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Psy 531  Affects and Emotions

Discussion Guide for March 26

Reading   Social contexts
Optional:  ESR Chapts 4 & 5

Shields, S.A. (2005).  The politics of emotion in everyday life: “appropriate” emotion and claims on identity, Review of General Psychology, 9(1), 3-15.

Hess, U., Adams, R.B & Kleck, R.E. (2005).  Who may frown and who should smile?  Dominance, affiliation, and the display of happiness and anger, Cognition & Emotion, 19(4), 515-536.   (facilitators:  Gini, Oksana, Talia)

Tiedens, L.Z., Ellsworth, P.C. & Mesquita, B. (2000).  Sentimental stereotypes: emotional expectations for high- and low-status group members, Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 25(5), 560-575.  (facilitators:  Sasha, Gini, Nick)

DUE:  Written reflections on “What is an emotion?”

Information requested in hand-out of March 12 (appended to Pre-break administrative matters):

Selection of probable topic and readings for April 16 paper

Poll of availability for final class session
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Announcements

I failed to mention in class on March 12 the existence of the information request form attached to the first page of administrative matters.  I will not be surprised if some of you have not fully processed that a proposed topic for your April 16 paper is due on March 26.  Unlike the first draft for your first paper, I view this proposal as necessary.  Because I dropped the reminder ball, I’ll accept these proposals for another week (i.e., until April 2), but I encourage you to get this done as soon as possible. 

Further, the houseguests who were supposed to visit Saturday evening – Tuesday morning upcoming have canceled.  Consequently, I will be on campus beginning mid-afternoon on Monday (March 24).  I have job talks to attend at 4:30 on both Monday and Wednesday, but I will be available all day/evening Tuesday, 9:30-11:00 a.m. and 2:30-4:30 on Wednesday if any of you want to consult in person or by phone (503-517-7400).
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The label for this class session might more appropriately be “social roles,” because the two empirical papers address whether gender-related stereotypes influence expectations regarding the expression of emotion (Hess et al.) and whether perceived social status is expected to influence and be influenced by emotional reactions (Tiedens et al.).  The paper by Shields provides a provocative context for these studies.

HOWEVER, the linkage between the two chapters in ESR originally assigned for this class and the empirical papers is weak to non-existent.  I found these chapters, overall, to be a bit helter-skelter, but this may reflect my relative lack of background in the cited literature.  I found the following sections interesting:  Defining a group (pp. 89-90), Group cohesiveness (pp. 93-97), Emotions and stereotypes & Recasting prejudice as emotion (pp. 118-120), Out-group images and intergroup emotions (pp. 123-126).  The Conclusions section of each chapter is worth reading, but I doubt that any of the material in these chapters will contribute to our class discussion (feel free to demonstrate that I’m wrong about this).

I don’t think the Shields paper requires much guidance.  I extracted several interesting ideas.  Two I’d like to highlight are: (1) several examples of the probable context-sensitivity of “emotional deviance,” (2) the importance of distinguishing between emotional traits and emotional states (and tracking instances in which the two are not appropriately kept distinct).  If you’re interested in seeing a video of Halle Berry’s Academy Award reaction, go to: 

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/halleberryoscarspeech.htm
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Overview of Hess et al., Tiedens et al.

I suggest that we consider Tiedens et al. first, because it provides a model for clear writing and for the importance of a couple of things missing from the Hess et al. paper.  At the same time, the Tiedens et al. paper will help to establish the importance of the empirical approach taken by Hess et al. in their Study 1.

Both of these papers attempt to demonstrate that socially-defined characteristics of individuals influence our expectations of their emotional responses. In Tiedens et al., the characteristic of interest is the relative status of two individuals.  In Hess et al., the characteristics of interest are social dominance (dominant/forceful vs submissive/shy, p. 523), “affiliative” (sociable/warm vs aloof/reserved, p. 529), and arguably, feminine/masculine. 

The studies reported in both papers rely in whole (Tiedens et al.) or in part (Expts 2 & 3 of Hess et al.) on the use of vignettes.  Hess et al. provide an excellent introduction to why the vignette paradigm is appropriate (third paragraph on p. 522) – and, by implication, the ways in which this paradigm is limited.  In short, like the word classification study by Shaver et al., these studies examine expectations based on our knowledge of emotions and emotional expressions. One interesting thing to consider is whether these studies examine our explicit knowledge or our implicit knowledge of the affective domain.   Another interesting topic is what studies of emotion knowledge (instead of emotion experience) contribute to our understanding.    (Hint.  Which might say that emotion knowledge is perhaps the most important factor:  a feedback theorist, an appraisal theorist, an emotion prototype theorist, or a conceptual act theorist?)

Statistical notes.  

1. Both papers employ MANOVAs for some analyses.  We’ve briefly discussed the use of a MANOVA in cases in which one of the independent variables involves two (or more) measures taken from the same participants.  We’ll review this again (if necessary) in class.  

2. The new form of statistical analysis reported in both papers is a Chi Square.  This technique is used when the dependent variable is the number of times (frequency with which) each possible response alternative is chosen in a forced choice paradigm, i.e., when only one of the alternatives can be chosen in each trial or by each participant.  In Tiedens et al., participants were forced to choose one of three response tendencies (Studies 1A and 3) or the status category of the vignette protagonists (Study 2).  In Hess et al., participants were forced to choose which of 8 emotion expressions shown in Figure 1 was most likely to be shown by the individual identified by face and a verbal description.  The dependent variables were thus, respectively, the number of participants choosing each response tendency, status category, or facial expression, expressed as the frequency with which each response alternative was selected.
3. Finally, we’ve encountered a “mediational analysis” (Hess et al., study 1) before – in the Neumann et al. paper.  I’ll say a bit more about this analysis in my comments on Hess et al.
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Comments on Tiedens et al.

This paper seems to me to be quite tightly constructed and very clearly written.  Some things to note (beyond those suggested for all papers in the Guidelines for thinking document distributed March 12):

1, What underlies the progression from Studies 1A/1B to Study 2 to Study 3?  In other words, given the question(s) the authors want to address, what does Study 1 tell us, what does Study 2 add to that, and then what does Study 3 add?   Is the progression methodological (i.e., each study “fixes” a methodological shortcoming of the previous), or conceptual?

2. How strong are the findings of these studies?  Here’s an explanation of Table 1, to help in this assessment.   The first column in this table identifies what each row of the Table contains.  The very top row identifies what each column of the Table reports.  Each number in the first 2 columns x 3 rows is the mean appraisal rating for each of the two protagonists in the vignette (high & low status, first two columns) on each of the appraisal dimensions (first 3 rows: the ratings of “how responsible the other protagonist was,” “how much the protagonist held himself responsible” and “how much the protagonist held no one responsible” for the outcome of the vignette).  The number following the mean is undoubtedly a measure of variance, most likely the standard deviation of the mean.  These are the 6 numbers of most interest.

The column labeled “t for rows” and the row labeled “t for column” report the value of the t-statistic comparing pairs of means (for rows, the mean ratings of the high and low status protagonist on that appraisal dimension; for columns, the means specified in parentheses).  More importantly, the column labeled “p< for rows” and the row labeled “p< for columns” report the probability values by which we determine whether a comparison is statistically significant.  In general, psychologists accept a probability value of p < .05 (or less) as statistically significant.  The lower the probability value, the more reliable the conclusion that there is a statistically significant difference.

So:  Participants rated the high-status individual as likely to rate the responsibility of the other protagonist as (on average) 7.88 on an 11-point scale (1 to 11).  They rated the low-status individual as likely to rate the responsibility of the other protagonist as (on average) 7.35.  This difference was in the predicted direction (high > low), but was not statistically significant (ns in the fourth column).  For the appraisal of self-responsibility, the high-status individual was rated 6.55; the low-status individual was rated 7.75.  This difference was also in the predicted direction (low > high) and was statistically significant at p < .05.  

The comparisons in the columns require a slightly different reporting system, as there are three means to be compared in pairs.  The outcomes of the comparisons are reported via the letter subscripts.  Two means bearing the same subscript were not significantly different from each other; two means bearing different subscripts were.  For the high-status individual, ratings of other-responsibility were significantly higher than the ratings of self-responsibility (and than the ratings of no-one responsibility).  For the low-status individual, however, ratings of other- and self-responsibility were not significantly different.

4. Study 3 cries out for a mediational analysis.  How would you set up a study to test the hypothesis that expectations regarding appraisals and experienced emotions in high- vs low-status individuals are mediated by assessments of capability?

Postscript.  Have you noticed that Senator Obama is referred to as “Obama” and Senator Clinton is referred to as “Hillary”?
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Comments on Hess et al.

This paper is very difficult to read – in the end, it was probably not a good selection.  It consists of two major parts:  (1) Study 1, in which a mediational analysis tests whether differences in expectations regarding the emotional expressiveness of male and female faces is due to differential assessments of the “dominance” and “sociability” of the faces. (N.B.  I’m going to substitute “sociability” throughout, because “affiliation” is an ambiguously used noun without an adjectival associate.) and (2) Studies 2 and 3, in which the sex of face is crossed with perceived hi/lo dominance (Study 2) or sociability (Study 3) and with three vignettes (happiness, anger, neutral) to determine whether the gender-related social stereotypes can modulate effects of the sex of the face.

I’d wager that the first study was originally intended only as a methodological pilot study, to select the test faces for Studies 2 & 3.  In other words, I suspect that it included only the ratings of dominance and sociability.  Then, I speculate, when studies 2 & 3 were submitted, the reviewers suggested that the authors run a third group of participants to obtain the emotion llikelihood ratings of the set of faces used in Study 1 in order to do the mediational analysis.  If done properly, the mediational analysis could have been published as a stand-alone paper in a journal such as Psychological Science.  

But there’s a major problem with the findings in Study 1:  the correlations between Actor Sex (coded dichotically as male or female) and perceived dominance/affiliation are quite low (Path B in Table 1).  This is not surprising in light of research on gender perception in faces.  The “fix” for this would have been to have yet another 2 groups of participants rate each face on femininity and masculinity (which are not mutually exclusive).  However, that would have required the authors to venture into another quite competitive literature on facial characteristics (i.e., the literature on facial cues to gender and the way these interact with facial expressions).  The bottom line:  using faces as stimuli is attractive for a number of reasons.  But faces are quite complex stimuli . . .

While we’re on the topic of faces:  what do you think of the schematic facial expressions used in Studies 2 & 3?  Why do the authors use them?  And why do you think they used a forced choice format for assessing the likelihood of facial expression, while using continuous rating scales for assessing expected emotions experienced?   

Here’s what I hope we can do with this paper:

1. Outline the basic contentions being made, and try to formulate them in a way that parallels the “status effects might be mediated by skills” part of Tiedens et al.  

2. To review, briefly, the results of the mediational analysis.

3. To understand the findings reported in Tables 2 and 3, coming to our own conclusions about what these tables show.
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Suggested additional readings:

Ciarrochi, J.V. & Forgas, J.P. (1999).  On being tense yet tolerant: the paradoxical effects of trait anxiety and aversive mood on intergroup judgments, Group Dynamics: Theory, Research & Practice, 3(3), 227-238.

Cohen, D. et al. (1996).  Insult, aggression, and the Southern culture of honor: An experimental “ethnography,” Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 70, 945-960.

Feldman Barrett, L. et al. (2000).  Sex differences in emotional awareness, Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(9), 1027-1035.

Forgas, J.P. & Fiedler, K. (1996).  Us and them: mood effects on intergroup discrimination, Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 70(1), 28-40.

Grossman, M. & Wood, W. (1993).  Sex differences in intensity of emotional experience: A social role interpretation, Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 65, 1010-1022.

Keltner, D. & Haidt, J. (1999).  Social functions of emotions at four levels of analysis, Cognition & Emotion, 13(5), 505-521.

Kring, A.M. & Gordon, A.H. (1998).  Sex differences in emotion: expression, experience, and physiology.  Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 74(3), 686-703.

LaFrance, M., Hecht, M.A. & Paluck, E.L. (2003).  The contingent smile: a meta-analysis of sex differences in smiling, Psychological Bulletin, 129(2), 305-334.

McClure, E.B.  (2000).  A meta-analytic review of sex differences in facial expression processing and their development in infants, children, and adolescents, Psychological Bulletin, 126(3), 424-453.

Niedenthal, P.M. et al. (2006).  Psychology of Emotion, Chapt 8, Gender differences in emotion.  (LR)

Robinson, M.D., Johnson, J.T. & Shields, S.A. (1998).  The gender heuristic and the database:  Factors affecting the perception of gender-related differences in the experience and display of emotions, Basic & Applied Social Psychology, 20(3), 206-219.

