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Chapter 1: Introduction and Literature Review 

The ability to accurately convey nonverbal emotional messages, or encoding ability, is 

paramount to the health of interpersonal relationships. Conflict arises when people 

misunderstand each other, and when others’ emotional states and intentions are enigmatic and 

difficult to interpret. Damaged relationships are among the consequences. Accuracy at encoding 

is a skill thus far underappreciated by researchers in the social sciences, as it is difficult to assess 

validly. However, the ability to accurately convey emotional intent is greatly important to human 

organizations, interpersonal relations, and general psychological well-being. 

There are individual differences in ability to accurately encode messages, and it appears 

individuals who are more “judgeable” gain many advantages. Because of their enhanced 

communication skills, Human and Biesanz (2013) found that better encoders are more 

psychologically adjusted, are better liked, possess greater marital satisfaction, and facilitate 

better child development than their less skilled peers. 

One might suspect that people are aware of their ability to communicate with others but 

this is not the case. In fact, there seems to be an overconfidence bias in the extent to which the 

typical person feels they are being read and understood by others. Overestimations of personal 

encoding ability are extremely common. Most people think they are much more transparent than 

they really are, that others are able to accurately gauge their emotions and intentions even though 

very little and ambiguous information has actually been conveyed. This is a common cognitive 

bias known as the illusion of transparency (Gilovich, Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998). 

One classic study of this was conducted by Newton (1990) who asked participants to tap 

out a song with their fingertips and estimate the percentage of time others would be able to guess 

which song was being tapped. The songs were extremely common, such as Happy Birthday and 
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the national anthem, and participants assumed others would be able to guess at around 50% 

accuracy rate. The actual rate hovered around 3%. Gilovich, Savitsky, and Medvec (1998) found 

great differences between people’s estimations of others’ discernment and others’ actual ability 

to detect internal state. For example, people telling lies overestimated the lie’s detectability, and 

people attempting to remain expressionless while drinking a bitter liquid overestimated others’ 

ability to identify their disgust with the beverage. 

Overestimating others’ perceptions can have profound interpersonal consequences. Such 

assumptions that others realize when we are joking or know when we are tired instead of angry 

can quickly result in misunderstandings, arguments, and damaged relationships. The ability to 

accurately encode the intended message often hinges upon nonverbal signaling, and errors in 

nonverbal signals reduce others’ ability to correctly interpret intent. For example, a professor 

may provide her student with generally positive verbal feedback only to have the student leave 

distraught and confused. Because the professor is tired and stressed and distracted, she is poorly 

encoding the positive message. Her student interprets and dismisses the positive verbal signal as 

disingenuous and struggles to attribute causation to the more salient negative cues.  

What is Encoding Accuracy? 

In any communication event, there is a sender of a message, the encoder, and a receiver 

of that message called the decoder. The encoder has an intended message to convey, and the 

decoder may or may not interpret that message correctly. The degree of accuracy with which the 

decoder manages to interpret that message is going to depend on both how good at judging 

messages the decoder is and on how good at sending messages the encoder is. To reuse the 

professor and student example, the professor intended to encode a positive message to her 

student, however her student decoded a negative message. Therefore, this was not an accurate 
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communication. The errors in the communication may be attributable to ineptitude on the part of 

the student, who, being neurotic and depressed, is prone to interpreting interactions in a negative 

manner. Or, the errors may be on the part of the professor, who, frustrated from a faculty 

meeting and worried about her sick child at home, does a poor job at masking her negative 

feelings, and so her message is interpreted negatively.  

The ability of the decoder to correctly interpret a message depends on the cues available, 

and much research has been conducted examining the accuracy of others in utilizing these cues 

(see Hall, Mast &West, 2016 for review). How accurate that judgement is will be affected by 

how skilled at utilizing appropriate cues that encoder is, however. Thus, in any case, we need to 

know both.  

Research on accuracy in nonverbal communication often employs a design wherein 

participants engage in a communication event and then respond to questions about that event. 

Criterion must be established to determine what is a correct versus an incorrect response, both 

for the encoder and for the decoder of the message in question. In the case of judging emotion, 

what constitutes a correct response is either set by the experimenter, who selects a specific 

emotional intent for the encoder to portray, or by the encoder, who self-reports emotions felt 

during an interaction. The assigned intent or self-reports are considered the correct responses for 

which to compare decoders’ actual judgments against. 

There are three major paradigms for assessing accuracy of nonverbal emotional 

communication, as outlined by Hall, Bernieri, and Carney (2005). The thin-slice paradigm has 

been effective for assessing the decoding abilities of individuals, and studies using the face-to-

face (F2F) paradigm have demonstrated accuracy between two communicative partners. Only by 
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using a hybrid paradigm employing both thin-slice and F2F methods has encoding of nonverbal 

emotional messages been adequately assessed.   

Thin-Slice Paradigm 

Most studies of nonverbal communication accuracy use the thin-slice paradigm, in which 

decoders are tested utilizing a standard set of stimuli with associated correct responses. These 

standard stimuli are often pictures or short video clips of target encoders, “thin slices” of 

interpersonal information from which decoders then judge the attribute of interest.   

Many tests pertaining to nonverbal communication accuracy have been developed and 

validated using this paradigm. For example, the Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS; 

Rosenthal et al., 1979) is a 47-minute-long black-and-white video tape and consists of 220 items. 

These items are short video clips of a young woman, a compilation of 20 scenes represented 

through 11 different channels of nonverbal communication. The decoder receives a list of 

possible scenes and circles the label that correctly describes the scene being enacted, e.g., 

“talking about the death of a friend” or “helping a customer.” 

There are multiple other measures that use a testing paradigm such as the DANVA2 

(Nowicki & Duck, 2001), the Ekman 60 Faces Test (Ekman & Friesen, 1976), “Reading the 

Mind in the Eyes” Test (Baron-Cohen, 2001), and the MSCEIT (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 

2002). One criticism has been that these tests lack external validity as participants are only 

viewing small samples of imagery or behavior rather than obtaining the full gestalt that they 

might from a F2F interaction. Further, these tests only assess ability to decode messages. The 

skill of the encoder is held constant by using standard stimuli but is never examined. 
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Face-to-Face (F2F) Paradigm 

A second way to test accuracy has been through use of the face-to-face (F2F) paradigm. 

Subjects participate in a communication event in a natural setting rather than viewing pictures or 

video recordings. For example, Ickes and colleagues developed the Empathic Accuracy Measure 

(Ickes, 1993; Ickes, Stinson, Bissonnette, & Garcia, 1990; Stinson & Ickes, 1992) for examining 

accuracy in dyadic interactions. In this measure, unacquainted participants were covertly 

videotaped while waiting together for, what they believed, was the beginning of the experiment. 

Afterward, each participant watched the recording of the interaction and narrated what they 

remember thinking and feeling throughout, followed by what they believed the other interactant 

had been thinking and feeling throughout.  

Rather than the unstructured responses gathered by Ickes, other researchers often employ 

a model known as the standard content methodology (Duckworth, 1975; Mehrabian & Ferris, 

1967) to measure nonverbal communication accuracy. Whereas the Empathic Accuracy Measure 

allows for accuracy based on both verbal and nonverbal signals combined, the standard content 

methodology was developed to test sensitivity to nonverbal messages alone. In this paradigm, 

participants read standardized statements where their intent for the communication varies. By 

using emotionally ambiguous statements, the actor has to rely on cues such as facial expression 

and tone of voice to convey intent. Given that the words used are the same for multiple intents 

and the statements are ambiguous, any emotions ascribed to the statement are resultant of the 

nonverbal expression of the encoder and individual attributes of the decoder (Noller, 2001). 

Khan (1970) utilized the standard content methodology to examine accuracy in married 

couples to examine if people in distressed marriages communicate poorly with each other. To 

test this, he developed a set of 16 cards, eight to be read by the wife, and eight for the husband. 
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On these cards were printed a situation (e.g., you and your husband are sitting alone in your 

living room on a winter evening. You feel cold.), an accompanying emotionally ambiguous 

statement (e.g., “I’m cold, aren’t you”?), and three possible intentions (e.g., you wonder if he is 

also cold; you want him to turn up the heat). Khan had 21 dissatisfied and 21 satisfied couples 

encode the statement and accompanying intention to each other while their partner judged which 

intent was being conveyed. The number of items husbands and wives were able to get correct 

were tallied and couples given a score out of 16. The satisfied couples scored significantly higher 

than did dissatisfied couples. In fact, eight of his dissatisfied couples had scored below chance 

with each other, attaining a score below 33%. 

The F2F paradigm is used much less frequently than is the thin-slice paradigm. Data 

collection using an F2F methodology is much more laborious and time consuming, but the 

experimental conditions are more ecologically and externally valid than thin-slice testing. The 

F2F paradigm also yields more information about the full communication event by assigning 

participants to act as both encoders and decoders within a dyadic interaction. However, these 

studies are problematic with respect to assigning accuracy. It is impossible to separate the effects 

of the encoder and of the decoder in this paradigm. In other words, when examining accuracy for 

a dyad, where do the errors come from? Are they resultant of the encoder being unreadable, or of 

the decoder being poor at judging? 

Hybrid Paradigm 

Surprisingly, only three studies to date have attempted to disambiguate the F2F 

paradigm’s inherent methodological confound by using a combination of both a F2F interaction 

task and a thin-slice judgment task (Noller, 1980; Snodgrass et al., 1998; Hall et al., 2006). 

Noller (1980) was interested in communication problems in married couples and extended 
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Kahn’s (1970) work. By utilizing naive raters (strangers) within a reproduction of Kahn’s study, 

Noller was able to determine the source of the communication error; whether the problem was 

with the decoder misinterpreting signals or with the encoder poorly projecting the emotional 

intent of the message clearly. Nine communication scenarios were created describing a situation, 

an ambiguous verbal statement to be spoken, and three accompanying intentions: (a) emotionally 

positive, (b) neutral, and  (c) emotionally negative. Husbands and wives attempted to 

nonverbally communicate one of these intentions while their partner judged which of the three 

was being conveyed, and each message was video recorded. From this, scores for husband-to-

wife messages (husband encoding/wife decoding), and wife-to-husband messages (wife 

encoding/husband decoding) were created, as well a combined couple’s score. Scores were fully 

confounded; one partner’s encoding score was the other’s decoding score, and vice-versa. 

In order to determine where the source of communication errors lie, groups of strangers 

later watched thin-slice samples of the husbands’ and wives’ recorded statements and judged 

which intent was being conveyed. “Good communications” were defined as those with at least 

66% correct response from strangers. By examining the percentage of good communications 

each partner encoded and decoded, Noller discovered that the emotional intent of the encoded 

message affected accuracy. Negative messages were communicated more accurately. Perhaps 

more importantly, she also reported that couples high in marital adjustment communicated more 

effectively, especially the husbands. In a follow up to this study, Noller (1981) found that 

accuracy is differential dependent on the relationship, implying encoding is more skill than trait-

like. 

The same hybrid paradigm has been utilized to examine the effect of social status on 

accuracy. Snodgrass, Hecht, and Ploutz-Snyder (1998) videotaped dyads who were previously 
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strangers interacting with a manipulated power dynamic. Participants reported how they felt 

about themselves during the interaction, how they felt about the other person, and how they 

thought the other person perceived them. Later, strangers watched the recordings of the 

interactions and rated how each target felt about themselves and how each target felt about their 

dyadic partner. A second, similar experiment followed, where expectations about leadership 

where manipulated. The researchers showed that a large portion of variance involved in 

nonverbal communication accuracy was attributable to the expressivity of encoders. 

 Hall et al. (2006) like Noller (1980) had participants encode positive, neutral, and 

negative standard-content messages to their partners while their partner judged the message type. 

By standardizing the emotional intent and content of messages, the nonverbal communication 

abilities of participants were disentangled from their verbal statements, a confound unexamined 

by Snodgrass, Hecht, and Pluotz-Snyder (1998). Hall et al. also employed groups of strangers to 

judge thin-slice recordings, and showed that the patterns of nonverbal communication accuracy 

discovered were attributable to the encoding differences between the two experimental groups 

rather than differences in decoding ability. 

By employing both methodological paradigms, accuracy can be assessed both in terms of 

the encoder and decoder abilities. However, the scale of data collection necessary discourages 

many researchers from utilizing both, and therefore little research has been done examining 

encoding skill in this way. Additionally, data analysis is intensive; only Noller (1980) has 

previously created individual scores for each encoder. The objective of this thesis is to create and 

examine individuals scores for each encoder through a reproduction and extension of Noller’s 

research. 
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What is Known About Accuracy 

Despite the importance of encoding accuracy in communication, little research has been 

done examining it directly. It is known that encoding skill is hugely impactful on nonverbal 

communication accuracy; Kenny and La Voie (1984) found between 44 and 49% of variance in 

accuracy was accounted for by encoder effects, while 51 to 54% was accounted for by unique 

aspects of the relationship and error, and 0 to 2% attributable to ability of the decoder. Hancock 

and Ickes (1986) also found that the ability of the encoder played a central role in accuracy, 

accounting for 44% of variance. This fact should lead researchers to put much more emphasis on 

the study of encoding accuracy. 

When encoding ability has been studied, it has generally only been indirectly examined 

as a function of others’ decoding ability. Analyses done in this manner treat decoders as the 

independent sampling units of analysis, and encoding target is examined as a repeated-measure 

effect. Noller’s research paradigm allowed for encoders to be treated as the independent 

sampling units. Though the target is conceptually equivalent to the encoder, the two statistical 

models evaluate them differently. Results from studies treating decoders as the unit of analysis, 

as well as from Noller’s (1980) study examining encoders, demonstrate that encoding accuracy 

can be affected by the intent of the message, the gender1 of the encoder, the type of task, and the 

relationship between the communicative partners. These effects have also been seen when 

examining accuracy of decoding nonverbal emotional messages.  

 

                                                
1. “Gender” in this thesis refers to the conventional categories of male and female, such as 
participants would be asked to check on a demographic questionnaire.  
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Emotional Negativity of Message 

Noller (1980) found that negative messages (e.g., anger and disappointment) were easier 

to encode than were positive or neutral messages in her study examining accuracy between 

married couples. First, spouses encoded and decoded nine emotionally intended messages to 

each other in a F2F condition. She then showed thin-slice samples of the encoded messages to 

naive judges (strangers) who also judged the emotional intent. She found a main effect for intent, 

F(2, 273) = 8.89, p < .01, η = .25; strangers were able to accurately judge the intentions of 

encoders more often for negative messages than for positive or neutral. She also found that, for 

errors in communication between spouses, inaccuracy on the part of the encoder contributed 

more to the percentage of errors in positive messages than to neutral or negative, F(2, 257) = 

4.05, p < .05, η = .17. Therefore, it is predicted negative messages will be most accurately 

encoded. 

For decoding ability, Noller did not report strangers’ rates of accuracy in this study; 

instead she categorized accuracy based on strangers’ judgments and compared them to spouses’ 

accuracy. However, for all “good” messages (i.e., at least two-thirds of strangers correctly judged 

the message), spouses made the most decoding errors on neutral messages, F(2, 265) = 4.45, p < 

.05, η = .18. In a follow-up to this study that did not utilize the hybrid paradigm, Noller (1981) 

examined the accuracy of the same sample of married couples at decoding opposite-gendered 

strangers, and found that neutral messages were least accurately decoded, F(2, 84) = 49.65, p < 

.001, η = .74. Positive and negative messages were decoded at higher rates of accuracy than were 

neutral. In contrast to Noller’s results, research on accuracy at decoding facial expressions has 

shown a tendency for negative emotions to be recognized less accurately positive emotions (e.g., 

Ekman & Friesen, 1976; Rotter & Rotter, 1988; Hampson, van Anders, & Mullin, 2006). 
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Using the hybrid paradigm, Hall et al. (2006) did not find this same pattern of similarly 

high rates of accuracy for decoding positive as for negative messages. Hall et al.’s sample 

decoded neutral and positive intents accurately at similar rates. Negative messages were much 

more accurately decoded than either of the other types of emotional intent. Because Hall et al.’s 

results were generated from within the hybrid paradigm, it is predicted that, within this design, a 

greater percentage of negatively intended messages will be accurately decoded than will positive 

or neutral messages. 

Female Superiority in Nonverbal Communication 

The gender of the encoder has been examined before for its effect on accuracy, though 

this has generally been done in respect to the encoders’ function as a target for decoders rather 

than a sample of encoders’ ability outright. Reviewing studies conducted since 1974 that report 

the “judgeability” of targets, Human and Biesanz (2013) reported that women and more feminine 

individuals tend to be better nonverbal senders and are, in general, more emotionally expressive 

than men. Noller (1980) published the only study to examine encoder gender directly. When 

being judged by strangers, female encoders were more accurate than male encoders, F(1, 274) = 

14.5, p < .01, d = .46. Likewise, wives sending to husbands had higher encoding scores than did 

husbands sending to wives. Accordingly, it is predicted that females will have greater encoding 

scores overall than males, and consequently, that female targets are easier for decoders to judge 

than are male targets.  

Though females appear to be better encoders overall, they may have advantages only 

when communicating certain emotional intents. Noller found that encoding scores for males and 

females were similar for negative and neutral messages, but females were much better at 

encoding positive messages, F(2, 270) = 6.06, p < .01, η = .20. Part of this superiority at positive 
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messages may be because females are generally more expressive, and, as Friedman et al. (1980) 

found, more expressive individuals have greater difficulty appearing neutral. It is thus 

hypothesized that females will be more accurate at encoding positive intents than will be male 

encoders. 

When examining the ability to judge the emotions of others, the effect of decoder gender 

has consistently emerged as contributing significant variance to decoding accuracy. Several 

different meta-analyses of nearly 100 studies have estimated the female superiority over males in 

decoding accuracy to range from an effect size of .16 to .51 (Cohen’s d). The most recent of 

these reviews reported that 92% of studies that have attempted to assess the difference reported 

female advantage (Hall, Gunnery, & Hogan in Hall, Mast, & West, 2016). In Noller’s study, 

female decoders were more accurate than were males, F(1, 44) = 5.42, p < .02. Because of this 

result, it is predicted that females will be more accurate decoders overall than will males. 

Face-to-Face (F2F) Assessment versus Thin-Slice Assessment 

It is possible that accuracy in communicating through a face-to-face (F2F) interaction is 

not comparable to communicating through thin-slices of the behavior stream. By using a hybrid 

paradigm, Snodgrass, Hecht, and Ploutz-Snyder (1998) found a slight decline of decoder 

accuracy when judging thin-slices samples rather than a more fundamental alteration in the way 

thin-slice targets are perceived. However, Hall et al. (2006) also examined the differences in 

accuracy between testing in these two ways, and did not find a difference in decoder accuracy. 

An extensive review of the literature by Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson (2000) concluded that 

there was a high degree of reliability between thin-slice and F2F judgments. One objective of 

this research was to add empirical data to the thin-slice versus F2F comparison in order to clarify 

their relationship to each other.  
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Acquaintance Effect 

The type of relationship shared between the encoder and the decoder may also impact 

their accuracy, both for the encoder and the decoder. Noller (1980) found that happy couples 

communicate more effectively, an effect especially driven by husbands who were encoding and 

decoding more accurately. In a follow up to this study, Noller (1981) also found that individuals 

with poor marital adjustment were better at decoding strangers than their own spouses. She 

argued that encoding is more skill than trait-like given that the abilities she measured depended 

on the relationship between the encoder and decoder.  

Generally, it has been seen that acquaintances have greater accuracy in communication 

than do strangers (for a review, see Colvin, Vogt, & Ickes in Ickes, 1997). Consequently, it is 

predicted that individuals will communicate more accurately with acquaintances than with 

strangers, in terms of both encoding ability and decoding ability.  
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Chapter 2: The Current Study 

Nonverbal communication of emotion has been heavily studied for over 40 years, but the 

vast majority of the research conducted has focused on ability to judge others’ intents rather than 

on one’s own ability to properly encode information nonverbally.  This may strike the reader as 

surprising given Kenny and La Voie’s contention that individual differences in judges’ decoding 

ability account for 1/20th of the impact that the encoder has on accuracy (1984). Despite this fact, 

the vast majority of research on nonverbal communication has focused on decoding ability 

whereas encoding ability has been virtually ignored (see Hall, Mast, & West, 2016).  

Noller (1980), Snodgrass (1998), and Hall et al., (2006) attempted to address this 

deficiency in the literature and examined encoder ability, but all left unanswered questions about 

general encoding ability.  For example, Noller (1980) reported few results concerning encoding 

ability beyond the scope of the married couples she sampled. And, after manipulating dyadic 

power dynamics, neither Hall et al. (2006) nor Snodgrass (1998) ever created individual 

encoding accuracy scores; rather, they inferred encoding ability for groups based off of others’ 

individual decoding scores. Thus, despite being profound in magnitude (Kenny & La Voie, 

1984) individual differences in nonverbal encoding ability are rarely assessed and not well 

understood. 

An objective of this thesis was to assess encoder ability across message valence 

(emotionally positive and negative messages) and across gender. A conceptual replication of 

Noller’s (1980) study was conducted with undergraduate acquaintances and a revised set of 

social scenarios and messages. Although the results of primary interest are related to the 

encoding abilities of the participants, decoding ability is also examined. 
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Explanation of Materials and Setup 

Noller (1980) wanted to assess independently a person’s decoding and encoding ability 

that was unconfounded with, or generalizable across communication partners. Furthering her 

research, this thesis presents the creation and development of the Emotional Communication 

Task (ECT). Essentially, the ECT is a modified replication Noller’s design used to study married 

couples but adapted for university students.  

Cards were created in a similar manner to those used by Noller in her work. They 

included a background context, a statement to be read, and an emotionally intended message to 

convey (see Table 2.1 for example). The contexts and statements developed for the ECT were 

created to be gender-neutral, and therefore the same statements may be presented by males and 

females. This differs from the role-specific (i.e. husband and wife) cards utilized by Kahn and 

Noller. For example, Noller used contexts like “Your wife is modeling a new outfit for you that 

she just bought. She asks you how like it” and “You and your husband are sitting alone in your 

living room on a winter evening. You feel cold.” The cards for the ECT were also changed to 

offer situations relatable to unmarried undergraduate students. For example, one of the contexts 

used was “You walk into the room and unexpectedly come across your roommate.” This context 

is relevant to many college students and is, therefore, not a difficult scene to imagine.  

Coupled with these contexts were statements to be read verbatim by encoders. For the 

context of unexpectedly coming across your roommate, the associated statement is, “What are 

you doing?”  This is a purposefully enigmatic statement that could have many emotional 

meanings associated with it. Like Kahn (1970) and Noller’s (1980) tasks, the statements used in 

the ECT were designed to be emotionally ambiguous, so that any emotion ascribed to portrayals 
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Table 2.1 Example card information from Noller (1980) and ECT 
 
 

Source Context Spoken Statement Intent 

Noller (1980) You come to the dinner table as 
your wife begins to serve chicken, 
a main course you recall having 
had four days ago for dinner, too. 

“Didn’t we have chicken for 
dinner a few nights ago?” 

a.  You are irritated with her for preparing the same meal 
again and are warning her that she had better not make 
the same mistake in the future of a closely repeated meal. 

b.  You do not mind but are curious to see if your 
memory for meals is accurate. 

c.  You are elated because chicken is one of your favorites 
and she doesn’t usually serve it so often.  

ECT You go to your refrigerator and 
notice that there is no more peanut 
butter; your roommate is cooking 
dinner nearby.  

"Hey, there's no more peanut 
butter." 

 

a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon and 
you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB to the 
shopping list. 

b. You're mad because your roommate always eats your 
peanut butter without leaving you any. 

c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 
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of the statement is resultant of nonverbal behaviors of the encoder and projections of the 

decoder. All participants are using the exact same words to convey their messages, a utilization 

of standard content methodology. This allows a degree of certainty that, because the statement 

contents are standardized between participants, nonverbal information is what is being used to 

distinguish between positive, neutral, and negative messages. 

The participant reading the unexpected roommate card now knows who is being 

addressed and what is being said, but not what the underlying intention is. To fully inform the 

encoder, each statement had three associated intents, one each for positive, neutral, and negative 

emotional intents. For the unexpected roommate context and statement, the possible meanings to 

convey included “You have found your friend doing something that looks like a lot of fun” as the 

positively intended message, “You want to know what they are doing,” for the neutral intent and, 

“You are angry that your roommate is doing something that you have asked them not to do,” for 

the negative intent. Semantic contents of the emotional intents varied between cards, but possible 

options for each card always consisted one positive, neutral, and negative intent. Other positively 

intended messages utilized cue words such as loved and delighted. Neutrally intended messages 

often conveyed confusion or interest. Words such as hated, irritated, and dislike characterized 

negative messages. 

While participants encoded their emotionally intended statements, acquaintances of the 

encoders judged the intent of the message being conveyed. The ECT performances were also 

videotaped and later shown to others as a thin-slice judgement task. Thus, encoding skill was 

assessed through accuracy of judgments generated from face-to-face (F2F paradigm) and video 

(thin-slice paradigm) communication. 
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Overview of the Present Study 

Data for this study were collected as part of a larger research project (Brown & Bernieri, 

in preparation). A psychological assessment research practicum was offered for 3 credits during 

the nine spring and fall terms between fall 2006 and fall 2010. It was advertised through email as 

a new class with the objective of providing direct experience with psychological assessment. 

Lectures on topics of test construction and psychometric properties were given at various times 

throughout the course in addition to frequent assessment. Enrollment was open to students of any 

academic major or class standing. The ten-week practicum offered an immersive experience in 

psychological research for up to 21 students per term, with three class meetings per week and a 

few outside group activities. Each week, participants completed multiple activities, either 

individually or within assigned groups, designed to assess a variety of psychological traits and 

abilities. 

During the first class, students were seated with their group members and, before 

interacting with each other, filled out an acquaintance survey where they reported their first 

impression judgments of their group members’ personalities. Afterwards, group members talked 

with each other on a one-on-one basis for five minutes each until all students within a group had 

interacted with every other group member. Multiple other psychological measures were 

administered during the ten week term that are not relevant to this study and therefore will not be 

further considered. The focus of this thesis is on the the Emotion Communication Task (ECT), a 

task utilizing the F2F paradigm to assess accuracy, and a subsequent thin-slice replication of the 

ECT which we will call the Emotion Judgment Task (EJT). These tasks were conducted during 

weeks three and seven of the term, respectively.  
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Hypotheses 

With this design, it is possible to test a number of hypotheses related to accuracy in 

encoding. It may be that some types of messages are easier to encode and decode than are others, 

thus an effect of emotional intent of message on encoding accuracy. Noller (1980) found the 

highest encoding accuracy occurred for participants conveying negative messages; therefore we 

predict that negatively intended messages will be more accurately encoded than will positive or 

neutral (Hypothesis 1). 

Additionally, Noller found that females were, on average, superior encoders overall. It is 

therefore predicted that females will have greater skill at encoding nonverbal emotional 

messages compared to males (Hypothesis 2). Also replicating Noller, it is expected that an 

interaction between gender of encoder and intent of message will be found, with males and 

females showing similar accuracy for encoding neutral and negative messages, and females 

being significantly better at encoding positive messages than males (Hypothesis 3).  

In this study, accuracy is assessed through both F2F (ECT) and thin-slice (EJT) 

methodologies. By comparing scores generated from the ECT and EJT, we can see if 

communicating through a thin-slice task distorts accuracy compared to a F2F task, and thereby 

test the validity of the thin-slice paradigm. If there is a large positive relationship between ECT 

and EJT scores, then these results would support thin-slice methodology as a valid design for 

measuring judgment accuracy for nonverbal emotional messages. Though examination of 

encoding ability is of primary interest here, both encoding and decoding scores were created in 

service of this goal. It is hypothesized that participants’ accuracy for communicating nonverbal 

emotional messages will be comparable for the ECT and the EJT, both for encoding and for 

decoding (Hypothesis 4). 
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When examining the ability to judge the intentions of others, Hall et al. (2006) found that 

decoders were more accurate with negative messages than with positive or neutral; thus, we 

anticipate the emergence of this same pattern (Hypothesis 5). Besides intent, Noller and Hall et 

al. (2006) also report an effect of decoder gender on decoding accuracy, with females 

demonstrating greater ability to judge emotional nonverbal messages. Consequently, we expect 

females will be better decoders than males on the ECT and EJT (Hypothesis 6).  

A final consideration is the effect of relationships. Colvin, Vogt, & Ickes in Ickes (1997) 

showed that communication between acquaintances is generally more accurate than between 

strangers. The ECT, the F2F interaction task, took place three weeks after group-members were 

first introduced to each other, and the EJT, the thin-slice task, took place four weeks later. Group 

members were well-acquainted at weeks three and seven, whereas out-group members were 

poorly acquainted (strangers). Therefore, it is expected that students who are well acquainted (at 

both 3 weeks and 7 weeks of interpersonal experience) will be more accurate at communicating 

with each other than when communicating with strangers (Hypothesis 7). 
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Chapter 3: Study 1 – Communicating with Acquaintances 

In-Group F2F Methodology 

Participants 

The 104 participants included in this thesis were students enrolled in the psychological 

assessment research practicum during Spring 2008, Spring 2009, Fall 2009, Spring 2010, and 

Fall 2010. Attendance and completion were the only requirements for the pass/fail grades. The 

project had actually been going on for 15 months prior, however these terms were selected for 

analysis because the first few terms were pilots where procedures were still being developed.  

Twenty-one students enrolled for each of these terms, except for Spring 2009, which had 

an enrollment of 20 student-participants. Within the 104 participants there were 40 males and 64 

females. Most participants were juniors (30%) and seniors (40%). The average age was 22 years 

old, with a range from 18 to 54 years. Ninety-one percent of participants reported English as 

their first language. Nearly 80% of participants reported as being Caucasian, with Hispanic (7%) 

and Asian/Pacific (6%) being the next most commonly reported participant ethnicities.  

At the start of each term, the 21 student-participants were assigned to one of three groups 

(labeled blue, green, yellow), seven students per group, with an effort to keep the proportion of 

males and females similar. The participants were assigned a letter within their groups, either A 

through G for Spring 2008 and Fall 2009, H through N for Spring 2010, or O through U for 

Spring 2009 and Fall 2010. As seen in Figure 3.1, participants wore a tag in the color of their 

group (blue for group 1, green for group 2, yellow for group 3) with their assigned letter clearly 

visible during the practicum meetings. Group members did not know each other at the beginning 

of the term but tasks were assigned during the first two weeks designed to familiarize 

participants with each other. Participants rarely interacted with non-group members. Data from 
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Figure 3.1 Picture of a group of participants taken during the ECT task 
 

 
 
Note. All participants wore a tag in the color of their group (blue for group 1, green for group 2, 
yellow for group 3) with their assigned letter clearly visible.  
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fourteen groups of seven participants and one group of six participants were analyzed in this 

study.  

All participants signed informed consent forms (Appendix A) detailing their rights as 

research subjects. Participants could at any time elect to have the video recordings of their 

encoding scenes barred from use in future presentations of the research. All participants were 

treated in accordance with the American Psychological Association guidelines (2002). All 

participants consented to have their data used for research purposes.  

Power Analysis 

Effect sizes from Noller (1980) were used to estimate the number of participants required to 

reach statistical significance at the .05 level for encoding effects. Noller found that, for encoders 

being judged by strangers, negatively intended messages are more accurately encoded than any 

other type (eta = .25). A power analysis using the G*Power computer program v3.1.9.2 (Faul & 

Erdfelder, 1998) indicated that this study was operating at a power of 88.6% to detect a within-

subjects effect size of that magnitude at the p < .05 level (two-tailed) given our N of 104 

participants.   Noller also reported that females are better encoders than are males (d = .46). The 

power to detect a between subjects gender effect of this size at the p < .05 significance level 

(two-tailed) given our sample size was 61.8%. 

Materials and Procedure 

In order to assess accuracy using a face-to-face (F2F) paradigm, the Emotion 

Communication Task (ECT) was administered to participants during week three of the term. 

Groups worked together to complete this task, seated in the arrangement shown in Figure 3.2. 

Participants were given one of nine cards that listed a statement to be read and communicated to 

their group members conveying a specific emotional intent. A list of the cards’ contents is 
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presented in Appendix B. On each of the nine cards was written a context (e.g., “You walk into 

the room and unexpectedly come across your roommate. You ask:”), and a statement to be read 

aloud by the participant (e.g., “What are you doing?”), along with three corresponding 

communication intents- one each of negative, neutral, and positive emotionally valenced intents 

(e.g., “You are angry that your roommate is doing something that you have asked them not to 

do”).  

On each of the nine cards, emotional intent was represented differentially dependent on 

context. Negative intents included the intent cue words hated, irritated, angry, dislike, mad, 

annoyed, and horrific. Neutral intents included words such as satisfied, surprised, curious, 

informative, and uncertain. Positive intents included cue words of loved, happy, fun, delighted, 

excited, and impressed. On each card, a single communication intent was indicated for the 

participant to express.  

In a round-robin fashion, each participant, in order of group letter, read a card. While a 

participant acted out the statement on their card (the encoder), their group members marked 

which intent they believed the actor was intending to express and communicate (the decoders). 
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Figure 3.2 Physical layout of ECT for one group and example statement score 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note. Each decoder (B-G) made a judgment of the encoder’s (A) intent in a term enrolling 21 
participants (seven participants in three groups). Each decoder was either correct (1) or incorrect 
(0); here, the positive statement (+) scored 3 out of 6 possible correct, yielding participant A an 
encoding score for this statement of 50%. Statement scores were used to create scores for 
valenced intent deliveries (3 statements each for positive, negative, and neutral).   
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All actors had two days to practice before the task. All participants acted as actors and as judges 

for each of their other six group members.   

Each participant was given an answer sheet for completing the judgment task. The 

answer sheets listed the context, statement, and three possible communication intents; a full 

answer sheet can be found in Appendix C. All decoders were familiar with every scene and all 

intents because they also acted as encoders for the scenes. Participants were instructed to indicate 

which of the three intents they believed each target encoder to be portraying. Participants were 

also instructed to remain as outwardly neutral in their viewing the target encoders so as to not 

influence the answers of other judges.  

After each encoder read a card and was judged for intent by each of their six group 

members, each group member then performed their message deliveries for judgment in turn (see 

Table 3.1 for the order of statement delivery). Once one round had been completed of each group 

member reading from a card, a second began, until all nine statements were read by all seven 

individuals. The encoding of one statement by each of the seven group members was considered 

one round. After nine rounds, every participant had acted out all nine statements, three in a 

negative emotional intent, three in a neutral intent, and three in a positive intent. Each statement 

was video-recorded. 
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Table 3.1 Presentation order of statements and intents by round and by participant 
 
 

 Round 
Participant ID  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Group 1 
    A   4 o 9 + 3 - 7 + 8 - 5 o 6 o 2 + 1 - 
    B   3 o 1 o 2 + 8 o 4 + 9 - 6 - 7 - 5 + 
    C   7 - 2 + 3 - 9 - 5 o 4 - 1 + 8 o 6 + 
    D   5 + 1 - 8 + 2 o 9 + 6 o 3 o 4 - 7 - 
    E   9 o 7 o 5 - 2 - 8 - 6 + 4 o 3 + 1 + 
    F   2 - 6 o 1 - 4 - 3 + 7 o 8 + 9 + 5 o 
    G   3 + 8 - 2 o 6 - 9 o 1 o 5 - 4 + 7 + 
Group 2 
    A   2 o 4 o 3 - 6 o 7 - 5 - 9 + 1 + 8 + 
    B   8 + 7 - 6 + 4 + 9 - 3 o 5 - 1 o 2 o 
    C   1 - 9 -  8 o 5 + 4 o 2 - 7 + 3 o 6 + 
    D   3 + 5 + 6 + 4 - 2 - 9 o 7 o 8 o 1 - 
    E   9 + 1 o 8 - 6 - 2 + 4 + 3 - 7 o 5 o 
    F   1 + 2 - 9 o 6 o 7 - 3 + 8 - 4 o 5 + 
    G   3 - 8 o 7 + 1 + 9 o 6 - 2 + 5 o 4 - 
Group 3 
    A   7 + 1 + 2 o 3 + 4 o 5 - 8 - 9 o 6 - 
    B   7 + 8 o 4 o 6 o 9 - 2 - 5 + 3 - 1 + 
    C   5 o 1 o 6 + 2 - 9 - 3 o 4 + 8 + 7 - 
    D   8 + 9 - 7 o 4 - 5 + 6 - 1 o 3 o 2 + 
    E   4 + 2 o 1 o 7 + 3 - 5 o 9 + 8 - 6 - 
    F   3 o 8 + 1 - 9 + 4 - 5 - 7 o 2 + 6 o 
    G   1 - 6 + 8 o 2 o 5 - 4 + 7 - 3 + 9 o 
 
Note. Each number within the table refers to a specific statement identified in Table 1. The +, o, 
and - symbols refer to the emotional intent of the communicative intent attempted, either 
positive, neutral, or negative, respectively. Statement numbers are listed and described in 
Appendix B. Statement order and intent were completely counterbalanced across groups. 
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Calculation of In-Group F2F Scores 

In-Group F2F Encoding Scores. Four encoding scores were calculated for each 

individual: negative intent score, neutral intent score, positive intent score, and total encoding 

score. These scores represent the percentage of decoders who correctly guessed the encoders 

assigned intent. An example of how encoding scores were calculated for one individual can be 

seen in Table 3.2. For groups of seven, one encoder is being judged by six decoders over nine 

rounds. This yields a total of 54 judgments made about the target encoder, including 18 for each 

of the three intents. By summing the number of correct judgments and dividing by the number of 

total judgments made, percentage scores were derived for each participant for how accurate of an 

encoder they are in total and in conveying negative, neutral, and positive intents.  

In-Group F2F Decoding Scores. Each participant watched the other six group members 

read each of the nine statements; this lead to 18 judgments of each of the three intents and a total 

of 54 target judgments overall. Non-responses were considered incorrect. To examine how the 

valence of message and the gender of the target influence judgments made, percentage correct 

scores for judging male and female targets separately were calculated for each intent. The 

number of male and female targets for each participant varied slightly because groups across and 

within the collection periods were not always consistent in gender composition. See Table 3.3 for 

an example calculation of decoding scores for a sample participant, Participant A, and Table 3.4 

for a complete set of decoding scores for Participant A. 
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Table 3.2 Example calculation of ECT and EJT encoding scores for statements encoded by group 
member A 
 
                     Correct Judgments Made by Group Members     S Correct 

Round       Intent B C D E F G 

     1  o 0 1 0 1 0 1  3 

     2  + 0 1 0 0 1 1  3 

     3  - 1 1 1 1 1 1  6 

     4  + 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

     5  - 1 1 0 1 1 1  5 

     6  o 0 0 1 0 0 1  2 

     7  o 0 1 1 1 1 1  5 

     8  + 1 1 1 1 0 1  5 

     9  - 1 1 1 1 1 1  6 

 
S for all intents (rounds 1 through 9)   = 35 / 54 judgments possible  =  65% total encoding score 

S for positive intents (rounds 2, 4, and 8)  =   8 / 18 judgments possible  =  44% positive 

encoding score 

S for neutral intents (rounds 1, 6, and 7)   = 10 / 18 judgments possible  =  56% neutral encoding 

score 

S for negative intents (rounds 3, 5, and 9) = 17 / 18 judgments possible  =  94% negative 

encoding score 

 
Note. Correct judgments from group members correspond to 0 for incorrect and 1 for correct. 
Each encoder generated a total of 54 scores defined by the 9 statements being judged by the 6 
decoders. The emotional intent of the statement encoded is symbolized by + for positive, - for 
negative, and o for neutral.  
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Table 3.3 Example calculation of ECT/EJT decoding scores for judgments made by group 
member A on members B through G 
 
         Correct Judgments Made for Group Member Targets      

 Intent   B C D E F G  S Correct 

       Target Gender M F M F F F 

    +   1 1 0 0 0 1  3 

    +   0 1 0 1 1 1  4 

    +   1 1 1 1 1 1  6 

    o   0 1 1 1 1 1  5 

    o   0 1 1 1 1 1  5 

    o   0 0 0 0 1 1  2 

    -   1 1 1 1 0 1  5 

    -   1 1 1 1 0 1  5 

    -   1 1 1 1 1 1  6 

 
S for all male targets (targets B and D) =  11 / 18 judgments possible =  61% male score 

S for all female targets (targets C, E, F, and G) =  30 / 36 judgments possible =  83% female 

score 

Total decoding score =  (11 + 30) / 54 =  76% 

 

S for positive intents by male targets =  3 / 6 judgments possible =  50% positive male score 

S for positive intents by female targets =  10 / 12 judgments possible =  83% positive female 

score 

Total positive decoding score =  (3 + 10) / 18 =  72% 
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Table 3.3. (Continued) 

S for neutral intents for male targets =  2 / 6 judgments possible  =  33% neutral male score 

S for neutral intents for female targets =  10 / 12 judgments possible =  83% neutral female score 

Total neutral decoding score =  (2 + 10) / 18 =  67% 

 

S for negative intents for male targets =  6 / 6 judgments possible =  100% negative male score 

S for negative intents for female targets =  10 / 12 judgments possible  =  83% negative female 

score 

Total negative decoding score =  (6 + 10) / 18 =  89% 

 
Note. Each decoder generated a 54 judgments based on the 9 statements delivered by 6 target 
encoders. Target gender corresponds to 0 for males and 1 for females. The emotional intent of 
the statement delivered is symbolized by + for positive, - for negative, and o for neutral. Correct 
judgments correspond to 0 for incorrect and 1 for correct.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.4 Example set of decoding scores for group member A 

 
 
 Positive Intents Neutral Intents Negative Intents        Average 

Male Targets 50% 33% 100% 61% 

Female Targets 83% 83% 83% 83% 

Average 72% 67% 89% 76% 

 
Note. The calculation these scores can be seen in Table 3.3 
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In-Group Thin-Slice Methodology 

During the ECT (i.e., the F2F task), participants encoded nine statements each, and all 

statements were video recorded. A compilation video was made so that later in the term, these 

statements could be judged again by the same group members and, for the first time, by the other 

two out- groups. The ECT occurred during week three of the term. The Emotion Judgment Task 

(EJT), in which decoders produced judgments based on thin-slices, was completed during week 

seven of the term.  

Participants 

Of the 104 participants described in the F2F task, only the data from 83 are presented in 

this section because of missing data. Thirty-four males and 49 females served as targets and 

decoders. 

Materials and Procedure 

Four weeks after completing the ECT in which participants communicated face-to-face, 

participants watched a video compilation of the nine statements they had each made earlier in the 

term and judged them for emotional intent. For this task (i.e., the EJT), the 63 thin-slice video 

clips generated by each participant’s in-group members were interspersed with the 126 clips 

from two other out-groups. Clips were randomly ordered. Each clip lasted approximately 2-3 

seconds each and were separated with 5-10 seconds of blank screen before the next clip began. 

The entire video took approximately 40 minutes to view. Participants were instructed to remain 

as physically unresponsive to what they were viewing as possible (e.g., no laughing, 

commenting) so that other participant’s judgments were not impacted. 
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For the EJT (thin-slice paradigm), as with the ECT (F2F paradigm), participants were 

given an answer sheet listing all statements and associated delivery intents (see Appendix D for a 

full answer sheet). This sheet was in the same format as for the F2F decoding task, though 

decoders were judging 189 scenes rather than the 54 of the F2F task. Decoders were instructed to 

indicate which of the three intents each target was portraying.  

Targets on this video included six well-known in-group members, themselves, plus 14 

unacquainted out-group targets. Participants had judged their group-members’ scenes in-vivo 

during the ECT task four weeks earlier; participants simply judged the same scenes again but on 

video during the EJT. Out-group targets will be considered in Study 2. 

Calculation of In-Group Thin-Slice Scores 

Each participant judged the intent of 21 targets in 189 thin-slice, video recorded 

statements, of whom six were group members, one was themselves, and 14 were out-group 

members. Decoding and encoding accuracy rates were calculated for both group and non-group 

targets. Study 2 examines out-group scores generated from the 14 non-group members; this study 

is focused on in-group scores generated from the six group members. Because participants had 

previously judged these same scenes four weeks earlier, this was a test-retest situation. 

In-Group Thin-Slice Encoding Scores. As in the F2F task, six group members judged 

nine scenes for each encoder, yielding 54 judgments in total, 18 for each of the three intents. 

Scores were calculated for negative, neutral, and positive intents as well as an average score (see 

Table 3.2 for example calculation of scores).  

In-Group Thin-Slice Decoding Score. Though the ability of encoders to accurately 

produce judgeable, nonverbal emotional messages is of primary interest, the decoding ability of 

each participant was assessed in conjunction with their encoding ability. For in-group decoding 
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scores, 54 judgments were made (6 targets x 9 statements each) where, for each target, three 

scenes tested each of the three intents (6 targets x 3 valences x 3 scenes for each valence). 

Therefore, out of the 54 scenes judged, 18 scenes assessed each of the three emotional intents. 

Percentage correct scores were created for both male targets and female targets for each intent. 

Scores were calculated in the same way for the thin-slice decoding task as for the F2F decoding 

task. Example score calculations for a single participant can again be seen in Tables 3.3 and 3.4. 

Results 

In-Group Encoding Accuracy 

Are negative messages better encoded than others? 

If all nonverbal emotional messages require similar skill to encode, then we would expect 

similar encoding scores for each of the three intents. Encoding scores for positive, neutral, and 

negative messages were compared to determine effect of messages’ emotional intent on encoding 

accuracy.  

In-group F2F encoding. The range of individual encoding ability was great when 

interacting face-to-face with acquaintances: the lowest scoring encoder was able to correctly 

convey assigned emotional messages 38.9% of the time, whereas the most accurate encoder was 

correctly interpreted 92.6% of the time. Participants averaged 68.6% encoding accuracy for all 

statements. In order to test whether positive, neutral, and negative messages require differential 

skill to encode, a two-way mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run in which 

individual encoders were treated as the independent sampling units of analysis, encoder gender 

was the between-group effect and emotional intent was tested as a repeated-measures effect. The 

means used in this analysis are listed in Table 3.5. The proportion of group members who were 

able to correctly judge the intent of a F2F encoder averaged 60.4% for positive messages and 
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63.2% for neutral messages. For negative messages, the average jumped to 82.2% correct. A 

corresponding main effect of intent was found, F(2, 204) = 40.12, p < .001, η2 = .28 (see Table 

3.6). Encoders’ accuracy at conveying negative statements was higher than for the other two 

intents, supporting the first hypothesis that positive and neutral intents will not be encoded as 

well as negative. 

 

Table 3.5 In-group ECT and EJT total encoding scores in percentage for male and female 
encoders 

 
Note. The F2F and thin-slice tasks had differing numbers of participants because of lost data for 
one term, resulting in 21 fewer participants. 
* p < .005 
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 

  Average†  Male Encoders  Female Encoders   

  M  M SD  M SD    t†† 

F2F Task    N = 40  N = 64   

 Total  68.6  66.2 12.11  71.0 12.15   

 Positive Intent  60.4  56.7 24.61  64.9 20.93     1.66 

 Neutral Intent  63.2  61.9 18.14  64.6 17.46       .71 

 Negative Intent  82.2  80.0 16.96  84.4 13.99     1.43 

Thin-Slice Task    N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  69.3  66.7 11.51  71.8 10.82   

 Positive Intent  65.0  58.4 21.12  71.6 19.34     2.93* 

 Neutral Intent  60.4  61.1 14.62  59.7 18.52      -.36 

 Negative Intent 
 

 82.4  80.7 15.93  84.2 15.85       .97 
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Table 3.6 In-group ECT two-way mixed design ANOVA on encoding accuracy for encoder 
gender by intent 

 
    df         SS         MS            F   p    h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Encoder Gender (EG)     1       1697.15       1697.15           4.73  .032   .04 
 Error   102     36637.00         359.19  
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2     27603.12     13801.56         40.12     <.001   .28 
 Intent * EG      2         310.77         155.38  .45 .637 <.01 
 Error (Intent)  204     70186.18         344.05 
 
 

 

In-group thin-slice encoding. Scores for encoders were generated by the same judges for 

the F2F task as for the thin-slice encoding task. Similarly, the individual range of scores was 

large, with the minimum scoring encoder at 37.0% accuracy of message communication, while 

the maximum rate of accuracy for any participant was 90.7%. Overall, while being assessed by 

acquaintances through thin-slice video samples, encoders reached on average 69.3% correct (see 

Table 3.5). For the thin-slice task, the same ANOVA model (encoder gender by communication 

intent where encoders are the units of analysis) was run to examine for differences in accuracy 

between emotional intent of communication. Encoders received average scores of 65.0% for 

positive messages, 60.4% for neutral, and 82.4% for negative messages. Concomitantly, a main 

effect of emotional intent of messages was found, F(2, 162) = 37.64, p < .001, η2 = .32 (see table 

3.7).  The thin-slice methodology yielded comparable results. As with the F2F task, results from 

thin-slice testing support Hypothesis 1, as negative messages were most accurately conveyed.  
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Table 3.7 In-group EJT two-way mixed design ANOVA on encoding accuracy for encoder 
gender by intent 
 
    df         SS         MS           F   p    h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Encoder Gender (EG)    1      1548.56     1548.56         4.19         .044        .05 
 Error    81    29953.93       369.80 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2     21691.69      1084.84       37.64       <.001        .32 
 Intent * EG      2       2186.41      1093.20         3.79 .025    .05 
 Error (Intent)  162     46677.45        288.13 
 
 

Are females better encoders? 

In-group F2F encoding. The previously two-way mixed ANOVA as was conducted to 

examine encoding scores generated by F2F acquaintance judges. Table 3.5 shows the means for 

this analysis, and overall, females were 4.8% more accurate at encoding nonverbal emotional 

messages than males (M = 71.0 and SD = 12.11; M = 66.2 and SD = 12.15, respectively). The 

effect of encoder gender, treated as a between-groups effect, and of emotional intent of message, 

treated as a repeated-measure effect, when encoders were the independent sampling units showed 

a significant main effect of encoder gender on total encoding score, F(1, 102) = 4.73, p = .03, η2 

= .04 (see Table 3.6). These results support Hypothesis 2, which predicted that females would be 

significantly better encoders than males.  

Though females were shown to be superior encoders overall, there may be gender 

differences in encoding scores dependent on emotional intent of the message being sent. The 

ANOVA revealed no interaction between gender of encoder and emotional intent of message (see 

Table 3.6), indicating that males and females encode in a similar way, although females are 
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generally more accurate. The third hypothesis, that females will be better at encoding positive 

and negatively intended messages, but not neutral intents, was unsupported by this result. 

In-group thin-slice encoding. The same mixed ANOVA design (encoder gender by 

emotional intent) was again used to examine gender differences in ability to encode nonverbal 

emotional messages, however this time using scores generated from judges watching thin-slice 

samples. These means can be seen in Table 3.5, female encoders were able to correctly convey 

their emotional intent more often than male encoders (M = 71.8 and SD = 10.82; M = 66.7 and 

SD = 11.51, respectively). A corresponding significant main effect of encoder gender was found, 

F(1, 81) = 4.19, p = .04, η2 = .05 (see Table 3.7). Again, females outperformed males by a 

significant margin, supporting the second hypothesis.  

For encoding scores generated while being judged through thin-slice testing, there was an 

interaction between gender of encoder and intent, F(2, 162) = 3.79, p = .03, η2 = .05 (see Table 

3.7), an interaction not observed during the F2F task. Significant differences were not observed 

between the two genders within the neutral and negative intents, however females outperformed 

males by 13.2% (M = 71.6, SD = 19.34 and M = 58.4, SD = 21.12) when encoding positive 

messages during the thin-slice task, t(81) = 2.93, p = .004 (see Table 3.5). Females were far 

superior at encoding positivity, as this was the intent conveyed with the least accuracy for male 

encoders. This finding only partially supported Hypothesis 3, which predicted female superiority 

at encoding both positive and negative intents.  

Is there a difference between being judged through F2F and thin-slice conditions? 

In the hybrid experimental paradigm employed here, participants could be assessed on 

their encoding live (F2F) and via thin-slice.  We were able to test directly the effect of channel 

medium (F2F vs. thin-slice) since each encoder generated an F2F and thin-slice encoding score.  
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A mixed ANOVA was conducted that treated encoders as the independent sampling units 

of analysis, with intent (positive, neutral, negative) and channel (F2F vs thin-slice) treated as 

repeated-measures effects and encoder gender as a between-groups effect. The rate of encoding 

accuracy for the F2F task was 68.8%, comparable to the 69.3% achieved on the thin-slice task 

(see Table 3.5). A concurrent lack of a significant main effect of channel on encoding ability was 

found, F(1, 81) = 1.00, p = .32, η2  = .01 (see Table 3.8), indicating encoders are being similarly 

assessed through F2F and thin-slice measures. Channel did not interact with encoder gender, but 

it did interact marginally with emotional intent, F(2, 162) = 2.90, p = .06, η2 = .04. As is shown 

in Table 3.5, for the F2F task, greater accuracy was observed for neutral intents than for positive 

intents was observed (M = 63.2 and M = 60.4), but the reverse of this occurred in the thin-slice 

task (M = 60.4 and M = 65.0). No other significant interaction effects involving channel were 

observed.  

 

Table 3.8 Mixed-design ANOVA on encoding accuracy scores for encoder gender by intent by 
channel 
 
     df       SS       MS              F  p  h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Encoder Gender (EG)         1   3638.72   3638.72        4.57 .036  .05 
 Error      81 53794.12       664.13 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent        2 43983.03 21991.52      48.12    <.001  .37   
 Intent * EG       2   2793.71   1396.86        3.06 .050  .04 
 Error (intent)   162 73960.52     456.55 
 Channel       1       81.99       81.99        1.00 .321  .01 
 Channel * EG       1           .32           .32  .00 .950  .00 
 Error (channel)    81   6670.81       82.36 
 Intent * Channel      2     664.88     332.44        2.90 .058  .04 
 Intent * Channel * EG     2     226.63     113.31          .99 .375  .01 
 Error (intent * channel) 162 18592.07     114.77 
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 Scores generated from the F2F task and the thin-slice task were positively correlated (see 

Table 3.9). Total encoding score was correlated between F2F and thin-slice channels (r = .79, p < 

.001). The correlations of encoding scores via F2F and thin-slice methods were high within each 

emotionally valenced message category as well. Encoding positive messages F2F  correlated r = 

.74, p < .001 with encoding accuracy via thin-slices.  Encoding neutral messages F2F correlated  

r = .60, p < .001 with encoding accuracy via thin-slices.  Encoding negative messages F2F 

correlated r = .66, p < .001 with thin-slice encoding accuracy. Thus, our fourth hypothesis, that 

accuracy between F2F and thin-slice tasks will be comparable, was supported. These results 

revealed that one’s encoding ability is as well estimated from thin-slice videos (Ambady et al., 

2000) as it is from F2F judgements. Thin-slice testing is a suitable proxy for F2F viewing when 

assessing encoding accuracy.  

 

Table 3.9 Correlations between ECT and EJT scores 

       Thin-Slice Task Scores 

1.       2.           3.          4.           5.          6.           7.          8.  

F2F Task Scores 

1. Encoding Total .79***    .68***   .40***  .37***   .37***    .30** .25*  .16 

2. Encoding Positive .67***    .74***   .28**    .14         .44***    .34*** .30**  .20 

3. Encoding Neutral .49***    .29**     .60***  .01         .18          .13 .16  .05 

4. Encoding Negative .31**    .16     -.19       .66***    .01          .03      -.06  .02 

5. Decoding Total .36***    .33**     .25*      .07         .63***    .55*** .37***  .27* 

6. Decoding Positive .36***    .31**     .21       .13         .61***    .66*** .29**  .18 

7. Decoding Neutral .17    .17      .17      -.04         .29**      .16 .41*** -.01 

8. Decoding Negative .17    .15      .12       .04         .32**      .22*     -.02  .43*** 

 
Note.   * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p  < .001 
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In-Group Decoding Accuracy 

Are positive and negative messages better decoded than neutral? 

Some types of messages may be easier to decode than others. This possible effect of 

intent was examined by comparing scores for positive, neutral, and negative emotional intents.  

In-group F2F decoding.. When participants acted as decoders, males and females 

averaged a score of 68.7% correct for judging targets in-person (see Table 3.10). The range of 

individual decoding skill was large, spanning from 37% for the minimum scoring decoder and 

90.7% for the maximum scorer. A mixed ANOVA that treated decoders as independent sampling 

units of analysis was conducted to examine the effects of intent (positive, neutral, negative) and 

target gender, treated as measure effects, and the effect of decoder gender, treated as a between-

group effect. The analysis revealed differential ability dependent on emotional intent of message, 

F(2, 204) = 72.82, p < .001, η2 = .42 (see Table 3.11). Decoding accuracy for neutral and 

positive messages was similar (60.9% for judging positive intents and 65.8% for neutral) but 

drastically higher for judging negative messages (81.8%). This leant support to our fifth 

hypothesis, that decoders would be more accurate when judging negative messages than for 

positive or neutral. 
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Table 3.10 In-group ECT and EJT average decoding scores in percentage for male  
and female decoders 
 

 
Note. The ECT and EJT had differing numbers of participants because of lost data for one term, 
resulting in 21 fewer participants. Scores here were compiled from Tables 3.5 and 4.4.No t-test 
was significant at p<.05   
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 
  

  Average†  Male Decoders  Female Decoders   

  M  M SD  M SD    t†† 

F2F Task    N = 40  N = 64   

 Total  68.7  68.7 9.86  68.8 8.73     

 Positive Intent  60.9  62.9 18.69  59.0 14.04     -1.22 

 Neutral Intent  65.8  63.0 13.87  68.7 8.73        .29 

 Negative Intent  81.8  80.4 9.37  83.2 12.06      1.26 

Thin-Slice Task    N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  69.3  69.0 10.14  69.5 8.89   

 Positive Intent  64.2  64.0 16.28  64.4 16.71        .10 

 Neutral Intent  60.7  59.6 16.07  61.5 11.75        .62 

 Negative Intent 
 

 83.0  83.4 13.24  82.6 13.26       -.25 
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Table 3.11 In-group ECT mixed design ANOVA on decoding accuracy for decoder gender by 
intent by target gender 
 
    df         SS         MS            F   p     h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Decoder Gender (DG)    1         .96        .97          <.01 .965   <.001 
 Error   102     51561.60         505.51  
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2     51016.43     25508.21         72.82     <.001 .417 
 Intent * DG      2       1188.39         594.20           1.70 .186 .016 
 Error (Intent)  204     71455.18         350.27 
 Target Gender (TG)     1       5525.60       5525.60         17.91     <.001 .149 
 TG * DG      1           290.99         290.99  .94 .334 .009 
 Error (TG)  102     31470.43         308.53  
 Intent * TG      2         825.93         412.96           1.48 .230 .014 
 Intent * TG * DG     2         504.66         252.33  .91 .405 .009 
 Error (Intent * TG) 204     56828.09         278.57 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 In -group thin-slice decoding. When decoding the same targets through thin-slice stimuli, 

the male and female average for all intents was similar to that of the F2F task average at 69.3% 

(see Table 3.10). The same mixed ANOVA design as above was utilized, but using scores 

generated from the thin-slice, rather than the F2F task. For thin-slice scores, as was found with 

F2F scores, and a main effect of intent on decoder accuracy was found, F(2, 162) = 62.95, p < 

.001, η2 = .44 (see Table 3.12). Negative scores (M = 83.0) were easier to decode than were  

positive (M = 64.2) or neutral (M = 60.7), again supporting our fifth hypothesis that decoders 

will be most accurate with negative messages. 
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Table 3.12 In-group EJT mixed design ANOVA on decoding accuracy for decoder gender by 
intent by target gender 
 
    df         SS         MS            F   p     h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Decoder Gender (DG)    1        30.87           30.87           .06 .810   .001 
 Error     81  43094.87         532.04   
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2  46584.04     23292.02       62.95       <.001       .437 
 Intent * DG      2      138.22           69.11           .19 .830   .002 
 Error (Intent)  162  59938.16         369.99 
 Target Gender (TG)     1    5134.36       5134.36       19.87       <.001   .197 
 TG * DG      1          2.84  2.84           .01         .917   .000 
 Error (TG)    81  20933.47         258.44 
 Intent * TG      2    4824.00       2412.00         9.10       <.001   .101 
 Intent * TG * DG     2      125.46           62.73           .24 .789   .003 
 Error (Intent * TG) 162  42925.65         264.97 
 
 
 

 

Are females better decoders? 

Accuracy scores were compared to determine if there is an effect of decoder gender on 

decoding ability. It was hypothesized that females will be better decoders than males.  

In-group F2F decoding. Females and males had similar decoding accuracy scores in the 

F2F task (M = 68.7 and SD = 8.73; M = 68.8 and SD = 9.86, respectively; see Table 3.10). A 

mixed ANOVA design that treated decoders as independent sampling units of analysis, with 

intent and gender of target treated as repeated-measures effects and gender of decoder as a 

between-groups effect, was used to examine for a possible gender effect (see Table 3.11).  There 

was no effect of decoder gender on decoding scores, F(1, 102) < .01, p  = .97, η2 < .001. Further, 

there was no interaction between gender of decoder and the emotional intent of the message. 

Hypothesis 6, that females are better decoders than males, was not supported by these results. 
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In-group thin-slice decoding. As with the F2F decoding task, females and males judging 

the same targets through thin-slices scored very similarly to each other overall (M = 69.5 and SD 

= 8.89; M = 69.0 and SD = 10.14, respectively; see Table 3.10). The mixed ANOVA design 

described above was again employed, though decoding scored generated during the thin-slice 

task were used (see Table 3.12). There was no effect of decoder gender on decoding accuracy, 

F(1, 81) = .06, p  = .81, η2 = .001. There were no significant differences between males and 

females in total or within any of the three intents. Again, decoder gender did not interact with 

emotional intent of message. Results from thin-slice testing again did not support our sixth 

hypothesis; male and female decoders were equally accurate at judging nonverbal emotional 

messages. 

Are female targets easier to decode? 

Decoding scores were examined to determine the effect of target gender and any 

interactions involving target gender. The effect of target gender is conceptually the same thing as 

the effect of encoder gender. However, in the latter case, analyses treat the encoders as 

independent sampling units of analysis, with encoder gender as a between-group effect. Here, 

decoders are treated as the sampling units and target effects are calculated as a repeated measure, 

as decoders are using the same test to judge both male and female targets. 

In-group F2F decoding. When male and female decoding scores were averaged, female 

targets were 6.1% easier to decode than were males on average (M = 71.8 and M = 65.7, see 

Table 3.13). Female targets were easier to read within each intent: 4.6% for negative, 4.3% for 

neutral, and 9.5% easier for positive messages. As we found a main effect for encoder gender 

when analyzing encoders, we also expected a main effect for target gender when analyzing 

decoders. For the F2F task, a mixed ANOVA model treating decoders as the units of analysis  
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Table 3.13 In-group ECT decoding scores in percentage for male and female targets 
 

*  p < .05, ** p < .001 
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† paired-samples t-test for difference between decoding scores for male and female targets  
  

 Average†  Male Targets  Female Targets   

 M  M SD  M SD  t†† 

Total† 68.8  65.7   71.8     

 Male decoders 68.8  66.4 13.18  71.1 12.14  1.87 

Female decoders 68.7  64.9 12.69  72.4 8.91  4.53** 

Positive Intent† 61.0  56.2   65.7      

 Male decoders 62.9  59.8 28.87  66.0 18.13  1.28 

Female decoders 59.0  52.6 19.46  65.3 16.52  4.50**  

Neutral Intent 63.5  61.3   65.6     

 Male decoders 63.0  60.3 20.42  65.7 15.21  1.50 

Female decoders 63.9  62.2 23.22  65.5 16.92  1.00 

Negative Intent 81.8  79.5   84.1      

 Male decoders 80.4  79.1 15.78  81.6 13.45    .71 

Female decoders 83.2  79.9 17.98  86.5 12.92  2.63* 
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with intent and gender of target as repeated-measure effects and a between-groups effect of 

decoder gender indicated an overall effect of gender of target on total decoding accuracy, F(1, 

102) = 17.92, p < .001, η2 = .15 (see Table 3.11). There was no significant interaction between 

target gender and gender of decoder on total decoding score. There was also no interaction 

between target gender and emotional intent.  

 In-group thin-slice decoding. For decoders producing judgments based on thin-slice 

samples, female targets were more accurately decoded than were male targets (M = 72.5 and M = 

66.0, respectively; see table 3.14). The same mixed ANOVA model was repeated using thin-slice 

decoding scores, and there was a significant effect of target gender on decoding scores, F(1, 81) 

= 19.87, p < .001, η2 = .20 (see Table 3.12). There was no interaction between target gender and 

decoder gender, though there was a significant interaction between target gender and emotional 

intent, F(2, 162) = 9.10, p < .001, η2 = .10. Overall, female targets and male targets were 

similarly readable for negative and neutral intents, with differences in accuracy at 2.4% and 

1.7%, respectively. However, female targets were 15.5% easier to decode than were male targets 

when acting out positive messages. The results obtained when the message sender is treated as an 

effect of targets on decoding accuracy are expected based on the results from encoding accuracy 

analyses, and these results support our second and third hypotheses that females will be better 

encoders than males and that they will be particularly better at encoding positive messages. 
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Table 3.14 In-group EJT decoding scores in percentage for male and female targets 
 

Note.  
* p < .01, * p < .001 
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† paired-samples t-test for difference between decoding scores for male and female targets  
 

  

 Average†  Male Targets  Female Targets   

 M  M SD  M SD  t†† 

Total 69.3  66.0   72.5    

 Male decoders 69.0  65.7 13.65  72.3 10.63  2.85* 

Female decoders 69.5  66.3 11.59  72.7 10.22  3.51** 

Positive Intent 64.2  56.5   72.0    

 Male decoders 56.3  56.5 24.56  71.6 16.50  3.34* 

Female decoders 64.4  56.4 21.72  72.3 17.79  5.17** 

Neutral Intent 60.7  59.8   61.5    

 Male decoders 59.7  58.0 18.81  61.3 19.19    .93 

Female decoders 61.6  61.5 19.48  61.6 14.99    .03 

Negative Intent 83.0  81.8   84.2    

 Male decoders 83.4  82.5 19.94  84.2 14.06    .45 

Female decoders 82.6  81.0 18.77  84.2 14.97  1.06 
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Is there a difference between judging through F2F and thin-slice conditions? 

There were similar rates of accuracy between the ability to decode nonverbal emotional 

messages in the F2F task (M = 68.3 and SD = 9.73) and the thin-slice task (M = 69.3 and SD = 

9.36; see Table 3.15). In order to examine possible differences between decoding in a F2F 

situation and through thin-slice stimuli, a mixed ANOVA treating decoders as the units of 

analysis was conducted with decoder gender as a between-groups effect and intent and channel 

(F2F vs thin-slice) as repeated-measures effects. There was no main effect of channel on 

decoding scores (see Table 3.16) - decoders showed no difference in overall judgment ability 

between the thin-slice and F2F channels. The ANOVA revealed no interaction between channel 

and intent, although, when examining t-scores within the three intents, there was a difference in 

decoding positive messages (see Table 3.15 and Figure 3.3). Decoders were 3.7% more accurate 

at decoding positive messages through thin-slices than through watching targets in a F2F 

situation, t(82) = 2.45, p = .017. Further, there was a high degree of correlation between total 

decoding ability when judging F2F and when judging through thin-slice stimuli (r = .63, p < 

.001), indicating strong cross-channel reliability (see Table 3.9). These results support our fourth 

hypothesis, that accuracy at communicating nonverbal emotional messages will be comparable 

between the two tasks. The use of the thin-slice methodology as a valid methodological paradigm 

for which to study interpersonal accuracy was supported. 
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Table 3.15 Average decoding scores for f2f and thin-slice channels 
 

         F2F          Thin-Slice 

   M         SD     M         SD    t†  

Total   68.4        9.73   69.3        9.36   .99  

Positive  60.5      16.98   64.2      16.44 2.45*   

Neutral   62.4      14.82   60.7      13.62  -.98   

Negative  82.3      11.61   82.9      13.17   .43  

 

* < .05 
† t-test for difference between ECT and EJT decoding scores 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.16 In-group mixed design ANOVA on decoding accuracy for decoder gender by intent 
by channel 
 
     df       SS       MS              F  p  h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Decoder Gender (DG)        1           .59           .59        <.01 .971   <.01 
 Error      81 36558.36       451.34 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent        2 45107.64 22553.82      85.48    <.001 .51   
 Intent * DG       2     172.56       86.28          .33 .722   <.01 
 Error (intent)   162 42741.52     263.84 
 Channel       1       79.95       79.95          .78 .378 .01 
 Channel * DG       1       22.92       22.92  .23 .637   <.01 
 Error (channel)    81   8256.11     101.93 
 Intent * Channel      2     553.02     276.51        2.77      .066 .03 
 Intent * Channel * DSG     2     333.90     166.95        1.67 .192 .02 
 Error (intent * channel) 162 16203.18     100.02 
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Figure 3.3 Bar graph of F2F and thin-slice decoding score means  
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Chapter 4: Study 2 - Communicating with Strangers 

Noller (1980) found differences in how the relationship between the encoder and decoder 

affected their interpersonal accuracy. Specifically, she found that husbands and wives in unhappy 

marriages were better at decoding strangers, husbands in happy marriages were better at reading 

their wives, and wives in happy marriages showed similar accuracy for husbands and strangers.  

This thesis attempted to extend Noller’s conclusions to nonromantic relationships. 

Specifically, this thesis compared the nonverbal communication of strangers to that of the well-

acquainted. In the first study, encoders and decoders were well-acquainted.  All of the decoders 

and encoders were in the same small color group (e.g., figure 3.1). They had three and seven 

weeks of interactions with each other before the F2F and thin-slice tasks were administered - at 

least four days per week for at least one hour per day completing a variety of tasks together. In 

this second study, encoders and decoders were from different groups and thus, were much less 

acquainted with each other.  

Out-Group Thin-Slice Methodology 

Participants 

The videos that were produced during the F2F communication task conducted during 

Study 1 were used for this study. Therefore, the same 83 participants who served as encoders 

during Study 1 were also the target encoders for Study 2, a total of 38 males and 49 females. 

Each participant had been assigned to one of three groups per term, and only interacted with 

those group members.  In-group members are referred to as acquaintances and out-group 

members as strangers in this thesis. 
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Materials and Procedure 

During week 7 of the term, participants were seated with their six group members 

(acquaintances) and 14 non-group members (strangers) to complete the thin-slice task. Of the 

189 thin-slice video-clips in total, for each participant, nine were of themselves, 54 were 

generated by well-acquainted in-group members, and 126 clips generated by strangers with 

whom participants were unacquainted. Thin-slice video-clips were randomly ordered and each 

lasted approximately 2-3 seconds. They were separated with 5-10 seconds of blank screen before 

the next clip began. The entire video took approximately 40 minutes to view. Participants were 

instructed to remain as outwardly neutral in their viewing as possible (e.g., no laughing or 

commenting) so that other participant’s judgments were not impacted. 

Participants were given an answer sheet listing all statements and associated delivery 

intents (see Appendix B for a full answer sheet). This sheet was used for judging both 

acquaintances (as examined in Study 1) and strangers (the focus of this study). Decoders were 

instructed to indicate which of the three intents each target was portraying.  

Calculation of Out-Group Thin-Slice Scores 

Out-group thin-slice encoding scores. Encoding scores were calculated in the same was 

as in Study 1 except that the fourteen strangers, rather than six acquaintances, judged the 

emotional intent of each encoding participant. These 14 decoders judged nine scenes for each 

participant yielding 126 total judgements; 42 for each of the three emotional valences. Encoding 

scores were calculated for negative, neutral and positive intents, as well as an overall encoding 

score. An example of how the four encoding scores were calculated for one participant can be 

seen in Table 4.1.  
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Table 4.1 Example calculation of EJT out-group encoding scores for statements encoded by 
Group 1 Member A. 
 
 
             Correct Judgments Made by Non-Group Members        S 

   Group 2          Group 3 

Round    Intent     A     B     C     D     E      F     G      A     B     C     D     E      F      G  

    1      -       1      1      0      1      1      0      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1 12 

    2      +       0      0      0      1      0      1      1      0      1      1      1      1      1      1   9 

    3      o       1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1      1        14 

    4      o       0      0      0      0      0      0      0      0      1      1      0      0      1      1   4 

    5      -       0      0      0      1      1      0      0      0      1      0      1      1      0      1    6 

    6      +           1      1      1      1      1      0      0      0      0      1      1      1      0      0    8 

    7      -       1      0      1      1      1      0      1      1      1      1      1       1      1     1 12 

    8     +       1      0      0      1      0      0      1      1      1      0      1       0      0     0    6 

    9     o       0      1      0      1      0      1      1      1      1      1      1       1      1     1  11 

 

S for all intents (rounds 1 through 9)   = 82 / 126 judgments possible =   65% total encoding score 

S for positive intents (rounds 2, 6, 8)   = 23 / 42 judgments possible   =   55% positive encoding score 

S for neutral intents (rounds 3, 4, 9)    = 29 / 42 judgments possible   =   69% neutral encoding score 

S for negative intents (rounds 1, 5, 7) = 30 / 42 judgments possible   =   71% negative encoding score 

 
Note. Each encoder generated a total of 126 scores defined by the 9 statements being judged by 
the 14 decoders. The emotional intent of the statement encoded is symbolized by + for positive, - 
for negative, and o for neutral. Correct judgments from group members correspond to 0 for 
incorrect and 1 for correct
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Out-group thin-slice decoding scores. Participants decoded statements from themselves 

and their six group members, as well as from 14 strangers, which appeared in Study 1 and will be 

analyzed in this study. Because they judged their own statements post-hoc, we were able to 

check whether, as encoders, participants had indeed portrayed the emotional intent assigned to 

them and recorded by the experimenters. Participants consistently judged their own encoded 

statements correctly, indicating that participants understood the instructions of the task and that 

there was no experimenter error in the distribution of the cards during the experiment. 

Each of the 14 out-group targets generated nine statements in the video, three each in 

negative, neutral, and positive intents. Each participant received a percentage correct decoding 

score for male targets within each intent, for female targets within each intent, for male targets 

overall, and for female targets overall. An example of how these decoding scores were calculated 

for one participant can be seen in Table 4.2. A complete set of decoding scores for one participant 

can be seen in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.2 Example calculation of EJT out-group decoding scores for judgments made by Group 
1 Member A. 
 
               Correct Judgments Made for Out-Group Targets         

       Group 2     Group 3     

 Intent       A     B     C      D     E      F     G     A     B      C     D     E      F     G 

       Target Gender      F     M     F      F      F     M     F     M     M     F     F     M      F     F 

    +   0      0      0      1      1      0      1      1      0      0      1      0      1      1   

    +   0      0      0      1      1      1      0      0      0      1      1      0      1      1   

    +        1      1      1      1      1      1      1      0      1      0      1      0      1      1   

    o               1      0      1      1      1      1      1      1      0      0      1      1      1      1   

    o   1      1      0      1      1      1      0      1      0      1      1      1      0      0   

    o       0      1      0      1      1      1      0      0      0      0      0      0      0      1   

    -   1      1      1      0      0      0      0      1      1      1      0      1      1      1   

    -        1      1      1      1      0      1      0      0      1      1      1      1      1      0   

    -        1      1      1      1      1      1      0      0      1      1      1      1      1      1   

 

S for all male targets (Group 2 B F; Group 3 A, B, E) =  26 / 45 judgments  =  58% male score 

S for all female targets (Group 2 A, C, D, E, G; Group 3 C, D, F, G)  =  55 / 81 judgments  =  

68% female score 

Total decoding score =  (58 + 68) / 2 = 63% 

 

S for positive intents by male targets =  5 / 15 judgments possible =  33% positive male score 

S for positive intents by female targets =  20 / 27 judgments possible =  74% positive female 

score 

Total positive decoding score =  (33 + 74) / 2 =  54% 
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Table 4.2 (Continued) 

S for neutral intents for male targets =  9 / 15 judgments possible  =  60% neutral male score 

S for neutral intents for female targets =  16 / 27 judgments possible =  59% neutral female score 

Total neutral decoding score =  (60 + 59) / 2 =  60% 

 

S for negative intents for male targets =  12 / 15 judgments possible =  80% negative male score 

S for negative intents for female targets =  19 / 27 judgments possible  =  70% negative female 

score 

Total negative decoding score =  (80 + 70) / 2 =  75% 

 
Note. Each decoder generated a 126 judgments based on the 9 statements delivered by 14 targets. 
The emotional intent of the statement delivered is symbolized by + for positive, - for negative, 
and o for neutral. Correct judgments correspond to 0 for incorrect and 1 for correct.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.3 Example set of EJT decoding scores for Group 1 Member A 
 
 
 Positive Intents Neutral Intents Negative Intents        Average 

Male Targets 33% 60% 80% 58% 

Female Targets 74% 59% 70% 68% 

Average 54% 60% 75% 63% 

 
Note. The calculation these scores can be seen in Table 4.2 
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Results 

Scores from the ability to accurately transmit nonverbal emotional messages and to 

accurately judge these messages were again examined in Study 2. This time, scores for encoders 

and decoders were generated for strangers, rather than acquaintances, and generated from 

judgments produced on thin-slice, video stimuli.  

Out-Group Communication Accuracy 

Encoders averaged 64.5% accuracy rate when being judged by out-group members (see 

Table 4.4), a score slightly lower than from encoders being judged by acquaintances, both from 

the F2F and thin-slice tasks (average scores from Study 1 for these tasks were 68.6% and 69.3%, 

respectively). The range of individual encoding ability was large, ranging from 39.7% to 91.3% 

accuracy. While treating encoders as the independents sampling units of analysis, a mixed 

ANOVA model examined the between-group effect of encoder sex and repeated measures effect 

of emotional intent of message (see Table 4.5). The first hypothesis, that negatively intended 

messages would be more accurately encoded than would positive or neutral, was supported in 

Study 1, and it was supported in Study 2 as well. A a significant main effect for intent emerged, 

F(2, 162) = 37.69, p < .001, η2 = .32. Negative emotions were accurately encoded much more 

frequently than other emotional intents.  
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Table 4.4 Total out-group EJT encoding scores in percentage for male and female participants 
 

* p < .01  
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.5 Out-group EJT mixed design ANOVA on encoding accuracy for encoder gender by 
intent 
 
 
    df         SS         MS           F   p    h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Encoder Gender (EG)    1      2487.06     2487.06          6.89   .010    .08 
 Error    81    29238.39       360.97 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2    21181.90   10590.95        37.69 <.001    .32 
 Intent * EG      2      1945.49       972.74          3.46   .034    .04 
 Error (Intent)  162    45518.09       280.98 
 
  

 Average†  Male Encoders 

(N = 34) 

 Female Encoders 

(N = 49) 

  

 M  M SD  M SD  t†† 

Total 64.5  61.3 12.50  67.7 9.78        

Positive Intent 58.9  52.0 23.30  65.9 20.29       2.89* 

Neutral Intent 56.8  56.7 13.29  56.9 14.82         .04 

Negative Intent 77.7  75.0 15.54  80.3 16.29       1.48 
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As was found when encoding to acquaintances, females were more accurate encoders 

than were males when encoding to strangers, outscoring males by my 6.4%. The same ANOVA 

utilized above revealed this to be a significant main effect of encoder gender, F(1, 81) = 6.89,  p 

= .01, η2 = .08, supporting our second hypothesis. An interaction between intent and encoder 

gender also emerged, F(2, 162) = 3.46, p = .034, η2 = .04, and an interaction plot can be seen in 

Figure 4.1. Similarly to encoding scores generated by acquaintances, female encoders were much 

more accurately perceived (13.9%) than male encoders while communicating positively intended 

messages to strangers, t(82) = 2.89, p < .01, supporting our third hypothesis. While females were 

better at encoding positive messages than neutral, males performed the most poorly when 

encoding the positive intent. Males and females demonstrated similar ability in the neutral and 

negative intents. This interaction was also observed for encoding scores generated by well 

acquainted, in-group judges while watching through thin-slice video-clips. Male encoders, when 

judged through thin-slice samples, underperform when instructed to fake positivity. 
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Figure 4.1 Interaction plot of EJT encoding scores for out-group male and female targets by 
intent 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

On the other side of the interaction, decoders averaged 64.1% accuracy while judging the 

messages of strangers (see Table 4.6), also slightly lower than when decoding acquaintances in 

both the F2F and thin-slice tasks. Our fourth hypothesis, that comparable rates of encoding and 

decoding accuracy would occur between the F2F and thin-slice tasks, was not tested here 

because only the thin-slice task was used in Study 2.  

45

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

Positive Neutral Negative

Encoding	Scores	in	%

Male	Encoders Female	Encoders



 

 

62 

Table 4.6. Out-group EJT decoding scores in percentage for male and female decoders 
 

Note. No significant differences were found between male and female decoders. 
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 
 
 

 

While judging the nonverbal emotional messages of others, decoders accuracy for 

positive intents, at 57.9% and neutral intents, at 57.3%, were similar; participants were much 

more accurate at decoding negatively intended messages (77.2%). A mixed ANOVA design was 

used treating decoders as the independent sampling units of analysis. In this model, the gender of 

the decoder is a between-groups, emotional intent of messages and target gender are analyzed as 

repeated measures effects (see Table 4.7). A significant main effect for intent was found, F(2, 

162) = 116.37, p < .001, η2 = .59. This supported our fifth hypothesis, as we predicted negatively 

intended messages would be interpreted at greater rates of accuracy than would positive or 

neutral messages. 

 Average†  Male Decoders 

(N = 34) 

 Female Decoders 

(N = 49) 

  

 M  M SD  M SD  t†† 

Total 64.1  63.1 5.81  65.1 6.67   

Positive Intent 57.9  57.3 10.06  58.5 10.34      .53 

Neutral Intent 57.3  56.7 7.47  57.8 10.16      .55 

Negative Intent 77.2  75.3 12.08  79.0 8.97    1.60 
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4.7 Out-group EJT mixed design ANOVA on decoding accuracy for decoder gender by intent by 
target gender 
 
 
     df         SS         MS            F   p     h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Decoder Gender (DG)    1        474.85         474.85           1.97   .164    .02 
 Error     81    19480.16         240.50  
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent       2    40834.69     20417.45       116.37 <.001    .59 
 Intent * DG      2        175.57           87.78  .50   .607    .01 
 Error (Intent)  162    28422.50         175.45   
 Target Sex (TG)     1      5510.29       5510.29         75.72 <.001    .48 
 TG * DG      1        211.37         211.37           2.91   .092    .04 
 Error (TG)    81      5894.48           72.77   
 Intent * TG      2      3937.19       1968.59         18.59 <.001    .19 
 Intent * TG * DG     2        285.93         142.07           1.35   .262    .02 
 Error (Intent * TG) 162    17157.56         105.91 
 
 
 

The same ANOVA also showed no significant effect of decoder gender on decoding 

scores, F(1, 81) = 1.97, p = .164, η2 = .02. There were no significant differences within any of 

the three intents or in total for male and female decoders (see Table 4.6). This result mirrors 

those found in Study 1: there was no effect of decoder gender on decoding ability for judging 

acquaintances through the F2F or thin-slice tasks. These results are contrary to our sixth 

hypothesis, that females would be better decoders than males.  

As female encoders were more accurate than were male encoders, it was not surprising to 

find differences in how male and female targets were perceived by decoders. Overall, judges 

were 6.7% more accurate at judging female targets than male targets (see Table 4.8). The 

ANOVA utilized above, which uses decoders as the units of analysis, demonstrated significant 

main effect of target gender, F(1, 81) = 75.72, p < .001, η2 = .48 (see Table 4.7).   
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There was no interaction between target gender and decoder gender, but an interaction 

effect emerged between target gender and emotional intent, F(2, 162) = 18.59, p < .001, η2 = .19. 

The greatest difference in accuracy occurred when judging positively intended messages; judges 

were 14.2% more accurate when assessing female targets emoting positivity than male targets. 

Female targets were also 4.8% more successful in communicating negative emotional intent than 

were male targets (see Figure 4.2 for an interaction plot). Male and female targets were similarly 

successful when communicating neutral intent. This interaction between target gender and intent 

also occurred during the thin-slice decoding task done with acquaintances in Study 1, though not 

during the F2F task. 

 
  



 

 

65 

Table 4.8 Out-group EJT decoding scores in percentage for male and female targets 
 

Note.  
* p < .05, ** p < .005, *** p < .001 
† means were created by averaging scores from male targets and scores from female targets 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 
 
  

 Average†  Male Targets  Female Targets   

 M  M SD  M SD  t†† 

Total 64.1  60.8   67.5    

 Male decoders 63.1  60.4 6.85  65.8 6.11  5.49*** 

Female decoders 65.1  61.1 8.44  69.1 6.87  7.38*** 

Positive Intent 58.0  50.9   65.1    

 Male decoders 57.4  52.0 12.25  62.7 12.67  4.26*** 

Female decoders 58.6  49.7 13.96  67.4 10.39  9.24*** 

Neutral Intent 57.3  57.1   57.4    

 Male decoders 56.7  56.5 10.06  56.9 10.53    .18 

Female decoders 57.8  57.7 12.64  57.8 11.83    .05 

Negative Intent 77.2  74.2   80.0    

 Male decoders 75.3  72.7 15.70  77.8 11.14  2.39* 

Female decoders 79.0  75.7 13.63  82.2 8.69  3.22** 
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Figure 4.2. Interaction plot of EJT decoding scores for out-group male and female targets by 
intent 
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Is communicating with strangers different than with acquaintances? 

Scores for the 83 participants during Studies 1 and 2 were calculated within three 

conditions: accuracy at communicating with acquaintances in the F2F task (Study 1), accuracy at 

communicating with acquaintances in the thin-slice task (Study 1), and accuracy at 

communicating with strangers in the thin-slice task (Study 2). For clarification of what scores 

were created for each participant during Studies 1 and 2, an example set of all scores for one 

participant can be seen in Table 4.9. For each viewing condition, encoding and decoding scores 

were created for positive, negative, and neutral messages, for male and female targets, and for 

overall ability to accurately encode and decode nonverbal emotional messages. Though 

presented earlier, to simplify comparisons for Study 1 and Study 2, mean encoding scores for all 

three viewing conditions can be seen in Table 4.10. Decoding scores can be seen in Table 4.11. 

Correlations between all scores can be seen in Table 4.12, and graphical displays of these data 

can be seen in Figures 3 and 4. 
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Table 4.9 Example set of all scores generated for one participant 
 
 
 Acquaintances Acquaintances Strangers 

 (assessed live) (video assessed) (video assessed) 

Total    

      Encoding 64.8 75.9 61.1 

      Decoding 61.1 80.0 62.8 

          Male Targets 44.4 88.9 61.1 

          Female Targets 77.8 71.1 64.4 

Positive Intent    

     Encoding 44.4 72.2 47.6 

     Decoding 56.7 86.7 50.0 

          Male Targets 33.3          100.0 33.3 

          Female Targets 80.0 73.3 66.7 

Neutral Intent    

     Encoding 55.6 66.7 64.3 

     Decoding 53.3 60.0 64.2 

          Male Targets 33.3 66.7 75.0 

          Female Targets 73.3 53.3 53.3 

Negative Intent    

     Encoding 94.4 88.9 71.4 

     Decoding 73.3 93.3 74.2 

          Male Targets 66.7          100.0 75.0 

          Female Targets 80.0 86.7 73.3 
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Table 4.10. Total encoding scores in percentage for male and female participants over 3 viewing 
conditions 
 
 

 
Note. The live task and video tasks had differing numbers of participants because of lost data for 
one term, resulting in 21fewer participants. Scores here were compiled from Tables 3.5 and 4.4. 
* p < .005 
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 

  Average†  Male Encoders  Female Encoders   

  M  M SD  M SD    t†† 

Live Task - Acquaintances  N = 40  N = 64   

 Total  68.6  66.2 12.11  71.0 12.15   

 Positive Intent  60.4  56.7 24.61  64.9 20.93     1.66 

 Neutral Intent  63.2  61.9 18.14  64.6 17.46       .71 

 Negative Intent  82.2  80.0 16.96  84.4 13.99     1.43 

Video Task – Acquaintances   N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  69.3  66.7 11.51  71.8 10.82   

 Positive Intent  65.0  58.4 21.12  71.6 19.34     2.93* 

 Neutral Intent  60.4  61.1 14.62  59.7 18.52      -.36 

 Negative Intent 
 

 82.4  80.7 15.93  84.2 15.85       .97 

Video Task – Strangers  N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  64.5  61.3 12.50  67.7 9.78        

 Positive Intent  58.9  52.0 23.30  65.9 20.29       2.89* 

 Neutral Intent  56.8  56.7 13.29  56.9 14.82         .04 

 Negative Intent 
 

 77.7  75.0 15.54  80.3 16.29       1.48 
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Table 4.11 Total decoding scores in percentage for male and female participants over 3 viewing 
conditions 
 

 
Note. The live task and video tasks had differing numbers of participants because of lost data for 
one term, resulting in 21 fewer participants. Scores here were compiled from Tables 3.7 and 4.6. 
No t-test was significant at p < .05   
† means were created by averaging scores from males and scores from females 
†† t-test for difference between male and female encoding scores 
  

  Average†  Male Decoders  Female Decoders   

  M  M SD  M SD    t†† 

Acquaintances - live  N = 40  N = 64   

 Total  68.7  68.7 9.86  68.7 8.73     

 Positive Intent  60.9  62.9 18.69  59.0 14.04     -1.22 

 Neutral Intent  65.8  63.0 13.87  68.7 8.73        .29 

 Negative Intent  81.8  80.4 9.37  83.2 12.06      1.26 

Acquaintances - video  N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  69.3  69.0 10.14  69.5 8.89   

 Positive Intent  64.2  64.0 16.28  64.4 16.71        .10 

 Neutral Intent  60.6  59.6 16.07  61.5 11.75        .62 

 Negative Intent 
 

 83.0  83.4 13.24  82.6 13.26       -.25 

Strangers - video  N = 34  N = 49   

 Total  64.1  63.1 5.81  65.1 6.67   

 Positive Intent  57.9  57.3 10.06  58.5 10.34      .53 

 Neutral Intent  57.3  56.7 7.47  57.8 10.16      .55 

 Negative Intent 
 

 77.2  75.3 12.08  79.0 8.97    1.60 
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Table 4.12 Correlation table of encoding and decoding scores for communicating with acquaintances and strangers 
       (Encoding) 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.  
1. ECT Encoding   1 

2.    ECT e positive    .72*** 1        * < .05, ** < .01, *** < .001 

3.    ECT e neutral    .63***  .16 1 

4.    ECT e negative    .39*** -.09 -.01 1 

5. EJT Encoding in-group   .79***  .67***  .49***  .31** 1 

6.    EJT e positive in-group   .68***  .74***  .29**  .01**  .82*** 1 

7.    EJT e neutral in-group   .40***  .28**  .60*** -.19  .55***  .25* 1 

8.    EJT e negative in-group   .37***  .14  .01  .66**  .46***  .16 -.21 1 

9. EJT Encoding out-group   .73**  .65***  .37***  .33**  .81***  .71***  .29**  .49*** 1 

10.    EJT e positive out-group   .60***  .70***  .17  .18  .69***  .82***  .16  .26*  .84*** 1 

11.    EJT e neutral out-group   .47***  .38***  .52*** -.08  .53***  .34**  .68*** -.03  .52***  .28** 1 

12.    EJT e negative out-group   .30**  .07  .09  .51***  .27*  .06 -.22*  .75***  .49***  .13 -.17 1 

13. ECT Decoding    .29**  .26**  .24* -.03  .36***  .33**  .25*  .33**  .36***  .34***  .30**  .02 

14.    ECT d positive    .35***  .27*  .25**  .15  .36***  .31**  .21  .13  .35***  .29**  .20  .16 

15.    ECT d neutral    .08  .07  .14 -.08  .17  .17  .17  .17  .14  .17  .21* -.13 

16.    ECT d negative    .09  .21*  .04 -.17  .17  .15  .12  .15  .22*  .23*  .20 -.02 

17. EJT Decoding in-group   .37***  .44***  .18  .00  .38***  .34***  .20  .15  .44***  .44***  .26*  .08 

18.    EJT d positive in-group   .30**  .34***  .13  .03  .28*  .25*  .15  .10  .34**  .36**  .13  .12 

19.    EJT d neutral in-group   .25*  .30**  .16 -.06  .21  .26*  .12 -.01  .19  .17  .19  .00 

20.    EJT d negative in-group   .16  .20  .05  .02  .24*  .15  .11  .19  .31**  .32**  .20  .03 

21. EJT Decoding out-group   .01  .02  .03 -.05  .00  .04 -.02 -.02 -.11 -.05 -.04 -.12 

22.    EJT d positive out-group  -.10 -.05 -.03 -.14 -.11 -.09  .02 -.14 -.14 -.10 -.03 -.12 

23.    EJT d neutral out-group  -.09 -.12  .01 -.05 -.02  .00  .02 -.06 -.24 -.18 -.02 -.25* 

24.    EJT d negative out-group   .19  .19  .08  .09  .13  .15 -.07  .15  .15  .17 -.03   .11 
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Table 4.12 (Continued) 
(Decoding) 

13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 
1. ECT Encoding              

2.    ECT e positive    

3.    ECT e neutral            * < .05, ** < .01, *** < .001 

4.    ECT e negative    

5. EJT Encoding in-group    

6.    EJT e positive in-group 

7.    EJT e neutral in-group 

8.    EJT e negative in-group 

9. EJT Encoding out-group    

10.    EJT e positive out-group 

11.    EJT e neutral out-group 

12.    EJT e negative out-group 

13. ECT Decoding   1 

14.    ECT d positive    .75*** 1 

15.    ECT d neutral    .68***  .23* 1 

16.    ECT d negative    .47***  .10  .01 1 

17. EJT Decoding in-group   .63***  .61***  .29**  .32** 1 

18.    EJT d positive in-group   .55***  .66***  .16  .22*  .81*** 1 

19.    EJT d neutral in-group   .37***  .29**  .41***   -.02  .53***  .18 1 

20.    EJT d negative in-group   .27*  .18 -.01  .43***  .57***  .28** -.13 1 

21. EJT Decoding out-group   .07 -.01 -.02  .21  .03 -.07  .09  .09 1 

22.    EJT d positive out-group  -.09 -.12 -.07  .03 -.18 -.13 -.06 -.15  .69*** 1 

23.    EJT d neutral out-group   .03  .00  .04  .03  .07 -.13  .25*  .05  .50***  .30** 1 

24.    EJT d negative out-group   .18  .09 -.01  .34**  .17  .12  .00  .20  .73*** -.01  .04 1
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Figure 4.3 Bar chart of average encoding scores for all viewing conditions and intents 
 

 
Note. Mean encoding scores can be seen in Table 4.10 
 
 
 
Figure 4.4 Bar chart of average decoding scores for all viewing conditions and intents 
 

 
Note. Mean decoding scores can be seen in Table 4.11 
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 Out-group thin-slice encoding scores. A mixed design ANOVA was carried out to 

examine how interpersonal experience with a communicative partner affects accuracy. Encoders 

were treated as the independent sampling units of analysis, the gender of the encoder was set as a 

between-subjects effect, and emotional intent (positive, neutral, negative) and viewing condition 

(acquaintances assessing F2F, acquaintances assessing through thin-slices, and strangers 

assessing through thin-slices) were treated as repeated-measures effects (see Table 4.13). There 

was a significant main effect for viewing condition, F(2, 162) = 18.24, p < .001, η2 = .18. Simple 

main effects analysis using Bonferroni adjustment showed that being assessed by strangers 

through thin-slice samples (M = 64.5) is significantly different from encoding to acquaintances, 

either through the F2F (M = 68.6; p < .001) or thin-slice tasks (M = 69.3; p < .001). Viewing did 

not further interact with encoder gender or intent. Therefore, greater accuracy is exhibited when 

encoding to acquaintances than when encoding to strangers. This supported our seventh 

hypothesis, that students who are well acquainted (at both 3 weeks and 7 weeks of interpersonal 

experience) will be more accurate at communicating with each other than when communicating 

with strangers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

75 

 
 
Table 4.13 Mixed design ANOVA on encoding accuracy for encoder gender by intent by 
viewing condition 
 
     df       SS       MS              F  p  h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Encoder Gender (EG)         1   5441.88   5441.88        5.84 .018     .07 
 Error      81 75534.43       932.52 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent        2 65155.12 32577.56      51.85    <.001 .39   
 Intent * EG       2   4677.71   2338.85        3.72 .026     .04 
 Error (intent)   162    101778.18     628.26 
 Viewing       2   3190.30   1595.15      18.24    <.001 .18 
 Viewing * EG       2       79.82       39.91        4.56 .634     .01 
 Error (viewing)  162 14168.88       87.46 
 Intent * Viewing      4     674.68     168.67        1.51      .200 .02 
 Intent * Viewing * EG      4     288.12       72.03          .64 .632 .01 
 Error (intent * viewing) 324 36292.49     112.01 
 
   
 
 

Out-group thin-slice encoding scores. The same mixed ANOVA model employed above 

was again repeated, but this time using decoders as the independent sampling units to examine 

the effects of decoder gender (between-groups effect) and emotional intent and viewing 

conditions (repeated-measures effects). There was again a significant effect of viewing condition, 

F(2, 162) = 11.49, p < .001, η2 = .12 (see Table 4.14). Using the means listed in Table 4.11, 

pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni adjustment showed that decoding strangers (M = 64.1) 

was significantly different from decoding acquaintances, both for the F2F task (M = 68.7; p < 

.001) and through thin-slices (M = 69.3, p = .003). This also supported Hypothesis 7, as 

acquaintances were able to decode each other better than they were able to decode strangers. 
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Table 4.14 Mixed design ANOVA on decoding accuracy for decoder gender by intent by 
viewing condition 
 
  
     df       SS       MS              F  p  h2 
Between-Subjects Effects 
 Decoder Gender (DG)     1       90.71       90.71          .26 .614   <.01 
 Error      81 28588.12       352.94 
Within-Subjects Effects 
 Intent        2 65487.89 32743.95    148.92    <.001 .65   
 Intent * DG       2     214.74     107.37          .49 .615   <.01 
 Error (intent)   162      35619.15     219.87 
 Viewing       2   3683.33   1841.67      11.49    <.001 .12 
 Viewing * DG       2     170.23       85.11          .53 .589     .01 
 Error (viewing)  162 25966.43     160.29 
 Intent * Viewing      4     590.11     147.53        1.27      .280 .02 
 Intent * Viewing * DG     4     379.50       94.87          .82 .514 .01 
 Error (intent * viewing) 324 37536.79     115.0
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

This thesis examined how accurate people are at nonverbally transmitting emotionally 

intended messages. More importantly for the field, it was an examination of a specific 

assessment technique for doing so; Noller’s (2001) “content-standard” methodology. This is the 

first study using this assessment method to show how accurate individuals are at expressing these 

messages outside of a marital relationship. The methodological design utilizing a hybrid 

paradigm of both F2F and thin-slice methodologies allowed us to test a number of empirically-

derived hypotheses. Many of the hypotheses examined were supported. 

Emotional Negativity of Message 

We predicted that negatively intended messages would be more effectively transmitted 

(i.e., more accurately encoded and decoded) than would positive or neutral messages, and this 

was supported (Hypothesis 1 and 5). Accuracy for both encoding and decoding nonverbal 

emotional messages was higher for negative intents, however, the effect of negativity was more 

pronounced for decoding messages (η2s between .42 and .65) than it was for producing them 

(η2s  between .28 and .39). This corroborates findings from Noller (1980, 1981) and Hall et al. 

(2006). The effect may be resultant of a negativity bias (Rozin & Royzman, 2001) where people 

are attuned to and utilize cues indicative of negativity. For example, Lehman, Lundqvist, and 

Esteves (2001) found that threatening, frowning faces were detected more quickly and with 

greater accuracy than were smiling faces. Life span developmental psychologists have found 

evidence to suggest that this negativity bias decreases as we age (Mather & Carstensen, 2003; 

Vaish, Grossmann, & Woodward, 2013). Therefore, the observation of a negativity bias in our 

sample of university students is consistent with the existing literature. It is important, however, to 

restrict the generalization of the current findings to young adults given the developmental trend.  
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It is quite possible, for example, that the superiority in encoding negative messages found here 

may not be as pronounced within older adults. In fact, until this is examined in an older 

population we have to remain open to the possibility that there may be no valence effect in 

encoding effectiveness within the elderly.   

As encoding scores and decoding scores are confounded to some extent (i.e., 

communication accuracy is a function of both the encoder and the decoder), it was not surprising 

to find this negativity effect in both encoding and decoding accuracy. In the design employed, if 

an encoder received a high score for conveying a negatively intended message, it is because the 

decoders would have scored highly in their judgments of the encoder’s message. The 

experimental design here addressed this confound by using the “stranger” samples to better 

estimate unconfounded encoding and decoding abilities. Unlike typical communication research 

paradigms where the decoder and encoder are perfectly confounded (e.g., in studies of marital 

couples), the design used here calculated decoding accuracy across samples of encoders and 

calculated encoding ability across samples of decoders that provided more generalizable 

parameter estimates of their abilities in a population. The Stranger scores estimated the decoding 

skill of a participant across a sample of 14 different encoders and estimated the encoding skill of 

a participant with a sample of 14 decoders. In this manner it was possible to estimate how well a 

person would communicate with the generalized other. 

One factor known to influence appraisal of negative communication is the emotional 

intensity of that communication (Young, 2004). Intensity refers to “the strength or degree of 

emphasis with which a source states his attitudinal position toward a topic” (McEwen & 

Greenberg, 1970, p. 340). For this research, language was standardized and therefore emotional 

intensity due to the verbal reports of an attitude was controlled (i.e., held constant).  However, it 
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would be interesting to extend this study by examining this potential moderator by 

operationalizing it in terms of physical vocal parameters through which the statements were 

mediated. For example, further research can examine whether emotion related vocal properties 

such as amplitude and shimmer (a measure of amplitude variability) impacted the accuracy of the 

message received one way or another. 

Female Superiority in Nonverbal Communication 

We hypothesized that females would be better at encoding nonverbal emotional messages 

than would males (Hypothesis 2). Despite operating with a power of 61.8% (using the effect size 

d = .46 reported by Noller), we nevertheless found clear support for Noller’s (2001) assertion 

that females are more accurate at sending messages. These results are consistent with relevant 

meta-analyses that have concluded a female advantage in communicating skill (e.g., Rotter & 

Rotter; 1998; Hall, 1978; Hall, Gunnery, & Horgan in Hall, Mast, West (2016).  

One interpretation that has been offered for this difference is that females are socialized 

from birth to be “emotion experts” (Hall, 2012). Gender differences have been observed in such 

interpersonal situations as how male and female children are spoken to and what their 

interpersonal sensitivity expectations are in relationships (e.g., Halberstadt, 1986). This 

socialization may also impact the motivation to be accurate in communication, leading to further 

differences.  

We also found that female targets were easier to decode than were male targets. This is 

subtly different than the finding that females are better encoders. For the latter, individual 

encoding scores were generated by having multiple judges decode each encoder to give that 

particular encoder a score.  Analyses then treated encoders as independent sampling units of 

analysis. In this analysis, encoder gender is a between group effect. However, this same gender 
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difference can be tested as a repeated measure effect when decoders are used as units of analysis. 

When analyzing decoding scores for a sample of participants, one can compute decoding 

subscales (i.e., a score for decoding male targets and a score for decoding female targets). When 

analyzing the data this way, the gender of target effect is conceptually equivalent to the gender of 

encoder effect, however, in this statistical model it now becomes a repeated measure effect for 

decoders. Although the models conceptualize the same research question differently and lead to 

slightly different effects, it was expected that the results from both models would be comparable. 

Analyses from both statistical models did, in fact, yield similar results for these two effects. 

The emotional valence of the message appeared to influence this effect as well. Females 

were particularly better at encoding positive messages compared to males, supporting Hypothesis 

3. Females were not significantly better than males when communicating other messages, 

however. This was despite the fact that, overall, negative messages were more accurately 

communicated. This pattern replicated that reported by Noller (1980). Males and females did not 

differ significantly in their ability to communicate neutral and negative messages, however males 

performed worse for encoding positive messages. In the present work, this interaction pattern 

was seen for both of the thin-slice tasks (EJT), but not in the F2F task (ECT). Therefore, it is 

possible that the thin-slice method is somehow more sensitive (not less sensitive) to certain 

nonverbal communication effects.  

These results are consistent with theories regarding the socialization of men and women. 

Emotional expressiveness and social bonding are integral components of normative female social 

roles, and the differences in socialization histories can largely account for gender differences in 

communication accuracy of positive emotions. Especially in American and other individualistic 

cultures, females are encouraged to express more positive emotions than are men.  When it 
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comes to negative emotions, it’s been argued that women are discouraged from expressing 

assertive negative emotions, such as anger (contempt and disapproval), but encouraged to 

expressive the more passive negative emotions such as sadness and fear (Brody & Hall in Lewis 

& Haviland-Jones, 2000; Fischer in Trew & Kremer, 1998).  

We propose that the ability to convey positivity may be more indicative of one’s latent 

communicative abilities than is the ability to express negative emotions. The fact that many 

participants in this study were able to encode negative intent at such a high rate of accuracy, and 

that standard deviations for encoding negativity were smaller than those for encoding positive 

messages, indicates that the test of ability to convey positive nonverbal messages is a more 

sensitive measure of encoding ability.  

Upon reflection, most of our daily interactions involve the communication of positive or 

neutral affect. Expressing negative emotions like anger and disappointment doesn’t generally 

make up the bulk of our interpersonal communications and perhaps as a result we are all more 

sensitive to them, i.e., they are more obvious because of the relative rarity. The ability to 

accurately convey and decode positive and neutral affect, however, may require more skill and 

competency. Hence, it is suggested that skilled encoders and decoders may be more validly 

differentiated by their ability to express and interpret positively intended messages.  

Decoding ability has been studied much more extensively than has encoding ability, and 

females have consistently demonstrated superior ability to decode nonverbal emotional messages 

(see Hall, 2016), and we hypothesized the same effect (Hypothesis 6). Therefore, it was 

surprising to find no differences in accuracy between male and female decoders in both the ECT 

and the EJT data. It is worth noting that Snodgrass, Hecht, and Ploutz-Snyder (1998) also did not 

find a difference in accuracy when utilizing a hybrid methodology similar to the one used in this 
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thesis. The authors attributed this to the fact that they had used a power manipulation, arguing 

that the effect of gender is a manifestation of the effect of power, and therefore when 

interpersonal power is controlled for, the effect is not observed. It is not clear, however, whether 

the construct of power applies to this research and thus, it is unknown why we did not replicate 

commonly found decoding gender effect. 

Face-to-Face (F2F) Assessment versus Thin-Slice Assessment 

We also compared the accuracy of F2F communication to that assessed via thin-slice 

methods. Because Noller (1980) and Hall et al. (2006) did not find a difference in decoding 

ability across these two methods, we predicted that accuracy for the F2F and thin-slice tasks 

would be comparable (Hypothesis 4). This hypothesis was supported and corroborates the 

assertions made by Ambady, Bernieri, and Richeson (2000).  In their review of the thin-slice 

literature, they reported high correspondence between judgments made on thin-slices of the 

behavioral stream and judgments generated after face-to-face interactions.  In fact, they found no 

evidence that thin-slice methods, even those employing very thin samples lasting 10 seconds, 

were less valid than F2F assessments based on much longer samples of behavior and testing.  

Thus, our findings lend support to the use of thin-slice methodology as a valid measure of 

assessing accuracy at encoding and decoding nonverbal emotional messages.  

Acquaintance Effect 

Finally, we hypothesized that students who are well acquainted would be more accurate 

at communicating with each other than when communicating with strangers (Hypothesis 7). Our 

results matched those found by others (Brown & Bernieri, in preparation; Stinson & Ickes, 

1992), as we found decoding accuracy to be greater between acquaintances than between 

strangers.  This effect generalized to encoding effectiveness as well. An acquaintanceship effect 
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has often been reported in previous research on interpersonal accuracy, as reviewed by Colvin, 

Vogt, & Ickes in Ickes (1997). Generally, it appears that people are better at communicating with 

other people that they know because they have learned from experience with each other. 

Conclusion 

In contrast to the scant research on nonverbal encoding ability, the literature on decoding 

accuracy is vast (Hall, Mast, & West, 2016). However, it cannot be ignored that when assessing 

the ability to judge others, the encoding skill of the message sender will always impact how 

accurately judgments are made. Therefore, in the realm of interpersonal relations and 

communications it seems misleading and illogical to study just one side of the communication 

process.  

By focusing on the decoder, accuracy research only examines half of an interaction. 

Worse still is that it is the encoder, not the decoder, that contributes the most variance in 

communication accuracy (Kenny & La Voie, 1984). The study of nonverbal communication 

accuracy should, to the extent possible, disentangle the effects of both sender and receiver 

(encoder and decoder) simultaneously. For, as argued by Nora Murphy (2016), if we do not 

account for the expressivity of a target, is the interpersonal missing from our nonverbal 

communication skill research (in Hall, Mast, & West, 2016). To truly understand the 

interpersonal nature of a communicative event, the contributions of both the encoder and the 

decoder must be examined.  

Despite its obvious importance to interpersonal relations, human organizations, 

psychological well-being, and group conflict, the ability to accurately convey nonverbal 

emotional messages (i.e., encoding ability) has not generated much research because it is so 

difficult to assess validly. Communication research that uses the dyad paradigm, such as used by 
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Khan (1970), necessarily confounds perfectly the encoding of the sender with the decoding of 

the receiver, and the contributions of either partner cannot be determined individually. As a 

result, there have been few attempts to validly assess nonverbal encoding in an unbiased fashion. 

Noller’s content standard methodology combined with the “good communications” design 

(strangers) address this issue. By having multiple strangers decode nonverbal messages, and then 

comparing their accuracy to that of the original decoding dyadic partner, the abilities of the 

encoder and of the decoder can be differentially assessed. Although extremely resource intensive, 

it provides a way to disentangle the decoder-encoder confound.  

The primary purpose of this thesis was to apply Noller’s research paradigm to generate 

valid assessments of nonverbal encoding ability in strangers and groups.  In doing so this thesis 

has found clear and convincing evidence that: (a) Noller’s paradigm can be used to assess 

encoding outside of married couples, (b) females show a superiority over males in their ability to 

send emotionally positive messages, and (c) that we have provide some preliminary evidence for 

a more general construct of nonverbal communication skill that includes emotional content and 

both the sending and receiving of emotional messages.  It is hoped that future research programs 

will use the encoding assessment method described here to enhance our theoretical and empirical 

understanding of nonverbal communication. 
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Appendix A. Informed consent for research practicum 
 

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
 

Project\Course Title:   Psychological Assessment Research Practicum 
Instructor\Principal Investigator:  Dr. Frank Bernieri, Department of Psychology 
Course TA's and Staff:   Jill Brown, Jordan Clark, Joshua Landin,   
   Tiffany Diec, Matthew Austin, 
    
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
Students enrolled in this section of PSY 401 are required to complete a large number of psychological 
instruments all directly or indirectly pertaining to emotional/social skills.  If you provide permission to do 
so, we analyze the information you’ve generated throughout this practicum to determine the personality 
attributes related to performance tasks associated with emotional intelligences (i.e., street smarts).   
 
PURPOSE OF THIS FORM 
 
This consent form gives you the information you will need to help you decide whether to contribute to the 
optional research portion of this class.  Please read the form carefully.  You may ask any questions about 
the research, the possible risks and benefits, your rights as a volunteer, and anything else that is not clear.  
When all of your questions have been answered, you can decide if you want to be in this study or not.  
 
We’d like your permission to use the information collected from you in this course for research purposes. 
 
WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY? 
 
You are being invited to take part in this study because you enrolled in this course (PSY 401: 
Psychological Assessment Research Practicum).  Only students in this class are eligible to participate in 
this potential research project  
 
WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THIS STUDY AND HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE? 
 
Participation in this research project will not affect nor influence your experience in PSY 401 in any 
way nor will it impact your relationship with the instructor.  There are no additional requirements, 
activities, assessments, information, or any revisions in class room assignments and activities.  If you 
agree to participate in this research, your data will be combined with others to examine the empirical 
relationships between the tests you’ve taken and your behavior. Our intent is to publish and disseminate 
any worthwhile findings. 
 
By the end of the term you will have completed: 

1. a number of personality inventories and scales related to, or theoretically implicated in the 
constructs of Emotional Intelligence and Interpersonal Skills (e.g., street smarts). 

2. several emerging but yet to be validated performance tests related to Emotional Intelligence and 
Interpersonal Skill 

3. several interpersonal and group activities requiring you to talk with, converse with, play games 
with, act in front of, interpret, and be interpreted by other members of the class. Rating scales 
constructed for each activity will record students’ judgments. 
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Appendix A (Continued) 
 

4. several of the above tasks while being videotaped in order to shorten and standardize 
presentations to the class when peer ratings of your behavior is required. 

5. an informal inspection of your own scores/results from the above activities. 
 

 
WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THIS STUDY?   
 
There are no risks, demands, or discomfort from this study outside of those associated with taking the 
class.  As is stated on the syllabus, students enrolled in PSY 401 will be asked to complete a number of 
psychological questionnaires and tests, (b) engage in conversations, games, and interpersonal 
performance activities such as acting and deception, and (c) will provide their perceptions and 
interpretations of other classmates confidentially (i.e., a student's observations and interpretation of 
classmates will only be known to the TA's in the class. Students will not reveal their impressions or 
interpretations of each other to each other).     
 
Aside from feelings of self-consciousness and social anxiety that could result from group activities, peer 
ratings, and being videotaped, the primary risk would be a breach of confidentiality (e.g., an individual’s 
score on a particular assessment tool, or videotaped behavior/statement is seen by someone outside Dr. 
Bernieri’s lab without your explicit consent. To minimize this risk:   

1. Every TA for this Practicum has earned their Certification of Education by completing a tutorial 
on the ethical treatment of human subjects. 

2. Every student in this Practicum is assigned a code name consisting of a color and letter (E.g., 
Yellow B). All recorded behavior (e.g., assessment instruments) and feedback materials are 
identified with the ID codes.  

3. The TA’s that actually process the data collected in the classroom are not the TA’s in the 
classroom who interact.  

4. The issue of confidentiality will be continually monitored throughout the duration of this 
practicum. Students should see Dr. Bernieri immediately if they have any concerns with ethical 
conduct or breach of confidentiality, regardless of whether it involves students in the class or 
other TA’s.  

5. Some activities in PSY 401 need to be videotaped as part of their function and use. Before every 
one of these activities you will be given an explicit description of what you will be asked to do. 
After the completion of each activity you will be asked to complete a task specific consent to use 
video form where you will indicate what the research lab can, and cannot do, with your recorded 
image.  

 
  
WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF THIS STUDY?  
 
Participation in this optional research aspect of this practicum is not designed to benefit you. Any benefit 
you will experience will come as a result of the class.  However, we hope that, in the future, other people 
might benefit from this study because the information collected as a by-product of this class may 
constitute a comprehensive assessment of Emotional Intelligence and social skill. 
 
WILL I BE PAID FOR PARTICIPATING? 
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This research project is taking place outside of the Psychology Department’s “subject pool.” This means 
that you will not be receiving any extra credit for participating. You will not be paid nor will you receive 
any other compensation for your participation. 
Appendix A (Continued) 
 
WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION I GIVE?  
 
The information you provide during this research study will be kept confidential to the extent permitted 
by law.  To help protect your privacy, we will assign you a color and letter of the alphabet (e.g., "RED-
M") which will be used to identify every assessment and every bit of information you generate. In fact, 
everyone in the class will be addressed and referred to by their color ID code; not their true name.  Only 
the TA's and assistants noted on the syllabus (pages 1-3) will have access to the information collected, 
which will be kept in a locked laboratory managed by Dr. Bernieri. 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Federal government regulatory agencies and the Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (a 
committee that reviews and approves research studies) may inspect and copy records pertaining to this 
research.  Some of these records could contain information that personally identifies you.   
 
If we write a report or article about this study or share the study data set with others, we will do so in such 
a way that you cannot be directly identified. 
 

AUDIO/VIDEO RECORDING/PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
One aspect of this practicum involves making video recordings of you engaging in various activities 
(acting, attempting to tell lies, playing party games) believed to be associated with interpersonal skill. 
Some of the activities in this research practicum involve the entire class viewing video clips taken of you 
during these activities and then providing their interpretations of them (e.g., What emotion were you 
portraying? Were you asked to tell a truth or a lie?). If you provide your consent we will use these videos 
and the information generated by them in our research study as well.  
 
The video component of this project is an independent component of the larger research project. As such, 
you will be asked to provide your consent for us before every single instance of video taping. An 
example of the video consent document is attached. You will notice that you have the option on the video 
consent form to have us destroy any and all videos we record of you.  
 

FUTURE USE OF PERSONAL INFORMATION 
 
It is possible that we may want to include personal information obtained from you during your 
participation in this study in future studies.  This information may be in the form of statistical 
information, which does not identify you or your personal information may be included in a database, 
with your identity included.  We are requesting your permission to use your personal information in the 
future for any investigation we run examining the systematic inter-relationships between assessed 
psychological traits, attributes and relevant behavior. If you agree now to future use of your personal 
information, but decide in the future that you would like to have your personal information removed from 
research database, you should contact Frank Bernieri, (541) 737-1373. 

 
DO I HAVE A CHOICE TO BE IN THE STUDY?  
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If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer the information 
being collected from you as a consequence of your PSY 401 Research Practicum experience.  You will 
not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have in this course if you choose not to volunteer as a  
Appendix A (Continued) 
 
participant in the research aspect of this class.  You can stop, or withdraw your participation in the 
research portion of PSY 401 at any time and still keep the benefits, rights, and course requirements you 
were subject to before volunteering. 
 
You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in the research aspect of PSY 401.  
Additionally, if you consent to participate you will retain your right to skip any questions that you would 
prefer not to answer.  If you choose to withdraw from this project before it ends, the researchers may keep 
information collected about you and this information may be included in study reports. 
 

WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 
 
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact: Frank Bernieri, (541) 737-1373, 
Frank.Bernieri@oregonstate.edu or Jill Brown, brownjil@onid.orst.edu . 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State University 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) (541) 737-8008 or by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu. 
 
 
Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your questions have been 
answered, and that you agree to take part in this study.  You will receive a copy of this form. 
 
 
Participant's Name (printed):  ___________________________________________________ 
 
 
___________________________________________________ _______________________ 
(Signature of Participant)      (Date) 
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INFORMED CONSENT for VIDEO USE 
 
Project Title: Psy 401 “Human Assessment Research Practicum”  
Principal Investigator: Dr. Frank Bernieri 
  
The videos taken today in this class may be used in the following ways: 

1. They may be shown to, and interpreted by, your fellow classmates as an activity in this practicum (i.e., for 
class). 

2. They may be viewed by, and processed by, members of a research team associated with this lab for 
research purposes (i.e., for Research). 

3. They may be shown to future PSY401 practicum students for practicum and/or research purposes (i.e., for 
both class and research). 

4. They may be used for illustrative purposes (e.g., still frame photos, or brief clips) if and when this project is 
described or reported to others (e.g., your image might appear in newsletters, journal articles, media 
reports, etc.). 

 
We would like you to indicate below how the videotapes of your participation in this class may 
be used. The statements are in decreasing order of consent. Checking the top box means you give 
your full consent for these videos to be shown for any purpose related to this class, the optional 
research project associated with it, and its dissemination.  Checking the bottom box means you 
do not give your consent for us to use the video at all, for any reason. Check only one box. 
Remember that your name will not be associated with these tapes.  
 

These tapes may be viewed and analyzed for research purposes in addition to this class. 
They may also be used for illustrative purposes (e.g., for presentation at professional 
conferences or for the popular media). No restrictions on use. 

 
Members of the research team and other PSY 401 classes may view these tapes.  They 
may be used for research purposes but they may not be used for illustrative purposes. 

 
These tapes may be viewed and analyzed for research purposes only. They may not be 
used for illustrative purposes nor can they be used for PSY 401 purposes. 

   
 
I would like the videotape to be destroyed. I do not consent to any further use. 
 

 
_____________________________________ 
(Printed name) 
 
_____________________________________                     _____________________ 
(Signature)                                                                              (Date) 
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Appendix B.  Information from live task cards (with added numbers for reference) 
 
 

Context Spoken Statement Intent 

1.  Peanut butter 

You go to your refrigerator and notice that there 
is no more peanut butter; your roommate is 
cooking dinner nearby.  

"Hey, there's no more peanut 
butter." 

 

a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add 
PB to the shopping list. 

b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 
 

2.  Surprise Party 

You come home and open the door to your dark 
apartment, when suddenly the lights turn on and 
you hear a giant yell, “Happy Birthday!” You 
see 30 of your friends gathered in your home.    

"Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it 
clear to your roommate that you don't like surprise 
birthday parties.  

b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key.  

c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 
 

3.  Group Project 

Your roommate asks you to look at a group 
project they’ve been working on for the past 3 
weeks. You go to their room to have a look at it 
for the very first time. 

"So this is what you did? That’s 
really something!" 

a.  You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that.  

c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one. 



 

 

96 

    

Appendix B (Continued)   
4.  Movie  

Your friend takes you to a movie on your 
birthday and pays for your ticket as a gift.  You 
had been expecting a completely different kind 
of movie.   

“It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although 
you really would have preferred what you were 
expecting.  

b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it.  

c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 

5.  Dishwasher 

You come home to find unexpectedly that all 
the dirty dishes in the apartment are now in the 
dishwasher being washed. You ask your 
roommate: 

“Did you put all the dishes in 
the dishwasher?” 

a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores.  

c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 
 

6.  Class 

You’re sitting in class with a friend waiting for 
the instructor to arrive. 

"So, what do you think of this 
teacher?" 

a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too.  

b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend.  

c. You and your friend were just sitting there in 
silence and you are just trying to start a conversation. 
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7.  Party Mingling 

You are at a party mingling when someone you 
know comes up to you. 

"What are you doing here?" a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come.  

c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 
 

8.  Phone 

You are on the phone talking to your friend 
about going to the bar to catch a local band play. 

"I’m not sure I want to go". a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like 
to go.  

b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 
 

9.  Roommate 

You walk into the room and unexpectedly come 
across your roommate. You ask: 

"What are you doing?" a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

c. You want to know what they are doing. 
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Appendix C. Full answer sheet for Emotion Communication Task for one group 
 
ECT Script- Blue Group 

*Instructions:  Please circle the letter of the answer or intention of the speaker that you feel they are 
trying to portray.  

 Context:  Statement:  Communication Intent: 

 Round 1     

1 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

2  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    

3 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 
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4 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 

5 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

6 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

7  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 
 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    
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 Round 2     

8 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

9  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 

10 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 
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11  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 

12 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

13 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 

   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

14 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
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Round 3 

    

15  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    

16 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home. 

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

17  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    
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18 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 

19 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 

20  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 
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21 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

 Round 4     

22 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

23 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 
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24 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

25 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

26 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 
lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

27 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

28 You’re sitting in class with a friend  "So, what do you think of  a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
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waiting for the instructor to arrive.  this teacher?" does, too. 

   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

 Appendix C (Continued) 

Round 5 

    

29 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 

30 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

31 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 
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32 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

33 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 

34  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    

35 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 
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Appendix C (Continued) 

Round 6 

36 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 

 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 
 

37 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

38 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

39 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 
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   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

40 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 

   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

41 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

42  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some. 

 Round 7     

43 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 
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   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

44 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 

   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

45  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some 

46  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 
for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 

   b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one. 
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Appendix C (Continued) 

    

47 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

48 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 

49 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 

 Round 8     

50 You come home and open the door to 
your dark apartment, when suddenly the 

 "Wow, what a surprise."  a. You are a bit annoyed you thought you made it clear 
to your roommate that you don't like surprise birthday 
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lights turn on and you hear a giant yell, 
“Happy Birthday!” You see 30 of your 
friends gathered in your home.    

parties. 

   b. You are surprised by the fact that your friends 
managed to break in to your locked apartment without 
a key. 

   c. You are excited and happy to see all of your friends. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

51 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 

 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

52 You are on the phone talking to your 
friend about going to the bar to catch a 
local band play. 

 "I’m not sure I want to go".   a. You are uncertain about whether or not you’d like to 
go. 

   b. You are angry with your friend and feel that if your 
friend goes with you tonight you won't enjoy yourself.  

   c. You want your friend to encourage you to go 
because you would like to see your friend and the 
performance. 

53 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

54  Your roommate asks you to look at a 
group project they’ve been working on 

 "So this is what you did? 
That’s really something!" 

 a. You are impressed at your roommate’s artistic and 
organizational ability. 
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 for the past 3 weeks. You go to their 
room to have a look at it for the very 
first time. 

  b. You see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and 
cannot believe anyone would turn in something like 
that. 

   c. You walk into a very cluttered room that has several 
"projects" in various stages of development and want 
to verify that you are looking at the correct one.    

 Appendix C (Continued)     

55 You walk into the room and 
unexpectedly come across your 
roommate. You ask: 

 "What are you doing?"  a. You are angry that your roommate is doing 
something that you have asked them not to do.  

   b. You have found your friend doing something that 
looks like a lot of fun.  

   c. You want to know what they are doing. 

56 Your friend takes you to a movie on 
your birthday and pays for your ticket 
as a gift.  You had been expecting a 
completely different kind of movie.  
After the film, your friend asks what 
you thought of it. 

 “It really wasn’t what I 
expected.” 

 a. You are quite satisfied with the movie, although you 
really would have preferred what you were expecting. 

   b. You are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type 
of movie and loved it. 

   c. You hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

 Round 9     

57  You go to your refrigerator and notice 
that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

 "Hey, there's no more 
peanut butter." 

 a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some. 
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58 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 

59 You’re sitting in class with a friend 
waiting for the instructor to arrive.  

 "So, what do you think of 
this teacher?" 

 a. You really like the teacher and believe your friend 
does, too. 

   b. You dislike the teacher and want to complain about 
him to your friend. 

   c. You and your friend were just sitting there in silence 
and you are just trying to start a conversation. 

60 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

61  You go to your refrigerator and notice  "Hey, there's no more  a. Your roommate is going to the store this afternoon 
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that there is no more peanut butter; your 
roommate is cooking dinner nearby.  

peanut butter." and you are relieved/happy you got a chance to add PB 
to the shopping list. 

   b. You're mad because your roommate always eats 
your peanut butter without leaving you any. 

   c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just 
want them to know there's none left in case they’re 
planning on having some. 

 Appendix C (Continued)     

62 You come home to find unexpectedly 
that all the dirty dishes in the apartment 
are now in the dishwasher being 
washed. You ask your roommate: 

 “Did you put all the dishes 
in the dishwasher?” 

 a. You are angry because you specifically told your 
roommate not to put your new expensive plastic bowls 
in the dishwasher because they'd melt.  

   b. You are delighted that your roommate has helped 
you with the chores. 

   c. You are curious to know whether the dishwasher is 
big enough to fit all of the dishes in it. 

63 You are at a party mingling when 
someone you know comes up to you. 

 "What are you doing 
here?" 

 a. You are very happy to see this person at this party.  

   b. You are irritated because you were hoping this 
person wouldn't come. 

   c. You thought this person was out of town and didn't 
think they would be there. 

 
 
Note. The answer keys for the other two groups are exactly the same as listed here, except for the order of delivery. Order of statement 
delivery and intent were counterbalanced across groups, and can be seen in Table 3.3. 
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Appendix D. Full answer sheet for the Emotion Judgment Task 
 

Content Standard Video 
*Instructions: Please circle the letter of the answer or intention of the speaker that you feel they are trying 
to portray. 
 
 
1. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don't want to seem ungrateful. 
 

2. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn't 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn't think this person 

would be there. 
 

3. Roommate   “What are you doing?” 
a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 

asked not to do.  
b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 

fun.  
c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 

4. Dishwasher  “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 
a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 

put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
5. Dishwasher  “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
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Appendix D (Continued) 

6. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 
a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 

7. Dishwasher  “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 
a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 

put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
8. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They’re mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
9. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 

10. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 
a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 

relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 
b. They’re mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 

without leaving them any. 
c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 

butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 
 

11. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn't 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn't think this person 

would be there. 
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Appendix D (Continued) 

 
12. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don't like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break in to 
their locked apartment without a key.  

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
13. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
14. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 

15. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn't 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn't think this person 

would be there. 
 

16. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 
a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don't like 

surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 
b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break in to 

their locked apartment without a key.  
c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 

 

17.  Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 
a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 

put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
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Appendix D (Continued) 

 
18. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They’re mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. Their roommate likes peanut butter too, and they just want them to 
know there's none left in case their roommate was planning on having 
some. 

 
19. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won't enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
20. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They’re mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
21. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
22. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
23. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don't want to seem ungrateful.  
 
 



 

 

120 

Appendix D (Continued) 

 

24. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 
a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 

abilities. 
b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 

anyone would turn in something like that. 
c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 

development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
 
25. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
26. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
27. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
28. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
29. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
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Appendix D (Continued) 

 
30. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
32. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 

32. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 
a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
33. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
34. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
35. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
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36. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
37. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
38. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
39. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
 

40. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 
a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 

relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 
b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 

without leaving them any. 
c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 

butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 
 
41. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
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42. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
43. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
44. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
45. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
46. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
47. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
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48. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
Appendix D (Continued) 

49. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 
a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 

abilities. 
b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 

anyone would turn in something like that. 
c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 

development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
 
50. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
51. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
52. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
53. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
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54. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 
a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 

relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 
b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 

without leaving them any. 
c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 

butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 
 
55. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
56. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
57. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
58. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
59. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
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60. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
61. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
62. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
63. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
64. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
65. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 
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66. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
67. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
68. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
69. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
70. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
71. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying 
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72. Dishwasher            “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
73. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
74. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does, too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
75. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does, too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
76. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
77. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
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78. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
79. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
80. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
81. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
82. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
83. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
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84. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
85. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
86. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
87. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
88. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
89. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
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90. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

91. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 
a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 

surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 
b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 

their locked apartment without a key. 
c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 

Appendix D (Continued) 

92. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 
a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
93. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
94. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
95. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
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96. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
97. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
98. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
99. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
100. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
101. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
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102. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
103. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
104. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
105. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
106. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
107. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
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108. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 

109. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 
a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
110. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
111. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 

112. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 
a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
113. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
114. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
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115. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
116. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
117. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
118. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
119. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
120. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
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121. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
122. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
123. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
124. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
125. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
126. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
127. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
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128. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
129. Phone   “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
130. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
131. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
132. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
133. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
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134. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
135. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
136. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
137. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
138. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
139. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
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140. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
141. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does, too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
142. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
143. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
144. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 

145. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 
a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 

abilities. 
b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 

anyone would turn in something like that. 
c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 

development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   
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146. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
147. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
148. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
149. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 

150. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 
a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
 
151. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
152. Class  “So, what do you think of this teacher?” 

a. They really like the teacher and believe their friend does too. 
b. They dislike the teacher and want to complain about him/her to their 

friend. 
c. They were sitting in silence with their friend and are trying to start a 

conversation. 
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153. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
154. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

155. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 

156. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 
a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 

surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 
b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 

their locked apartment without a key. 
c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 

 
157. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
158. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
 
 



 

 

142 

Appendix D (Continued) 

 
159. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
160. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
161. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
162. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
163. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
 
164. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. Your roommate likes peanut butter too, and you just want them to 
know there's none left in case they’re planning on having some 
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165. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
166. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 

a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 
have preferred what they were expecting. 

b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 
loved it. 

c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 
 
167. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
168. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
169. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one. 

 
170. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
 

 



 

 

144 

Appendix D (Continued) 

 
171. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
Appendix D (Continued) 

172. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 
a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 

relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 
b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 

without leaving them any. 
c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 

butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 
 
173. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 

a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 
surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 

b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 
their locked apartment without a key. 

c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 
 
174. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
175. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
 
176. Roommate  “What are you doing?” 

a. They are angry that their roommate is doing something that they were 
asked not to do.  

b. They have found their friend doing something that looks like a lot of 
fun.  

c. They want to know what their roommate is doing. 
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177. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 
a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 

have preferred what they were expecting. 
b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 

loved it. 
c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

 
178. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 

a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 
abilities. 

b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 
anyone would turn in something like that. 

c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 
development and want to verify that they are looking at the correct one.   

 
179. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 

a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 
put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 
180. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 

a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 
181. Peanut Butter “Hey, there’s no more peanut butter” 

a. Their roommate is going to the store this afternoon and they are 
relieved/happy they got a chance to add PB to the shopping list. 

b. They're mad because their roommate always eats their peanut butter 
without leaving them any. 

c. They want to let their roommate know that there is no more peanut 
butter in case their roommate was planning on having some. 

 
182. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 

a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 
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183. Dishwasher “Did you put all the dishes in the dishwasher?” 
a. They are angry because they specifically told their roommate not to 

put their new expensive bowls in the dishwasher because the plastic 
would melt.  

b. They are delighted that their roommate has helped out with the chores. 
c. They are curious to know whether the dishwasher is big enough to fit 

all of the dishes in it. 
 

184. Phone  “I’m not sure I want to go” 
a. They are uncertain about whether or not they’d like to go. 
b. They are angry with their friend and feel that if they go with their 

friend tonight they won’t enjoy themselves.  
c. They want their friend to encourage them to go because they would 

like to see their friend and the performance. 
 

185. Group Project “So this is what you did? That’s really something!” 
a. They are impressed with their roommate’s artistic and organizational 

abilities. 
b. They see a horrific jumbled mess of a poster and cannot believe 

anyone would turn in something like that. 
c. They walk into a room that has several “projects” at various stages of 

development and want to verify that they are looking at the correctone.   

186. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 

187. Surprise Party “Wow, what a surprise” 
a. They thought they made it clear to their roommate that they don’t like 

surprise birthday parties, and they are a bit annoyed. 
b. They are surprised by the fact that their friends managed to break into 

their locked apartment without a key. 
c. They are excited and happy to see all of their friends. 

 

188. Movie  “It really wasn't what I expected." 
a. They are quite satisfied with the movie, although they really would 

have preferred what they were expecting. 
b. They are pleasantly surprised by the unexpected type of movie and 

loved it. 
c. They hated it, but don’t want to seem ungrateful. 

 

189. Party Mingling “What are you doing here?” 
a. They are very happy to see this person at the party.  
b. They are irritated because they were hoping this person wouldn’t 

come. 
c. They thought this person was out of town and didn’t think this person 

would be there. 


