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It is more than a decade since Berger and Calabrese (1975) ad-
vanced an axiomatic theory designed to explain certain communication
phenomena during initial interactions. They proposed that a number of
events occurring in such encounters can be explained in terms of uncer-
tainty and uncertainty reduction. Central to the present theory is the
assumption that when we encounter a stranger, we have a strong desire
to reduce uncertainty about that person because, to have a successful
interaction, we “must be able both to predict how [our] interaction
partner is likely to behave, and, based on these predictions, to select
from [our] own repertoire those responses that will optimize outcomes
in the encounter” (Berger, 1987, p.41).

When the theory was originally developed, Berger and Calabrese
were not concerned with strategies for reducing uncertainty. Subse-
quently, attention was directed toward these knowledge acquisition stra-
tegies (Berger, 1979; Berger & Bradac, 1982). These presentations
advanced three basic types of strategies by which people acquire infor-
mation about a target: passive, active, and interactive.

Passive strategies are those in which the uncertainty reducer gathers
information about a target through unobtrusive observation. Active
strategies involve the observation of targets’ responses to mani-
pulations of the interaction environment but no direct interaction
between observers and targets. ... Finally, interactive strategies in-
volve direct, face-to-face contact between the information seeker and
the target (Berger, 1987, p. 46).

Although the Berger research program is insightful, it is limited to
the acquisition of information about others (i.e., reduction of target
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uncertainty). Little attention is paid to the process by which persons
access information about other’s affective evaluations (i. e., reduction of
relational uncertainty). These processes are presumed to be dissimilar.
Extant work suggests that relationship parties are hesitant to rely on
direct talk about the state of their relationship (Cline, 1979; Wilmot,
1980); thus they are supposed to rely on more indirect information
acquision strategies.

In a more recent study, Douglas (1984) investigated the strategies
persons use to find out how their relational partners view the relation-
ship. Douglas (1984) focused upon opposite-sex relationships, although
such strategies are also used in same-sex relationships. For opposite-
sex relationships, Douglas (1984) identified eight distinct types of strate-
gies: Hazing, Confronting, Approaching, Sustaining, Withdrawing, Offer-
ing, Diminishing Self, and Networking (see Table 1). These eight strate-
gies can be classified in terms of the active and interactive strategy
types of information acquisition strategies discussed earlier.

The objective of the present paper is to examine more closely the
problems addressed by Douglas. To be more specific, I would like to
see if the type of affinity-testing strategies identified by Douglas varies
as a function of actors’ personality. The personality variable considered
in this analysis is extroversion-introversion.

One might expect that introverted persons might be more likely to
employ indirect strategies such as Withdrawing and Diminishing Self.
Conversely, extroverted persons might be expected to use direct strate-
gies such as Hazing and Confronting more commonly. There remains
the possibility, however, that the opposite-sex feature of the relationship
influences the use of affinity-testing strategies by actors. As Douglas
(1984) noted, “actors are more likely to be concerned with the affective
evaluations of opposite-sex others than same-sex others” (p.10). The
prospect for romantic involvement might encourage an introverted ac-
tor to engage in more aggressive strategies, or, conversely, make an
extroverted actor adopt more conservative strategies. Because of the
difficulty in predicting differences in strategy type as a function of
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Table 1. Strategies of affinity-testing

Hazing
Actions that required the target to provide a commodity or service
to the actor at some cost to themselves.

Confronting
Actions that require the target to provide immediate and generally
public evidence of their liking.

Approaching
Actions implying increased intimacy to which the only disconfirm-
ing target response is compensatory activity.

Sustaining
Actions designed to maintain self/target interaction without affect-
ing the apparent intimacy of the interaction.

Withdrawing
Actions suggesting leave-taking, seeking the target to intervene or
sustain the interaction.

Offering
Actions that generate conditions favorable for approach by the
target.

Diminishing self
Actions that lower the value of self; either directly by self-depre-
cation or indirectly by identifying alternate reward sources for the
target.

Networking
Actions that include third parties, either to acquire or transmit
information.

actor’s personality, and because of the desire to explore other possible
strategy use differences as well, the following research question was
advanced:
RQ: Do extroverted and introverted persons differ in the types of
strategies they use to measure opposite-sex others’ self-evalua-
tions?

Methods

In order to collect information on the selection of strategies for
measuring others’ self-liking, a list of eight strategies of affinity-testing
developed by Douglas was presented to eighty-six students enrolled in
freshman English courses at Gifu College of Economics. Each student
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received a translated version of the list made by the author of this
study (see Table 2). Only male students were chosen in order to elimi-
nate the confounding influences of gender. The respondents were asked
to indicate the likelihood that they would use each of the eight strate-
gies during an initial encounter with a person of the opposite sex by
choosing one out of five possible responses: very likely, likely, neither
likely nor unlikely, unlikely, and very unlikely. The weights for the
responses are as follows: very likely = 5, likely = 4, neither likely nor
unlikely = 3, unlikely = 2, and very unlikely = 1. Throughout the pro-
cedure, subjects were reminded of the context of inquiry and encour-
aged to request clarification on issues they did not fully understand. No
subject indicated being confused by the instructions.

Table 2. Strategies of affinity-testing (translated version)

1 HEFCHLTELLORELRLDB X 5 KEREY T3,
2) fMADEMTCES T AFEOXRBLXHFTERTS,
3 HFHLERBNCHRELEBEY & 3,

@) HFLofFOMKXEENCK S,

B) HFELrLALIrOHTERAZ LY, HEOBLEYES,
6) HFBEACHTAHFEXRRAT E 0525,

(D EEMNZICIMENCESOMEREDS X 5 REE2T5,
@) FE=FHERORBKRMEEXKET S,

Two weeks later, personality of the subjects was assessed in terms
of extroversion-introversion. Each subject received a questionnaire
adopted from Bendig’s Pittsburgh Social Extraversion-Introversion
Scale (1962). They were asked to answer each of thirty questions (see
Table 3) by choosing one out of five possible responses: strongly agree,
agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree. The
weights for the responses are as follows: strongly agree = 5, agree =
4, neither agree nor disagree = 3, disagree = 2, and strongly disagree =
1. Then all the scores of the thirty items for each subject were added
up to create a total extroversion-introversion score (before adding up
the items, the score of the item with an asterisk was reversed).

Of the eighty-six subjects, twenty-three scored 100 or above on the
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Table 3. Item content of Extroversion-Introversion Scale

1) ERECAHELELTALECEML VW5, AEERTH 5,

(2) KEXFAHRIES»LEEBHCTEHT 5,

(3) BOHPEREABTHAHERES,

@) AxtoXBEZXHBIhIEE, AEELIEL S,

5B) HEOBRBVCTRHEILLRVWIICERIES, *

(6) HECEVWTAX LB ZLEDBFETH S,

(D MARPLECHRBLTEH SV, *

®) AxLEIZBREEEIFEDIL,

9 EHEBHCRVTRIEVWTWY) —F -y THES,

10) BFCAFbhERSCH L TR AW TWEBIRETE %,

(A1) BoBRDAERARTHSE LR,

(12) ADEFZ HCHIT BRIV TWEMNIL T3, *

(13) BRk -7 41 —TCREXEhTAVRELL,

14) MARREEREABTHS LB ->TW5,

(15) BARBLeXhTHBHLE),

(16) AL EEVBEFTH S,

A7) KBEDTEDA—FT4 —RECHMFBORFETH B,

(18) BELESDOIFETH 5,

19 77 7RI 3I~4BIEL T2\,

(20) A—F 4 —TiE, ABE—EBTWBIHX1 A2 AT TTHS
TULBHEREAE L, *

QD FYARGLDWFEXTH 5,

(22) ANE—BizuwbhdE Wi T THEZDOBITELL,

(23) ADKBEWB b LT 5,

(24) ABOBEREEL—BTVWBE, HERREZL~AfT-oTLE ),

(25) ~—F 4 —RHLZDOHEIHFETH 5,

(26) BARKEFDIEWABTH %,

Q@7 HEIBORITRTED S,

(28) B RS /-1 ETORE Y FORINLEENFZTH S,

@29 oA L KW ELWTVWRETW5,

B0) EviwnwZ tREBLTOET T ARHT,

extroversion-introversion scale, who form a group of extroverts (Group
1) in this study. There were sixteen subjects with a score of 80 or
below, who form a group of introverts (Group 2). The difference in
personality scores between the two groups was significant (p < .001).
Those who scored between 81 and 99 were excluded from consideration
(notice that the score of 90 indicates the respondent is neither extro-
verted nor introverted). The eight affinity-testing strategies discussed
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earlier were then assessed for possible differences by respondent per-
sonality using the appropriate statistical procedures.

Results

A two-tailed t-test was performed to assess possible personality
differences in the likelihood that the respondents would use each of the
eight affinity-testing strategies. Table 4 provides mean likelihood scores
of the two groups in each of the eight strategy categories.

Table 4. Mean likelihood scores of two groups
in eight strategy categories

Strategy Category Group 1 Group 2 t Value

Hazing 1201 2:38 1.38
Confronting 2.00 1.63 1.23
Approaching 3.2 2.81 11T
Sustaining 4.22 3113 3.33%2x
Withdrawing 2.48 3.19 1.78+
Offering 3.30 3513 0.49
Diminishing Self 2.26 3:25 2.07==
Networking 2:52 29 0.83
Total 21.91 21575 0.12

« p< .10

*» p< .05

*xx p < .01

Overall, respondents in Group 1 were most likely to employ Sustain-
ing (mean = 4.22); in Group 2, Diminishing Self (mean = 3.25) was
most widely reported, followed closely by Withdrawing (mean = 3.19),
Sustaining (mean = 3.13), and Offering (mean = 3.13). Group 1 was
significantly more likely to use Sustaining than Group 2 (t = 3.33; 37df;
p < .01), and Group 2 reported significantly more Diminishing Self than
Group 1 (t = 2.07; 37df; p < .05). Difference in the use of Withdraw-
ing was also significant beyond the .10 level (t = 1.78; 37df). The two
groups, however, did not differ in the total likelihood score of the eight
strategies (t = .12; 37df; p > .90).
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Discussion

In response to the research question, personality differences were
noted on the types of affinity-testing strategies. Extroverted respond-
ents reported more likelihood of using Sustaining than introverted
ones. Similarly, introverted respondents were more likely to employ
Diminishing Self and Withdrawing than their extroverted counter-
parts.

The more widespread use of Sustaining in Group 1 is understand-
able given that its enactment requires familiarity with talk. Extro-
verts are generally considered to be a better talker than introverts; thus
the use of Sustaining may safely be associated with the former rather
than the latter. The difference in the use of Diminishing Self and
Withdrawing may be a function of common stereotypic attributes of
introverts (e. g., submissive, passive). It may also be a concrete exam-
ple of the lingering belief that introverted persons are low in relational
competence. Actors engaged in such passive strategies are perceived not
to be motivated to bring about a positive relational outcome, and thus
are more likely to be judged as relationally incompetent. In the use of
Hazing and Confronting, however, no significant difference emerged.
During an initial encounter with a person of the opposite sex, inter-
actants, regardless of their personality, appear to be unwilling to engage
in such direct, or risky, strategies.

Before concluding, some limitations of the present study are indi-
cated. First, this study relied on a list of strategies that was generated
from data obtained from American respondents. Hence, simple projec-
tions from findings based on this list to Japanese interactants at large
pose a problem of cross-cultural generalizability.

Secondly, information-processing demands were less formidable for
the respondents than for actual interactions. The respondents were
presented with static situations rather than dynamic, fluid ones. There
was also little demand for an immediate response, which might be found
within an actual interaction.




Finally, when evaluating a list of strategies, the respondents may
have reported a preference for some they would not ordinarily enact.
Providing persons with any list of strategies may force them to consider
alternatives they might not have otherwise contemplated. Thus the list
of affinity-testing strategies may have provided the respondents with
more, and perhaps better options than they normally would consider.

Despite these limitations, however, this study suggests quite clearly
the way in which personality factors influence the use of affinity-testing
strategies. Examining other individual and situational variables that
influence strategy selection should provide further insight regarding re-
lational development.
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