin slices would predict implicit, but not explicit impressions.

1.4 Present Research

The primary aim of the present research is to examine whether thin slice judgments of
warmth, competence, and attractiveness predict both explicit and implicit impressions of warmth
following dyadic face-to-face interactions. Present research also aimed to explore the role of self-
disclosure and time spent in predicting explicit and implicit warmth. Toward these aims, pairs of
newly-acquainted participants were asked to complete videotaped face-to-face interactions.

During three 15-minute interactions, participants were asked to discuss questions that generate



either high or low self-disclosure. After each interaction session, participants completed a self-
report measure assessing their explicit impressions about how warm their interaction partner is
(hereafter referred to as explicit warmth) and a classification task assessing their implicit
impressions of their interaction partner’s warmth (hereafter referred to as implicit warmth). After
data collection was completed, observers who did not know the study hypotheses and the self-
disclosure manipulation watched silent video segments that were extracted from the start, middle,
and end of each interaction session. Based on the segment that they have watched, observers
rated the person in the video in terms of warmth, competence and attractiveness (hereafter
referred to as observer-rated warmth, observer-rated competence, and observer-rated
attractiveness, respectively).

This study design allowed us to examine our primary research questions of whether, for a
given participant, observer-rated warmth, competence and attractiveness of her interaction
partner based on thin slices predict her own implicit and explicit warmth toward her interaction
partner. Second, by assessing impressions after each 15-minute interaction, this study design
allowed us to examine the role of time in predicting explicit and implicit warmth. Finally, given
each 15-minute interaction involved questions that required either high or low self-disclosure, we

explored whether the level of self-disclosure predicted explicit and implicit warmth.



CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

A total of 100 female students from Bilkent University and Middle East Technical
University participated in the classification phase for course credit or monetary compensation.
Their ages ranged from 18 to 31 (M = 20.450, SD = 1.996) years-old. We recruited only female
participants in this study to be able to use a single base face for all participants. That is, having
both female and male participants would require preparing different stimuli for the implicit
warmth task (i.e., a female based face for female participants, and a male based face for male
participants because they interact with a same-sex partner during the study). This, in turn, would
make it difficult to compare results for male and female participants. Therefore, following past
work studying interpersonal processes using the reverse correlation method (Gunaydin &
DeLong, 2015; Karremans, Dotsch, & Corneille, 2011), we included only female participants in

the present research.

2.2 Procedure

Participants were asked to interact with a stranger face-to-face during the experimental
session. To pair up two participants who did not know each other, we asked them several
questions (department, year, student club participation) via email prior to the session. In addition,

when participants came to the laboratory, we asked them whether or not they knew one another.



Those participants who were not previously acquainted were allowed to participate in the
session.

Throughout the session, participants were asked to wear on their chest a sticker with their
participant number. This served to accurately match participants’ data from different tasks using
a numeric ID. After wearing their stickers, participants read and signed a consent form. Then,
they were asked to complete three 15-minute videotaped face-to-face interactions, which were
described as a type of sharing game (see Appendix A). During the sharing game, participants
took turns in reading aloud and answering questions. To manipulate self-disclosure, we randomly
assigned each pair of participants to one of two conditions (Aron, Melinat, Aron, Vallone, &
Bator, 1997). In the high self-disclosure condition, the interactions required mutual self-
disclosure which gradually increased in intimacy over time (e.g.: “Share with your partner an
embarrassing moment in your life.”) (see Appendix B1). In the low self-disclosure condition, the
interactions required minimal self-disclosure (e.g.: “If you could invent a new flavor of ice
cream, what would it be?””) (see Appendix B2 for the complete list of questions).

At the end of each of the three 15-minute interactions, the experimenter notified
participants that their time was up and escorted them to separate rooms to complete measures and
tasks pertaining to the interaction. First, they completed an implicit measure of warmth using
Matlab and then an explicit measure of warmth using Qualtrics. The Qualtrics survey also
contained other measures that were not relevant for the purposes of this study and hence will not
be discussed further. At the very end of the laboratory session, participants completed
demographic questions (age, gender, relationship status, relationship length) and then were

debriefed about the study.
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2.3 Measures

2.3.1 Explicit warmth

After each interaction, participants completed a 3-item self-report measure of their
current impression of their interaction partner. Specifically, they rated their interaction partner on
warmth-related items (trustworthy, warm, good-natured) on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly
disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). We obtained explicit warmth scores by averaging these three items
for each interaction (Time 1: M = 5.486, SD = 1.065; Time 2: M = 5.663, SD = 0.918;

Time 3: M =5.840, SD = 0.862).

2.3.2 Implicit Warmth

To assess implicit warmth, we examined the correspondence between each participant’s
mental representation of their interaction partner (hereafter referred to as participant-level
classification images) and an independently generated warm face representation (hereafter
referred to as shared representation of a warm individual). To do this, we first obtained the
participant-level classification images by asking participants to complete a reverse correlation
face classification task. Using a separate group of participants, we then measured the shared
representation of a warm individual and calculated the correspondence between this
representation and participant-level classification images to obtain implicit warmth scores.

2.3.2.1 Participant-Level Classification Images. To assess participants’ implicit warmth
about their interaction partner, we used a reverse correlation face classification task programmed

using the Psychophysics Toolbox (Brainard, 1997) in Matlab.
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For this classification task, the base face was created by averaging 40 female faces using
the PsychoMorph software (Tiddeman, Burt & Perrett, 2001). The individual female faces used
to create the base face were obtained from a standardized database (Ozener, 2012). In each trial,
two different faces were presented side by side. Following past work (Dotsch & Todorov, 2012;
Dotsch et al., 2008; Gunaydin & DelLong, 2015; Karremans, Dotsch, Wigboldus, & Corneille,
2011), all faces consisted of same base face (i.e., a grayscale female face). Within each trial, one
of the faces was created by adding a noise pattern to the base face (see Figure 1B) and the other
was created by subtracting the same noise from the base face (see Figure 1C). The noise pattern
used in each trial was created by a Matlab script to consist of 4,092 superimposed sinusoids with
random contrasts. On each trial, participants were asked to choose the face that looked more like
their interaction partner by pressing one of two buttons on the keyboard. They repeated this
selection for 300 trials. After participants completed the task, the Matlab script collected the
contrast vectors for faces selected as most resembling the interaction partner for each participant
for each of the three interaction sessions. Then, a participant-level classification image for each

interaction session was created by averaging those contrast vectors.

A

Base Face Base Face + Noise Base Face — Noise

Figure 1. Stimuli Used in the Classification Phase. Base face created by averaging 40
female faces (A), an example of stimuli presented on a given trial of the classification task
(B & C).

12



2.3.2.2 Shared representation of a warm individual. A separate group of participants were
recruited to measure the shared representation of a warm individual. Thirty female students
whose ages ranged from 18 to 24 (M = 20.333, SD = 1.212) participated in the face classification
task. This sample size exceeded the minimum sample size used in past work to reliably capture
the shared representation of a trustworthy individual (Ratner, Dotsch, Wigboldus, Knippenberg,
& Amodio, 2014). The stimuli and procedure were identical with the previously described
classification task except that participants were asked to select the face that best fit one of three
trait descriptors that were related with warmth. Since we used three adjectives (trustworthy,
warm and good-natured) to assess explicit warmth, the same adjectives were used for making the
selections in the classification task (e.g., “Select the face that looks warmer.”). Participants

repeated this selection 300 times.

After the second group of participants completed the task, their selections were averaged
by a Matlab script to assess how they represent a warm face. For each participant, the script
collected the contrast vectors for faces selected as trustworthy/warm/good-natured and then the
participant’s representation of a warm individual was created by averaging those contrast vectors.
A composite shared representation of a warm face was then created by aggregating

representations of all participants.

2.3.2.3 Calculation of implicit warmth. To obtain implicit warmth scores, we calculated
the correspondence between shared representation of a warm individual and the participant-level
classification images using a Matlab script. First, the base face was removed from all the images
to only have pixel patterns which represent the variation between participants. Similarly, the base
face was also removed in the calculation of shared representation of a warm individual. We then
compared the pixel intensities of participant-level classification images to those of the shared
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representation of a warm individual produced by a separate sample to obtain a correlation
coefficient. This correlation coefficient gave us an implicit warmth score for each participant for
each interaction session (Time 1: M = 0.010, SD = 0.021; Time 2: M = 0.008, SD = 0.019; Time

3: M =0.009, SD = 0.020).

2.3.3 Observer-rated warmth, competence, and attractiveness

Independent observers watched silent video segments that were extracted from the start,
middle, and end of each interaction session and rated each participant on three interpersonal
dimensions: warmth, attractiveness, and competence. For each participant, observer-rated scores
for these interpersonal dimensions were calculated by averaging across observers’ ratings within

each interaction session.

2.3.3.1 Stimulus Material. Face-to-face interactions were videotaped using three different
cameras. One of them videotaped only the participant who sat on the right side of the room
whereas the second camera videotaped only the participant who sat on the left side. The last
camera videotaped both participants. Since seeing the interaction partner of the target individual
when judging this individual might influence observers’ judgments, we used video recordings
from the first two cameras. We edited the videos with the Avidemux 2.6 software
(www.avidemux.org, 2009) by putting a black box on the participant that was not rated at that
moment (see Appendix C1 & C2). Fifteen-second video segments were extracted from the
beginning, middle and the last part of each interaction session (9 video segments for each
participant in total). We extracted the segments 4, 8 and 12 minutes after the beginning of the
interaction. However, for pairs who were too fast, we needed to extract segments prior to these

time points. To determine the beginning of each segment, we selected portions of videos in
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which participants within a given pair answered the same question. This helped hold the content
of conversations fairly standard within each pair. However, for pairs who finished their questions
early but continued having a conversation, their last segments came from these unstructured

parts.

2.3.3.2 Thin Slice Ratings. Ten research assistants (9 female) independently rated 900
segments (100 participants x 3 interaction sessions x 3 segments (beginning, middle, end)) with
the exception of one research assistant who finished 87% of the segments. The coders were blind
to the self-disclosure manipulation and the purposes of the study. Also, they were not informed
about who interacted with whom. They were only given information that participants in the

videos were asked to complete three 15-minute face-to-face interactions in dyads.

The observers watched pre-specified segments of videos through ELAN (Lausberg &
Sloetjes, 2009), which is a free video annotation software. Each coder was given two separate
lists that showed the timings of these segments. One file only consisted of segment information
for participants who sat on the right side whereas the other file only consisted of segment
information for participants who sat on the left side. Observers worked on the lists in
counterbalanced order. Also, within each list, the order of segments was randomized for each
observer. After watching each segment, the observers were asked to rate thin slices of the
participant on a 7-point Likert scale. Specifically, coders rated the target individual on 21 items
assessing their warmth (e.g., good-natured), attractiveness (e.g., beautiful), competence (e.g.,
successful) (see Appendix D), positive affect (e.g., cheerful), negative affect (e.g., anxious) (see
Appendix E), and interpersonal warmth (e.g., How warm was this person being toward their

interaction partner?) (see Appendix F).

15



To examine internal structure of these items, principal axis factor analyses were
conducted separately for each interaction session using oblimin rotation. We retained 4 factors
with Eigenvalues exceeding 1. The items that cluster on the same factor suggested that the
factors represented observer-rated warmth, attractiveness, negative affect, and competence.
Given warmth, attractiveness and competence are the most important dimensions for
interpersonal evaluation (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Sutherland et al., 2013), we used these
three factors in our analyses. The observer-rated warmth factor consisted of 10 questions
measuring trustworthiness, positive affect, and interpersonal warmth (Time 1: M = 4.367, SD =
1.299, a. = 0.965; Time 2: M =4.298, SD = 1.317, a = 0.964; Time 3: M = 4.291, SD = 1.370, o
= 0.966). Since the criteria used for retaining any item was having a factor loading of at least
0.40 on its own factor, we only excluded an item which is “calm” from the observer-rated warm
factor. The observer-rated attractiveness factor consisted of 3 questions measuring how
beautiful, attractive and impressive target person is (Time 1: M = 3.938, SD = 1.451, a. = 0.957;
Time 2: M =3.910, SD = 1.463, o = 0.961; Time 3: M = 3.875, SD = 1.462, o. = 0.958).
Moreover, the observer-rated competence factor consisted of 3 questions measuring how
successful, talented and competent a target person is (Time 1: M = 4.357, SD = 1.105, a =
0.909; Time 2: M =4.316, SD = 1.124, o = 0.915; Time 3: M = 4.307, SD = 1.149, a = 0.920).
The total variances accounted for by the observer-rated warmth factor were 53.174% for Time 1,
54.598% for Time 2 and 55.256% for Time 3. The total variances accounted for by the observer-
rated attractiveness factor were 10.569% for Time 1, 9.493% for Time 2 and 10.132% for Time
3. The total variances accounted for by the observer-rated competence factor were 5.637% for
Time 1, 5.598% for Time 2 and 5.395% for Time 3. Observer-rated warmth ratings across

observers showed high inter-rater reliability (Time 1: ICC = 0.865, 95% CI =[0.788 to 0.914];
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Time 2: ICC = 0.849, 95% CI = [0.775 to 0.900]; Time 3: ICC = 0.887, 95% CI = [0.832 to
0.924]). Observer-rated attractiveness ratings across observers showed moderate inter-rater
reliability (Time 1: ICC =0.727, 95% CI = [0.604 to 0.815]; Time 2: ICC = 0.730, 95% CI =
[0.614 to 0.816]; Time 3: ICC =0.701, 95% CI = [0.571 to 0.796]). Observer-rated competence
ratings across observers showed moderate inter-rater reliability (Time 1: ICC = 0.557, 95% CI =
[0.402 to 0.684]; Time 2: ICC = 0.589, 95% CI = [0.444 t0 0.707]; Time 3: ICC = 0.618, 95%

Cl = [0.482 to 0.729]).

2.4 Data Analytic Strategy

Multilevel modeling (HLM v7 software) was used to analyze our research questions. We
aimed to look at whether for a given participant, their interaction partner’s observer-rated
interpersonal dimensions (warmth, attractiveness and competence) predicted their own implicit
and explicit warmth toward this person. Also, we wanted to investigate the role of time and self-
disclosure in predicting implicit and explicit warmth. The following main effect model was used

to estimate implicit warmth with observer-rated warmth, time, and self-disclosure as predictors:

Level-1:

Implicit Warmthgi = o + m1i (Times) + m2i (Observer-rated Warmthy) + ey

Level-2:
70i = Boo + Poz (Self-disclosure;) + roj
i = P10 + r1i

m2i = P20 + I2i
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In the above model, self-disclosure was a dichotomous variable that represented the
interaction type (0 = Low Self-Disclosure, 1 = High Self-Disclosure). Time was centered around
the last interaction (-2 = Time 1, -1 = Time 2, 0 = Time 3) to represent implicit warmth at the end

of the interaction sessions.

At Level 2, Boo, B1o and B2o represented sample average of implicit warmth at Time 3, the
main effect of time on implicit warmth and the main effect of observer-rated warmth on implicit

warmth, respectively. o1 represents the association between self-disclosure and implicit warmth.

Next, we entered three two-way interaction terms into our main effect model one at a
time. We estimated the two-way interaction of self-disclosure and observer-rated warmth, the
interaction of time and self-disclosure and the interaction of observer-rated warmth and time.
Also, we calculated the three-way interaction of self-disclosure, time and observer-rated warmth.
Moreover, we performed the same main effect model and interaction models by using explicit
warmth as an outcome. Finally, we estimated the same main effect and interaction models by
using observer-rated attractiveness and observer-rated competence as predictors of explicit and

implicit warmth in separate analyses.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

Multilevel analyses with implicit warmth as the outcome showed that observer-rated
attractiveness was significantly associated with implicit warmth (520 = 0.003, SE = 0.001, p =
0.024, 95% CI =[0.001, 0.005], see Table 1). That is, participants who were rated as attractive
by observers were also judged as implicitly warmer by their interaction partner. Also, observer-
rated attractiveness significantly interacts with self-disclosure in predicting implicit warmth (521
=0.005, SE = 0.002, p = 0.012, 95% CI = [-0.009, -0.001]) (see Figure 2). No other main effects

(all ps >.282) or interaction effects were significant (all ps>.065).
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Table 1. Multilevel models predicting implicit warmth.

95% Confidence

Predictors Coefficient  SE p Interval (CI)
Observer-rated warmth

Intercept, o

Intercept, Soo 0.009 0.003 <0.001 [0,003,0,015]
Self-disclosure, fSo1 0.0002 0.003 0.952 [-0.006, 0.006]
Time slope, 71

Intercept, f10 -0.0003 0.001 0.806 [-0.002,0.002]
Observer-Rated Warmth Slope, 7>

Intercept, f20 0.001 0.001 0.282 [-0.001,0.003]
Observer -rated attractiveness

Intercept, 7o

Intercept, Soo 0.009 0.003 <0.001 [0,003,0,015]
Self-disclosure, foz 0.0006 0.003 0.82 [-0.005, 0.006]
Time slope, 71

Intercept, f10 -0.0003 0.001 0.827 [-0.002,0.002]
Observer-Rated Attractiveness Slope,

w2

Intercept, f20 0.003 0.001 0.024 [0.001, 0.005]
Observer-rated competence

Intercept, zo

Intercept, Soo 0.009 0.003 <0.001 [0,003,0,015]
Self-disclosure, foz -0.00006 0.003  0.983 [-0.006, 0.006]
Time slope, 71

Intercept, f10 -0.0003 0.001 0.794 [-0.002,0.002]
Observer-Rated Competence Slope, 72

Intercept, f20 0.001 0.001  0.347 [-0.001,0.002]

Results of analyses for explicit warmth are shown in Table 2. These analyses revealed

that there was a linear increase in explicit warmth over time ($10 = 0.184, SE = 0.043, p < 0.001,

95% CI =[0.099, 0.268]). That is, the longer participants interacted with their partner, the more

warmly they judged this person. Importantly, observer-rated attractiveness was significantly

associated with explicit warmth (520 = 0.162, SE = 0.075, p = 0.032, 95% CI =[0.015, 0.309]).
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Therefore, this result revealed that participants who were rated as attractive by observers were

also found explicitly warmer by their interaction partner. No other main effects (all ps>.099) or

interactions were significant (all ps>.093).

Table 2. Multilevel models predicting explicit warmth

95% Confidence

Predictors Coefficient ~ SE p Interval (CI)
Observer-rated warmth

Intercept, 7o

Intercept, Soo 5771  0.122 <0.001 [5.532,6.010]
Self-disclosure, fo1 0.151 0.163 0.356 [-0.168, 0.470]
Time slope, 71

Intercept, S10 0.184 0.043 <0.001 [0.099, 0.268]
Observer-Rated Warmth Slope,

w2

Intercept, S20 0.124  0.075 0.099 [-0.023,0.271]
Observer -rated attractiveness

Intercept, zo

Intercept, Soo 5.762 0.12 <0.001 [5.527,5.997]
Self-disclosure, fo1 0.17 0.165 0.306 [-0.153, 0.493]
Time slope, w1

Intercept, S1o 0.184 0.043 <0.001 [0.099, 0.268]
Observer-Rated Attractiveness

Slope, >

Intercept, S20 0.162 0.075 0.032 [0.015, 0.309]
Observer-rated competence

Intercept, zo

Intercept, Soo 578 0.121 <0.001 [5.532,6.010]
Self-disclosure, fo1 0.129 0.165 0.439 [-0.168,0.470]
Time slope, z1

Intercept, S1o 0.181 0.043 <0.001 [0.099, 0.268]
Observer-Rated Competence

Slope, >

Intercept, f20 0.083 0.065 0.205 [-0.044,0.210]
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The aim of this thesis was to understand whether for a given participant, her interaction
partner’s observer-rated impressions predicted her own implicit and explicit warmth toward her
interaction partner. Past research about thin slices showed that brief observations about a target,
called thin slices, predict individual differences and individual performance (Ambady &
Rosenthal, 1992; Ambady, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000, for reviews). However, there is not much
research investigating whether thin slice judgments predict first impressions. Moreover, no study
to date examined this link by looking at implicit impressions. The present research aimed to fill
this gap in the literature by investigating the association between observer-rated impressions
based on thin slices and both implicit and explicit impressions formed following live

interactions.

Since both implicit impressions and observer-rated dimensions based on thin slices were
formed automatically whereas explicit impressions were formed deliberately (Chaiken & Trope,
1999). | expected that observer-rated warmth, competence and attractiveness would predict
implicit but not explicit warmth. However, our results did not support this hypothesis. The
multilevel analyses revealed that observer-rated warmth and competence predicted neither
implicit nor explicit warmth. However, observer-rated attractiveness predicted both implicit and
explicit warmth. It is possible that observers were able to judge attractiveness more reliably than
warmth and competence because attractiveness is a relatively more observable trait. This might

be a reason why we could not find the predictive role of observer-rated warmth and competence
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on implicit and explicit warmth. The results of observer-rated attractiveness for implicit and
explicit warmth are consistent with a halo effect that claims physically attractive individuals are
also attributed other favorable characteristics such as being more sociable, trustworthy, warm and
intelligent (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972). In line with this idea, the present research
revealed that our first impressions about how warm a newly-acquainted person is, is largely

informed by how attractive that person is.

Our results also revealed that explicit (but not implicit) warmth increased over time. This
finding supports the idea that familiarity between two people increases their liking toward each
other (Reis et al., 2011). Therefore, the more time that people interact with each other, the more
favorable impressions they have for their interaction partner. However, the fact that implicit
warmth did not increase over time seems to conflict with this idea. A study showed that explicit
attitudes rapidly changed in the face of new information, but implicit attitudes changed much
slower than explicit attitudes (Rydell & McConnell, 2006). The same reasoning might be valid
for explicit and implicit impressions. This might be the reason why participants’ implicit

impressions about their interaction partner did not improve over time.

This thesis also investigated whether the amount of self-disclosure affected explicit and
implicit warmth. Based on the interpersonal process model of intimacy, this is an important
question since self-disclosure is one of the important predictors of intimacy in developing
relationships (Reis & Shaver, 1988). Talking and learning more about each other would enhance
intimacy between interaction partners, which in turn might elicit more favorable impressions
about their partner. However, we found that self-disclosure did not significantly predict either
implicit or explicit warmth. The reason why we did not find any support for the effect of self-
disclosure on explicit and implicit impressions might be because the self-disclosure manipulation
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that we used was originally developed in western cultures (Aron et al., 1997). Past research
showed that Westerners are more likely to disclose sensitive information about themselves than
Easterners (Asai & Barnlund, 1998; Schug, Yuki, & Maddux, 2010). Therefore, compared to
North American people, Turkish people might feel discomfort to disclose sensitive information
to a newly-acquainted individual. This discomfort might be the reason why the self-disclosure
manipulation did not change participants’ first impressions toward their partner. However, the
significant interaction between self-disclosure and observer-rated attractiveness provides some
evidence against the idea that the self-disclosure manipulation did not work. These findings
revealed that when there was minimal self-disclosure during the face-to-face interaction,
increases in the partner’s observer-rated attractiveness predicted greater implicit warmth toward
this individual. However, when there was high self-disclosure during the interaction, the level of
observer-rated attractiveness did not significantly predict implicit warmth. Based on this finding,
we can say that when more intimate information is available for interaction partners, participants’
impressions about their partner was not influenced by their partners’ level of attractiveness.
However, in the absence of intimate information about someone, first impressions seem to be

informed by physical appearance.

Another reason why the results did not support some of the predicted effects might be
related with the sampling of thin slices. While determining thin slices, we extracted segments
from 4, 8 and 12 minutes after the beginning of each interaction session. However, since some
dyads were so fast in answering questions compared to others, we had to extract video segments
from the answers of different questions. Therefore, the content of segments could not be fully
standardized across different dyads. Moreover, since the experimenter did not interfere with the

interaction until the time was up, some of the dyads that answered questions faster than others

25



waited silently in the interaction room. This awkward silence at the end of their interaction
session might have influenced their impressions about their interaction partner. To ensure
sampling slices from similar time points, the last segments of some dyads came from
unstructured conversations that they had after finishing all questions. Therefore, thin slices
during these unstructured conversations might be different from thin slices during answering
questions because some people might feel more comfortable whereas others might feel less

comfortable while talking freely.

Another important point that needs to be considered is whether giving more time to
observe thin slices would have resulted in better prediction of first impressions. One could argue
that if observers have more time to observe a target person, their ratings of warmth and
competence might have also predicted implicit and explicit warmth. However, the predictive
power of thin slices does not increase with having longer thin slices (Ambady & Rosenthal,
1992). In one study, 2-, 5- and 10-second video clips were randomly extracted from longer video
clips to test whether thin slice length would increase the predictive power in teacher evaluations
(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993). Results revealed that the length of thin slices did not significantly
improve predictions. This study suggests that giving more time to observers to watch the target
person would not result in better prediction of implicit and explicit impressions in the current

study.

This thesis is a first attempt to investigate whether observer-rated judgments predict
explicit and implicit first impressions formed after dyadic face-to-face interactions. Based on the
findings, we can conclude that when we make judgments about whether someone is warm, we
first rely on their physical appearance, supporting the idea that we judge a book by its cover.
Also, consistent with past studies, the present research showed that familiarity indeed breeds
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(explicit) warmth toward a person. It would be desirable in future studies to standardize the
sampling of thin slices and to control the role of thin slice length in predicting first impressions.
Building on the present findings, future work may also investigate why attractiveness predicts

first impressions better than competence and warmth.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A - FACE-TO-FACE INTERACTION

- -
- -
- -
-

During the face-to-face interaction, participants were asked to take turns in answering questions
written on cards. After each interaction session, participants went to different rooms to answer

questions about their interaction partner.
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APPENDIX B1 - SELF-DISCLOSURE MANIPULATION

Task Slips for the High Self-Disclosure Condition

Set |

1. Eger diinyadaki herhangi birini segcme sansin olsaydi kiminle yemege ¢ikmak isterdin?

2. Unlii olmak ister miydin? Eger dyleyse ne sekilde iinlii olmak isterdin?

3. Telefon konusmasi yapmadan 6nce sdyleyecegin seylerin provasini yapar misin? Neden?
4. Sence miikemmel bir giin nasil gegmeli?

5. Kendi kendine en son ne zaman sarki sdyledin? Peki bir bagkasina?

6. Eger 90 yasina kadar yagsama sansin olsa; yasaminin son 60 yilinda 30 yasindaki birinin
zihnine mi yoksa viicuduna mi sahip olmak isterdin?

7. Eger yarin sabah uyandiginda yeni bir 6zellik ya da yetenek kazanacak olsan bunun ne
olmasini isterdin?

8. Karsindaki kisiyle 3 ortak noktanizi belirt.

9. Hayatinda en ¢ok ne i¢in minnet duyuyorsun?

10. Yetistirilme tarzinla ilgili herhangi bir seyi degistirme sansin olsa neyi degistirirdin?

11. Hayat hikayeni 4 dakikada karsindaki kisiye miimkiin oldugu kadar ayrintili bir sekilde anlat.

12. Nasil d6lecegine dair bir tahminin var mi1?
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Set Il

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Eger kristal bir kiire sana kendinle, yasaminla, geleceginle ya da baska herhangi bir seyle
ilgili gergekleri sdyleyebilecek olsa neyi bilmek isterdin?

Uzun stiredir yapmay1 hayal ettigin bir sey var mi1? Varsa neden hala yapmadin?

Arkadaslikta en ¢ok neye dnem verirsin?

Simdiye kadar bagindan gecen en kétii olay ne?

Simdiye kadar bagindan gecen en giizel olay ne?

Eger 1 yil icerisinde aniden 6lecegini bilsen, su anki yasam tarzinda herhangi bir seyi
degistirir miydin? Neden?

Hayatindaki en biiyiik basarin ne?

Arkadasligin senin i¢in anlami ne?

Hayatinda agkin ve duygusal yakinligin rolii ne?

Karsindaki kisinin olumlu bir 6zelligini onunla paylas. Daha sonra karsindaki kisi senin
olumlu bir 6zelligini seninle paylagsin. Bu sekilde sirayla 5’er kere paylasimda bulunun.
Ailen birbirine ne kadar bagli ve aile ortamin ne kadar sicak? Cocuklugunun diger insanlara
kiyasla daha mutlu gegtigini diisiiniiyor musun?

Annenle olan iliskin hakkinda neler hissediyorsun?
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Set 111

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Her biriniz ger¢egi yansitan 3 adet "biz"le baslayan ciimle kurun. Ornegin, "Biz su anda bu

odadayken .... hissediyoruz.”

Hayatindaki utang verici bir aniy1 kargindaki kisiyle paylas.

Liitfen su climleyi tamamla: “Keske hayatimda ....... paylasabilecegim biri olsaydi.”
En son ne zaman baska birinin 6nilinde agladin? Peki, kendi kendine iken?
Karsindaki kisiye onun sevdigin bir 6zelligini sdyle.

Senin i¢in hakkinda saka yapilamayacak kadar ciddi olan bir sey var m1? Varsa ne?

Eger karsindaki kisiyle yakin arkadas olacaksaniz, liitfen bilmesi gerektigini diisiindiigiin bir
seyi onunla paylas.

Karsindakine onun sevdigin bir 6zelligini sdyle; bu sefer cok diiriist ol ve yeni tanistigin
birine normalde s6ylemeyebilecegin bir paylasimda bulun.

Eger bu aksam o6lecek olsan ve hi¢ kimseyle iletisim sansin olmasa, en ¢ok kime neyi
soylemedigine pisman olurdun? Bu kisiye bunu simdiye kadar neden sdylemedin?

Evinin sahip oldugun her seyle birlikte yandigini hayal et. Sevdiklerini ve varsa evcil
hayvanlarini kurtardiktan sonra giivenligini riske atmadan hala igeriden bir seyi alacak kadar
vaktin var. Neyi alirdin, neden?

Ailenin biitiin fertleri iginde kimin 6liimii seni en ¢ok iizerdi? Neden?

Kisisel bir problemini karsindaki kisiyle paylas ve kendisi bu problemle nasil bas ederdi, sana
tavsiye vermesini iste. Paylastigin problemle ilgili karsindaki kisi senin ne hissettigini

diistintiyor, bunu ona sor.
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APPENDIX B2 - SELF-DISCLOSURE MANIPULATION

Task Slips for the Low Self-Disclosure Condition

Set |

. En son ne zaman bir saatten uzun siiren bir yiiriiylis yaptin? Nereye gittigini ve neler
gordiigiinii anlat.

Simdiye kadar birinin sana aldig1 en giizel hediye neydi? Neden?

. Ankara’dan bagka bir yere tasinman gerekseydi nereye giderdin ve Ankara’ya dair en ¢ok
neyi 6zlerdin?

Gegtigimiz bayramda neler yaptin?
Sik sik gazete okur musun ve hangi gazeteyi tercih edersin? Neden?

. Ideal bir 6grenci evinde sence kag kisi yasamali? Neden?

. Yeni bir dondurma aromasi icat edebilseydin bu ne olurdu?

Gectigimiz ay iginde senin gittigin ama karsindaki kisinin gitmedigi en 1yi restoran

hangisiydi?

Karsindaki kisiye bu deneyimden bahset.

9. Gecmiste ya da su an baktigin bir evcil hayvani veya yetistirdigin bir bitkiyi karsindaki kisiye

anlat.

10. En sevdigin bayram ya da resmi tatil hangisi? Neden?

11. Kiigiik bir ¢cocukla birlikteyken yasadigin en komik seyi karsindaki kisiye anlat.

12. Son dogum giiniinde sana ne hediyeler geldi?
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Set Il

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Hayvanat bahgesine en son gittigin zamani anlat.

Bildigin kadariyla, aile fertlerinin (biiylikbaba, biiyiikanne, teyze, hala, amca ve day1)
isimlerini, yaslarini ve nerede dogduklarini sdyle.

Biriniz herhangi bir kelime soyleyin, digeri bu kelimenin son harfiyle baslayan baska bir
kelime sdylesin. 50 kelimeye ulagana dek buna devam edin.

Erken kalkmay1 m1 yoksa ge¢ yatmayi mi1 seversin? Bunun sonucunda basina gelen komik bir
sey oldu mu?

Nerelisin? Simdiye kadar yasadigin tiim sehirleri say.

Okudugun tiniversitede simdiye kadar en sevdigin ders hangisi oldu? Neden?
Gecen yaz neler yaptin?
Bu yilbasinda sana ne hediyeler geldi?

Seninle ayni cinsiyetteki sinema oyuncularindan en ¢ok hangisini begeniyorsun? Bu
oyuncunun oynadig1 film ya da dizilerdeki en favori sahneni tarif et.

Universiteye ilk geldiginde iiniversiten hakkindaki ilk izlenimin ne olmustu?

Gegtigimiz ay i¢inde izledigin ama karsindaki kisinin izlemedigi en iyi TV programi
hangisiydi? Karsindaki kisiye bu programdan bahset.

Ankara’da gitmeyi en ¢ok sevdigin yer neresi? Neden?

Set 11

25.

Hangi liseye gittin ve orasi nasil bir yerdi?
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26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Son ii¢ ayda okudugun ama karsindaki kisinin okumadig en 1yi kitap neydi? Karsindaki
kisiye bu kitaptan bahset.

En ¢ok hangi yabanci iilkeyi ziyaret etmeyi istersin? Seni bu iilkeye ¢eken sey ne?
Dijital saatleri mi yoksa analog saatleri mi tercih edersin? Neden?

Annenin en iyi arkadagini tarif et.

Yapay bitkilerin sence avantajlar1 ve dezavantajlar1 neler?

Sacin1 hangi siklikta ve nerede kestirirsin? Hig kotii bir sa¢ kesim tecriiben oldu mu?
[lkokul gretmeninin adin1 hatirliyor musun? Gériiniisiinii hatirladigim kadariyla tarif et.
Sence sol elini kullanan insanlar sag elini kullanan insanlardan daha yaratict m1?

En son gittigin konser hangisiydi? O sanat¢inin/grubun kag albiimiine sahipsin? Daha 6nce o
sanatciyl/grubu izlemis miydin? Nerede?

Su anda diizenli okudugun bir dergi ya da blog var mi? Varsa hangileri? Onceden hangi
dergileri ya da bloglar1 diizenli olarak okuyordun?

Bir okul piyesinde ya da miisameresinde rol aldin m1? Roliin neydi? Oyunun ya da

miisamerenin konusu neydi? Sen sahnedeyken komik bir sey oldu mu?
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APPENDIX C1 - EDITING VIDEOS

Participants who sat on the left side of the room
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APPENDIX C2 - EDITING VIDEOS

Participants who sat on the right side of the room
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APPENDIX D — ITEMS USED TO JUDGE FIRST IMPRESSIONS BASED ON THIN SLICES

Liitfen az 6nceki videoda izledigin kisiyle ilgili degerlendirmelerini belirt.

1. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Hi¢ Gilivenilir Cok
Degil Giivenilir

2. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Hig Sicakkanl Cok
Degil Sicakkanli

3. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

Hig Iyi Huylu Cok Iyi
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Degil

4. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2
Hic¢ Cekici

Degil

5. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2
Hig Giizel

Degil

6. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2
Hig Etkileyici

Degil

7. Bu kisi bence...

Huylu

+1 +2 +3
Cok

Cekici

+1 +2 +3
Cok

Glizel

+1 +2 +3
Cok

Etkileyici

43



-3 -2
Hic¢ Yetkin

Degil

8. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2
Hic¢ Yetenekli

Degil

9. Bu kisi bence...

-3 -2

Hi¢ Basaril

Degil
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Cok

Yetkin

+1 +2 +3
Cok

Yetenekli
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Cok
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APPENDIX E - ITEMS USED TO JUDGE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE EMOTIONS

BASED ON THIN SLICES

Az onceki videoya dayanarak, izledigin kisinin asagidaki duygulari ne kadar hissettigini belirt.

Hig Cok

Neseli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Keyifli 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Halinden |1 2 3 4 9 6 7
Memnun

Sakin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kaygili 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Huzursuz | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sikilmis | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Bezgin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX F - ITEMS USED TO JUDGE INTERPERSONAL WARMTH

BASED ON THIN SLICES

Az onceki videoda izledigin kisiyi diislinerek asagidaki sorulari cevapla.

Hig Cok

Bu kisi sence |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
karsisindaki
kisiden ne
kadar
hosland1?

Bu kisi sence |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
karsisindaki
kisiye ne

kadar sicak

davrandi?

Bu kisi sence |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
etkilesimden
ne kadar
keyif ald1?

Bu kisi sence |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
etkilesime
kendini ne

kadar verdi?
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