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Abstract 

High causally uncertain (CU) individuals experience lingering doubts about their ability 

to determine the causes of social events (Weary & Edwards, 1994). Furthermore, these 

people tend to perceive their interactions and conversational partners more negatively 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). However, the reasons for these negative reactions remain 

unclear. Therefore, the purpose of the current set of studies was to explore two possible 

explanations for these reactions. Specifically, in three studies, I examined if insufficient 

uncertainty reduction or negative interpersonal expectations mediate the relationship 

between causal uncertainty and liking for a recent acquaintance. In Study 1 (N = 114), 

participants engaged in a brief unstructured dyadic conversation, whereas in Study 2 (N 

= 176), they engaged in three conversations with different partners. Finally, in Study 3 

(N = 220), I examined the effects of temporarily activating causal uncertainty beliefs 

during initial interactions. 

As predicted, causal uncertainty was negatively associated with liking and 

uncertainty reduction. In Studies 1 and 2, high CU participants reported more 

uncertainty about themselves and their partner, and less liking than did low CU 

participants. Although chronic levels of causal uncertainty in Study 3 were not 

associated with liking or uncertainty reduction, participants who reported more current 

feelings of uncertainty also reported more uncertainty about themselves and their 

partner, and less liking. More importantly, uncertainty reduction fully mediated the 

effect of causal uncertainty on liking in Study 1 and partially mediated the effect of 

current uncertainty feelings on liking in Study 3. Therefore, high CU people’s negative 

social perceptions appear to stem, at least in part, from an inability to reduce their social 

uncertainty during initial interactions. 
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 In contrast, the relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal 

expectations remains unclear. Although causal uncertainty (as well as current 

uncertainty feelings) in Studies 1 and 3 were not associated with negative interpersonal 

expectations, high CU participants in Study 2 did report more negative expectations for 

their first conversation relative to low CU participants. Furthermore, although causal 

uncertainty was positively related to rejection sensitivity, rejection sensitivity was 

unable to account for the causal uncertainty effects on liking. 
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Chapter 1 

General Introduction 
 

 Whether you are trying to make sense of why your partner does not want to go 

out to dinner, why your boss gave an assignment to someone else, or why a stranger 

started talking to you in a bar, people are constantly required to determine the 

motivation behind another person’s behavior, so they can respond appropriately. 

However, identifying the reasons for people’s actions can be quite difficult because 

social events are often complex and the specific causes can be both ambiguous and 

difficult to prove (Weary & Edwards, 1996). In particular, interpreting a stranger’s 

behavior during initial interactions is further complicated by the fact that we possess 

very little information about our new conversational partner. Moreover, in such 

circumstances, misinterpreting the other person’s behavior could reduce the likelihood 

of interacting with this person in the future. 

 Thus, not surprisingly, many individuals experience persistent doubts about 

their ability to understand the causes of social events. Weary and Edwards (1994, 1996) 

have labeled such beliefs causal uncertainty, which is a subtype of the more general 

conceptualization of uncertainty. However, in contrast to other uncertainty constructs 

like uncertainty orientation, which represents a stable difference in how people cope 

with uncertainty (cf. Walker & Sorrentino, 2000), everyone can experience causal 

uncertainty beliefs and feelings (Weary & Edwards, 1994, 1996). Consider, for example, 

people’s reactions to school shootings or terrorist attacks. These events often leave 

people wondering why the perpetrators would have committed these acts, why a 

particular group would have been targeted, and how we can avoid similar events in the 

future. Causal uncertainty resulting from such extraordinary events is typically short-
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lived. However, for some people, causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings occur more 

frequently. According to Weary and Edwards, over time, these beliefs can become 

chronically accessible, so that even more mundane events may be sufficient to activate 

their feelings of confusion, doubt, and puzzlement. 

In addition, whereas uncertainty orientation involves a proactive process such 

that uncertainty oriented individuals seek out situations that would lead to a greater 

gain in information, and certainty oriented individuals seek out information that would 

maintain clarity (cf. Walker & Sorrentino, 2000), causal uncertainty involves a reactive 

process. More specifically, according to Weary and Edwards’s (1996) model, causal 

uncertainty feelings arise when individuals believe they do not have enough 

information to confidently identify the cause of a particular event. Consequently, to 

reduce the discrepancy between their actual and desired knowledge states, causally 

uncertain people tend to adopt an accuracy goal, prompting a more extensive search for 

and processing of social information. For example, causally uncertain people tend to 

persist longer during a social information processing task (Jacobson, Weary, & Lin, 

2008), are less likely to rely on heuristic processing when making social judgments 

(Jacobson, Boucher, & Tadman, 2006; Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001), seek 

more diagnostic information from strangers (Weary & Jacobson, 1997), are more likely to 

scrutinize causal arguments (Tobin & Weary, 2008), and are more likely to incorporate 

important situational information in their dispositional attributions (Weary, Vaughn, 

Stewart, & Edwards, 2006). 

Although this effortful processing could lead to more positive life outcomes and 

social interactions (cf. Edwards, Weary, von Hippel, & Jacobson, 2000), causally 

uncertain people actually tend to experience more interpersonal problems. These 
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individuals tend to be more depressed (Weary & Edwards, 1994, 1996), more socially 

anxious (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009), shyer and lonelier (Jacobson, Weary, & 

Chakraborti, 1997), and more neurotic (Edwards, Weary, & Reich, 1998). Causally 

uncertain people also report engaging in less frequent face-to-face contact (Boucher & 

Jacobson, 2005) and rate their conversations and conversational partners more 

negatively (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). Recent research by Boucher and Jacobson (2009) 

also suggests that these interpersonal problems extend to interactions with acquainted 

others, including exchanges with friends. Specifically, causally uncertain people rate 

their face-to-face conversations with strangers and friends as being less appropriate and 

effective, and they rate their conversational partners as being less interpersonally skilled. 

In fact, merely interacting with another person can lead causally uncertain people to feel 

rejected, producing higher levels of negative affect and lower levels of belonging 

(Passey, 2006). 

More importantly, these effects cannot simply be attributed to a negative bias 

associated with causal uncertainty. That is, even though individuals interacting with 

causally uncertain partners do not rate their conversations as less appropriate or less 

effective, these individuals do appear less comfortable and more rejecting during these 

conversations (Boucher & Jacobson, 2006). Furthermore, other studies have shown that 

causally uncertain individuals are more likely to be rejected by a roommate (Jacobson, 

Rytwinski, & Passey, 2008; Passey, 2006).  

Potential Explanations for Interpersonal Problems 

One potential explanation for these interpersonal problems is that high causally 

uncertain people engage in excessive reassurance-seeking, which tends to elicit 

interpersonal rejection (Benazon, 2000; Coyne, 1976; Swann & Bosson, 1999). However, 



 

 4 

although causal uncertainty is positively related to excessive reassurance-seeking 

(Jacobson & Weary, 1999; Jacobson, 2007), recent research demonstrated that excessive 

reassurance-seeking could not account for high causally uncertain people’s negative 

social perceptions (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009) or explain why causally uncertain people 

are more likely to be rejected by a roommate (Passey, 2006).  

Similarly, given that causal uncertainty is positively related to social anxiety 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2009) and that socially anxious people also tend to report negative 

social perceptions (e.g., Christensen, Stein, & Means-Christensen, 2003) and greater 

interpersonal rejection (e.g., Christensen et al., 2003; Heerey & Kring, 2007), causally 

uncertain people’s interpersonal problems could stem from their heightened social 

anxiety. However, as with excessive reassurance-seeking, social anxiety has not been 

found to account for high causally uncertain people’s negative social perceptions 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). 

Another potential explanation for these interpersonal problems is that causally 

uncertain people find social interactions more cognitively taxing because of their 

confusion about social dynamics and their need to engage in more effortful processing. 

From this perspective, causally uncertain people also should perform worse on social 

information processing tasks when their cognitive capacity is limited. Unfortunately, the 

evidence for the effects of cognitive load on causally uncertain people’s processing is 

mixed. In one study, Weary et al. (2006) did find that cognitive load interfered with 

causally uncertain individuals’ more effortful processing. Specifically, causally uncertain 

participants were less likely to revise their dispositional attributions to incorporate 

important situational information when they were given a cognitive load manipulation. 

Yet, other studies have shown that causally uncertain people still do not rely on 
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stereotypes in their social judgments even when the task is more complex (Jacobson et 

al., 2006) or when they are given a cognitive load manipulation (Tobin, Weary, Han, & 

Brunner, 2006). 

Alternatively, causally uncertain people’s interpersonal problems may stem from 

behavioral deficits during social exchanges. Social skills deficits can elicit negative 

feedback from others during conversational exchanges (cf. Segrin & Abramson, 1994), 

and because many social skills deficits are manifested in nonverbal behaviors that are 

predominantly automatic (cf. Patterson, 2001), causally uncertain individuals may not be 

able to monitor and overcome their inadequacies by engaging in the effortful and 

vigilant processing described earlier (Edwards et al., 2000). Instead, this kind of 

processing may interfere with their ability to override automatic, but contextually 

inappropriate, behaviors. Furthermore, such behavioral deficits may, in turn, exacerbate 

causal uncertainty beliefs (Edwards & Weary, 1998). That is, if the causally uncertain 

person is unaware of his or her behavioral deficits, he or she may not understand why 

the other person is reacting negatively or what contributed to the negative interaction. 

However, people interacting with causally uncertain partners do not rate them as less 

interpersonally skilled (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009), and the only study to examine how 

causally uncertain people behave during real-time social interactions failed to identify 

any social skills deficits associated with causal uncertainty (Boucher & Jacobson, 2006). 

In sum, the reasons why causally uncertain people rate their conversations and 

conversational partners negatively remain unclear. Therefore, in the current research, I 

explored two other plausible explanations for these social difficulties: negative 

interpersonal expectations and inadequate uncertainty reduction. 

 



 

 6 

Interpersonal Expectations 

 If causally uncertain individuals have felt rejected or experienced interpersonal 

problems during social interactions, they might develop expectations that future 

interactions also will be problematic. Indeed, Passey, Jacobson, K. Edwards, and Hickey 

(2008) found that causal uncertainty was positively associated with rejection sensitivity, 

suggesting that causally uncertain people may have developed generalized expectations 

for rejection. Although these expectations for rejection represent only one aspect of 

people’s general interpersonal expectations, generalized expectations for rejection are 

associated with broader negative interpersonal expectations. For example, Sommer, 

Benkendorft, Bruno, Kirkland, Busing, and Bernieri (2007) found that participants who 

were rejected rather than accepted by a conversational partner reported more negative 

expectations for the overall success of a subsequent face-to-face interaction. In turn, by 

enacting a self-fulfilling prophecy, these negative expectations could influence the 

nature of subsequent interactions (cf. Miller & Turnbull, 1986). In fact, research has 

shown that interpersonal expectations affect our perceptions of social interactions and of 

our conversational partners. Specifically, our expectations can influence how we encode 

information by directing our attention to expectancy-consistent behaviors (Rothbart, 

Evans, & Fulero, 1979) or how we explain behaviors by leading to more expectancy-

consistent labeling of these behaviors (Jones, Farina, Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 

1984). 

 Therefore, individuals who possess negative expectations for social interactions 

are likely to interpret their partner’s behavior as negative or rejecting. Indeed, Pozo, 

Carver, Wellens, and Scheier (1991) demonstrated that although socially anxious 

individuals could differentiate between positive and negative cues, they rated an 
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ostensible conversational partner as less accepting, even when given positive feedback, 

than did participants who were not socially anxious. Similarly, Marcus and Askari 

(1999) found that communicators with higher levels of dysphoria were more likely to 

believe they were being rejected by their conversational partners, regardless of whether 

or not they actually were rejected. 

 In fact, in some cases, we may perceive conversational partners as consistent 

with our expectations even when the evidence suggests otherwise. For example, Ickes, 

Patterson, Rajecki, and Tanford (1982) found that participants who believed they were 

interacting with an unfriendly person rated their partner as less friendly than did those 

who believed they were interacting with a friendly or ‘control’ person. This difference 

occurred even though the supposed ‘unfriendly’ person actually behaved in a friendlier 

manner. 

 Another way interpersonal expectations can have an effect on social interactions 

is by influencing our behavior during social exchanges. That is, conversational partners 

may behave in a manner that is consistent with our expectations, a process that has been 

labeled behavioral confirmation (Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977). For instance, Reich 

(2004) demonstrated that optimistic individuals were more likely to possess positive 

expectations for an upcoming simulated phone interview than were pessimistic 

individuals. These participants expected that the interview would go more smoothly, 

that they would perform better as an interviewer, and that the interviewee would be 

more qualified for the job. And, consistent with behavioral confirmation, interviewees 

actually performed more poorly when the interviewer was pessimistic and better when 

the interviewer was optimistic. Similarly, Srivastava, McGonigal, Richards, Butler, and 
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Gross (2006) found that optimism was associated with more positive relationship 

outcomes, including less intense disagreements and greater conflict resolution. 

 What is more, previous interpersonal rejection may influence interpersonal 

expectations for interactions with new conversational partners. Sommer et al. (2007) 

found that, relative to individuals who were accepted by a conversational partner, 

individuals who were rejected by their partner reported more negative expectations for 

a subsequent interaction with a new partner and reported less interpersonal closeness 

with this person after a 10-minute interaction. In other words, past rejection can lead 

people to believe that others also will reject them, which causes them to perceive these 

subsequent interactions more negatively. Therefore, from this perspective, past rejection 

from both strangers (Boucher & Jacobson, 2006) and roommates (Jacobson, Rytwinski et 

al., 2008; Passey, 2006) may produce generalized expectations for rejection, accounting 

for causally uncertain people’s negative perceptions of their social interactions.  

Uncertainty Reduction 

 Alternatively, causally uncertain people’s interpersonal problems could stem 

from an inability to reduce their uncertainty during social interactions. Uncertainty is 

particularly high during initial exchanges between strangers because communicators 

have little, if any, information about each other to help negotiate the interaction (Berger 

& Calabrese, 1975). Specifically, we tend to experience two main types of uncertainty 

during initial interactions: cognitive uncertainty and behavioral uncertainty (Berger, 1979). 

People experience cognitive uncertainty when they possess very little information about 

their conversational partner’s background, attitudes, and beliefs. In contrast, people 

experience behavioral uncertainty when they are not sure how to act or react in social 

situations. This kind of uncertainty produces both cognitive and emotional discomfort 
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(cf. Heath & Bryant, 2000). Consequently, one of the primary objectives during initial 

interactions is uncertainty reduction (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). 

 According to Berger and Calabrese’s (1975) Uncertainty Reduction Theory 

(URT), we engage in two forms of uncertainty reduction: (1) proactive uncertainty 

reduction, so that we can predict how our partner will behave in the future, and (2) 

retroactive uncertainty reduction, so that we can explain our partner’s behavior and select 

the appropriate response. Douglas (1991) proposes that this information is then 

incorporated into memory organization packets, or schemas that provide the communicator 

with a script for how he or she should negotiate future interactions with this person.  

Support for this theory can be drawn from several studies demonstrating that 

individuals do engage in uncertainty reduction tactics during initial exchanges. For 

example, researchers have found significant decreases in self-reported uncertainty 

following a six-minute interaction between strangers (Douglas, 1987, as cited in Berger & 

Gudykunst, 1991; Douglas, 1990), and a similar pattern also has been observed following 

a month and a half interval (Berger, Douglas, & Rodgers, 1980, as cited in Berger & 

Gudykunst, 1991). 

 However, some individuals may not be able to reduce their uncertainty as 

effectively as others, making social interactions more difficult. For instance, Douglas 

(1991) argued that individuals who experience higher levels of global uncertainty (i.e., 

who are more confused about general acquaintanceship processes) are unable to 

develop coherent interaction schemas to guide their behavior and, therefore, experience 

less uncertainty reduction as a relationship progresses. Supporting this notion, he found 

that globally uncertain individuals tend to rate their initial interactions as less involving, 

more awkward, and less satisfying than do people with less global uncertainty. 
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Consequently, globally uncertain people are more likely to avoid initial interactions 

altogether, resulting in greater loneliness. 

 Although global uncertainty pertains specifically to acquaintanceship processes, 

and causal uncertainty pertains to social situations in general, causal uncertainty could, 

conceivably, have a similar effect on uncertainty reduction. Given their persistent doubts 

about their ability to identify the causes of social events, causally uncertain people 

would likely have trouble trusting their ability to predict and explain their partner’s 

behavior using information they have acquired while interacting with that person. In 

other words, compared to low causally uncertain people, high causally uncertain 

communicators probably experience very little uncertainty reduction during initial 

interactions. 

 Moreover, this kind of uncertainty is unlikely to produce behavioral deficits 

during these relatively inconsequential interactions. In fact, Berger and Gudykunst 

(1991) suggest that individuals can conduct successful interactions with strangers 

despite high levels of uncertainty. They propose that although conversational partners 

may know very little about each other, resulting in particularly high levels of cognitive 

uncertainty, they can carry out these interactions using their knowledge of general rules 

of conduct, or behavioral scripts, which help to reduce their behavioral uncertainty. 

Indeed, many of our behaviors are driven by action schemas, such as scripts and plans 

for interactions, and thus these behaviors require little monitoring and management 

(Patterson, 2001). In other words, causally uncertain individuals may be able to override 

their behavioral uncertainty during initial interactions by relying on general behavioral 

scripts, thereby reducing some of the negative consequences resulting from a lack of 

uncertainty reduction during initial exchanges. 
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 Although such high levels of uncertainty during initial interactions may not 

produce behavioral deficits, a lack of uncertainty reduction does have a negative effect 

on social communication and interpersonal relationships. For example, one of the 

axioms of URT is that uncertainty reduction is positively associated with intimacy and 

liking (Berger & Calabrese, 1975), and several studies have found a positive relationship 

between attributional confidence (the conceptual opposite to uncertainty) and affection 

towards a conversational partner (Clatterbuck, 1979; Kellerman & Reynolds, 1990). In 

addition, Gudykunst (1993) posited that conversations are less effective when 

communicators are unable to reduce their uncertainty, and he has demonstrated that 

lower levels of uncertainty are associated with more effective interactions, particularly 

among friends (Gudykunst & Nishida, 2001). Similarly, Neuliep and Grohskpof (2000) 

found that higher levels of uncertainty following an eight-minute interaction were 

associated with less communication satisfaction. 

 So, from this perspective, causally uncertain people’s inability to reduce their 

uncertainty during initial interactions would explain why they perceive their 

conversations as less satisfying (Boucher & Jacobson, 2005) and as less appropriate and 

effective (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). In fact, Weary and J.A. Edwards (1996) 

demonstrated that causal uncertainty was moderately and positively related to 

intolerance for and discomfort with ambiguity. Consequently, causally uncertain people 

may regard their high levels of uncertainty about themselves and others as particularly 

frustrating, which could, in turn, exacerbate the negative effects associated with a lack of 

uncertainty reduction.  

 In addition, reducing uncertainty, particularly cognitive uncertainty, may 

become more important as a relationship progresses (Berger & Bradac, 1982; Berger & 
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Gudykunst, 1991). In closer relationships, conversational partners must acquire 

individuating information about each other to make accurate interpersonal judgments 

and successfully negotiate the more intimate exchanges. If causally uncertain people are 

unable to reduce their uncertainty in these closer relationships, then a lack of uncertainty 

reduction also could explain why causally uncertain people are more likely to be 

rejected by a close other like a roommate (Jacobson, Rytwinski et al., 2008; Passey, 2006). 

The Current Research 

 The purpose of the current research was to examine how interpersonal 

expectations and uncertainty reduction contribute to causally uncertain individuals’ 

reported interpersonal problems. More specifically, my aim was to determine if negative 

interpersonal expectations for social exchanges and/or a lack of uncertainty reduction 

during such exchanges could explain why causally uncertain people rate their 

conversations and conversational partners more negatively. In addition, because 

research on the effect of causal uncertainty during real-time social interactions is still 

rather limited, I wanted to demonstrate that these negative perceptions also extend to 

interpersonal closeness or liking. 

 Both negative interpersonal expectations (Sommer et al., 2007) and a lack of 

uncertainty reduction (Clatterbuck, 1979) have been shown to reduce interpersonal 

closeness. Furthermore, individuals who experience difficulties during social exchanges 

tend to develop less interpersonal closeness, liking, and intimacy with conversational 

partners. For example, Aron, Melinat, Aron, Vallone, and Bator (1997, Study 2) found 

that interaction partners with an avoidant/dismissive attachment style reported lower 

levels of interpersonal closeness following a 45-minute interaction than did pairs with a 

secure, avoidant/fearful, or preoccupied with other attachment style. Similarly, in a 
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subsequent study (Study 3), they also found that introverted pairs reported less 

closeness than did extraverted pairs following this task unless given explicit instructions 

to get close to their partner. If causally uncertain people tend to rate their conversations 

and conversational partners negatively (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009) and report lower 

levels of belonging following their social interactions (Passey, 2006), they also might 

report lower levels of interpersonal closeness, or liking, following these exchanges. 

 Therefore, in three studies, I explored the relationships between causal 

uncertainty, liking, uncertainty reduction, and interpersonal expectations. In the first 

two studies, I tested if uncertainty reduction and interpersonal expectations mediated 

the relationship between causal uncertainty and liking following an unstructured 

interaction with a same-sex stranger. Finally, in Study 3, I examined whether or not 

temporary activation of causal uncertainty would be sufficient to produce negative 

expectations and impair uncertainty reduction.  
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Chapter 2 

Causal Uncertainty Effects on Interpersonal Expectations, Uncertainty 
Reduction, and Liking During Initial Interactions 

 
 The goal of Study 1 was to establish the relationship between causal uncertainty 

and liking following initial interactions between strangers and to examine if uncertainty 

reduction and/or interpersonal expectations mediate this relationship. Participants were 

paired with a same-sex stranger and dyads engaged in a five-minute unstructured 

interaction. Following this interaction, participants completed a series of questionnaires 

measuring the degree of uncertainty they felt about themselves and their partner as well 

as their reported liking for their partner. In addition, prior to meeting their partner, half 

of the dyads completed a measure assessing their expectations for the interaction. 

 Given their negative perceptions of social interactions (Boucher & Jacobson, 

2009) and their greater experience with interpersonal rejection (Boucher & Jacobson, 

2006; Jacobson, Rytwinski et al., 2008; Passey, 2006), causally uncertain people would, 

presumably, develop negative expectations for future social interactions. 

H1: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report more negative expectations for their upcoming conversation. 

 
In turn, these negative expectations should influence the way causally uncertain people 

encode (Rothbart et al., 1979) and explain (Jones et al., 1984) their partner’s  behavior, 

thereby confirming their expectations. 

H2: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report less liking for their partner after a brief unstructured interaction. 

 
H3: Interpersonal expectations will mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty 

and liking. 
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 In addition, due to their persistent doubts about their ability to understand social 

dynamics, causally uncertain people should feel less confident in predicting and 

explaining their partner’s behavior. These doubts should then interfere with their ability 

to develop coherent interaction schemas (Douglas, 1991). In other words, high causally 

uncertain people should maintain relatively high levels of uncertainty about how they 

would behave in subsequent interactions with their partner and how their partner 

would behave in subsequent interactions with them. 

H4: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report less uncertainty reduction after interacting with their partner. 

 
Furthermore, because uncertainty reduction is positively related to intimacy and liking 

(Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Clatterbuck, 1979), lower levels of uncertainty reduction also 

should produce less interpersonal closeness between conversational partners. 

H5: Uncertainty reduction also will mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty 

and liking. 

 
Finally, because individuals who are confused about social dynamics in general are 

likely to be confused about acquaintanceship processes, I also predicted that causal 

uncertainty would be positively associated with global uncertainty. And, consistent with 

previous research, that causal uncertainty should be positively associated with social 

anxiety and depression. However, none of these constructs should account for the 

hypothesized effects. 

Method 

Participants 

 One hundred and twenty-six undergraduate students were recruited from 

introductory psychology courses at Queen’s University and were paired to form 63 
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previously unacquainted same-sex dyads. Six pairs were omitted from the analyses 

because they knew each other prior to the experiment. Of the remaining 57 pairs, 44 

were women, and 13 were men. Also, 28 pairs completed the interpersonal expectations 

questionnaire, whereas 29 pairs did not. Only half of the dyads reported their 

expectations for the interaction to permit testing for any potential priming effects on 

participants’ behavior during the interaction or on their subsequent perceptions of the 

conversation. Participants had a mean age of 18.87 years (SD = 3.59), ranging from 16 to 

44 years. All participants received partial course credit or $10 for their participation. 

Personality Measures (See Appendix A for all experimental materials from Study 1) 

 Causal Uncertainty Scale (CUS; Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1994). The CUS is a 

measure of chronic individual differences in causal uncertainty beliefs. It consists of 14 

statements (e.g., “When I see something good happen to others, I often do not know 

why it happened”) with response options on a 6-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree). Scores for the 14 items are summed, so that higher scores indicate greater 

causal uncertainty. Factor analyses on the scale have supported a one-factor structure 

(see Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1996), and it has been shown to have good internal 

consistency with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .83 to .86 (Weary & J.A. Edwards, 

1996; J.A. Edwards et al., 1998). The CUS also achieved good internal consistency in the 

current sample (α = .89), and iterated principal axis factor analyses supported a one-

factor structure (i.e., the last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one 

factor, and all factor loadings were greater than 0.32).1 Participants had a mean CUS 

                                                 
1
 I also calculated the Steiger-Lind root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; 

Steiger, 1990), which yielded a value of 0.10 (90% CI: 0.08 – 0.13). Although this value 
would suggest poor fit and the RMSEA value for the two-factor model was somewhat 
better (RMSEA = 0.08; 90% CI: 0.05 – 0.11), the one-factor model was more interpretable 
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score of 37.44 (SD = 10.94), ranging from 14 to 65. In a two-way ANOVA, CUS scores did 

not differ between participants who completed the interpersonal expectations scale (M = 

37.48, SD = 10.65) and those who did not (M = 37.39, SD = 11.32), F(1, 110) = 0.00, p = .96, 

or between participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 37.00, SD = 9.37) and ‘B’ (M = 37.88, SD 

= 12.38) labels, F(1, 110) = 0.19, p = .66. The corresponding two-way interaction between 

label and expectations condition also was not significant, F(1, 110) = 0.65, p = .42. 

Global Uncertainty Scale (GUS; Douglas, 1991). Participants completed the GUS as 

part of an in-class prescreening session held in September.2 The GUS is a measure of 

global uncertainty about acquaintanceship processes. This scale was adapted from 

Clatterbuck’s (1979) Attributional Confidence Scale (CL7), which measured uncertainty 

about a specific person. In contrast, the GUS measures uncertainty about strangers 

during initial interactions. This adapted scale consists of seven items (e.g., “How 

confident are you of your general ability to predict how strangers will behave?”), and for 

the purposes of this study, participants rated these items on a 6-point scale from 1 (not at 

all confident) to 6 (extremely confident). All ratings were first reverse-coded, so that higher 

scores indicate greater uncertainty about another person during initial interactions, and 

then the scores were averaged. The original CL7 has been shown to have good internal 

consistency with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .76 to .97 (Clatterbuck, 1979), and 

Douglas (1991) reported good internal consistency for the GUS as well (α = .82). The 

GUS also achieved good internal consistency in the current sample (α = .78).  

                                                                                                                                                 

(i.e., several items in the two-factor model loaded onto both factors). Furthermore, 
although Weary and J.K. Edwards (1996) and J.K. Edwards et al. (1998) also found that a 
two-factor model was appropriate, these two factors were highly correlated and are 
typically treated as a global measure of causal uncertainty. Therefore, to be consistent 
with previous research, I also opted for the more parsimonious one-factor solution. 
2 Because not all participants who participated in the study were required to have 
completed the prescreening, I have valid GUS scores for only 104 participants. 
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I also conducted exploratory factor analyses to test the factor structure of this 

scale, which has not been reported in previous research. Iterated principal axis factor 

analyses supported a one-factor as well as a two-factor model (i.e., significant drops in 

reduced eigenvalues were evident at both points). In the one-factor model, all factors 

loadings were greater than 0.37, and the RMSEA was 0.17 (90% CI: 0.12 – 0.22). In the 

two-factor model, items 1 to 5 loaded strongly onto a single factor (all factor loadings 

greater than .50), whereas items 6 and 7 loaded strongly onto a second factor (both factor 

loadings greater than .60). The RMSEA for the two-factor model was 0.12 (90% CI: 0.06 – 

0.19). Given that the RMSEA value for the two-factor model also indicates poor fit, and 

that both models were interpretable, I opted for the more parsimonious model.  

Participants had an average GUS score of 3.48 (SD = 0.75), ranging from 1.86 to 

5.29. Again, in a two-way ANOVA, GUS scores did not differ significantly between 

participants who completed the interpersonal expectations scale (M = 3.48, SD = 0.81) 

and those who did not (M = 3.48, SD = 0.69), F(1, 100) = 0.02, p = .90, or between 

participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 3.39, SD = 0.66) and ‘B’ labels (M = 3.57, SD = 0.84), 

F(1, 100) = 1.37, p = .24, and the corresponding two-way interaction also was not 

significant, F(1, 100) = 1.55, p = .21. 

 Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS; Leary, 1983). The IAS is a self-report measure 

of social anxiety. More specifically, it measures the degree to which the participant 

experiences subjective feelings of social anxiety and is not concerned with the overt 

behaviors associated with this type of anxiety. The IAS consists of 15 items (e.g., “I often 

feel nervous even in casual get-togethers”) that are rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (not at 

all) to 5 (extremely characteristic of me). Responses are summed, so that higher scores 

indicate greater social anxiety. This scale has been shown to have good internal 
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consistency with Cronbach’s alphas exceeding .87 and good test-retest reliability (r = .80; 

see Leary, 1991). The IAS also had excellent internal consistency in the current sample (α 

= .91), and iterated principal axis factor analyses supported a one-factor structure (i.e., 

the last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor 

loadings were greater than .50).3 Participants had an average IAS score of 43.42 (SD = 

12.00), ranging from 18 to 69. In a two-way ANOVA, IAS scores did not differ 

significantly between participants who completed the interpersonal expectations scale 

(M = 41.64, SD = 12.57) and those who did not (M = 45.27, SD = 11.20), F(1, 110) = 2.63, p 

= .11, or between participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 44.40, SD = 10.97) and ‘B’ (M = 

42.44, SD = 12.98) labels, F(1, 110) = 0.74, p = .39, and the corresponding two-way 

interaction also was not significant, F(1, 110) = 0.77, p = .38. 

 Beck Depression Inventory II (BDI-II; Beck, 1996). The BDI-II is an assessment of the 

severity of depressive symptomatology. It consists of 21 items on a 4-point scale, ranging 

from 0 to 3. Responses are summed with higher scores indicating more severe 

depressive symptoms. The BDI-II has been shown to be a well-validated measure of the 

depth of depressive symptomatology and to be an effective self-report measure of the 

severity of depression (see Beck, Steer, & Garbin, 1998, for a review of the psychometric 

evidence for the original version of this scale). Still, it is not a sufficient indicator of 

major depression (Kendall, Holong, Beck, Hammen, & Ingram, 1987). The BDI-II had 

good internal consistency in the current sample (α = .89), and iterated principal axis 

factor analyses supported a one-factor structure (i.e., the last significant drop in reduced 

                                                 
3
 As with the CUS, I also calculated the RMSEA for the one-factor structure. This yielded 

a value of 0.12 (90% CI: 0.10 – 0.14). Although this value would indicate poor fit, given 
the scree plot of reduced eigenvalues and the high factor loadings for this model, I 
believe I had sufficient evidence to support the one-factor structure. 
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eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor loadings were greater than .20).4 

Participants had an average BDI-II score of 6.97 (SD = 5.97), ranging from 0 to 26. Again, 

in a two-way ANOVA, BDI-II scores did not differ significantly between participants 

who completed the interpersonal expectations questionnaire (M = 6.65, SD = 5.50) and 

those who did not (M = 7.30, SD = 6.46), F(1, 110) = 0.33, p = .57, or between participants 

assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 6.42, SD = 5.56) and ‘B’ (M = 7.53, SD = 6.35) labels, F(1, 110) = 

0.97, p = .33, and the corresponding two-way interaction also was not significant, F(1, 

110) = 0.04, p = .85. 

Dependent Measures 

 Interpersonal Attraction Scale – Social Attraction Subscale (SAS; McCroskey & 

McCain, 1974). The SAS is one of three subscales of the Interpersonal Attraction Scale 

and measures liking among strangers. It consists of five items (e.g., “I think s/he could 

be a friend of mine”) that are rated on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). Responses are summed, so that higher scores indicate greater liking. In 

previous studies, the SAS has been shown to have good internal consistency (α = .84; 

McCroskey & McCain, 1974) and good split-half reliability (r = .90; McCroskey, Daly, 

Richmond, & Cox, 1975; see Rubin, Palmgreen, and Sypher, 1994, for a review of the 

other psychometric properties of this scale). The SAS also had good internal consistency 

in the current sample (α = .77), and iterated principal axis factor analyses supported a 

                                                 
4
 Some evidence supported a two-factor model. Specifically, another drop, albeit much 

smaller, in reduced eigenvalues for two factors was evident. Moreover, the RMSEA 
value for the two-factor solution indicated adequate fit (0.07; 90% CI: 0.05 – 0.08); 
whereas the RMSEA for the one-factor solution indicated poorer fit (0.09; 90% CI: 0.08 – 
0.11). However, the two-factor solution was far less interpretable than the one-factor 
solution (i.e., several items loaded onto both factors, and several factor loadings were as 
low as .12), and given the good internal consistency for the full scale, I opted for the 
more parsimonious model.  
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one-factor structure (i.e., the last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one 

factor, the RMSEA value was 0.04 (90% CI: 0.00 – 0.14), indicating good fit, and all factor 

loadings were greater than 0.50). Participants had an average SAS score of 27.00 (SD = 

4.53), ranging from 10 to 35. In a two-way ANOVA, SAS scores also did not differ 

significantly between participants who completed the interpersonal expectations 

questionnaire (M = 26.60, SD = 4.79) and those who did not (M = 27.41, SD = 4.24.), F(1, 

110) = 0.89, p = .35, or between participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 26.82, SD = 3.71) 

and ‘B’ labels (M = 27.17, SD = 5.25), F(1, 110) = 0.18, p = .67, and the corresponding two-

way interaction also was not significant, F(1, 110) = 0.50, p = .48.  

Uncertainty Reduction Questionnaires (Douglas, 1991). Four 3-item questionnaires 

were used to assess participants’ uncertainty about (1) their own future behavior (e.g., 

“If I meet my partner again, I will know what to say”), (2) their partner’s future behavior 

(e.g., “If I meet my partner again, I know what s/he will say”), (3) their feelings towards 

their partner (e.g., “I know what my attitude toward my partner is”), and (4) their 

partner’s feelings towards them (e.g., “I know what my partner’s attitude toward me 

is”). Each item is rated on a 9-point scale from 1 (not at all confident) to 9 (extremely 

confident), and responses are summed, so that higher scores indicate less uncertainty. 

 Although these four scales are separate, they are likely highly related and may 

reflect a single construct rather than four unique uncertainty constructs. Therefore, to 

identify the best factor structure for these scales, I conducted exploratory factor analysis 

using iterated principal axis factor analysis. A one-factor structure emerged as the most 

interpretable solution. That is, it marked the last significant drop in reduced 
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eigenvalues, and all factor loadings were above .645 (see Table 1 for a full listing of 

factor loadings).5  

Table 1. Factor Loadings for One-Factor Model of Uncertainty Reduction Questionnaires in 
Study 1. 

 
 
 Uncertainty 
 
 
I know how my partner feels about me .826 
 
I know what my partner’s attitude toward me is .809 
 
I know how much my partner likes (or dislikes) me .809 
 
If I meet my partner again, I know what s/he will say .789 
 
If I meet my partner again, I know what s/he will talk about .777 
 
I know how I feel about my partner .745 
 
I know how much I like (or dislike) my partner .723 
 
If I meet my partner again, I will know what to talk about .715 
 
If I meet my partner again, I will know what to say .689 
 
If I meet my partner again, I will know how to act .682 
 
I know what my attitude toward my partner is .645 
 
If I meet my partner again, I know how s/he will act .645 

 

                                                 
5
 The RMSEA value was 0.23 (90% CI: 0.21–0.26), indicating poor fit. However, RMSEA 

values for the two-factor (RMSEA = 0.22, 90% CI: 0.20–0.25) and four-factor (RMSEA = 
0.16, 90% CI: 0.12–0.19) solutions also indicated poor fit, and these models were less 
interpretable. Given the drop in reduced eigenvalues and the high factor loadings for the 
one-factor solution, I opted for the more parsimonious model. However, I did find some 
support for the four types of uncertainty proposed by Douglas (1991), suggesting that a 
four-factor solution may be an alternative interpretation for the data. 
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Therefore, I created a summed score for each participant from their responses to 

all 12 uncertainty items; this combined scale had excellent internal consistency (α = .93). 

Participants had a mean score of 66.15 (SD = 17.26), ranging from 24 to 99. In a two-way 

ANOVA, uncertainty reduction scores did not differ between participants who 

completed the interpersonal expectations questionnaire (M = 64.45, SD = 19.02) and 

those who did not (M = 67.91, SD = 15.20), F(1, 110) = 1.13, p = .29, or between 

participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 66.09, SD = 18.06) and ‘B’ (M = 66.21, SD = 16.59) 

roles, F(1, 110) = 0.00, p = .98, and the corresponding two-way interaction also was not 

significant, F(1, 110) = 0.23, p = .63. 

Interpersonal Expectations Questionnaire (IEQ). To assess participants’ 

interpersonal expectations, I developed an eight-item scale assessing participants’ 

expectations for the upcoming conversation with their partner (e.g., “I will enjoy talking 

to my partner”). All eight items were taken from established scales assessing 

participants’ perceptions of conversational effectiveness (i.e., Conversational Effectiveness 

Scale; Spitzberg & Canary, 1985) and relational communication (i.e., Relational 

Communication Scale; Burgoon & Hale, 1987) after interacting with a partner, and revised 

to assess participants’ expectations prior to a social interaction. Each item is rated on a 7-

point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Recall that only half of the 

dyads completed this scale to determine if it had any potential priming effects on 

participants’ behaviour during the interaction or on their subsequent perceptions of the 

conversation. 

To determine if all eight items represent a single item or various aspects of 

interpersonal expectations, I conducted another exploratory factor analysis to determine 

the best factor structure for this scale. Using iterated principle axis factor analysis, a one-
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factor structure emerged as the most interpretable solution. The last significant drop in 

reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, the RMSEA value was 0.00 (90% CI: 0.00-0.07) 

indicating excellent fit, and all but one of the factor loadings were above 0.52. Only the 

first item (i.e., “I will be in control of the conversation”) did not appear to load on this 

factor (-0.05), so it was not included in the total score. (See Table 2 for a full listing of 

factor loadings.) The remaining seven items were summed, so that higher scores 

indicated more positive expectations. This summed score had good internal consistency 

(α = .82), and participants had a mean score of 33.52 (SD = 5.73), ranging from 18 to 48. 

In a two-way ANOVA, participants assigned to the ‘A’ (M = 33.28, SD = 5.14) and ‘B’ (M 

= 33.76, SD = 6.34) roles did not differ in terms of IEQ scores, t(56) = -0.32, p =.75. 

Table 2. Factor Loadings for One-Factor Model of Interpersonal Expectations Questionnaire in 
Study 1. 

 
 
 Interpersonal Expectations 
 
 
I will enjoy talking to my partner .736 
 
Our conversation will be stimulating .656 
 
Our conversation will be unsuccessful -.639 
 
I will get what I want from the conversation .634 
 
My partner will be interested in talking to me .628 
 
I will be an effective conversationalist .591 
 
My partner will be an effective conversationalist .528 
 
I will be in control of the conversation -.049 
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Procedure 

 Participants were led separately into the lab and seated at individual computer 

stations. The experimenter informed participants that they would be engaging in three 

conversational tasks with their partner. In reality, participants had only one 

conversation but were led to believe that they would have a series of conversations 

together to avoid any unusual behavior(s) that could arise in situations where people 

have no expectations for future interaction (cf. Berger, 1979). Prior to this interaction, the 

28 dyads who reported their interpersonal expectations also completed the IEQ. 

 After completing the IEQ, participants were seated across from each other and 

instructed to engage in a five-minute unstructured conversation. The experimenter 

monitored the interaction from an adjacent room and provided instructions to 

participants using a one-way intercom system. The instructions for this task were as 

follows: 

For this task you can talk to your partner about anything you like. Some possible 
topics might be a movie or television show you saw recently; how you feel about 
Queen’s and your classes so far; etc. Take this opportunity to get to know your 
partner, so make sure that both you and your partner have the opportunity to talk. 
The experimenter will stop you after 5 minutes, so please do not end your 
discussion until the experimenter instructs you to do so. 
 

After five minutes, the experimenter interrupted the interaction and instructed 

participants to return to their computer station where they completed the SAS and 

uncertainty reduction questionnaires as well as the CUS, IAS, and BDI-II. When 

participants completed all of the questionnaires, they were fully debriefed and 

introduced to their partners. 
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Results 

Correlations 

 Table 3 shows the correlations between all my predictor variables as well as all 

my dependent measures. As predicted, CUS scores were significantly and positively 

correlated with the GUS; whereas BDI-II and IAS scores were not significantly correlated 

with the GUS. Consistent with previous research, CUS scores also were significantly and 

positively correlated with BDI-II and IAS scores.  

In addition, providing some support for my hypotheses, CUS scores were 

significantly and negatively correlated with SAS and total uncertainty reduction scores. 

SAS scores also were significantly and negatively correlated with the IAS but not with 

GUS or BDI-II scores. Uncertainty reduction scores were significantly and negatively 

correlated with IAS and BDI-II scores but not with the GUS. Contrary to my hypotheses, 

however, the CUS was not significantly correlated with IEQ scores. IEQ scores also were 

not significantly correlated with GUS or BDI-II scores but were significantly and 

negatively correlated with the IAS. 

Consistent with Berger and Calabrese’s (1975) URT and with previous research 

demonstrating the negative effects of uncertainty on liking (see Clatterbuck, 1979), 

uncertainty reduction scores were significantly and positively correlated with the SAS. 

Moreover, IEQ scores were significantly and positively associated with uncertainty 

reduction scores as well as SAS scores, yielding additional support for the effect of self-

fulfilling prophecies. 
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Table 3. Correlations Between all Predictor and Dependent Measures in Study 1. 

 
 
 CUS  GUS IAS BDI SAS UR IEQ 
 
 
CUS 1.00 
 
GUS .24* 1.00 
 
IAS .26** .02 1.00 
 
BDI .30** .11 .28 1.00 
 
SAS -.22* -.13 -.19* -.03 1.00 
 
UR -.23* -.18 -.36* -.21* .51** 1.00 
 
IEQ .10 -.02 -.26* .01 .49** .45** 1.00 
Note.  CUS = Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & Edwards, 1994); GUS = Global Uncertainty Scale (Douglas, 
1991); IAS = Interaction Anxiousness Scale (Leary, 1983); BDI-II = Beck Depression Inventory II (Beck, 1996); 
SAS = Social Attraction Subscale of the Interpersonal Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974); UR = 
Total Uncertainty Reduction Scores (Douglas, 1991); IEQ = Interpersonal Expectations Questionnaire 
* p < .05     ** p < .01 

 
Overview of Analyses 

 Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger (1998) have shown that whereas power is relatively 

unaffected when independent data are treated as non-independent, the opposite can 

lead to more Type I or Type II errors depending on the context. Although participants’ 

IEQ scores can be treated as independent because they report their expectations prior to 

meeting their partner, thus partner variables should not affect these ratings, participants’ 

uncertainty and liking ratings would be influenced by their relationship with their 

partner, so these data should not be interpreted independently. Therefore, I examined 

participants’ interpersonal expectations using linear regression, but uncertainty 

reduction and liking data were analyzed using Kashy and Kenny’s (2000) Actor-Partner 
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Interdependence Model (APIM), a dyadic analysis that I will describe in more detail 

later. 

Interpersonal Expectations 

 To determine if causally uncertain individuals had more negative interpersonal 

expectations, I regressed participants’ IEQ scores onto their CUS scores. I also conducted 

additional analyses controlling for participants’ BDI-II, IAS, and GUS scores, separately. 

Contrary to my first hypothesis, and as I already alluded to in my discussion of the 

correlation results, high causally uncertain participants did not have more negative 

expectations for the upcoming interaction than did low causally uncertain participants, 

β = .11, t(56) = 0.78, p = .44. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), mediation requires 

that the predictor and mediator be significantly related.6 So given the non-significant 

relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal expectations, I did not pursue 

any mediation analyses with this variable. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 also was not 

supported. 

Overview of Dyadic Analyses 

 The APIM was designed to examine the effects of mixed independent variables. 

That is, variables that fluctuate within the dyad (i.e., fluctuating between the two 

                                                 
6
 Shrout and Bolger (2002) recommend that researchers examine the actual parameter 

estimates rather than the significance level when testing the relationship between the 
predictor, mediator, and outcome variables. Given that only half of the participants 
completed the IEQ, one could argue that the non-significant relationship between causal 
uncertainty and interpersonal expectations was due to low power. However, even the 
parameter estimates are not consistent with the hypothesized mediation effects. The 
correlation between causal uncertainty and IEQ scores was .10 and the beta weight in 
the regression analysis was .11. In other words, contrary to my predictions, causal 
uncertainty was positively associated with interpersonal expectations rather than 
negatively. Consequently, one would not expect that high causally uncertain people 
would report liking their partners less when they had more positive expectations for 
their conversation.  
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participants) as well as between dyads. This analysis yields both an actor effect (i.e., 

estimates the effect of a participant’s score on the variable as a predictor for his or her 

own behavior) and a partner effect (i.e., estimates the effect of the partner’s score on the 

same variable as a predictor variable for the participant’s behavior). 

 Given that causal uncertainty fluctuated both within the dyad and between 

dyads, these analyses permit examining the degree to which the participant’s causal 

uncertainty affects his or her level of uncertainty and liking (i.e., actor effect) as well as 

the degree to which his or her partner’s causal uncertainty affects these outcome 

variables (i.e., partner effect). For example, consider analyses of participants’ levels of 

liking: a significant actor effect would indicate that participants’ levels of causal 

uncertainty predicted how much they liked their partner above and beyond the effects 

of their partner’s level of causal uncertainty. In contrast, a significant partner effect 

would indicate that the conversational partners’ levels of causal uncertainty predicted 

how much participants liked them above and beyond the effects of the participants’ own 

levels of causal uncertainty. 

 Thus, in the following analyses, dyads were treated as the unit of analysis in the 

APIM model, and each member of the dyad was treated as a repeated measure within 

the dyad. All APIM analyses were estimated using structural equation modeling (SEM) 

in Amos 17.0. To examine the actor effect for causal uncertainty, I estimated the direct 

effect of each dyad member’s level of causal uncertainty on their own uncertainty 

reduction and SAS scores. Similarly, to examine the partner effect for causal uncertainty, 

I estimated the direct effect for each dyad member’s level of causal uncertainty on their 

partner’s uncertainty reduction and SAS scores.  
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 Although separate effects were calculated for each dyad member, members are 

actually interchangeable or nondistinguishable because the A and B labels were entirely 

arbitrary. Therefore, as recommended by Olsen and Kenny (2006), I imposed equality 

constraints on the two actor effects (A and B), the two partner effects (A and B), the 

predictor means and variances, the outcome intercepts, and the residual variances to 

account for the nondistinguishable dyads (see Olsen & Kenny, 2006, for a detailed 

description of the SEM analyses for the APIM with interchangeable dyads). Separate 

analyses also were conducted controlling for participants’ IAS, BDI-II, and GUS scores. 

Liking 

As predicted in Hypothesis 2, the actor effect for causal uncertainty on SAS 

scores was significant, β = -.21, p = .02, such that high causally uncertain participants 

reported liking their partners less than did low causally uncertain participants. This 

effect was still significant when controlling for participants’ IAS (p < .05), BDI-II (p = .02), 

and GUS (p = .04) scores.  And, consistent with previous studies, the partner effect was 

not significant indicating that high causally uncertain participants were not liked less 

than were low causally uncertain participants, β = -.01, p = .90. See Figure 1 for a 

depiction of this model including all standardized parameter estimates. 

Uncertainty Reduction 

Also as predicted in Hypothesis 4, the actor effect for causal uncertainty on 

uncertainty reduction scores was significant, β = -.23, p = .01, such that high causally 

uncertain participants reported higher levels of uncertainty, or less uncertainty 

reduction, following the interaction than did low causally uncertain participants. This 

effect was still significant when controlling for BDI-II (p = .04) and GUS (p < .05) scores 

and was marginal when controlling for IAS scores (p = .08). However, the partner effect 
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was not significant indicating that participants who interacted with high causally 

uncertain partners did not report higher levels of uncertainty than did those who 

interacted with low causally uncertain partners, β = -.02, p = .82. See Figure 2 for a 

depiction of this model including all standardized parameter estimates for this model. 

Figure 1. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Liking (SAS) in Study 1. 

 

Figure 2. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in Study 1. 

 
Mediation Analyses 

The previous analyses served to test both Step 1 (i.e., establishing a significant 
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effect between the predictor and outcome variables)7 and Step 2 (i.e., establishing a 

significant effect between the predictor and mediator variables) of Baron and Kenny’s 

(1986) four steps for testing mediation. Because I established a significant relationship 

between causal uncertainty and uncertainty reduction (but not interpersonal 

expectations), I conducted additional analyses testing Steps 3 (i.e., establishing a 

significant effect between the mediator and outcome variables) and 4 (i.e., 

demonstrating that the relationship between the predictor and outcome variables is not 

significant once the mediator is included) simultaneously. To do so, I included 

participants’ Uncertainty Reduction scores as additional predictors in the liking model. 

This addition permits testing the mediated path from participants’ CUS scores to their 

SAS scores via their Uncertainty Reduction scores using a bootstrapping method (see 

Shrout & Bolger, 2002, for a discussion of the advantages of bootstrapping over other 

tests of mediation) to determine if uncertainty reduction does, indeed, mediate the effect 

of causal uncertainty on liking.8 Given the low and non-significant correlation between 

actor and partner causal uncertainty scores, this correlation was not included in this 

                                                 
7
 Several researchers have argued that Step 1 is not necessary in testing mediation and 

should be dropped. Shrout and Bolger (2002) argue that typical bivariate tests used to 
test the relationship between the predictor and outcome variables have limited power 
and that the power to detect such distal relationship is increased once the mediator is 
accounted for. Consequently, they suggest that the decision to proceed to Step 2 should 
be based on a strong theoretical argument rather than on a significant relationship 
between the predictor and outcome variables. MacKinnon, Krull, and Lockwood (2000) 
also argue that Step 1 is unnecessary because a non-significant relationship between the 
predictor and outcome variable may indicate a suppression effect. That is, in some cases, 
accounting for the mediator may increase rather than decrease the association between 
the predictor and outcome variables. More specifically, suppression effects tend to occur 
when the direct effect of X (the predictor) on Y (the outcome) is opposite to the mediated 
effect (i.e., X → M → Y). However, given that I found a significant relationship between 
causal uncertainty and liking, although both of these arguments are valid reasons for 
dropping Step 1, they are not particularly relevant in the present study. 
8
 Following Mallinckrodt, Abraham, Wei, and Russell’s (2006) recommendations, I 

conducted 10,000 bootstrap iterations.  
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mediation model. 

The maximum likelihood estimates supported full mediation. That is, the actor 

effect for causal uncertainty on liking was no longer significant once uncertainty 

reduction scores were included in the model, β = -.10, p = .24, but the actor effect for 

uncertainty reduction on liking was significant, β = .51, p < .001. The bootstrapping data 

yielded similar results. Using a 90% confidence interval, estimates for the actor effect for 

causal uncertainty on liking ranged from -.23 to .02 and were non-significant (p = .16); 

whereas estimates for the actor effect for uncertainty reduction on liking ranged from .35 

to .64 and were significant (p < .001). See Figure 3 for a depiction of the mediation model 

including all standardized parameter estimates. 

 

Figure 3. Mediation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and Partner Causal 
Uncertainty (CUS) on Liking (SAS) as Mediated by Uncertainty Reduction in 
Study 1. 

 

 Three additional nested models also were tested for model comparison purposes. 

These models were nested in that they included subsets of the same parameters as the 

original mediation model, but within each nested model, some of the original paths 
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were set to zero to determine how removing the path would affect model fit. The first of 

these nested models (depicted in Figure 4) set the path specifying the direct effect of 

causal uncertainty on liking to zero (i.e., Full Mediation Model). If this model fits the 

data as well as the original model, then these results would lend further support for full 

mediation. The chi-square test of comparison for these two models was non-significant 

(p = .65), suggesting the model with no direct effect of CUS on liking did not significant 

reduce model fit as compared to my original model.  

 

Figure 4. Full Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Causal Uncertainty (CUS) 
on Liking (SAS) in Study 1. 

 
The second nested model (depicted in Figure 5) set the path specifying the effect 

of uncertainty reduction on liking to zero (i.e., no mediation model). If this model fit the 

data as well as my original model, it would indicate that uncertainty reduction does not 

have an effect on liking and, therefore, could not mediate the effect of causal uncertainty 

on liking. The chi-square test of comparison for these two models was significant (p < 

.001), which indicates that the original model accounts for the data significantly better 

than this model and thus would not be preferred to the full mediation model. 
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Figure 5. No Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Uncertainty Reduction on 
Liking (SAS) in Study 1. 

 

Finally, the third nested model (depicted in Figure 6) set the path specifying the 

effect of causal uncertainty to uncertainty reduction to zero (i.e., Direct Effects Model). If 

this model fit the data as well as my original model, it would indicate that causal 

uncertainty was not associated with uncertainty reduction, and therefore, uncertainty 

reduction could not mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking. Again, the chi-

square test of comparison of these two models was significant (p = .01) indicating that 

removing this path also significantly worsened model fit and would not be preferred to 

the full mediation model.  

 In summary, then, the full mediation model (see Figure 4) was the best 

representation of the data. That is, the effect of causal uncertainty on liking was fully 

accounted for by high causally uncertain people’s difficulties with uncertainty 

reduction, thus supporting a stronger version of my predictions in Hypothesis 5. 
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Figure 6. Directs Effects Model Specifying No Effect of Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on 
Uncertainty Reduction in Study 1. 

 

Summary of Results 

 Contrary to Hypothesis 1, high causally uncertain participants did not report 

more negative expectations for their upcoming conversation than did low causally 

uncertain participants. However, as I predicted in Hypotheses 2 and 4, they did report 

less liking for their partner and less uncertainty reduction following this interaction. 

Furthermore, supporting my Hypothesis 5, uncertainty reduction fully mediated the 

relationship between causal uncertainty and liking. (Refer to Table 4 for a list of 

hypotheses and relevant results.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Participant 
CUS 

Participant 
Uncertainty 
Reduction 

Participant 
SAS 

Partner 
CUS 

Partner 
Uncertainty 
Reduction 

Partner 
SAS 

.51* 

.51* 

-.06 

-.10 

-.10 

-.02 

-.02 

* p < .001  



 

 37 

Table 4. Summarized Hypotheses and Relevant Findings for Study 1. 

 

 

Hypothesis        Result 
 
 
1. Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high   Not supported 

causally uncertain participants will report more negative 
expectations for their upcoming conversation. 

 
2. Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high    Supported 

causally uncertain participants will report less liking for 
their partner after a brief unstructured interaction. 

 
3. Interpersonal expectations will mediate the relationship  Not Supported 

between causal uncertainty and liking. 
 
4. Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high    Supported 

causally uncertain participants will report less uncertainty 
reduction after interacting with their partner. 

 
5. Uncertainty reduction will mediate the relationship    Supported 

between causal uncertainty and liking. 
 

 
Discussion 

 The purpose of Study 1 was to establish a relationship between causal 

uncertainty and liking and to determine if either negative interpersonal expectations or a 

lack of uncertainty reduction during initial exchanges could explain this relationship. As 

I predicted in Hypothesis 2, following a five-minute unstructured interaction, high 

causally uncertain participants did report liking their partners less than did low causally 

uncertain participants. Furthermore, as I predicted in Hypothesis 4, causally uncertain 

people also reported higher levels of uncertainty about themselves and others following 

this interaction, suggesting an inability to effectively reduce their uncertainty during 

such initial exchanges. More importantly, as expected in Hypothesis 5, this lack of 

uncertainty reduction fully mediated the effect of causal uncertainty on liking. 
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Therefore, one viable explanation for causally uncertain people’s negative perceptions of 

social exchanges is that they are unable to sufficiently reduce their uncertainty about 

themselves and others during such brief interactions. 

In contrast to Hypothesis 1, I did not find any evidence that causally uncertain 

people possessed more negative expectations for their upcoming interaction. Although 

these results would suggest that interpersonal expectations are unable to explain the 

relationship between causal uncertainty and liking, the Interpersonal Expectations 

Questionnaire that I developed for this study may not have been a valid measurement of 

participants’ expectations for their upcoming interaction. In fact, I conducted a 

subsequent validation study that suggested that the IEQ may not adequately measure 

people’s expectations for an upcoming interaction. In this validation study, I 

manipulated whether participants were excluded or included while playing a computer 

game with two unacquainted partners and then asked them to complete the IEQ before 

engaging in a subsequent face-to-face interaction with the same two partners. Based on 

Sommer et al.’s (2007) research demonstrating that a previous rejection experience can 

lead to more negative expectations for subsequent interactions, I expected that 

participants who were excluded during the game would report more negative 

expectations for their upcoming interaction than would participants who were included 

during the game. However, contrary to my predictions, participants reported similar 

expectations for this interaction regardless of whether they were accepted or rejected by 

their partners while playing a computer game.9 Therefore, eliminating interpersonal 

                                                 
9
 Participants were led to believe that they were playing a virtual ball-tossing game with 

two other participants and that they would engage in a brief face-to-face interaction with 
these participants after the game was finished. In reality, participants were playing 
Cyberball (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000), a computer simulation in which 
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expectations as a potential explanation for high causally uncertain people’s 

interpersonal problems may be premature.  

Nevertheless, the null effect does present the possibility that causally uncertain 

people may not possess more negative expectations for their social exchanges. 

Alternatively, they may be more concerned with the possibility of being rejected by 

others. Rejection sensitivity refers to a tendency to anxiously expect rejection during social 

exchanges (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Downey and Feldman argued that these 

expectations for rejection should make rejection sensitive people “hypervigilant for signs 

of rejection” (p. 1328), and consequently, even ambiguous cues should be interpreted as 

evidence of rejection. Furthermore, Downey and Feldman argued that rejection sensitive 

people should be more likely to overreact to perceived rejection. Thus, given that causal 

uncertainty is positively related to rejection sensitivity (Passey et al., 2008), causally 

uncertain people may search for potential signs of rejection during social interactions. In 

turn, perceived rejection should lead to more negative perceptions of the conversation 

and presumably to less liking for the conversational partner (or assumed rejector). 

Therefore, in a second study, I examined if rejection sensitivity also could help to explain 

the relationship between causal uncertainty and liking. 

In addition, one limitation of the current study is that I examined uncertainty 

reduction and liking following brief conversations with a single conversational partner. 

                                                                                                                                                 

participants can be assigned to an inclusion condition, where they receive the ball 
approximately 33% of the time, or an exclusion condition, where they receive the ball 
only once or twice at the beginning of the game. This task has been shown to induce 
feelings of rejection, leading to increased negative affect and reduced belonging (see 
Williams & Zadro, 2001). The groups did differ significantly in terms of affect, t(56) = 
4.63, p < .001, and marginally in terms of belonging, t(30.11) = 1.87, p = .07, suggesting 
the rejection manipulation was effective. However, participants reported similar 
expectations regardless of whether they were excluded (M = 34.48, SD = 4.82) or 
included (M = 32.44, SD = 8.29) during the Cyberball task, t(40.48) = 1.12, p = .25. 
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Although I have examined causally uncertain people’s social perceptions across a series 

of conversations with the same partner (see Boucher & Jacobson, 2009), providing some 

insight about how these perceptions might extend to longer interactions with a stranger, 

thus far I have explored how causally uncertain people rate conversations with only a 

single partner. In other words, I do not know if these ratings extend beyond an initial 

interaction with one unacquainted partner to subsequent interactions with new 

conversational partners. For example, perhaps an initial meeting with a stranger in the 

laboratory may be sufficient to activate participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs, but if 

they were given the opportunity to engage in similar interactions with new partners 

afterwards, the practice from having had a conversation with a stranger already could 

lead them to feel more comfortable in these subsequent conversations. Therefore, in 

Study 2, I also examined if causally uncertain people’s negative ratings would extend 

across a series of initial interactions with different partners. 
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Chapter 3  

Causal Uncertainty Effects on Interpersonal Expectations, Uncertainty 
Reduction, and Liking Across Multiple Interactions 

 
The purpose of Study 2 was to further explore the relationship between causal 

uncertainty, uncertainty reduction, interpersonal expectations, and liking by replicating 

the procedure described in Study 1 using a round-robin design. Participants were 

assigned to four-person groups and interacted with each group member individually for 

five minutes. In other words, each participant engaged in three separate five-minute 

unstructured dyadic conversations. Following each of these conversations, participants 

completed measures of uncertainty reduction and liking. In addition, although I did not 

find any evidence that high causally uncertain people possessed more negative 

interpersonal expectations in Study 1, I wanted to re-examine this relationship using a 

different measure of interpersonal expectations. Therefore, prior to each conversation, 

participants also rated the degree to which they thought the upcoming interaction 

would be successful. Finally, to explore if rejection sensitivity could explain the causal 

uncertainty effect on liking, participants also completed a measure of rejection 

sensitivity at the end of the study. 

One advantage to using a round-robin design is that it yields information about 

perceiver effects, target effects, and relationship effects (cf. Kenny, 1994). More specifically, 

the perceiver effect measures how a participant tends to rate all of his or her 

conversational partners; whereas the target effect measures how a participant tends to 

be viewed by all of his or her partners. In contrast, the relationship effect represents a 

unique, dyadic effect measuring how a participant views one particular partner. By 

assessing these different effects, my aim was to demonstrate that causally uncertain  
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people tend to rate all of their conversations and conversational partners more 

negatively regardless of a partner’s characteristics (e.g., the partner’s level of causal 

uncertainty) and the nature of the interaction itself. That is, I expected a perceiver effect 

such that high causally uncertain people would report liking all three of their partners 

less than would low causally uncertain people. 

H1: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report less liking following all three conversations. 

 
However, a conversational partner’s level of causal uncertainty does not appear to 

influence the participant’s perceptions of the conversation (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009), 

which was demonstrated by the lack of partner effects in Study 1, so I expected that the 

three conversational partners would show relatively little consensus in terms of liking. 

Moreover, previous research suggests that matching communicators on levels of causal 

uncertainty has no significant effect on their perceptions of the conversation (Boucher & 

Jacobson, 2009). Consequently, I did not expect any unique relationship effects with 

causal uncertainty either. 

Another advantage of the round-robin design is that participants engage in more 

than one conversation, which yields information about how interpersonal expectations 

and uncertainty reduction might change over a series of conversations. Conceivably, 

perceptions of one conversation could influence expectations for subsequent 

conversations. For example, if the participant felt that her conversation with one group 

member was awkward and ineffective, she would probably expect conversations with 

the other group members to be awkward and ineffective, too. 

H2a: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report expecting all of their upcoming conversations to be less successful. 



 

 43 

Moreover, confirming these initial expectations should lead to similar or potentially 

even more negative expectations for the subsequent interaction, suggesting that high 

causally uncertain people’s expectations may worsen across the three conversations. 

H2b: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report progressively more negative expectations. 

 
These expectations then should influence how causally uncertain people encode 

(Rothbart et al., 1979) and explain (Jones et al., 1984) their partner’s behaviour, thereby 

confirming their expectations. 

H3: Interpersonal expectations will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking. 
 

In contrast, no previous research has examined uncertainty reduction across a 

series of conversations, so whether the degree of uncertainty during one conversation 

influences subsequent uncertainty reduction attempts is unclear. On the one hand, given 

that individuals are unable to reduce their uncertainty because they doubt their ability 

to predict and explain their partner’s behaviour, a lack of uncertainty reduction during 

one conversation would not necessarily intensify these doubts during subsequent 

conversations. On the other hand, participants may become more skilled or more 

comfortable in predicting and explaining their partner’s behaviour due to their 

experience in the previous interaction, which would be very similar in nature. Therefore, 

although I expected to replicate the relationship between causal uncertainty and 

uncertainty reduction from Study 1, I made no specific predictions for how uncertainty 

reduction scores would change across the three conversations. 

H4: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report less uncertainty reduction overall. 

 



 

 44 

Nevertheless, a lack of uncertainty reduction should lead to lower levels of perceived 

intimacy and liking (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Clatterbuck, 1979). 

H5: Uncertainty reduction will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking. 

Furthermore, replicating Passey et al.’s (2008) findings, causal uncertainty should 

be positively related to rejection sensitivity. In turn, such heightened rejection sensitivity 

should make participants with higher levels of causal uncertainty more aware of 

potential rejection cues. Furthermore, in cases of perceived rejection, they should display 

affective and behavioural overreactions, including increased feelings of rejection 

(Downey & Feldman, 1996). Conceivably, then, causally uncertain people’s heightened 

rejection sensitivity also could lead them to report less liking for their conversational 

partners. 

H6: Causal uncertainty will be positively related to rejection sensitivity. 

H7: Rejection sensitivity will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking. 

Finally, replicating the effects from Study 1, causal uncertainty should be 

positively related to global uncertainty, depression, and social anxiety. However, none 

of these constructs should account for the hypothesized effects. 

Method 

Participants 

 One hundred and seventy-six female10 undergraduate students were recruited 

from Queen’s University and were assigned to one of 44 four-person groups, of which 

                                                 
10
 For logistical reasons, only female participants were recruited for this study. Given the 

greater number of women enrolled in psychology classes at Queen’s University, 
recruiting four same-sex participants for the same time slot was more feasible with just 
women and also reduces the likelihood of any potential effects of sexual attraction 
between participants that would be more likely to occur with mixed-sex groups. 
However, I had no reason to expect that limiting my sample to only women would affect 
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22 groups reported their interpersonal expectations and 22 did not. Participants had a 

mean age of 18.53 years (SD = 0.89), ranging from 17 to 23 years. All participants 

received partial course credit or $15 for their time. 

Measures (see Appendix B for all experimental materials from Study 2) 

As in Study 1, participants completed the CUS (M = 42.14, SD = 10.57, ranging 

from 16 to 84; α = .89),11 GUS (M = 3.49, SD = 0.75, ranging from 1.71 to 5.43; α = .83),12,13 

BDI-II (M = 7.78, SD = 7.73, ranging from 0 to 48; α = .93),14 and IAS (M = 45.94, SD = 

12.05, ranging from 17 to 73; α = .91)15 for personality measures, and the SAS 

(Conversation 1: M = 26.03, SD = 4.80, ranging from 13 to 35; Conversation 2: M = 24.86, 

                                                                                                                                                 

the relationship between causal uncertainty, interpersonal expectations, uncertainty 
reduction, and liking. 
11
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the CUS. The last significant drop 

in reduced eigenvalues occurred after one factor, the RMSEA value was 0.08 (90% CI: 
0.06 – 0.09), and all factor loadings for the one-factor solution were above .44. 
12
 As in Study 1, participants completed the GUS as part of a pre-screening package, and 

completing this package was not required to participate in this study. Consequently, 
only 121 participants completed this scale. 
13
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the GUS. Although the RMSEA 

value for the one-factor solution was 0.14 (90% CI: 0.10 – 0.18), indicating poor fit, the 
last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor loadings 
for this solution were above .45. 
14
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the BDI-II. The last significant 

drop in reduced eigenvalues occurred after one factor, the RMSEA value was 0.09 (90% 
CI: 0.08 – 0.10), and all factor loadings for the one-factor solution were above .35. 
15
 Factor analyses primarily supported a one-factor structure for the IAS, although there 

some support existed for a two-factor solution as well. The most significant drop in 
reduced eigenvalues was evident after one factor, but a smaller drop in reduced 
eigenvalues occurred after two factors. Similarly, the RMSEA value for the one-factor 
structure was .11 (90% CI: 0.10 – 0.13), indicating poor fit, but was somewhat better for 
the two-factor structure (RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI: 0.06 – 0.10). All the factor loadings for 
the one-factor structure were above .44, but the two-factor solution suggests that items 4 
(i.e., “I get nervous when I must talk to a teacher or boss”), 8 (i.e., “I would be nervous if 
I was being interviewed for a job”), 13 (i.e., “I often feel nervous when calling someone I 
don’t know very well”), and 14 (i.e., “I get nervous when I speak to someone in a 
position of authority”) load onto a separate factor, and item 12 (i.e., “I often feel nervous 
when talking to an attractive member of the opposite sex”) appears to load equally on 
both factors. Given the high factor loadings for the one-factor solution, I opted for the 
more parsimonious solution.  
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SD = 6.13, ranging from 6 to 35; Conversation 3: M = 25.94, SD = 5.74, ranging from 5 to 

35; α = .81 - .90)16 and Uncertainty Reduction Questionnaires (Conversation 1: M = 62.64, 

SD = 14.73, ranging from 25 to 102; Conversation 2: M = 64.33, SD = 16.91, ranging from 

18 to 104; Conversation 3: M = 67.57, SD = 16.97, ranging from 27 to 108; α  = .82 - .83)17 

as dependent measures.  

Because I found no effect of causal uncertainty on interpersonal expectations 

using the IEQ in Study 1, participants did not complete this measure in the current 

study. Instead, participants rated how successful each interaction would be using a 

single item (i.e., “Please rate how successful you think your next conversation will be”) 

on a scale from -5 (not at all successful) to +5 (very successful), which was similar in nature 

to the one-item measure used by Sommer et al. (2007), who found a significant effect of 

interpersonal rejection on participants’ expectations for a subsequent interaction.18 

Participants who reported their expectations for each upcoming conversation 

had an average rating of 1.64 (SD = 1.85) for Conversation 1, ranging from -5 to + 5, of 

                                                 
16
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the SAS. Although the RMSEA for 

the one-factor solution was 0.11 (90% CI: 0.06 – 0.18), indicating poor fit, the last 
significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor loadings were 
above .63. 
17
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor as well as a four-factor solution. Although 

significant drops in reduced eigenvalues occurred for one, two, three, and four factors, 
the one-factor and four-factor solutions were most interpretable (i.e., the two- and three-
factor solutions included several items that loaded on multiple factors). The one-factor 
solution yielded an RMSEA value of 0.28 (90% CI: 0.26 – 0.30), indicating poor fit, but all 
the factor loadings for this solution were above .36. In contrast, the RMSEA value for the 
four-factor solution was 0.07 (90% CI: 0.04 – 0.10), indicating adequate fit, and this 
solution supported the four types of uncertainty Douglas (1991) originally proposed. 
However, to be consistent with Study 1 so that the results could be compared more 
easily, I opted for the more parsimonious, one-factor solution. 
18
 Although I would have preferred to use the same item as Sommer et al. (2007), I was 

unable to do so as their research was presented during a symposium at the annual 
conference of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology and there is currently no 
published description of this item available. 
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2.04 (SD = 1.57) for Conversation 2, ranging from -5 to +5, and of 1.99 (SD = 1.72) for 

Conversation 3, ranging from -3 to +5. 

 In two-way ANOVAs, no main effects for label (A, B, C, or D) on CUS, IAS, and 

BDI-II scores were significant (ps > .39). Also, no main effects of expectation condition 

for CUS and IAS scores were significant (ps > .18). However, BDI-II scores were 

significantly different depending on expectation condition, F(1, 168) = 3.88, p = .05, such 

that participants who rated their expectations for the upcoming interaction reported 

significantly higher BDI-II scores (M = 8.92, SE = 0.82) than did participants who did not 

complete this rating (M = 6.65, SE = 0.82). Although the corresponding two-way 

interaction between label and expectation condition was not significant for IAS or BDI-II 

scores (ps > .24), this interaction was significant for CUS scores, F(3, 168) = 3.45, p = .02. I 

explored this interaction further by conducting separate one-way ANOVAs testing the 

effect of label at each level of expectation condition. CUS scores did not differ across 

labels among participants who did not report their interpersonal expectations, F(3, 84) = 

1.47, p = .23 (see Table 5 for a list of the relevant means and standard errors). Even 

though the effect of label was significant among participants who did report these 

expectations, F(3, 84) = 2.98, p = .04 (see Table 5 for a list of the relevant means and 

standard errors), none of the mean differences were significant (ps > .08). 

 In addition, no main effects of label on expectation ratings, SAS scores, or 

uncertainty reduction scores were significant (ps > .26). Also, no main effects of 

expectation condition on SAS scores or uncertainty reduction scores were significant (ps 

> .11). Interpersonal expectation ratings and SAS scores also did not differ across the 

three conversations (ps > .06). However, uncertainty reduction scores were significantly 

different across the three conversations, F(2, 167) = 7.18, p < .01, such that participants 
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reported significantly higher uncertainty reduction scores following the last 

conversation (M = 67.57, SE = 1.27) than following the first (M = 62.64, SE = 1.11) and 

second (M = 64.33, SE = 1.29) conversations, t(175) = -3.76, p < .01 and t(175) = -2.29, p = 

.02, respectively. All corresponding two- and three-way interactions were not significant 

(ps > .10).  

Table 5. Mean Causal Uncertainty Scores with Standard Errors (SE) According to Participant 
Label (A, B, C, or D) and Completion of Interpersonal Expectations Rating in Study 2. 

 

 

 Group Label Mean SE 
 
 
Did not Complete Expectations Rating 
 
  A 42.41 2.20 
 
  B 41.54 2.20 
 
  C 43.23 2.20  
 
  D 37.23 2.20 
 
Completed Expectations Rating 
 
  A 40.04 2.20 
   
  B 47.36 2.20 
 
  C 39.86 2.20  
 
  D 45.41 2.20 
 
 

Finally, to measure rejection sensitivity, participants also completed a modified 

version of the Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ; Downey & Feldman, 1996). The 

original RSQ consists of 18 items describing a series of hypothetical scenarios where 

rejection is possible (e.g., “You ask someone in class if you can borrow his/her notes”). 
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However, because I was interested primarily in situations involving strangers, items 

referring to scenarios involving parents (e.g., “You ask your parents for help in deciding 

what programs to apply to”) were removed, and one item was re-phrased, so that it 

referred specifically to a stranger (i.e., “You’re at a party and you start a conversation 

with someone you’ve never met.”). This modified version of the RSQ consisted of 13 

items.19 Participants made two ratings for each of these items. First, they rated their level 

of anxiety and concern about the outcome of the situation on a scale from 1 (very 

unconcerned) to 6 (very concerned). Then, they rated their expectations that the target 

person would accept the request on a scale from 1 (very unlikely) to 6 (very likely). A total 

score is calculated by reverse scoring each expectation rating, so that it reflects 

expectations for rejection and then multiplying each rejection score by the corresponding 

concern rating. The overall rejection sensitivity score is represented by the average of 

these items, and higher scores indicate greater rejection sensitivity. The modified scale 

had good internal consistency (α = .78), and factor analyses supported a one-factor 

structure.20 Participants had a mean score of 10.59 (SD = 3.09), ranging from 2.85 to 

19.15. RSQ scores did not differ according to label or expectation condition (ps > .24), 

and the corresponding two-way interaction also was not significant (p = .29). 

Procedure 

 Following Kenny’s (1994) Social Relations Model, participants were assigned to a 

group with three other unacquainted women and were randomly assigned to the role of 

                                                 
19
 Although I reduced the number of items in the scale, my modified version is five items 

longer than the RSQ – Short Form (Downey & Feldman, 1996), which has been shown to 
have good internal consistency (α = .81). 
20
 Although the RMSEA value for the one-factor solution was 0.10 (90% CI: 0.09 – 0.12), 

indicating poor fit, the last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, 
and all factor loadings were above .27. 
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‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’, or ‘D’. Then, using a round-robin design, participants interacted with each 

group member individually. As in Study 1, half of the groups completed the expectancy 

rating prior to each of these conversations. 

 Upon their arrival to the lab, participants were led to individual computer 

stations. All computers were linked to a computer network, and participants interacted 

with each other via web-based cameras and microphones using MSN Messenger©. 

Therefore, I essentially re-created a face-to-face conversation by maintaining many of the 

nonverbal cues present in typical face-to-face conversations.21 The experimenter 

monitored all the conversations from a fifth computer station that also gave the 

experimenter control over all the participant computers to start and end the 

conversations. 

 The experimenter briefly demonstrated the use of the computer interface and 

web-based cameras to the participants prior to starting the experiment. Then, 

participants engaged in a five-minute unstructured interaction separately with each 

member of their group. The instructions for this task were the same as those used for 

Study 1. After five minutes, the experimenter interrupted the interaction and instructed 

                                                 
21
 I selected the computer-mediated environment for logistical purposes to make the 

transition from one conversation to another much smoother; using this method, 
participants were able to remain in the same room instead of being relocated for each 
conversation. Although Boucher (2005) found that causal uncertainty effects were 
attenuated in a computer-mediated environment (i.e., no effect of causal uncertainty on 
conversational appropriateness, conversational effectiveness, or perceived 
conversational skill during computer-mediated interactions), participants in that study 
interacted with each other using text-based computer-mediated communication, so they 
had few nonverbal cues available during their conversations. In contrast, participants in 
the current study used web-based cameras and microphones so that they could speak to 
each other instead of type. Therefore, because many of the nonverbal cues from face-to-
face conversations were preserved in these conversations, I expected that these 
interactions would approximate face-to-face conversations and not the text-based 
conversations observed by Boucher (2005). 
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participants to complete the SAS and uncertainty reduction questionnaires. Participants 

who reported their interpersonal expectations also completed the expectancy rating for 

the next conversation at this time. This process was repeated for the second and third 

conversations, so that participants interacted with each group member.22 

 After participants finished all three conversations, they were instructed to 

complete the CUS, BDI-II, IAS, and modified RSQ. Finally, participants were fully 

debriefed and formally introduced to one another. 

Results 

Correlations 

 Table 6 shows the correlations between all my predictor and dependent 

variables, including correlations between each of the dependent measures across the 

three conversations. As predicted, CUS scores were significantly and positively 

correlated with GUS, IAS, and BDI-II scores.  

 In addition, providing some support for my hypotheses, CUS scores were 

significantly and negatively correlated with uncertainty reduction scores for all three 

conversations. CUS scores also were significantly and positively correlated with the 

modified RSQ scores. Similarly, CUS scores were significantly and negatively correlated 

with interpersonal expectations but only for the first conversation. Contrary to my 

hypotheses, however, causal uncertainty scores were not associated with SAS scores 

during any of the conversations. 

                                                 
22
 Note that the conversation order was the same for all groups; Conversation 1 was 

between ‘A’ and ‘B’ and between ‘C’ and ‘D’, conversation 2 was between ‘A’ and ‘C’ 
and between ‘B’ and ‘D’, and conversation 3 was between ‘A’ and ‘D’ and between ‘B’ 
and ‘C’. 
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 As in Study 1, the significant and positive correlations between SAS and 

uncertainty reduction scores provide additional support for Berger and Calabrese’s 

(1975) theory. However, these correlations were mainly significant among SAS and 

uncertainty reduction scores for the same conversation and were much lower (and 

mostly non-significant) across conversations, indicating that the effect of uncertainty on 

liking occurs only when communicators attribute their lack of uncertainty reduction to 

their current conversational partner and does not extend to subsequent conversations. 

Interpersonal expectation ratings also were generally positively correlated with SAS 

scores although these correlations were not all significant. Interestingly, correlations 

between the expectation ratings for the first conversation and all three SAS scores were 

uncorrelated, suggesting that the initial interpersonal expectations may not be very 

predictive of subsequent liking. Rejection sensitivity was not associated with liking 

during any of the conversations. 

 Correlations between interpersonal expectations and subsequent levels of 

uncertainty reduction were generally positive, and many of these correlations were 

significant, suggesting that individuals who reported more positive expectations prior to 

the interaction may have been more successful in reducing their uncertainty. In contrast, 

rejection sensitivity was associated with uncertainty reduction only in the last 

conversation. Moreover, rather unexpectedly, modified RSQ scores were not associated 

with interpersonal expectations, suggesting that individuals with higher levels of 

rejection sensitivity may not possess negative interpersonal expectations. 
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Table 6. Correlations Between all Predictor and Dependent Measures in Study 2. 

 
 
 CUS GUS IAS BDI SAS1 SAS2 SAS3 UR1 UR2 UR3 IE1 IE2 IE3 RS 
 

 
CUS 1.00 
 
GUS .37** 1.00 
 
IAS .28** .24** 1.00 
 
BDI .39** .14 .18* 1.00 
 
SAS1 -.06 -.07 -.08 -.08 1.00 
 
SAS2 -.10 -.05 -.07 -.22** .04 1.00 
 
SAS3 -.12 .02 -.22** -.09 .22** .15 1.00 
 
UR1 -.21** -.29** -.27** -.06 .43** .00 .11 1.00 
 
UR2 -.20** -.23* -.11 -.14 .02 .63** .10 .23 1.00 
 
UR3 -.24** -.12 -.30** -.06 .15* .06 .58** .41** .39** 1.00 
 
IE1 -.24* -.18 -.23* -.05 .16 .07 .17 .17 .19 .33** 1.00 
 
IE2 -.14 -.24 -.26* -.12 .39** .14 .31** .29** .22* .31** .49** 1.00 
 
IE3 -.20 -.08 -.35** -.20 .19 .47** .22* .20 .50** .38** .42** .50** 1.00 
 
RS .38** .20* .41** .21** .06 -.11 -.13 -.12 -.09 -.20** .00 -.16 -.13 1.00 
Note.  P = Prescreening Measure; E = Experimental Measure; CUS = Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & 
Edwards, 1994); GUS = Global Uncertainty Scale (Douglas, 1991); IAS = Interaction Anxiousness Scale 
(Leary, 1983); BDI-II = Beck Depression Inventory II (Beck, 1996); SAS1 = Social Attraction Subscale from the 
Interpersonal Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974) – Conversation 1; SAS2 = Social Attraction 
Subscale – Conversation 2; SAS3 = Social Attraction Subscale – Conversation 3; UR1 = Total uncertainty 
reduction score (Douglas, 1991) – Conversation 1; UR2 = Total uncertainty reduction score – Conversation 2; 
UR3 = Total uncertainty reduction score – Conversation 3; IE1 – Interpersonal Expectations rating – 
Conversation 1; IE2 = Interpersonal Expectations rating – Conversation 2; IE3 = Interpersonal Expectations 
rating – Conversation 3; RS = Modified Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire. 
* p < .05     ** p < .01 
 

Finally, the correlation between the three SAS scores were generally low and 

non-significant, suggesting that liking across conversations may depend more on 

relationship variables rather than actor or partner variables. Uncertainty reduction 

scores were positively correlated with each other although these correlations were 



 

 54 

significant only between the first and third conversations and between the second and 

third conversations. As predicted, interpersonal expectation ratings also were 

significantly and positively correlated with each other.  

Overview of Analyses 

 As in Study 1, because participants’ SAS and uncertainty reduction scores could 

be influenced by partner variables, I treated the data as interdependent. However, even 

though they engaged in dyadic interactions, participants were part of a four-person 

group, so the group was treated as the unit of analysis instead of the dyad. These 

analyses are described in more detail below.  

 In contrast, modified RSQ scores should not be affected by partner variables, and 

therefore, they can be treated independently. Consequently, I used linear regression to 

analyze these scores. Although I also treated participants’ IEQ scores as independent in 

Study 1, participants engaged in three separate interactions in the current study, so 

participants’ expectation rating for one conversation may have been affected by partner 

variables in the previous interaction and the nature of that interaction. Therefore, I 

treated these ratings as interdependent in Study 2, also treating the group as the unit of 

analysis. This model is described in more detail below. 

Rejection Sensitivity 

 To examine the relationship between causal uncertainty and rejection sensitivity, 

I regressed participants’ modified RSQ scores onto their CUS scores. I also replicated 

this analysis controlling for participants’ BDI-II and IAS scores separately. As predicted, 

high causally uncertain participants reported higher levels of rejection sensitivity 

overall, β = .38, t(175) = 5.45, p < .001; this effect was still significant when controlling for 

depression and social anxiety (ps < .001). 
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Interpersonal Expectations 

 To account for the possibility that partner characteristics from the previous 

conversation could influence a participant’s expectation rating for their subsequent 

conversation, I examined the relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal 

expectations using structural equation modeling in Amos 17.0, so that the group was 

treat as the unit of analysis (see Figure 7 for a depiction of the full model). Each group 

member’s level of causal uncertainty was included as four separate predictors in the 

model, and each participant’s three expectation ratings were included as 12 separate 

outcome variables.  

Therefore, to determine if causal uncertainty was associated with more negative 

expectations, I estimated the direct effect of each participant’s level of causal uncertainty 

on each of the three expectation ratings. In addition, to examine if a partner’s level of 

causal uncertainty influenced participants’ expectation for a subsequent conversation, I 

also estimated the direct effect of each participant’s level of causal uncertainty on her 

partner’s expectation rating. However, because participants reported their expectations 

prior to meeting their partner, a partner’s level of causal uncertainty could not influence 

a participant’s expectations for her conversation with that particular partner. Rather, the 

partner’s level of causal uncertainty may influence the participant’s expectations for the 

subsequent conversation. Therefore, I estimated the direct of effect of each dyad 

member’s level of causal uncertainty on her partner’s expectation rating for the next 

conversation. That is, I estimated the effect of A’s level of causal uncertainty on B’s 

expectation rating for the second conversation and on C’s expectation rating for the third 

conversation, and vice-versa. Similarly, I estimated the effect of C’s level of causal 
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uncertainty on D’s expectation rating for the second conversation and on B’s expectation 

rating for the third conversation, and vice-versa. 

 As in Study 1, although separate effects were calculated for each group members, 

the members are actually interchangeable because the participant labels were entirely 

arbitrary. Therefore, I imposed equality constraints on each of the actor effects (A, B, C, 

and D) and each of the partner effects (A, B, C, and D). However, because I expected 

high causally uncertain people’s expectations to worsen over time, I allowed the actor 

effects across conversations to differ (i.e., for Conversation 1, 2, and 3). I also imposed 

equality constraints on the four predictor means and variances, the four outcome 

intercepts, and the residual variances. Again, to permit for changes in expectations 

across the three conversations, outcome intercepts and residual variances were 

permitted to vary across the three conversations and were constrained only within 

conversations (i.e., across the four participants). Separate analyses also were conducted 

controlling for participants’ IAS, BDI-II, and GUS scores. 

 As predicted in Hypothesis 2a, the actor effect of causal uncertainty was 

significant for all three expectation ratings, such that high causally uncertain people 

reported more negative expectations for each of the conversations; Conversation 1: β = -

.27, p < .01; Conversation 2: β = -.23, p = .02; Conversation 3: β = -.22, p = .03. The causal 

uncertainty effect on expectation ratings for the first conversation remained significant 

when controlling for participants’ IAS (p = .02), BDI-II (p = .01), and GUS scores (p = .01). 

However, the effect on expectations ratings for the second conversation was no longer 

significant when controlling for IAS (p = .09), BDI-II (p = .12), or GUS scores (p = .07). 

Similarly, the effect on expectations ratings for the third conversation also was not 

significant when controlling for IAS (p = .24), BDI-II (p = .19), or GUS scores (p = .11). 
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Therefore, high causally uncertain people appeared to have more negative expectations 

only for the first conversation, yielding partial support for Hypothesis 2. And in contrast 

to Hypothesis 2b, high causally uncertain people’s expectations did not appear to 

worsen, and may have even improved, across the three conversations. 

 As in Study 1, partner levels of causal uncertainty did not appear to affect 

participants’ ratings. Both of the estimated partner effects were not significant, 

suggesting that interacting with a high causally uncertain partner did not lead to more 

negative expectations for a subsequent conversation than interacting with a low causally 

uncertain partner; Conversation 2: β = -.10, p = .23; Conversation 3: β = .03, p = .69. 

 

Figure 7. Structural Equation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant (represented by 
solid lines) and Partner (represented by dashed lines) Causal Uncertainty (CUS) 
on Participants’ Interpersonal Expectation Ratings in Study 2. 
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Social Relations Model (SRM) Analyses (see Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006, for a description 

of this model) 

 To examine causal uncertainty effects on uncertainty reduction and liking, I 

conducted SRM analyses using structural equation modeling. This model calculates a 

perceiver effect that estimates every participant’s tendency to view the other members of 

the group, a target effect that estimates how consistent other members of the group were 

in rating a particular participant, and a relationship effect that estimates a particular 

dyad’s tendency to rate each other. Thus, the perceiver and target effects are essentially 

analogous to the actor and partner effects for the APIM analyses I described in Study 1.  

 To clarify, consider the following example: participants A, B, C, and D interact 

with each other and then report their level of uncertainty following each conversation. 

Using the SRM, the group mean estimates the average uncertainty score for A, B, C, and 

D across all conversations. The perceiver effect estimates how much uncertainty 

participant A reports after interacting with B, C, and D; whereas the target effect 

estimates how much uncertainty reduction B, C, and D reporting after interacting with 

A. Finally, the relationship effect estimates the level of uncertainty reduction for each 

conversation, examining A’s reported uncertainty after interacting with B, as well as B’s 

reported uncertainty after interacting with A above and beyond their own perceiver 

effects. 

 These analyses were conducted in Amos 17.0, so that the group was treated as 

the unit of analyses. Four latent variables represented each participant’s perceiver (actor) 

effect, and four latent variables represented their target (partner) effects. In other words, 

A’s ratings of B, C, and D were used to estimate the perceiver effect for A; whereas B, C, 
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and D’s ratings of A were used to estimate the target effect for A. The relationship effect 

was represented by the error terms associated with each rating. Corresponding 

perceiver and target effects were correlated (i.e., A’s perceiver and target effects), and 

the error terms for corresponding ratings also were correlated (i.e., error terms 

associated with A’s rating for B and with B’s rating for A). 

 To examine if causal uncertainty was related to these effects, each participant’s 

level of causal uncertainty was included as four separate predictors in the model. 

Therefore, to determine if causal uncertainty was associated with a tendency to report 

less uncertainty reduction overall, I estimated the direct effect of each participant’s level 

of causal uncertainty on the corresponding perceiver effect. Similarly, to determine if 

causal uncertainty tends to influence uncertainty reduction for conversational partners, I 

also estimated the direct effect of each participant’s level of causal uncertainty on the 

corresponding target effect. 

 Again, because the labels assigned to participants were completely arbitrary, I 

imposed equality constraints accounting for the interchangeability of group members. 

As described by Kenny and West (2006), equality constraints must be imposed on all 

observed variable means (e.g., the 12 uncertainty reduction scores), the four perceiver 

variances (A, B, C, and D), the four target variances (A, B, C, and D), the 12 relationship 

variances, the four perceiver-target covariances, and the six error covariances. I also 

placed equality constraints on the four CUS means and variances, on the four CUS and 

perceiver effect covariances, and on the four CUS and target effect covariances. 

 Although Kenny and La Voie (1984) note that one of the major assumptions of 

SRM is no order effects (i.e., participants’ behavior should remain relatively static across 

the three conversations), I was interested in examining if liking and uncertainty 
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reduction scores actually changed across the three conversations. Therefore, although I 

imposed equality constraints on the observed variables means for each of the four 

participants, I allowed these means to differ across the three conversations. Similarly, 

relationship variances and error covariances were constrained within conversations but 

could differ across conversations. Then, to determine if these ratings should be treated 

as static, I tested an alternative nested model in which paths from the observed variables 

to the latent variables representing the actor and partner effects were set to one.  

Several other alternative nested models also were tested based on Kenny’s 

(personal communication, April 18, 2007) recommendations. Specifically, in addition to 

the model I just described, I tested nine additional alternative models. In one model, the 

paths from the observed variables to the latent variables representing the actor and 

partner effects were set to zero. In another model, the group variance was set to zero. 

And in yet another model, the relationship covariances and the actor-partner 

covariances were set to zero. The six remaining models were combinations of the four 

models already described.23 

Liking 

 Model comparison for the liking model indicated that constraining the paths 

from the observed variables to the latent variables to be equal to 1 did not significantly 

                                                 
23
 More precisely, I tested the following 10 alternative nested models for both liking and 

uncertainty reduction: (1) paths from observed to latent variables set to 1; (2) paths from 
observed to latent variables set to 0; (3) group variance set to 0; (4) paths from observed 
to latent variables set to 1 with group variance is set to 0; (5) paths from observed to 
latent variables set to 0 with group variance is set to 0; (6) relationship covariances and 
actor-partner covariances set to 0; (7) relationship and actor-partner covariances set to 0 
with paths from observed to latent variables set to 1; (8) relationship and actor-partner 
covariances set to 0 with paths from observed to latent variables set to 0; (9) relationship 
and actor-partner covariances set to 0 and group variance set to 0 with paths from 
observed to latent variables set to 1; and (10) relationship and actor-partner covariances 
set to 0 and group variance set to 0 with paths from observed to latent variables set to 0. 
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affect model fit (p = .06); whereas using any of the other models would have reduced fit 

(ps < .04). Therefore, the estimates reported below are from this alternative model 

(depicted in Figure 8) rather than the full SRM model.  

 

Figure 8. Social Relations Model Depicting the Covariance Effects of Causal Uncertainty 
(CUS) on Overall Actor (Solid Lines) and Partner (Dashed Lines) Effects for 
Liking (SAS) in Study 2. 

 

As I predicted in Hypothesis 1, the covariance between causal uncertainty and 

the actor effect was significant, cov = -5.75 (SE = 2.85), p = .04, indicating that high 
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than did low causally uncertain people. The covariance between causal uncertainty and 

the actor effect was still significant when controlling for participants’ IAS scores (p = .05) 
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and marginal when controlling for participants BDI-II and GUS scores (ps = .06). As in 

Study 1, the covariance between causal uncertainty and the partner effect was not 

significant, cov = 0.98 (SE = 2.62), p = .71. In other words, participants did not report 

liking a high causally uncertain partner less than a low causally uncertain partner.  

Uncertainty Reduction 

 Model comparison for the uncertainty reduction model indicated that all of the 

alternative models would not significantly reduce model fit (ps > .54). Given that all 10 

alternative models did not affect model fit, I could not determine which model to use by 

simply comparing the alternative models to the full SRM model. Therefore, I compared 

two alternative models that were nested within the most parsimonious model (i.e., 

where the group variance was set to zero and where the relationship and dyadic 

covariances were set to zero) to determine if the paths from the outcome to the latent 

variables should be constrained to zero or to one. This model comparison indicated that 

constraining the paths from the outcome to the latent variable to be 1 would not 

significantly reduce model fit (p = 1.00); whereas constraining these paths to be 0 would 

(p < .01). Thus, the estimates reported below are from this alternative model (depicted in 

Figure 9) rather than the full SRM model. 

 As predicted, high causally uncertain participants reported higher levels of 

uncertainty about themselves and others overall, suggesting less uncertainty reduction 

during the three conversations, cov = -38.25 (SE = 10.21), p < .01. The covariance between 

participants’ causal uncertainty scores and the latent actor effects also remained 

significant when controlling for participants’ IAS, BDI-II, and GUS scores (ps < .01). In 

contrast, causal uncertainty scores were not associated with latent partner effects, cov = 

5.85 (SE = 6.46), p = .36. Consistent with Study 1, interacting with a high causally 
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uncertain partner rather than a low causally uncertain partner had no effect on a 

participants’ ability to reduce their uncertainty. 

 

Figure 9. Social Relations Model Depicting the Covariance Effects of Causal Uncertainty 
(CUS) on Overall Actor (Solid Lines) and Partner (Dashed Lines) Effects for 
Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in Study 2. 
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However, because causal uncertainty was associated with expectations only for 

the first conversation, interpersonal expectations could not mediate the overall effect of 

causal uncertainty on liking but could perhaps mediate the relationship between causal 

uncertainty and liking during the first conversation. Therefore, I first wanted to test if 

causal uncertainty was indeed associated with liking during the first conversation (i.e., 

Step 1) as the SRM analyses described before do not explicitly test this relationship. 

Furthermore, given that only half of the participants completed the interpersonal 

expectations rating, to ensure that a non-significant relationship between causal 

uncertainty and liking when controlling for participants’ expectations (i.e., full 

mediation) could not be attributed to this loss of power, I conducted these analyses on 

the subset of groups that completed the expectations rating. Unfortunately, at least 

among this subset of participants, causal uncertainty was not significantly related to 

participants’ reported liking during the first conversation alone, β = .02, p = .83. 

Furthermore, the effect remained non-significant even when the analyses were 

conducted using all 44 groups, β = -.02, p = .78.24 In other words, participants’ 

interpersonal expectations cannot mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty 

                                                 
24
 The non-significant effect of causal uncertainty on liking during the first conversation 

could be perceived as problematic for the overall liking analyses. However, the effect 
described in the SRM analyses represents the relationship between causal uncertainty 
and participants’ overall tendency to like their conversational partners. In addition, the 
correlations between participants’ CUS and liking scores suggest that the effect of causal 
uncertainty on liking would have been weakest for the first conversation (r = -.06) and 
was likely stronger for the second (r = -.10) and third (r = -.12) conversations. 
Furthermore, even though the correlation is smaller, causal uncertainty scores are 
nevertheless negatively related to liking during the first conversation. Therefore, 
although the causal uncertainty effect on liking during the first conversation alone was 
weak and non-significant, the overall pattern of causal uncertainty effects on liking can 
be significant.  
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and liking during the first conversation, as I did not find a significant relationship to 

mediate. 

Next, I examined if participants’ uncertainty reduction scores could mediate the 

relationship between causal uncertainty and overall liking effects (i.e., the latent actor 

effects in the SRM model). To do so, I included participants’ three uncertainty reduction 

scores as additional outcome variables in the liking model. As in the uncertainty 

reduction model, I created latent actor effects representing participants’ overall 

uncertainty reduction across the three conversations. This addition then permits testing 

the mediated paths from participants’ CUS scores to their overall SAS scores via their 

overall uncertainty reduction scores. That is, I calculated the covariation between 

participants’ causal uncertainty scores with the latent actor effects for uncertainty 

reduction (the mediator) and the covariation between the latent actor effects for 

uncertainty reduction and the latent actor effects for liking (the outcome). However, 

minimization was unsuccessful when I ran the model in Amos 17.0, so the resulting 

parameter estimates were incorrect.25 Minimization did not improve in any of the 

alternative models.26 Therefore, I could not pursue any further mediation analyses.  

Although the reasons for the problems with minimization are unclear, 

researchers have just recently started to propose ways to conduct mediation analyses 

with interdependent data, and most methods have been applied primarily to dyads with 

                                                 
25
 In fact, although Amos 17.0 did compute parameter estimates for the paths from the 

outcome to the latent variables, as well as covariances between actor and partner effects 
and between the error terms for the uncertainty reduction scores, no other covariances 
were estimated (i.e., were equal to zero). 
26
 Following one committee member’s suggestions, I also ran these models specifying 

specific start values for all the parameters, which were based on the parameter estimates 
I obtained in the previous liking and uncertainty reduction models. However, 
minimization was still unsuccessful when the start values were specified. 
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only observed variables and no latent variables rather than groups where latent 

variables are calculated. Furthermore, in Study 1, mediation was tested using direct 

paths from the predictor and mediator variables to the outcome variable. In contrast, in 

Study 2, mediation cannot be estimated using these direct paths because of the latent 

actor and partner effects. Instead, mediation could be tested using the covariation 

between the predictor variables and the latent actor effects for uncertainty reduction and 

liking. Unfortunately, the methods I employed for testing mediation in Study 1 may not 

be appropriate for this more complicated model, and no alternative methods have been 

proposed for testing mediation specifically with SRM. Therefore, given these problems, I 

also did not pursue any further analyses testing rejection sensitivity as a possible 

mediator. 

Summary of Results 

 As I predicted in Hypothesis 1, across all three conversations, high causally 

uncertain participants reported liking their partners less than did low causally uncertain 

participants. In contrast, Hypothesis 2a was only partially supported. Although high 

causally uncertain participants did report more negative expectations relative to low 

causally uncertain participants, this effect was limited to the first conversation. 

Therefore, contrary to Hypothesis 2b, high causally uncertain participants did not report 

progressively more negative expectations and appeared to report progressively more 

positive expectations. Furthermore, contrary to Hypothesis 3, interpersonal expectations 

did not mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty and liking, even in the first 

conversation. Finally, high causally uncertain participants reported more rejection 

sensitivity and less uncertainty reduction than did low causally uncertain participants, 

yielding support for Hypothesis 5 and 7, I was unable to determine if these mediated the 
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relationship between causal uncertainty and liking. (Refer to Table 7 for a list of 

hypotheses and relevant results.) 

Table 7. Summarized Hypotheses and Relevant Findings for Study 2. 

 

 

Hypothesis        Result 
 
 
1. Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high   Supported 

causally uncertain participants will report less liking 
following all three conversations. 

 
2. 

(a) Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high  Partially supported 
causally uncertain participants will report expecting 
all of their upcoming conversations to be less successful. 

 
(b) Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high   Not supported 

causally uncertain participants will report progressively 
more negative expectations. 

 
3. Interpersonal expectations will mediate the effect of causal   Not supported 

uncertainty on liking. 
 
4. Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high   Supported 

causally uncertain participants will report less uncertainty 
reduction overall. 

 
5. Uncertainty reduction will mediate the effect of causal   Untested 

uncertainty on liking. 
 
6. Causal uncertainty will be positively related to rejection  Supported 

sensitivity. 
 
7. Rejection sensitivity will mediate the effect of causal    Untested 

uncertainty on liking. 
 
 

Discussion 

 The purpose of Study 2 was to further explore the relationship between causal 

uncertainty, uncertainty reduction, interpersonal expectations, and liking using a round-
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robin design. Replicating the effects from Study 1 and supporting Hypotheses 1 and 5,  

following a brief five-minute interaction, high causally uncertain participants reported 

less uncertainty reduction and less liking for their conversational partners than did low 

causally uncertain participants. Furthermore, consistent with Hypotheses 2 and 7, high 

causally uncertain participants also reported more negative expectations for their first 

conversation and higher levels of rejection sensitivity than did low causally uncertain 

participants. Unfortunately, although these data suggest that uncertainty reduction and 

rejection sensitivity may help to explain why causally uncertain participants report less 

liking following such initial interactions, I could not undertake any analyses that 

explicitly tested if either of these constructs mediated the relationship between causal 

uncertainty and liking.  Therefore, I do not know if I supported Hypotheses 6 and 8. 

Furthermore, although the effect of causal uncertainty on interpersonal 

expectations for the first conversation might suggest that these expectations also could 

help to explain why causally uncertain people reported less liking after this first 

conversation, the effect of causal uncertainty on liking actually was non-significant 

when I examined participants’ reported liking for the first conversation alone. This non-

significant effect on liking during the first conversation is somewhat surprising given 

that high causally uncertain participants reported less liking for their partners following 

a single conversation in Study 1, and previous research also has demonstrated that high 

causally uncertain participants rated their conversations and conversational partners 

more negatively after a single conversation (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009, Study 2). 

However, in both of those studies, participants interacted with their partners face-to-

face; whereas participants in the current study interacted via computer-mediated 

communication (i.e., web-based cameras and microphones). Indeed, previous research 
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suggests that computer-mediated communication may reduce the negative effects of 

causal uncertainty during social exchanges. Specifically, in contrast to face-to-face 

conversations, high causally uncertain people did not rate their conversations and 

conversational partners more negatively than did low causally uncertain people when 

they interacted with their partners via text-based computer-mediated communication 

(Boucher, 2005).  

Although my aim was to re-create a face-to-face conversation by allowing 

participants to see and hear each other, the conversations were nevertheless different 

from traditional face-to-face conversations in several respects. Perhaps most 

importantly, participants were located in separate rooms rather than being co-located as 

communicators would during typical face-to-face interactions, which may have reduced 

the degree of social presence (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976) and public self-awareness 

(Matheson & Zanna, 1988). Short et al. argue that removing nonverbal and contextual 

cues reduces the salience of interpersonal relationships (i.e., social presence) during 

conversation by reducing the communicator’s ability to monitor a conversational 

partner’s interpersonal attitudes. In turn, an individual’s public self-awareness also is 

reduced, so that people become less concerned with being evaluated by conversational 

partners (Matheson & Zanna, 1988). Although many of the nonverbal and contextual 

cues were preserved in the current interactions, Short et al. would argue that this 

environment would have less social presence than would a face-to-face environment 

because participants were located in separate rooms during the conversation. Although 

future research will be required to better understand why the reduced social presence 

might affect high causally uncertain people’s social perceptions, one could argue that 

participants may have perceived these conversations as less consequential than typical 



 

 70 

face-to-face conversations, and consequently, their causal uncertainty beliefs may not 

have been activated as readily as during the face-to-face interactions observed in Study 

1.  

Moreover, previous research examining the potential benefits of computer-

mediated communication for high causally uncertain people focused exclusively on text-

based communication, where nonverbal and contextual cues were largely removed 

(Boucher, 2005). However, given the current findings, merely separating participants 

may be sufficient to reduce some of the negative effects of causal uncertainty during 

social exchanges. Future research should further examine what aspects of computer-

mediated communication are beneficial to high causally uncertain people by 

manipulating the various cues available during conversation (i.e., face-to-face, voice and 

video, text and video, voice only, and text only). 

Nevertheless, high causally uncertain participants reported greater uncertainty 

about themselves and others overall, suggesting that they experienced less uncertainty 

reduction during their conversations. Moreover, this effect was relatively stable across 

the three conversations. Similarly, high causally uncertain participants generally liked 

their partners less than did low causally uncertain people. Again, although I was unable 

to test for mediation in the current study, the patterns of results observed here resemble 

those in Study 1, suggesting that uncertainty reduction would be a viable explanation 

for high causally uncertain people’s reduced liking. In other words, even when high 

causally uncertain people are given the opportunity to engage in multiple similar 

interactions, their level of uncertainty about themselves and others remains high, and 

consequently, they perceive their partners more negatively.  
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In addition, high causally uncertain participants did report more negative 

expectations than did low causally uncertain participants. This finding further supports 

the notion that the null effects observed in Study 1 were due to measurement issues 

rather than causal uncertainty being unrelated to interpersonal expectations. However, 

contrary to Hypothesis 4, these expectations did not worsen across the three 

conversations. Rather, the causal uncertainty effect on interpersonal expectations was 

significant only for the first conversation.  Still, given that high causally uncertain 

participants did not report less liking for their partners during this conversation, the fact 

that high causally uncertain participants did not report more negative expectations for 

their subsequent conversations might be expected. That is, although causally uncertain 

participants possessed more negative expectations for their first conversation, the liking 

data suggest that they did not confirm these expectations. Consequently, they may have 

reported more positive expectations for their subsequent conversations, accounting for 

the non-significant causal uncertainty effects for conversations 2 and 3. Therefore, if the 

non-significant effect on liking during the first conversation is due to the computer-

mediated environment, then perhaps in a face-to-face environment the predicted pattern 

of effects would be observed. 

More importantly, the current findings demonstrate that causally uncertain 

people have a general tendency to perceive their conversations and conversational 

partners negatively. Although Boucher and Jacobson (2009) examined how causal 

uncertainty effects changed across a series of conversations with the same partner, this 

was the first study to examine these effects across a series of conversations with different 

partners. By using this methodology, I was able to demonstrate that previous research 

findings, as well as those from Study 1, did not arise because the initial conversations 
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were particularly uncertainty-provoking. If this were the case, then the causal 

uncertainty effects on uncertainty reduction and/or liking would be attenuated in the 

second or third conversations, given that participants would be more familiar with the 

context and the nature of the conversations. Therefore, these negative social perceptions 

likely extend to other types of initial exchanges as well. 

Although these findings are important in terms of better understanding why 

people who have higher levels of dispositional causal uncertainty, Weary and J.A. 

Edwards (1996) argue that everyone can feel causally uncertain. Specifically, when 

people become aware of a discrepancy between their actual and desired knowledge 

states, their causal uncertainty beliefs should be activated, eliciting associated feelings of 

confusion, doubt, and puzzlement. Arguably, such temporary activation of causal 

uncertainty beliefs should be sufficient to interfere with uncertainty reduction and, 

consequently, reduce liking during initial interactions. However, all of the current 

findings on the effects of causal uncertainty within social exchanges are limited to 

chronic levels of causal uncertainty. Therefore, in Study 3, I examined if temporarily-

activated causal uncertainty beliefs would be sufficient to generate the effects observed 

in Studies 1 and 2. 
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Chapter 4 

Temporary Activation of Causal Uncertainty Beliefs and its Effects on 
Interpersonal Expectations, Uncertainty Reduction and Liking 

 
 Although researchers tend to examine the effects of stable individual differences 

in causal uncertainty on information processing and social communication, some 

research suggests that more temporary causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings can 

produce effects similar to those observed with chronic levels. For example, Weary et al. 

(2001, Study 3) found that participants who were primed to feel causally uncertain also 

relied less on heuristic information when making an interpersonal judgment. However, 

researchers have not examined if temporary activation of causal uncertainty beliefs also 

produces the interpersonal problems associated with more chronic causal uncertainty. 

Therefore, in Study 3, I examined the effects of temporarily-induced causal uncertainty 

on interpersonal expectations, uncertainty reduction, and liking. 

 As in Study 1, participants were paired with a same-sex stranger, and dyads 

engaged in a five-minute unstructured interaction. Participants completed one of two 

priming tasks prior to meeting their partner: a causal uncertainty prime or a neutral 

prime. The causal uncertainty prime should be sufficient to activate participants’ causal 

uncertainty beliefs and feelings, thereby increasing all of the participants’ levels of 

uncertainty for a short period of time. In contrast, the neutral prime should have no 

effect on participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs, so any causal uncertainty differences 

observed among this group should reflect the effect of stable individual differences. 

 If temporary activation of causal uncertainty leads to the activation of an 

accuracy goal and, consequently, to more effortful processing, then we might also expect 

that it would lead to the same interpersonal problems observed with chronic levels of 
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causal uncertainty. In other words, low causally uncertain individuals should rate their 

conversations and conversational partners more negatively when given a causal 

uncertainty prime. However, how this prime might affect individuals who are already 

causally uncertain is less clear. According to Gudykunst’s (1993) Anxiety/Uncertainty 

Management theory, surpassing the maximum uncertainty threshold may produce the 

same effects as lower levels of uncertainty. At such high levels of uncertainty, people 

have no confidence whatsoever, and consequently, they disengage from the 

conversation. Similarly, Weary and J.A. Edwards (1996) propose that causally uncertain 

people may not always pursue an accuracy goal but will sometimes disengage from this 

goal. Such disengagement can involve withdrawing from the situation that activated 

their causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings, focusing their attention on another goal, or 

re-evaluating the importance of their goal to reduce their causal uncertainty. 

 Even so, disengaging from the conversation should still lead to interpersonal 

problems and could potentially make them worse. For example, if a communicator 

disengages from the conversation, he or she is likely to violate conversational norms, 

including violations of responsiveness norms (see Davis, 1982) and nonverbal 

expectancies (see Burgoon & Hale, 1988). More importantly for the current study, 

surpassing the maximum uncertainty threshold should still lead to less reported liking. 

H1: Relative to low causally uncertain participants in the neutral prime condition, all 

participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition and high causally uncertain 

participants in the neutral prime condition will report less liking after interacting with 

their partner. 

 
 However, temporarily activating doubts about one’s ability to determine the 

causes of social events may not be sufficient to produce negative interpersonal 
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expectations. Rather, such negative expectations are more likely to stem from past 

rejection or a history of interpersonal problems (see Sommer et al., 2007). Therefore, 

participants in the uncertainty prime condition should not necessarily report more 

negative expectations for their upcoming interaction. 

H2: High causally uncertain participants will report more negative interpersonal 

expectations relative to low causally uncertain participants regardless of priming 

condition. 

 
These negative expectations then should influence how causally uncertain people 

encode (Rothbart et al., 1979) and explain (Jones et al., 1983) their partner’s behavior, 

thereby confirming their expectations. That is, high causally uncertain people should 

report less liking for their partners by means of confirming their negative expectations 

for the conversation. However, if temporary activation of causal uncertainty is sufficient 

to reduce liking for conversational partners, but not sufficient to produce negative 

interpersonal expectations, then participants’ expectations for their upcoming 

conversation will be unable to account for the relationship between causal uncertainty 

and liking in the causal uncertainty prime condition. 

H3: Interpersonal expectations will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking in the 

neutral prime condition but not in the causal uncertainty prime condition. 

 
 Similarly, temporarily activating doubts about one’s ability to determine the 

causes of social events may not be sufficient to increase a participant’s level of rejection 

sensitivity. Given that rejection sensitivity applies to broad expectations for rejection in 

interpersonal situations, this temporary activation of causal uncertainty beliefs is 

unlikely to have much of an impact on these more stable rejection sensitivity scores. 

Therefore, participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition also should not 
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necessarily report more rejection sensitivity, and thus, rejection sensitivity will be unable 

to account for the relationship between causal uncertainty and liking in the causal 

uncertainty prime condition. 

H4: High causally uncertain participants will report more rejection sensitivity relative to 

low causally uncertain participants regardless of priming condition. 

 
H5: Rejection sensitivity will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking in the 

neutral prime condition but not in the causal uncertainty prime condition. 

 
 In contrast, temporary activation of causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings 

should make participants doubt their ability to predict and explain their partner’s 

behavior, making uncertainty reduction more difficult. Again, surpassing the maximum 

uncertainty threshold should have little effect on uncertainty reduction. Communicators 

who disengage from the conversation should stop all attempts at uncertainty reduction 

and should, therefore, report little, if any, uncertainty reduction following the 

interaction. In other words, participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition also 

should report less uncertainty reduction. 

H6: Relative to low causally uncertain participants in the neutral prime condition, all 

participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition and high causally uncertain 

participants in the neutral prime condition will report less uncertainty reduction. 

 
In turn, such insufficient uncertainty reduction should produce lower levels of intimacy 

and liking (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Clatterbuck, 1979). In other words, high causally 

uncertain participants in the neutral condition and all participants in the causal 

uncertainty prime condition should report less liking as a result of the associated lack of 

uncertainty reduction during their conversations. 
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H7: Uncertainty reduction will mediate the effect of causal uncertainty on liking in both 

prime conditions. 

 
 Finally, replicating the effects from Studies 1 and 2, causal uncertainty should be 

positively related to depression and social anxiety. However, none of these constructs 

should account for the hypothesized effects. 

Method 

Participants 

 Two hundred and eighty undergraduate students (206 women, 74 men) were 

recruited from Queen’s University and were paired to form 140 previously 

unacquainted same-sex dyads. Half of these dyads were assigned to the uncertainty 

prime condition, and the other half were assigned to the neutral prime condition.  

One pair was omitted because the participant knew each other prior to the 

experiment and 29 other pairs were omitted from the analyses based on Bargh and 

Chartrand’s (2000) recommendations:27 because at least one member of the dyad 

reported suspiciousness that the priming task affected them negatively during their 

interaction (n = 15), because at least one member of the dyad reported that all the 

priming items were related to uncertainty (n = 12), and because at least one member of 

                                                 
27
 Bargh and Chartrand (2000) recommend that participants who report genuine 

awareness of how the prime may have affected their behavior during the subsequent 
experimental session should be dropped because the prime will not be effective. Fifty-
eight participants reported suspiciousness about the priming procedure and were 
dropped from the study. This percentage is on par with other studies that have used this 
priming procedure. For example, Jacobson, Weary et al. (2008) dropped 29 of 167 
participants, or approximately 17% of their sample, due to suspiciousness. However, 
Bargh and Chartrand argue that if upwards of five percent of the sample is omitted due 
to suspiciousness, then even participants who did not report being suspicious may have 
had some degree of awareness about the intended effects of the prime. Therefore, given 
that approximately 20% of the current sample expressed some level of suspiciousness 
about the prime, we should interpret any cross-group differences with caution. 
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the dyad reported suspiciousness about the two tasks being unrelated (n = 2). Of the 

remaining 110 dyads (84 female dyads, 26 male dyads), 65 were assigned to the neutral 

prime condition, and 45 were assigned to the uncertainty prime condition. These 

participants had a mean age of 18.20 years (SD = 0.89), ranging from 17 to 23 years. All 

participants received partial course credit or $10 for their participation. 

Materials (see Appendix C for all experimental materials from Study 3) 

 For the priming task, I used two different sets of priming sentences that have 

been used in previous causal uncertainty research (see Jacobson, Weary et al., 2008; 

Weary & Jacobson, 1999; Weary et al., 2001). Weary and Jacobson (1999) demonstrated 

that this prime effectively activates participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings 

rather than making them feel more uncertain in general. In addition, the causal 

uncertainty prime tends to produce the same level of effortful processing typically 

observed among high causally uncertain people. Specifically, relative to participants 

who completed a neutral prime, low causally uncertain participants who completed an 

uncertainty prime are less likely to rely on stereotypes when making judgments (Weary 

et al., 2001, Experiment 3). As with chronic causal uncertainty, participants who have 

completed the causal uncertainty prime process more information in an impression 

formation task when instructed to stop when they felt confident about their judgment 

but less information when instructed to stop when they no longer enjoyed the tasks 

(Jacobson, Weary et al., 2008).  

For the causal uncertainty prime, I used two filler sentences plus the eight items 

from the CUS that loaded the highest on the one-factor solution for the CUS (Weary & 

J.A. Edwards, 1994). Five of these items involve uncertainty about the causes of self-

relevant outcomes (e.g., “I do not understand what causes most of the good things that 
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happen to me”), and the other three items involve uncertainty about others’ outcomes 

(e.g., “When I think about why someone does something, there are usually so many 

possible reasons for it that I cannot determine which one was the cause.”). 

 For the neutral prime, I used 10 self-relevant statements unrelated to causal 

uncertainty (e.g., “In personal matters, I try to be fair and respectful, but sometimes I 

simply must draw the line.”). These items were pilot tested in previous research for 

favorability and agreement to eliminate statements yielding significant effects of causal 

uncertainty, gender, or an interaction between these factors and agreement/favorability 

ratings (see Jacobson, Weary et al., 2008, for a description of the selection procedures). In 

addition, two of these items (i.e., “In my experience, the timing of things sometimes can 

turn a disadvantage into an advantage.” and “It is difficult for anyone to resist my 

reasons requests.”) also were used as filler items in the uncertainty prime condition. 

Thus, each set of priming sentences included eight statements plus the same two filler 

statements. 

Measures (see Appendix C for all experimental materials from Study 3) 

 As in the two previous studies, participants completed the CUS (M = 35.50, SD = 

11.61, ranging from 14 to 68; α = .90),28 BDI-II (M = 6.80, SD = 6.77, ranging from 0 to 38; 

                                                 
28
 Factor analyses generally supported a one-factor structure for the CUS. The last 

significant drop in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and although the RMSEA 
value was 0.11 (90% CI: 0.10 – 0.13), indicating poor fit, all of the factor loadings for the 
one-factor solution were above .41. Furthermore, although the RMSEA value for a two-
factor model was slightly better (RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI: 0.07 – 0.10), and a two-factor 
solution would be supported by previous literature (see Edwards et al., 1998, and Weary 
& Edwards, 1996), this solution was less interpretable (i.e., several items loaded onto 
both factors). Therefore, given the high internal consistency obtained for the full scale, I 
opted for the more parsimonious solution. 
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α = .91),29 IAS (M = 42.51, SD = 11.94, ranging from 15 to 72; α = .90)30 for personality 

measures. However, because the uncertainty prime includes items from the CUS, 

participants did not complete this scale at the time of the experiment. Rather, I measured 

participants’ levels of causal uncertainty by administering the CUS during in-class or 

web-based prescreening sessions at the beginning of the fall term. Previous research 

reports test-retest reliabilities for the CUS that range from .62 to .79 (J.A. Edwards & 

Weary, 1998; Jacobson, 2007; Jacobson, Weary, & J.A. Edwards, 1999; Weary & J.A. 

Edwards, 1994), so a participant’s level of causal uncertainty was unlikely to change 

drastically from prescreening to the actual experimental session. In two-way ANOVAs, 

participants’ scores on these measures did not differ according to participant label (ps > 

.29) or prime condition (ps > .32), and all corresponding two-way interactions between 

participant label and prime condition were non-significant (ps > .52). 

 In addition, to measure current levels of uncertainty, participants also completed 

the Uncertainty Feelings Scale (UFS; Riley, 1998). This 10-item measure assesses how 

participants are currently feeling. Seven items measure uncertainty-related feelings (e.g., 

“I feel uncertain” and “I am confused”), and the other three items are fillers and are not 

                                                 
29
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the BDI-II. The largest drop in 

reduced eigenvalues for one factor, although a smaller yet significant drop in reduced 
eigenvalues occurred for two factors as well. However, the RMSEA value for the one-
factor solution indicated adequate fit (RMSEA = 0.08; 90% CI: 0.07 – 0.09), and the 
additional factor contributed little to model fit (RMSEA = 0.07; 90% CI: 0.06 – 0.08). 
Furthermore, all factor loadings for the one-factor solution were above .25. 
30
 As in Study 2, factor analyses for the IAS provided evidence for a one-factor or two 

factor solution. Although the largest drop in reduced eigenvalues was evident for one 
factor, another significant drop in reduced eigenvalues occurred for two factors. 
Similarly, the RMSEA value for the one-factor solution was 0.11 (90% CI: 0.09 – 0.12), 
indicating poor fit, but was much improved for the two-factor solution (RMSEA = 0.06; 
90% CI: 0.04 – 0.07). Again, this two factor solution appears to suggest that items 4, 8, 13, 
and 14 load onto a unique factor; whereas item 12 loads equally onto both factors. Given 
the fact that all factor loadings for the one-factor solution were above .49 and the 
excellent internal consistency for this scale, I opted for the more parsimonious solution. 
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included in calculating a total score (i.e., “I am happy,” “I am content,” and “I am 

satisfied”). Each item is rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Ratings 

on the seven uncertainty-related items are typically summed, so that higher scores 

indicate greater uncertainty. However, although exploratory factor analyses largely 

supported the uncertainty vs. filler item structure with a two-factor solution (i.e., this 

represented the last significant drop in reduced eigenvalues and yielded a RMSEA value 

of 0.03 (90% CI: 0.00 – 0.06), indicating excellent fit), the third item (i.e., “I am confident) 

loaded primarily onto the same factor as the three filler items (.49) and did not appear to 

load onto the uncertainty factor (-.11). Therefore, I did not include this item in 

calculating a total score. The UFS has had adequate internal consistency in previous 

research (α = .74; Riley, 1998), and the six uncertainty-related items achieved good 

internal consistency in the current sample (α = .87). Participants had an average UFS 

score of 10.59 (SD = 4.06), ranging from 6 to 29. Participants’ UFS scores were marginally 

different across the A (M = 11.08, SD = 4.26) and B (M = 10.09, SD = 3.80) participant 

labels, t(218) = 1.82, p = .07. 

 Forty-eight pairs also completed the interpersonal expectations rating prior to 

meeting their partner (M = 2.52, SD = 2.05, ranging from -3 to +5), and all participants 

completed the four uncertainty reduction questionnaires (M = 69.59, SD = 14.72, ranging 

from 32 to 108; α = .92),31 the SAS (M = 25.81, SD = 4.92, ranging from 12 to 35; α = .82),32 

                                                 
31
 Factor analyses supported both one- and four-factor structures. Although significant 

drops in reduced eigenvalues occurred for one, two, three, and four factors, the one-
factor and four-factor solutions were most interpretable (i.e., the two- and three-factor 
solutions included several items that loaded on multiple factors). The one-factor solution 
yielded an RMSEA value of .24 (90% CI: 0.22 – 0.25), indicating poor fit, but all the factor 
loadings for this solution were above .54. In contrast, the RMSEA value for the four-
factor solution was 0.07 (90% CI: 0.04 – 0.10), indicating adequate fit, and this solution 
supported the four types of uncertainty Douglas (1991) originally proposed. However, 
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and the modified RSQ (M = 9.32, SD = 3.64, ranging from 1.62 to 21.54; α = .85)33 as 

dependent measures. Participants’ SAS sores were significantly different across the A (M 

= 25.16, SD = 4.92) and B (M = 26.45, SD = 4.84) participant labels, t(218) = -1.96, p = .05. 

However, as with the UFS scores, this difference was small in absolute terms. 

Interpersonal expectations ratings, modified RSQ scores, and uncertainty reduction 

scores did not differ according to participant label (ps > .35). 

Procedure 

 This study used essentially the same procedure as Study 1. However, prior to 

meeting their partner, participants completed one of two priming tasks: a causal 

uncertainty prime or a neutral prime. 

 Priming Study. Following the same procedure as Weary et al. (2001) and 

Jacobson, Weary et al. (2008), participants were instructed that because the social 

relationships study did not take the full hour, they would first complete another study 

on memory and that another experimenter would conduct this separate study. 

Participants were led to believe that the priming task was a separate study altogether in 

order to decrease the likelihood that participants would link the two tasks together, 

which could lead participants to contrast to the prime, or show opposite effects, rather 

                                                                                                                                                 

given the excellent internal consistency for the full 12 items and my desire to be 
consistent with the two previous studies for comparison purposes, I opted for the more 
parsimonious solution and used a total uncertainty reduction score rather than the four 
uncertainty subscales. 
32
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the SAS. Although the RMSEA 

value was 0.10 (90% CI: 0.04 – 0.15), indicating poor fit, the last significant drop in 
reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor loadings for the one-factor 
solution were above .66. 
33
 Factor analyses supported a one-factor structure for the modified RSQ. Although the 

RMSEA value was 0.12 (90% CI: 0.10 – 0.13), indicating poor fit, the last significant drop 
in reduced eigenvalues was after one factor, and all factor loadings for the one-factor 
solution were above .37. 
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than assimilation of the prime (see Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). This other experimenter 

instructed participants that they would be given four minutes to memorize 10 

statements that they would need to recall in a later portion of the experiment. After four 

minutes, the participants completed a filler task that involved listing as many countries 

as they could recall in one minute. Then, participants recalled the 10 priming sentences. 

Each sentence was presented one at a time in random order on a computer screen. 

Participants were instructed to type in the four to six missing words from the sentence. 

Participants had unlimited time to complete this task. Finally, participants typed out the 

directions from the psychology department to the student center for one minute. This 

additional filler task was used to remove the priming sentences from conscious 

awareness for the next portion of the experiment. After completing this task, the 

experimenter informed participants that they had finished the memory study and 

brought in the first experimenter to conduct the second experiment on social 

relationships. 

 Social Relationships Study. As in Study 1, participants were instructed that they 

would engage in three conversations with their partner but interacted with their partner 

only once. This approach should avoid some of the unusual behavior that can arise 

when people do not expect to interact with each other again (cf. Berger, 1979). Half of the 

pairs completed the interpersonal expectations ratings after reading the instructions for 

their first conversation. The instructions for this conversation were the same as those 

given to participants in Study 1. Then, after five minutes had elapsed, the experimenter 

interrupted the conversation and instructed participants to return to their computer 

terminal to complete the SAS, the four uncertainty reduction questionnaires, and the 
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IAS, BDI-II, UFS, and modified RSQ. Finally, participants were fully debriefed and 

formally introduced to each other. 

Results 

Correlations 

 Table 8 shows the correlations between all my predictor and dependent 

variables. Replicating previous findings, prescreening CUS scores were significantly and 

positively correlated with IAS and BDI-II scores. Not surprisingly, CUS scores also were 

significantly and positively correlated with UFS scores, which also were significantly 

and positively correlated with IAS and BDI-II scores, pointing to the importance of 

uncertainty in all three constructs. In addition, replicating the effects from Study 2, CUS 

scores were significantly and positively correlated with rejection sensitivity. Rejection 

sensitivity also was significantly and positively correlated with IAS, BDI-II, and UFS 

scores.  

 However, CUS scores were not significantly related to SAS scores, but UFS 

scores were. In fact, SAS scores were significantly related only to IAS and UFS scores, 

such that participants with higher levels of social anxiety or greater uncertainty reported 

less liking for their partners. Similarly, although the correlation between CUS and 

uncertainty reduction scores was in the predicted direction, this correlation also was not 

significant. In contrast, uncertainty reduction scores were significantly and negatively 

correlated with IAS, BDI-II, and UFS scores.  CUS scores also were not significantly 

correlated with interpersonal expectations ratings although this correlation also was in 

the predicted direction. In fact, interpersonal expectations were not significantly related 

to any of the independent or dependent variables though the strongest correlations were 

with UFS and SAS scores. Finally, consistent with the previous studies and with 
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previous uncertainty reduction research (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Clatterbuck, 1979), 

uncertainty reduction scores were significantly and positively correlated with liking.  

Table 8. Correlations Between all Predictor and Dependent Measures in Study 3. 

 
 
 CUS  IAS BDI UFS SAS UR IE RS 
 
 
CUS 1.00 
 
IAS .31** 1.00 
 
BDI .39** .34** 1.00 
 
UFS .31** .35** .41** 1.00 
 
SAS -.08 -.09 -.17* -.26** 1.00 
 
UR -.12 -.28** -.16* -.29** .40** 1.00 
 
IE -.10 -.10 .09 -.13 .16 .09 1.00 
 
RS .36** .51** .43** .29** -.07 -.14* .03 1.00 
Note.  CUS = Causal Uncertainty Scale (Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1994); IAS = Interaction Anxiousness Scale 
(Leary, 1983); BDI-II = Beck Depression Inventory II (Beck, 1996); UFS = Uncertainty Feelings Scale (Riley, 
1998); SAS = Social Attraction Subscale of the Interpersonal Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974); 
UR = Total Uncertainty Reduction Scores (Douglas, 1991); IE = Interpersonal Expectations Rating; RS = 
Modified Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire. 
* p < .05     ** p < .01 
 
Interpersonal Expectations and Rejection Sensitivity 

 To test Hypothesis 2, I regressed participants’ interpersonal expectation ratings 

onto their CUS scores. Although I did not expect the prime condition to have an effect 

on participants’ expectations for the upcoming conversation, I included an effects-coded 

condition variable (-1 = Causal Uncertainty Prime, +1 = Neutral Prime) as an additional 

predictor in this model, and the corresponding two-way interaction also was included. 

Consequently, all continuous predictor and dependent variables were standardized to 

reduce multicolinearity between the main effect and interaction terms. Separate analyses 



 

 86 

also were conducted controlling for participants’ IAS and BDI-II scores. Contrary to my 

predictions, high causally uncertain participants did not report more negative 

expectations for their upcoming conversation, β = -.09, t(92) = -0.94, p = .35. Surprisingly, 

however, prime condition marginally affected participants’ expectations such that 

participants in the neutral condition reported slightly more negative expectations than 

did participants in the causal uncertainty condition, β = -.18, t(92) = -1.72, p = .09. The 

corresponding two-way interaction also was not significant, t(92) = 0.15, p = .88. 

 Then, to test Hypothesis 4, I also regressed participants’ standardized modified 

RSQ scores onto their standardized CUS scores, the effects-coded prime condition 

variable, and the corresponding two-way interaction. As predicted, causal uncertainty 

scores were significantly related to rejection sensitivity such that participants with 

higher levels of causal uncertainty reported greater rejection sensitivity, β = .35, t(216) = 

5.57, p < .01. This effect also was significant when controlling for IAS and BDI-II scores 

(ps < .01). Also as predicted, rejection sensitivity was not affected by prime condition, β 

= .01, t(216) = 0.14, p = 0.89. Finally, the two-way CUS x prime condition interaction was 

not significant, t(216) = 0.88, p = .38. 

Overview of Dyadic Analyses 

 To examine the effect of causal uncertainty on uncertainty reduction and liking, I 

employed the same APIM analyses described in Study 1. That is, I estimated the direct 

effect of each dyad member’s level of causal uncertainty on their own uncertainty 

reduction and SAS scores to calculate the actor effect, and I estimated the direct effect for 

each dyad member’s level of causal uncertainty on their partner’s uncertainty reduction 

and SAS scores to calculate the partner effect. Again, although separate effects were 

calculated for each dyad member, I followed Olsen and Kenny’s (2006) 
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recommendations for interchangeable dyads by imposing equality constraints on the 

two actor effects (A and B), the two partner effects (A and B), the predictor means and 

variances, the outcome intercepts, and the residual variances. Separate analyses also 

were conducted controlling for participants’ IAS and BDI-II scores. 

 However, because I was interested in comparing these effects across the two 

priming conditions, I used a multiple-sample SEM approach. That is, I specified 

individual models for each of the priming conditions and allowed parameter estimates 

to vary across the two groups. Then, to test if causal uncertainty effects varied according 

to prime condition, I imposed a series of cross-group equality constraints. If imposing 

these cross-group equality constraints reduces model fit, then we can reasonably assume 

that the parameter estimates are different across groups. However, if imposing these 

constraints does not reduce model fit, causal uncertainty effects on uncertainty 

reduction and liking were relatively unaffected by prime condition. 

Specifically, I specified six alternative models where each subsequent model 

increased the number of cross-group equality constraints. The first alternative model 

directly tested my hypotheses by constraining the causal uncertainty actor effect across 

the two groups. Therefore, if imposing this equality constraint significantly reduces 

model fit relative to the unconstrained model, then the effect of causal uncertainty on 

uncertainty reduction and/or liking is different across the uncertainty and neutral prime 

conditions. The second alternative model imposed an additional constraint by requiring 

both the actor and partner effects to be equal across groups. The third alternative model 

built on the second by imposing additional cross-group equality constraints on the 

outcome intercepts (i.e., uncertainty reduction or SAS scores). The fourth alternative 

model further built on the third by imposing additional cross-group equality constraints 



 

 88 

on the predictor means (i.e., CUS scores). The fifth alternative model then imposed 

additional cross-group equality constraints on the predictor variances (i.e., CUS scores) 

and the covariance between A’s and B’s causal uncertainty. Finally, the sixth alternative 

model imposed additional cross-group equality constraints on the residual variances 

and residual covariances. In other words, this last alternative model constrained all the 

parameter estimates to be equal across the causal uncertainty and neutral prime 

conditions, providing the most stringent test for any group differences.34 

Liking 

 Contrary to Hypothesis 1, the CUS actor effect was not significant in either prime 

condition, Causal Uncertainty: β = -.08, p = .43, Neutral: β = -.07, p = .40. Therefore, in 

contrast to Study 1, high causally uncertain participants did not report less liking for 

their partners relative to low causally uncertain participants. In addition, the 

corresponding partner effects also were not significant in either prime condition, Causal 

Uncertainty: β = -.09, p = .41, Neutral: β = -.07, p = .42.  

Moreover, model comparison indicated that constraining the two actor effects to 

be equal did not significantly affect model fit (p = .97). So, contrary to my first 

hypothesis, participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition did not report less 

liking for their partners relative to low causally uncertain participants in the neutral 

prime condition. If Hypothesis 1 were true, then the causal uncertainty effect on liking 

should have been stronger (and significant) in the neutral prime condition than in the 

uncertainty prime condition. In fact, none of the alternative models reduced model fit 

                                                 
34
 Models two through six are included by default in Amos 17.0 to be consistent with 

recommendations for multiple-group SEM by Bollen (1989), Byrne (2001), and Kline 
(2005). However, because none of these models directly compared the parameter 
estimates that were of greatest importance in the current study (i.e., the CUS actor 
effect), I specified the additional model to directly comparing this effect across groups. 
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(ps > .80), suggesting that all parameter estimates were unaffected by prime condition 

(i.e., actor and partner effects, causal uncertainty means, variances and covariance, SAS 

intercepts, residual variances and covariance). See Figure 10 (Causal Uncertainty 

Condition) and Figure 11 (Neutral Condition) for depictions of the unconstrained 

models including all standardized parameter estimates. 

Figure 10. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Liking (SAS) in the Causal Uncertainty 
Prime Condition in Study 3. 

Figure 11. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Liking (SAS) in the Neutral Prime 
Condition in Study 3. 

 
Uncertainty Reduction 
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Neutral: β = -.11, p = .21. In contrast to Studies 1 and 2, then, high causally uncertain 

participants did not report higher levels of uncertainty about themselves and their 

partner following the interaction. The corresponding partner effects also were non-

significant in both prime conditions, Causal Uncertainty: β = .04, p = .67, Neutral: β = -

.10, p = .26. 

 Again, model comparison indicated that constraining the two actor effects to be 

equal did not significantly affect model fit (p = .86). So, contrary to Hypothesis 6, 

participants in the causal uncertainty prime condition did not report less uncertainty 

reduction relative to low causally uncertain participants in the neutral prime condition. 

If this hypothesis were correct, then the causal uncertainty effect on liking should have 

been stronger (and significant) in the neutral prime condition than in the causal 

uncertainty prime condition. In fact, as in the liking analyses, none of the alternative 

models reduced model fit (ps > .51), suggesting that all parameter estimates were 

unaffected by prime condition. See Figure 12 (Causal Uncertainty Condition) and Figure 

13 (Neutral Condition) for depictions of the unconstrained models including all 

standardized parameter estimates. 
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Figure 12. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in the 
Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

Figure 13. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Causal Uncertainty (CUS) on Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in the 
Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

Summary of Causal Uncertainty Results 

 Contrary to Hypotheses 1 and 6, causal uncertainty was not associated with 

liking or uncertainty reduction in either prime condition. Similarly, contrary to 

Hypothesis 2, high causally uncertain participants did not report more negative 

expectations for their upcoming conversation. However, as I predicted in Hypothesis 4, 

they did report more rejection sensitivity. (Refer to Table 9 for a list of hypotheses and 

relevant results.) 
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Table 9. Summarized Hypotheses and Relevant Findings for Study 3 

 

 

Hypothesis        Result 
 
 
1. Relative to low causally uncertain participants in the    Not supported 

neutral prime condition, all participants in the causal  
uncertainty prime condition and high causally uncertain 
participants in the neutral prime condition will report less 
liking after interacting with their partner. 

 
2. High causally uncertain participants will report more negative Not supported 

interpersonal expectations relative to low causally uncertain  
participants regardless of priming condition. 
 

3. Interpersonal expectations will mediate the effect of causal  Not supported 
uncertainty on liking in the neutral prime condition but not 
in the causal uncertainty prime condition. 

 
4. High causally uncertain participants will report more   Supported 

rejection sensitivity relative to low causally uncertain 
participants regardless of priming condition. 

 
5. Rejection sensitivity will mediate the effect of causal    Not supported 

uncertainty on liking in the neutral prime condition but 
not in the causal uncertainty prime condition. 

 
6. Relative to low causally uncertain participants in the    Not supported 

neutral prime condition, all participants in the causal 
uncertainty prime condition and high causally uncertain 
participants in the neutral prime condition will report less  
uncertainty reduction. 

 
7. Uncertainty reduction will mediate the effect of causal   Not supported 

uncertainty on liking in both prime conditions. 
 

 

Current Uncertainty Feelings 

 Given the lack of significant effects with prescreened causal uncertainty scores in 

the previous analyses, I conducted additional analyses where I used participants’ UFS 

scores as the predictor instead of their CUS scores to determine if current uncertainty 
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feelings would have more of an impact on the outcome variables than the chronic levels 

of causal uncertainty that are measured by the prescreened CUS scores. Conceivably, 

participants’ prescreened CUS scores may not have been entirely appropriate depending 

on the length of time that had passed between the prescreening and experimental 

sessions (i.e., the time between prescreening and experimental sessions ranged from 1 

week to 25 weeks). Therefore, examining the effect of participants’ current levels of 

uncertainty may provide a more meaningful test of my hypotheses. 

 First, to examine the relationship between current uncertainty feelings and 

interpersonal expectations, I regressed participants’ standardized interpersonal 

expectations ratings onto their standardized UFS scores, the effects-coded prime 

condition variable, and the corresponding two-way interaction. Although the effect was 

in the predicted direction, UFS scores were not significantly related to expectations, β = -

.11, t(92) = -0.97, p = .33. The main effect of prime condition and the two-way UFS x 

prime condition interaction also were non-significant (ps > .11). 

 Then, I replicated these analyses with standardized modified RSQ scores as the 

dependent variable. Although prime condition did not influence rejection sensitivity, β = 

.02, t(216) = 0.37, p = .71, UFS scores were significantly related to rejection sensitivity 

such that participants who reported higher current levels of uncertainty also reported 

greater rejection sensitivity, β = .28, t(216) = 4.29, p < .01. This effect remained significant 

when controlling for prescreened CUS scores (p < .01) and IAS scores (p = .05), and was 

marginal when controlling for BDI-II scores (p = .06). In addition, the two-way prime 

condition x UFS interaction was marginal, t(216) = 1.79, p = .07. However, this 

interaction was not significant when controlling for CUS, IAS, or BDI-II scores (ps ≥ .10). 

Therefore, I did not explore this interaction any further. 
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Next, I replicated the liking analyses described earlier replacing participants’ 

CUS scores with their UFS scores as the predictors in the model. In these analyses, the 

UFS actor effect on liking was significant in both prime conditions, Causal Uncertainty: β 

= -.23, p = .03, Neutral: β = -.29, p < .01. Both of these effects remained significant when 

controlling for participants’ CUS (ps < .05), BDI-II (ps < .04), and IAS (ps < .03) scores. In 

contrast, the corresponding partner effects were not significant in either prime 

condition, Causal Uncertainty: β = .00, p = .98, Neutral: β = .08, p = .33. 

Although the UFS actor effect appears to be somewhat stronger in the neutral 

condition than in the causal uncertainty condition, model comparison indicated that 

constraining the two actor effects to be equal did not significantly reduce model fit (p = 

.40). In fact, none of the alternative models affected model fit (ps > .58), suggesting that 

all the parameter estimates were unaffected by prime condition. See Figure 14 (Causal 

Uncertainty Condition) and Figure 15 (Neutral Condition) for depictions of the 

unconstrained models including all standardized parameter estimates.  

Figure 14. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) in the Causal Uncertainty 
Prime Condition in Study 3. 

Participant 
UFS 

Participant 
SAS 

Partner 
UFS 

Partner  
SAS 

.27 

-.23* 

.002 .06 

-.23* 

error 

error 

* p < .05 



 

 95 

Figure 15. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) in the Neutral Prime 
Condition in Study 3. 

 

 Given that I was able to meet the requirements for the first step of mediation 

with current uncertainty feelings by establishing a significant UFS effect on liking in 
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.05), and BDI-II scores (ps = .01). Again, the corresponding partner effects were not 

significant, Causal Uncertainty: β = -.07, p = .52, Neutral: β = -.10, p = .23. 
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model fit either (ps > .74), suggesting that all the parameter estimates were relatively 

unaffected by prime condition. See Figure 16 (Causal Uncertainty Condition) and Figure 

17 (Neutral Condition) for depictions of the unconstrained models including all 

standardized parameter estimates. 

Figure 16. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in the 
Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

Figure 17. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and 
Partner Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on Uncertainty Reduction (UR) in the 
Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 
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proposed mediator. Furthermore, although I did not find a significant effect of current 

uncertainty feelings on interpersonal expectations (and so it could not mediate the effect 

of current uncertainty feelings on liking), I did find a significant effect for rejection 

sensitivity. Therefore, I also conducted analyses with rejection sensitivity as the 

proposed mediator. 

 As in Study 1, to test for mediation, I included participants’ uncertainty 

reduction scores as additional predictors in the liking model. I also conducted separate 

analyses including participants’ modified RSQ scores as additional predictors in this 

model. These additions permit testing the mediated path from participants’ UFS scores 

to their SAS scores via their uncertainty reduction or rejection sensitivity scores using a 

bootstrapping method to determine if uncertainty reduction or rejection sensitivity 

mediate the effect mediate the effect of current uncertainty feelings on liking.35 

 Uncertainty Reduction. The maximum likelihood estimates supported partial 

mediation. In the uncertainty condition, the actor effect for uncertainty feelings on liking 

was no longer significant once uncertainty reduction scores were included in the model, 

β = -.17, p = .11. Similarly, in the neutral condition, this actor effect was marginal (and 

therefore reduced) once uncertainty reduction scores were included in the model, β = -

.15, p = .06. In contrast, the actor effect for uncertainty reduction on liking was significant 

in both conditions, Causal Uncertainty: β = .27, p = .01, Neutral: β = .46, p < .01. Model 

comparison indicated that constraining these actor effects to be equal did not 

significantly reduce model fit (p = .44), but that constraining all the regression weights to 

be equal across group slightly reduced model fit (p = .08). However, none of the other 

                                                 
35
 Again, following Mallinckrodt et al.’s (2006) recommendations, I conducted 10,000 

bootstrap iterations. 
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alternative models significantly reduced model fit (ps > .13), suggesting that all the 

parameter estimates were relatively equal across the two priming conditions. See Figure 

18 (Causal Uncertainty Condition) and Figure 19 (Neutral Condition) for a depiction of 

the two unconstrained mediation models including all standardized parameter 

estimates. 

 

Figure 18. Mediation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and Partner Uncertainty 
Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) as Mediated by Uncertainty Reduction in the 
Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

The bootstrapping data yielded relatively similar results. Using a 90% confidence 

interval, standardized estimates for the actor effect for uncertainty feelings on liking 

ranged from -.36 to .02 and were non-significant (p = .14) in the causal uncertainty prime 

condition. However, the standardized estimates for this effect in the neutral condition 

ranged from -.28 to -.02 and were significant (p = .04), suggesting that uncertainty 

reduction may not have been the reason why people who experienced greater current 

uncertainty reported less liking. Estimates for the actor effect for uncertainty reduction 

on liking ranged from .07 to .47 and were significant (p = .02) in the causal uncertainty 
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prime condition, and estimates ranged from .33 to .56 and were significant (p < .01) in 

the neutral condition.  

 

Figure 19. Mediation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and Partner Uncertainty 
Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) as Mediated by Uncertainty Reduction in the 
Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 
Three additional nested models also were tested for model comparison purposes. 

These models were nested in that they used subsets of the same parameters as the 

original mediation model, but within each nested model, some of the original paths 

were set to zero to determine if removing the path would affect model fit. The first of 

these nested models (depicted in Figures 20 and 21) set the path specifying the direct 

effect of uncertainty feelings on liking to zero (i.e., Full Mediation Model). If this model 

fit the data significantly better than the original model, then these results would lend 

support for full mediation. However, the chi-square test of comparison for these two 

models was significant (p = .04), suggesting that full model with the direct effect of UFS 

onto liking fit the data significantly better than this alternative model. 
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Figure 20. Full Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Uncertainty Feelings 
(UFS) on Liking (SAS) in the Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

Figure 21. Full Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Uncertainty Feelings 
(UFS) on Liking (SAS) in the Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

 The second nested model (depicted in Figures 22 and 23) set the path specifying 

the effect of uncertainty reduction on liking to zero (i.e., no mediation model). If this 

model fit the data significantly better than the original model, uncertainty reduction 

would not have a significant effect on liking and, therefore, could not mediate the effect 

of uncertainty feelings on liking. The chi-square test of comparison for these two models 

also was significant (p < .01), so the original model accounts for the data significantly 

better than this alternative model. 
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Figure 22. No Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Uncertainty Reduction on 
Liking (SAS) in the Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

Figure 23. No Mediation Model Specifying No Direct Effect of Uncertainty Reduction on 
Liking (SAS) in the Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 
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liking. Again, the chi-square test of comparison of these two models was significant (p < 

.01), so the original model also provided a better fit for the data than this direct effect 

model. 

 

Figure 24. Direct Effects Model Specifying No Effect of Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on 
Uncertainty Reduction in the Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

Figure 25. Direct Effects Model Specifying No Effect of Uncertainty Feelings (UFS) on 
Uncertainty Reduction in the Neutral Prime Condition in Study 1. 
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 In summary, then, the full model (see Figures 18 and 19) was the best 

representation of the data. That is, the effect of current uncertainty feelings on liking was 

partially explained by difficulties with uncertainty reduction. 

Rejection Sensitivity. In contrast to uncertainty reduction, the maximum 

likelihood estimates for the rejection sensitivity model did not support mediation. 

Although the actor effect for current uncertainty feelings on liking was marginal in the 

causal uncertainty prime condition when I included participants’ modified RSQ scores 

in the model, β = -.20, p = .06, it was significant in the neutral prime condition, β = -.28, p 

< .01. More importantly, the corresponding actor effect for rejection sensitivity was not 

significant in either condition, Causal Uncertainty: β = .05, p = .62, Neutral: β = -.03, p = 

.72. Model comparison also demonstrated that constraining the groups to be equal did 

not significantly reduce model fit (ps > .10). See Figure 26 (Causal Uncertainty 

Condition) and Figure 27 (Neutral Condition) for a depiction of the two unconstrained 

mediation models including all standardized parameter estimates. 

The bootstrapping data yielded similar results. The estimates for the UFS actor 

effect on liking ranged from -.37 to -.04 and were significant (p = .04) in the causal 

uncertainty condition, and estimates ranged from -.42 to -.16 and also were significant (p 

< .01) in the neutral condition. In contrast, the estimates for the rejection sensitivity actor 

effect on liking range from -.16 to .23 and were not significant (p = .71) in the uncertainty 

condition, and estimates ranged from -.17 to .10 and also were not significant (p = .64) in 

the neutral condition.  
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Figure 26. Mediation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and Partner Uncertainty 
Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) as Mediated by Rejection Sensitivity in the 
Causal Uncertainty Prime Condition in Study 3. 

 

Figure 27. Mediation Model Depicting the Effects of Participant and Partner Uncertainty 
Feelings (UFS) on Liking (SAS) as Mediated by Rejection Sensitivity in the 
Neutral Prime Condition in Study 3. 
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the path from rejection sensitivity to liking did not (i.e., No Mediation Model, p = .75). 

Therefore, although current uncertainty feelings were positively related to rejection 

sensitivity, rejection sensitivity was unable to account for the effect of uncertainty 

feelings on liking.  

Summary of Current Uncertainty Feelings Results 

 Complimenting my hypotheses for causal uncertainty, following their 

conversation, participants with higher levels of current uncertainty feelings reported less 

liking for their partner and less uncertainty reduction relative to participants who were 

feeling less uncertain. However, contrary to my hypotheses, these effects were not 

moderated by priming condition. Also complimenting my causal uncertainty 

hypotheses, uncertainty reduction partially mediated the relationship between current 

uncertainty feelings and liking. Although participants with higher levels of current 

uncertainty feelings also reported more rejection sensitivity than did participants who 

were feeling less uncertain, they did not report more negative expectations for their 

conversation and rejection sensitivity did not mediate the relationship between current 

uncertainty feelings and liking. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of Study 3 was to examine the effects of temporarily-induced causal 

uncertainty on interpersonal expectations, uncertainty reduction, and liking. 

Unfortunately, in contrast to the two previous studies and to Hypotheses 1 and 6, I did 

not find a significant effect of chronic causal uncertainty on liking or uncertainty 

reduction in either prime condition. In addition, as I predicted in Hypothesis 4, causal 

uncertainty was positively related to rejection sensitivity, but contrary to Hypothesis 2, 

causal uncertainty was not associated with more negative interpersonal expectations. 
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 Although this lack of causal uncertainty effects would not be surprising in the 

uncertainty prime condition, given that all participants in this condition should have 

been feeling more uncertain after completing the prime, I should have been able to 

replicate the causal uncertainty effects from Study 1 in the neutral prime condition. 

Furthermore, even if the uncertainty prime did not temporarily activate participants’ 

causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings, I should have been able to replicate the effect of 

chronic levels of causal uncertainty in both prime conditions.  

However, this study was the first time the causal uncertainty prime 

manipulation has been used in a dyadic setting, and completing the memory study in 

the same room may have provided participants with a topic to discuss during their 

subsequent interaction, inadvertently reducing some of the uncertainty that arises 

during such initial exchanges. Indeed, when I asked participants if completing the 

memory study could have influenced their behavior during their interaction, several 

participants mentioned that they thought it could have cleared their heads by giving 

them something else to focus on (rather than their upcoming conversation with a 

stranger) or that it made the conversation easier by giving them something to talk about 

with their partner.36 If participants did use the prime as a topic of conversation, then 

completing the priming task in the same room may have reduced the uncertainty they 

would experience during other face-to-face interactions with a stranger. Consequently, 

participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs may not have been activated, accounting for the 

                                                 
36
 These participants were not omitted from the analyses because they did not explicitly 

mention that completing the memory study may have made them feel more uncertain, 
anxious, or generally more negative during the conversation. Furthermore, omitting 
these participants would have resulted in extremely low power, thereby reducing the 
likelihood of finding any significant differences using the remaining sample. 
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lack of causal uncertainty effects on interpersonal expectations, uncertainty reduction, 

and liking. 

 In addition, in the two previous studies (i.e., Studies 1 and 2), causal uncertainty 

was measured at the time of the experiment; whereas in the present study I used 

participants’ scores on the causal uncertainty scale from a prescreening session. 

Participants may have completed this prescreening session anywhere between one week 

and several months before the actual experimental session. Although the test-retest 

reliability on the causal uncertainty scale is acceptable, participants’ scores may have 

changed from prescreening to the experiment for any number of reasons, particularly 

when a longer delay occurred between the two sessions. In fact, all the studies reporting 

test-retest correlations for the causal uncertainty scale have used a time frame of six 

weeks or less (J.A. Edwards & Weary, 1998; Jacobson, 2007; Jacobson, Weary, & J.A. 

Edwards, 1999; Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1994); whereas participants in the current study 

may have completed the experiment up to 25 weeks after completing the prescreening 

session.  

Furthermore, interacting with a stranger in an experimental setting may be 

particularly uncertainty-provoking, which could produce higher scores when causal 

uncertainty is measured during the experimental session, rather than during 

prescreening. From this perspective, the lack of causal uncertainty effects in the current 

study might suggest that current uncertainty feelings are more meaningful in an 

interpersonal context than chronic (or dispositional) levels of causal uncertainty. 

 Indeed, when I replicated the analyses with current uncertainty feelings as my 

predictor instead of prescreened causal uncertainty scores, I did replicate the effects 

from Study 1. That is, participants who reported higher levels of uncertainty following 



 

 108 

their conversation liked their partners less than did participants who reported less 

uncertainty. Not surprisingly, this effect was explained, at least in part, by participants 

who reported more uncertainty feelings also reporting more uncertainty about 

themselves and their partner, suggesting they experienced less uncertainty reduction 

over the course of the interaction. However, although uncertainty reduction fully 

mediated the causal uncertainty effect on liking in Study 1, uncertainty reduction only 

partially mediated the effect of current uncertainty feelings on liking in the present 

study. Conceivably, then, general uncertainty, not just the cognitive and behavioral 

uncertainty about oneself and others that is measured by the uncertainty reduction 

questionnaires, may be sufficient to reduce liking for others during initial exchanges. 

Alternatively, experiencing such uncertainty may have other consequences that were not 

measured in the present study but also contribute to the reduced liking. 

 Although I proposed that interpersonal expectations and rejection sensitivity 

could be two additional factors that would mediate the effect of uncertainty on liking, 

current uncertainty feelings were not associated with interpersonal expectations. This 

finding replicates the lack of causal uncertainty effects on expectations in Study 1 but is 

inconsistent with the findings from Study 2 that demonstrated that high causally 

uncertain participants reported more negative expectations for their first conversation. 

However, in Study 2, participants interacted via computer-mediated communication 

and spent no time together prior to their conversation. In contrast, participants in the 

current study interacted face-to-face and were in the same room while they completed 

the priming task. Doing so may have given participants the opportunity to be more 

familiar and at ease with each other, and it appears to have given participants a topic to 
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discuss during the conversation. Therefore, the priming task may have improved 

participants’ expectations even when they were relatively uncertain. 

   Conversely, participants who reported more current uncertainty feelings did 

report higher levels of rejection sensitivity, replicating the causal uncertainty effect in 

Study 2. Even so, rejection sensitivity did not mediate the effect of current uncertainty 

feelings on liking. In fact, rejection sensitivity was not independently related to liking. 

Recall that although I established a relationship between causal uncertainty and 

rejection sensitivity in Study 2, I was unable to conduct any tests of mediation. 

Therefore, the current findings suggest that rejection sensitivity is not a viable 

explanation for causally uncertain people’s negative social perceptions. 

 However, even when I used current uncertainty feelings as the predictor in the 

model, I found no influence of priming condition on any of the effects. The lack of cross-

group differences suggests that the causal uncertainty prime manipulation may not have 

successfully activated participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings. Indeed, 

participants’ scores on the uncertainty feelings scale were not significantly different 

across the uncertainty and neutral prime conditions.37 Although participants completed 

this scale after interacting with their partner, when the effects of the uncertainty prime 

could have been much weaker, this null difference suggests that the prime may not have 

been as effective as I had expected. The unanticipated consequences of completing this 

prime in the same room (i.e., providing conversation topics, making participants more at 

ease) also could explain why participants in the uncertainty prime condition did not 

report higher levels of uncertainty overall.  

                                                 
37
 UFS scores were not significantly different across the uncertainty (M = 10.56, SD = 

4.33) and neutral (M = 10.61, SD = 3.87) prime conditions, t(218) = 0.93, p = .93. 
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Alternatively, participants may have had some degree of awareness about the 

intended effects of the prime. Bargh and Chartrand (2000) argue that if upwards of five 

percent of the sample express genuine awareness that the prime may have affected their 

behavior during the subsequent experimental task, then even participants who did not 

explicitly express any suspiciousness may still have been aware of priming effects. 

Approximately 20% of participants in the current study reported genuine suspiciousness 

about the priming study, so several participants who were not dropped from the 

analyses may have been somewhat aware of the intended effects of the prime even if 

they did not explicitly mention these when answering the probe questions. One reason 

why participants in the current study may have been more suspicious about the priming 

procedure is that they may have recognized the sentences used in the causal uncertainty 

prime from the prescreening session and/or one of the numerous other studies using 

the causal uncertainty scale. If so, then the causal uncertainty prime would have been 

less effective in activating participants’ causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings. 

 Therefore, in future research, to avoid these problems, participants should 

complete these primes in isolation without knowing that their partner is completing the 

same prime. In addition, participants should be given explicit instructions that they are 

not to discuss any aspect of the current or previous experiment to discourage 

participants from relying on the memory study as a topic of conversation. Furthermore, 

in future research, we could use other causal uncertainty primes, like a scrambled 

sentences task or asking participants to think about how they feel when they are 

uncertain (see Wichman, Brunner, & Weary, 2008, for a description of these other 

priming procedures), which do not rely on items from the causal uncertainty scale and 

thus might avoid problems with recognition. 
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 In summary, the current study demonstrates that participants who experience 

higher levels of uncertainty at the time of their interaction (i.e., current uncertainty 

feelings) like their conversational partner less following a five-minute unstructured 

conversation than do participants who feel less uncertain. Moreover, this effect is partly 

due to participants who are more uncertain also tending to experience greater cognitive 

and behavioral uncertainty about themselves and their partner.  
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Chapter 5 

General Discussion 

High causally uncertain individuals experience lingering doubts about their 

ability to determine the causes of social events. When these doubts are activated, such 

individuals tend to adopt a subjective accuracy goal that prompts a deliberate search for 

and effortful processing of social information (Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1996). 

Consequently, high causally uncertain people tend to be better social perceivers (e.g., 

they are less likely to stereotype, more likely to process information thoroughly, etc.). 

Although such social-cognitive benefits should, presumably, have positive social 

consequences, high causally uncertain people tend to perceive their conversations and 

conversational partners more negatively.  

For example, high causally uncertain people rate their conversations as less 

intimate, more superficial, and less satisfying than do low causally uncertain people 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2005). They also rate their conversations with strangers as less 

appropriate and less effective and rate their conversational partners as less 

interpersonally skilled (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009). However, the reasons for these 

negative social perceptions were unclear. Therefore, the purpose of the current research 

was to test two possible explanations for high causally uncertain people’s negative 

reactions to initial interactions. Specifically, I examined whether negative interpersonal 

expectations or insufficient uncertainty reduction could account for the relationship 

between causal uncertainty and liking following a brief interaction between strangers. I 

made the following general predictions across all three studies: 

H1: High causally uncertain participants will report liking their partners less than will 

low causally uncertain participants. (Supported) 
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H2a: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report more negative expectations for an upcoming conversation. 

(Unsupported) 

 
H2b: Interpersonal expectations will mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty 

and liking. (Unsupported) 

 
H3a: Relative to low causally uncertain participants, high causally uncertain participants 

will report less uncertainty reduction after interacting with their partner. 

(Supported) 

 
H3b: Uncertainty reduction will mediate the relationship between causal uncertainty and 

liking. (Supported) 

 
Causal Uncertainty and Interpersonal Expectations 

 Contrary to my second hypothesis, high causally uncertain participants did not 

appear to possess negative interpersonal expectations. Although causal uncertainty was 

positively related to rejection sensitivity, suggesting that high causally uncertain people 

do anxiously expect rejection from others, these generalized expectations for rejection 

did not appear to translate into negative expectations for an upcoming conversation. 

Specifically, in Studies 1 and 3, causal uncertainty was unrelated to interpersonal 

expectations. Similarly, participants’ current uncertainty feelings in Study 3 were 

unassociated with their interpersonal expectations. Yet, high causally uncertain 

participants did report more negative expectations relative to the low causally uncertain 

participants in Study 2, but this effect was limited to the first conversation. 

Therefore, the relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal 

expectations remains unclear. The current findings suggest that high causally uncertain 

people may have negative interpersonal expectations in certain contexts, but they 
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probably do not possess generalized negative interpersonal expectations. For example, 

their negative expectations might surface in particularly novel situations, which are 

more likely to activate people’s causal uncertainty beliefs and feelings. Indeed, the 

communicative environment I used in Study 2 may have been relatively unfamiliar to 

participants. In a recent study, Peter, Valkenburg, and Schouten (2007) surveyed 1174 

adolescents and found that 43% of respondents never used web-based cameras while 

talking to others online and 68% never used a microphone when talking to others online. 

Thus, although the use of audio-visual technologies in computer-mediated 

communication is on the rise, many people may still be rather inexperienced in using the 

combination of web-based cameras and microphones to communicate with others online. 

Therefore, high causally uncertain participants, who already are more confused 

about social dynamics, may have been especially concerned about their ability to 

communicate effectively in this unfamiliar environment. Moreover, these concerns 

would likely decrease during the first conversation as the participants became more 

comfortable with the communicative environment, which would account for the non-

significant relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal expectations in 

subsequent interactions. Future research should further explore the relationship 

between causal uncertainty and interpersonal expectations, so we can better understand 

the contexts in which high causally uncertain people’s negative expectations surface and 

how such negative expectations might affect subsequent social interactions. 

Nevertheless, negative interpersonal expectations and rejection sensitivity do not 

appear to account for high causally uncertain people’s interpersonal difficulties or at 

least for their negative social perceptions. Although high causally uncertain participants 

reported liking their partners less in Study 1, they did not report more negative 
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expectations for their conversation. Similarly, participants’ current uncertainty feelings 

in Study 3 were associated with liking but not with interpersonal expectations. 

Furthermore, although high causally uncertain participants did report more negative 

expectations for their first conversation in Study 2, the effect of causal uncertainty on 

liking for the first conversation alone was not significant. Therefore, interpersonal 

expectations cannot explain the relationship between causal uncertainty and liking in 

the current set of studies. In addition, although high causally uncertain participants 

reported heightened rejection sensitivity, rejection sensitivity was unable to account for 

the effect of current uncertainty feelings on liking in Study 3 and was not associated 

with liking on its own. 

Although Downey and Feldman (1996) propose that heightened levels of 

rejection sensitivity should make people particularly vigilant for signs of rejection 

during social exchanges, many of the studies that have examined the impact of rejection 

sensitivity have explicitly manipulated rejection. In contrast, I did not manipulate 

partner rejection and, consequently, high causally uncertain participants may not have 

identified any signs of rejections during these interactions. In fact, the lack of partner 

effects indicates that participants did not consciously distinguish between conversations 

with high versus low causally uncertain partners, so they may not have exhibited any 

signs of rejection either. Perhaps if I had manipulated rejection more directly, high 

causally uncertain people’s heightened rejection sensitivity would have produced the 

hypothesized overreactions to rejection. For example, Ayduk, Downey, Testa, Yen, and 

Shoda (1999) found that participants who were rejected by an unacquainted partner 

rated their partner less favorably if they were more sensitive to rejection.  
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To date, only one study has examined causally uncertain peoples’ reactions to 

rejection. In this study, Passey (2006) found that high causally uncertain participants 

reported more negative affect and less belonging after participating in a virtual ball-

tossing game with two other partners (who were actually computer-generated), 

regardless of whether they were included or ostracized during the game. However, 

Passey did not assess the participants’ perceptions of their partners to determine if high 

causally uncertain participants rated their partners more negatively. Furthermore, she 

did not account for rejection sensitivity in her study to determine if and how rejection 

sensitivity might affect causally uncertain people’s responses to rejection. Therefore, 

future research should further explore the relationship between causal uncertainty and 

rejection sensitivity to determine how these anxious expectations for rejection might 

influence high causally uncertain people’s behavior both during and after an actual 

rejection experience. 

Causal Uncertainty and Uncertainty Reduction 

 In contrast to interpersonal expectations, my hypotheses for uncertainty 

reduction were generally supported. Specifically, as I predicted in Hypothesis 3, high 

causally uncertain participants did appear to experience difficulties with uncertainty 

reduction in the brief unstructured interactions observed in the current set of studies. In 

Study 1, high causally uncertain participants reported more uncertainty about how they 

would behave and how their partner would behave in future interactions together and 

about how they felt about their partner and vice-versa. Similarly, high causally uncertain 

participants reported more of this uncertainty following all three of their conversations 

in Study 2, suggesting that this effect is not due to the first initial interaction being 

particularly novel and uncertainty-provoking. Finally, although chronic levels of causal 
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uncertainty were not associated with uncertainty reduction in Study 3, participants who 

reported higher levels of current uncertainty also reported more uncertainty about 

themselves and their partner after their interaction. 

 Taken together, these findings suggest that individuals with high levels of causal 

uncertainty may not experience much reduction in social uncertainty as their 

interactions progress. However, one limitation of the current set of studies is that 

uncertainty reduction was assumed and not measured directly. That is, because 

uncertainty was measured following the interaction and not prior to it, a difference score 

assessing actual uncertainty reduction could not be calculated. Therefore, high causally 

uncertain people may have been able to reduce their uncertainty and yet maintain 

higher levels of uncertainty relative to low causally uncertain people. Consistent with 

this notion, Douglas (1994) found that people with higher levels of global uncertainty 

actually experienced more uncertainty reduction over the course of a conversation, but 

that their levels of uncertainty after the conversation remained higher relative to 

participants with lower levels of global uncertainty. Although future research should 

measure uncertainty reduction more directly to determine the extent to which high 

causally uncertain people experience any uncertainty reduction, the level of uncertainty 

remaining after their conversation is more important. That is, even if high causally 

uncertain people are able to reduce their uncertainty during the conversation, they 

should experience negative interpersonal consequences if they maintain higher levels of 

uncertainty than do low causally uncertain people. 

 Indeed, high causally uncertain people’s negative social perceptions appear to 

stem, at least in part, from their uncertainty about themselves and their partner. 

Uncertainty reduction fully mediated the effect of causal uncertainty on liking in Study 
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1, and although I was unable to conduct mediation analyses in Study 2, the pattern of 

effects was consistent with those in Study 1. Furthermore, uncertainty reduction 

partially mediated the effect of current uncertainty feelings on liking in Study 3. 

Therefore, replicating other findings in the uncertainty reduction literature (see 

Clatterbuck, 1979; Douglas, 1994; Kellerman & Reynolds, 1990), people who maintained 

higher levels of uncertainty about themselves and their partner liked their partner less 

following a brief conversation. 

Causal Uncertainty and Effortful Processing 

 So why do causally uncertain people maintain such high levels of uncertainty? 

Previous causal uncertainty research demonstrates that high causally uncertain people 

engage in a deliberate search for and more effortful processing of social information 

(Weary & J.A. Edwards, 1996), which would presumably lead to greater uncertainty 

reduction. But even though high causally uncertain people may engage in more 

information-seeking behaviors, uncertainty reduction further requires them to use this 

information to predict and explain their partner’s behavior, attitudes, and feelings. J.A. 

Edwards (1998) proposes that high causally uncertain people lack confidence in tasks 

that require causal analysis, making them more reluctant to make certain judgments. For 

example, he found that high causally uncertain people reported less confidence in their 

dispositional attributions and were less likely to adjust their initial judgment about a 

target to account for situational information (but see Weary et al., 2006). Therefore, given 

their persistent doubts about their ability to identify the causes of social events, high 

causally uncertain people may find it particularly challenging to use information they 

acquire about conversational partners to predict and explain their partners’ behavior, 

attitudes, and feelings. 
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 Furthermore, effortful processing actually could impede their ability to interpret 

social information in an actual social context. By engaging in this kind of effortful 

processing, causally uncertain people should be more actively engaged in the 

interaction, and as a result, the complicated process of interpreting linguistic 

information may be more easily disrupted (Gilbert & Krull, 1988). Therefore, causally 

uncertain people may not be able to process some of the information they acquire about 

their partner very thoroughly, reducing their ability to use this information to predict 

and explain their partner’s behavior, attitudes, and feelings. 

 Alternatively, however, causally uncertain people actually may not engage in 

such information-seeking behaviors during actual social exchanges. Currently, all the 

research demonstrating that high causally uncertain people engage in more effortful 

processing has been limited to the realm of social cognition (e.g., Jacobson et al., 2006; 

Jacobson, Weary et al., 2008; Tobin & Weary, 2008; Weary & Jacobson, 1997; Weary et al., 

2001; Weary et al., 2006). In these studies, participants are typically in an isolated room 

and instructed to process information presented to them on a computer screen. This 

laboratory context may be particularly conducive to processing information thoroughly 

because distractions are few, and participants do not have to seek out the information 

themselves but merely have to process what has already been provided to them.  

In contrast, face-to-face communication has many elements that would make it 

much more complicated to process information thoroughly than at an isolated computer 

terminal (see Lane, 2008). Specifically, communicators must simultaneously encode and 

decode messages, which can vary in terms of complexity. In addition, communicators 

must attend to both verbal and nonverbal behaviors for feedback from conversational 

partners as well as monitor their own behavior throughout the conversation. To make 
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matters worse, noise can interfere with the communication process by distracting the 

communicators. This noise can include external factors like loud noises, or internal 

factors like fatigue or unrelated preoccupations. Therefore, given their confusion about 

social dynamics, high causally uncertain people likely experience much more cognitive 

load in this environment. 

 In fact, cognitive load may interfere with high causally uncertain people’s 

effortful processing. Weary et al. (2006) recently demonstrated that high causally 

uncertain participants did not revise their dispositional judgments to include important 

situational information when they were placed under cognitive load (but see Tobin et 

al., 2006). Therefore, the additional demands of negotiating face-to-face interactions also 

might interfere with their effortful processing. 

 Indeed, although causally uncertain people should be more likely to engage in 

information-seeking behaviors because they are less tolerant of and comfortable with 

ambiguity (see Kellerman & Reynolds, 1990), what little research has been done 

examining the impact of causal uncertainty in actual social contexts suggests that they 

engage in less information-seeking. More specifically, causally uncertain people report 

having more superficial and less intimate face-to-face interactions (Boucher & Jacobson, 

2005). Similarly, even though Weary and Jacobson (1997) found that high causally 

uncertain participants were planning to ask strangers more diagnostic questions in an 

upcoming conversation, they ask fewer questions and disclose less personal information 

during actual social interactions (Boucher, 2005), both of which are typically used as 

means of gaining information about conversational partners during initial exchanges 

(see Douglas, 1987, 1990, 1994).  
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 In addition, previous research has shown that high causally uncertain people are 

better able to identify others’ emotional states in a non-social context (Harkness, 

Sabbagh, Jacobson, & Chen, 2002), but causal uncertainty does not appear to produce 

greater accuracy in actual social contexts. For example, during social exchanges between 

friends and strangers, high causally uncertain people are not better able to judge what 

others are thinking or feelings than are low causally uncertain people (Boucher & 

Jacobson, 2007; Jacobson, Boucher, Currie, & Passey, 2009), although it appears that they 

might be more accurate when they are given specific directions for their conversation 

(see Jacobson et al., 2009, Study 2). Similarly, high causally uncertain people are no more 

accurate at judging a stranger’s or a friend’s personality traits than are low causally 

uncertain people (Boucher & Jacobson, 2007). These effects may be due to high causally 

uncertain people’s tendency to make more neutral judgments about their partner’s 

personality traits following a brief interaction and report less confidence in their 

judgments (Boucher & Jacobson, 2009b). Taken together, these findings support the 

notion that high causally uncertain people may not pursue an accuracy goal in these 

more complex situations and find other ways to cope with their uncertainty instead. 

 Weary and J.A. Edwards (1996) proposed that when the expectancy for success 

in pursuing an accuracy goal (and thereby reducing the discrepancy between one’s 

actual and desired knowledge states) is low, causally uncertain people are unlikely to 

engage in any effortful processing and should disengage from this goal instead. Such 

disengagement can occur by means of withdrawing from the situation that activated 

their causal uncertainty beliefs, by focusing their attention on another goal, or by re-

evaluating the importance of their goal to reduce uncertainty. Similarly, Gudykunst 

(1993) argues that when people surpass a maximum uncertainty threshold, they have no 
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confidence whatsoever in their ability to predict or explain other people’s attitudes, 

feelings, and behaviors. Consequently, they are not motivated to reduce their 

uncertainty and disengage from the conversation. Although causally uncertain people 

may not be able to withdraw physically from their conversation, they may withdraw in 

other ways. For example, Wichman et al. (2008) found that immediately after priming 

participants with causal uncertainty, participants actively inhibited their uncertainty. 

 Future research should explore the possible reasons for high causally uncertain 

people’s difficulties with uncertainty reduction. Specifically, we should aim to 

determine if high causally uncertain people maintain high levels of uncertainty about 

themselves and others because they are unable to use the information they acquire about 

others to predict and explain people’s attitudes, feelings, and behaviors, or if they 

simply disengage from the conversation and do not pursue information-seeking 

strategies. Gaining a better understanding of why causally uncertain people maintain 

these high levels of uncertainty will be particularly important in identifying ways to 

improve uncertainty reduction during social interactions and, in turn, their perceptions 

of these exchanges. 

Temporary vs. Lasting Relationships 

 Although I examined the effect of causal uncertainty during initial interactions, 

my findings suggest that high causally uncertain people may experience difficulties in 

their closer relationships if they are unable to reduce their uncertainty about themselves 

or others. Berger and Gudykunst (1991) argue that reducing cognitive uncertainty 

becomes more important as relationships progress because people must acquire 

individuating information about each other to make accurate interpersonal judgments 

and successfully negotiate more intimate encounters. 



 

 123 

 In addition, causally uncertain people also may experience other forms of 

uncertainty in these closer relationships. For example, Knobloch and Solomon (1999, 

2002) argue that the type of uncertainty outlined in Uncertainty Reduction Theory was 

not as relevant to close relationships and proposed that people tend to experience 

relational uncertainty within these relationships. They further propose that this kind of 

uncertainty can stem from three separate but related sources. That is, people can 

experience doubts about their own involvement in the relationship (self uncertainty), 

about their partner’s involvement in the relationship (partner uncertainty), and about 

the nature of the relationship itself (relationship uncertainty). Presumably, if high 

causally uncertain people maintain higher levels of uncertainty in their relationships 

with strangers, they also might experience more relational uncertainty in their closer 

relationships. More importantly, such uncertainty also can have detrimental effects. For 

example, heightened levels of relational uncertainty can make conversations between 

romantic partners more difficult by interfering with message processing (Knobloch & 

Solomon, 2005) or by increasing avoidant or indirect communication (see Knobloch, 

2007). 

 What little research exists on the effect of causal uncertainty within close 

relationships suggests that high causally uncertain people may experience difficulties in 

their relationships with roommates, friends, and romantic partners. For example, 

Boucher and Jacobson (2009a) found that high causally uncertain participants rated their 

conversations with friends as less effective and less appropriate than did low causally 

uncertain participants, and they rated these conversations as negatively as they rated 

their conversations with a stranger. Several studies also suggest that causally uncertain 

people may experience even more interpersonal difficulties in other types of close 
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relationships. For instance, although high causally uncertain people do not appear to 

elicit rejection from friends (see Boucher & Jacobson, 2009a, Study 2), they are more 

likely to be rejected by a roommate than are low causally uncertain people (Jacobson, 

Rytwinski et al., 2008; Passey, 2006).  

 If high causally uncertain people engage in behaviors with roommates that are 

more likely to elicit rejection, then they also might elicit such negative feedback within 

other intimate relationships as well, including romantic relationships. In fact, romantic 

relationships (at least heterosexual relationships) may be particularly problematic. In 

addition to the intimate nature of the relationship and the amount of time spent 

together, previous research suggests that causal uncertainty beliefs are more likely to be 

activated when individuals interact with a member of the opposite sex (Weary & 

Jacobson, 1997). Furthermore, the consequences of failing to identify the causes of social 

events within these relationships may be perceived as extremely serious (e.g., 

relationship dissolution). Unfortunately, very little research has examined the impact of 

causal uncertainty within romantic relationships, so whether the negative interpersonal 

consequences of causal uncertainty actually are exacerbated within these relationships is 

unclear.  

Wickham and Tobin (2009) recently extended the causal uncertainty construct 

specifically to romantic relationships, measuring a person’s tendency to experience 

doubts about their ability to understand the causes of events within their romantic 

relationships. Using this revised construct, they found that participants who were 

involved in a romantic relationship but experienced more doubts about their ability to 

understand the causes of events within this relationship reported being less satisfied in 

the relationship than did participants who had fewer doubts. Therefore, people who 
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experience more general doubts about their ability to understand the causes of social 

events might experience similar problems in their interpersonal relationships.  

 Future research should further explore the impact of causal uncertainty within 

close relationships. Specifically, we should aim to determine if high causally uncertain 

people maintain higher levels of uncertainty even in these more intimate relationships 

and if they experience heightened levels of other types of uncertainty in their close 

relationships as well (e.g., relational uncertainty). Furthermore, we should explore how 

causal uncertainty affects intimate relationships over time (e.g., elicit rejection from 

romantic partner or contribute to relationship dissolution), and how other forms of 

uncertainty like relational uncertainty might contribute to these problems.  

Chronic vs. Currently Activated Causal Uncertainty 

 The lack of significant effects of prescreened causal uncertainty scores on 

uncertainty reduction and liking in Study 3 suggests that chronic (or dispositional) 

levels of causal uncertainty may be less important during initial interactions than 

current levels of uncertainty. Indeed, although people with higher levels of causal 

uncertainty have more accessible causal uncertainty beliefs, these beliefs are not always 

activated. Weary and J.A. Edwards (1996) argue that one factor that can increase the 

likelihood of causal uncertainty belief activation is error sensitivity, or the degree to 

which people are concerned with the discrepancy between their actual and desired 

knowledge states. They propose that when the consequences of failing to identify the 

cause of a particular event are relatively trivial, people are less sensitive to the 

discrepancy between their actual and desired knowledge states, and consequently, their 

causal uncertainty beliefs may not be activated or may not be perceived as applicable to 

the current situation.  
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 Berger and Calabrese (1975) argue that people’s uncertainty should be 

particularly high during initial interactions because communicators possess little, if any, 

information about each other to help predict and explain their partner’s behavior. 

Therefore, such initial exchanges should be likely to activate participants’ causal 

uncertainty beliefs and feelings. However, Berger and Gudykunst (1991) later suggested 

that individuals can conduct successful interactions with strangers despite such feelings 

of uncertainty. Although conversational partners should experience a great deal of 

cognitive uncertainty in these exchanges because they know very little about each other, 

they can nevertheless carry out such interactions using their general rules of conduct, 

thereby reducing their behavioral uncertainty. In fact, many behaviors are driven by 

action schemas, such as scripts and plans for interactions, and thus require little 

monitoring and management (Patterson, 2001). Furthermore, Douglas (1987) argues that 

people’s motivation to reduce uncertainty should be highest when the probability of 

future interaction between conversational partners is unclear. 

From this perspective, because the conversations observed in the current 

research were relatively brief and the relationships that developed between 

conversational partners were temporary, some high causally uncertain participants may 

have been able to use their knowledge of general interaction procedures to reduce their 

uncertainty and/or may have perceived the consequences of failing to identify the 

causes of their partner’s behavior as relatively trivial. In this case, their causal 

uncertainty beliefs and feelings would not have been activated, which would explain 

why experimental causal uncertainty scores in Studies 1 and 2, which were measured 

after participants interacted with their partner, as well as current feelings of uncertainty 
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in Study 3, were associated with uncertainty reduction and liking, whereas prescreened 

causal uncertainty scores were not. 

Summary and Conclusions 

 In summary, the current research supports the hypothesis that causal uncertainty 

is associated with negative social perceptions, at least during initial interactions. Across 

three studies, participants who were more causally uncertain or who reported higher 

levels of current uncertainty liked an unacquainted partner less following a brief 

unstructured interaction than did participants who were less causally uncertain or 

experiencing less current uncertainty. Moreover, these participants also reported more 

uncertainty about themselves and their partner following these exchanges.  

Furthermore, as I predicted, causally uncertain people’s negative social 

perceptions appear to stem, at least in part, from their inability to reduce their social 

uncertainty during initial interactions. That is, uncertainty reduction fully mediated the 

effect of causal uncertainty on liking in Study 1, and although I was unable to test for 

mediation in Study 2, the pattern of effects was similar to those observed in the first 

study. Furthermore, uncertainty reduction partially mediated the effect of current 

uncertainty feelings on liking in Study 3. Therefore, replicating previous findings in the 

uncertainty reduction literature (see Clatterbuck, 1979; Douglas, 1994; Kellerman & 

Reynolds, 1990), higher levels of uncertainty about oneself and one’s conversational 

partners can have negative interpersonal consequences during initial exchanges. 

However, the relationship between causal uncertainty and interpersonal 

expectations remains unclear. Although high causally uncertain people appear to be 

more rejection sensitive and, consequently, anxiously expect rejection from others, such 

generalized expectations for rejection do not appear to translate into negative 
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expectations for an upcoming conversation. Still, high causally uncertain participants’ 

more negative expectations for their first conversation in Study 2 suggest that causal 

uncertainty may be associated with negative interpersonal expectations in some 

contexts. However, future research will be necessary to better understand the contexts in 

which these negative expectations might occur. Nevertheless, even rejection sensitivity 

was unable to account for the effects of causal uncertainty (or current uncertainty 

feelings) on liking and was not associated with liking on its own. More explicit signs of 

rejection may be necessary to trigger the overreactions to rejection associated with 

rejection sensitivity, including unfavorable perceptions of others (Ayduk et al., 1999). 

Therefore, future research should manipulate rejection more directly, so that we can 

better understand the relationship between causal uncertainty and rejection sensitivity 

and their subsequent effects on people’s reactions to interpersonal rejection. 

This program of research was novel in several respects and points to new 

directions for causal uncertainty researchers. As a whole, this research was one of the 

few attempts to examine the specific social, rather than cognitive, behaviors associated 

with causal uncertainty. Furthermore, I was able to extend previous research findings 

demonstrating that high causally uncertain people rate their conversations as less 

effective and less appropriate and rate their partners as less conversationally skilled 

(Boucher & Jacobson, 2009a) to actual liking for conversational partners.  

More importantly, I was able to shed some light on why causally uncertain 

people may have negative reactions to interpersonal situations. Understanding why 

causally uncertain people experience these interpersonal difficulties is critical to 

eventually developing strategies to improve their social interactions. The current 

findings suggest that identifying ways to increase uncertainty reduction during initial 
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exchanges may be an effective strategy in improving causally uncertain people’s 

interactions with strangers.  

However, proposing possible strategies for improving uncertainty reduction 

during initial exchanges would be premature until we have a better understanding of 

why causally uncertain people are unable to reduce their uncertainty during these 

interactions. For example, if causally uncertain people do acquire information about 

their partners but are unable to use this information to predict and explain their 

partner’s behavior, feelings, and attitudes, then we could target causally uncertain 

people’s doubts to increase their confidence in using the information they have about 

their partner to reduce their uncertainty. In contrast, if causally uncertain people do not 

engage in effortful processing during initial interactions and simply disengage from the 

conversations instead, then increasing the intimacy of the information disclosed during 

such interactions or motivating high causally uncertain people to engage in information-

seeking behaviors would be more appropriate strategies for improving uncertainty 

reduction. Nevertheless, the current set of studies is an important first step by 

identifying one potential reason why causally uncertain people perceive their 

conversations and conversational partners so negatively.
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Appendix A 
Study 1 Experimental Materials 

 
Consent Form, Instructions, Questionnaires, and Debriefing Form 

 
 
The following experimental materials were presented to participants on a computer 

using the Medialab© program, and did not appear in this format, which has been altered 

to adhere with the School of Graduate Studies and Research guidelines for these 

submissions. 
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CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Social Interaction 

Eliane M. Boucher, M.A., & Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 
 
NAME OF PARTICIPANT (please print): __________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE OF STUDY:  I have been asked to participate in a research project designed to 
investigate social interactions between strangers. 
 
PARTICIPANTS:  I understand that there are no exclusion criteria for participation.  
 
PROCEDURES:  If I agree to participate, I will engage in three videotaped interactions with a 
same-sex stranger, and complete several questionnaires about my partner and the interaction 
between each of the conversations. These procedures should take approximately one hour. 
    
RISKS:  Although no risks are anticipated, I understand that should I feel uncomfortable, I have 
the right to refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from this study at any time without 
penalty, and can contact the Student Counseling and Disability Centre at 613-533-2506 to discuss 
my concerns further. 
 
BENEFITS:  I will either receive 1 credit towards my Psychology 100 course through the Queen’s 
University Psychology subject pool or be paid $10.  Also, I will have the opportunity to learn 
more about social psychology and research in general.   
 
CONFIDENTIALITY:  I understand that my research records including the videotapes of my 
interactions will be stored in a locked cabinet in a secured building.  I hereby authorize the use of 
all records, tests, tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for research purposes. I 
understand that any information derived from this research project that personally identifies me 
will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the researchers without my separate consent, 
except as specifically required by law.       
 
IF I HAVE QUESTIONS:  If I have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this 
research or my rights as a research participant, I may contact Eliane Boucher at 533-6000 (ext. 
75417), Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, Dr. Vern Quinsey (Head of the Psychology Department) at 
533-2492, and/or Dr. Joan Stevenson (Head of the General Research Ethics Board for Queen’s 
University) at 533-6081. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION:  By signing below, I indicate that I understand the nature of 
this study, and that the experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily.  I know that I 
may refuse to answer any question or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty.  
My signature below indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent to 
participate in this study voluntarily. 
 
   
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT  DATE 
   
 

This study has received clearance from Queen’s University. 
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
 
In this experiment, you will be working with a partner. You will have a total of three 
conversations with your partner, and between each of these conversations you will 
complete some questionnaires about the conversation you just had. 
 

CONVERSATION INSTRUCTIONS 
 
For the following task you will have a 5-minute conversation with your partner. You can 
discuss anything you like; for example, a movie or television show you saw recently, 
how you feel about Queen's and your classes so far, etc. Take this opportunity to get to 
know your partner, so make sure that both you and your partner have the chance to 
talk. The experimenter will stop you after 5 minutes, so please keep talking until the 
experimenter stops you. 
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CAUSAL UNCERTAINTY SCALE 
(Weary & Edwards, 1994) 

 
Fill in the circle below the response that best expresses how much you agree or disagree 
with the statement. 
 
 Strongly  Moderately  Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 
 
 

 1. I do not know what it takes to  
  get along well with others.---  � � � � � � 
 
 2. When I receive good grades,  
  I usually do not understand  
  why I did so well. --------------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 3. I do not understand what causes  
  most of the problems that I have  
  with others. ---------------------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 4. When I see something good  
  happen to others, I often do not  
  know why it happened. ------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 5. When I receive poor grades, I  
  usually do not understand  
  why I did so poorly. ----------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 6. When someone I know receives a  
  poor grade, I often cannot  
  determine if they could have done  
  anything to prevent it. --------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 7. I do not understand what causes  
  most of the good things that  
  happen to me. ------------------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 8. When things go right, I generally  
  do not know what to do to  
  keep them that way. -----------  � � � � � � 
 
 
 9. When bad things happen, I  
  generally do not know why.  � � � � � � 
 
 
10. When there is more than one  
  possible reason for a person's  
  action, it is difficult to determine  
  which one is the actual reason.  � � � � � � 
 
 
11. I often feel like I don't have  
  enough information to come to 
   a conclusion about why  
  things happen to other people.  � � � � � � 
 
 
12. When I see something bad  
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  happen to others, I often do not  
  know why it happened. ------  � � � � � � 
 
 
13. I often feel like I do not have  
  enough information to come  
  to a conclusion about why  
  things happen to me. ----------  � � � � � � 
 
 
14. When I think about why someone  
  does something, there are usually  
  so many possible reasons for it that  
  I cannot determine which one  
  was the cause. ------------------  � � � � � � 
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GLOBAL UNCERTAINTY SCALE  
(Douglas, 1991) 

 
1. How confident are you of your general ability to predict how strangers will behave? 
 
 � � � � � � 
 Not At     Extremely 
 All Confident     Confident 
 
2. In general, how confident are you of your ability to accurately determine how much 

strangers like (or dislike) you? 
 
 � � � � � �  
 Not At     Extremely 
 All Confident     Confident 
 
3. In general, how confident are you of your ability to predict accurately a stranger’s values? 
 
 � � � � � �  
 Not At     Extremely 
 All Confident     Confident 
 
4. Generally, how confident are you of your ability to predict accurately a stranger’s 

attitudes? 
 
 � � � � � � 
 Not At     Extremely 
 All Confident     Confident 
 
5. Generally, how confident are you of your ability to predict accurately a stranger’s feelings 

and emotions? 
 
 � � � � � �  
 Not At     Extremely 
 All Confident     Confident 
 
6. When you meet others for the first time, generally how well can you empathize with 

(share) the way they feel about themselves? 
 
 � � � � � �  
 Not At     Extremely 
 All     Well 
 
7. In general, how well do you think you know other people after you meet them for the first 

time? 
 
 � � � � � �  
 Not At     Extremely 
 All     Well 
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INTERACTION ANXIOUSNESS SCALE 
(Leary, 1983) 

 
Read each item carefully and decide the degree to which the statement is characteristic 
or true of you. Then fill in the appropriate circle (e.g., �) according to the following 
scale.  
 

1 = The statement is not at all characteristic of me. 
2 = The statement is slightly characteristic of me. 
3 = The statement is moderately characteristic of me. 
4 = The statement is very characteristic of me. 
5 = The statement is extremely characteristic of me. 
 

NOT AT ALL EXTREMELY 
 CHARACTERISTIC CHARACTERISTIC 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 1. I often feel nervous even in casual  
  get-togethers. .................................................  � � � � � 
   
2. I usually feel uncomfortable when  
  I am in a group of people I don’t know ....  � � � � � 

  
3. I am usually at ease when speaking 
   to a member of the opposite sex ...............  � � � � � 
  
4. I get nervous when I must talk to  
  a teacher or boss............................................  � � � � � 

   
5. Parties often make me feel anxious and  
  uncomfortable ..............................................  � � � � � 
 
6. I am probably less shy in social  

Interactions than most people ..................  � � � � � 
 
7. I sometimes feel tense when talking to  

people of my own sex if I don’t know  
them very well .............................................  � � � � � 

 
8. I would be nervous if I was being  

interviewed for a job ..................................  � � � � � 
 

 9.   I wish I had more confidence in  
  social situations. ............................................  � � � � � 
 
10. I seldom feel anxious in social situations. .  � � � � � 

 
11.   In general, I am a shy person .....................  � � � � �   
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12. I often feel nervous when talking to an  
  attractive member of the opposite sex ......  � � � � �   

 
13. I often feel nervous when calling  
  someone I don’t know very well. ...............  � � � � �   

 
14.   I get nervous when I speak to someone  
  in a position of authority. ............................  � � � � �   

 
15.   I usually feel relaxed around other   
  people, even people who are quite  
  different from myself. ..................................  � � � � �  
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BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY II 
(Beck, 1996) 

 
Read each item carefully and blacken in the circle next to the answer that best reflects 
how you have been feeling during the past two weeks.  If you cannot decide between 
two responses, fill in the circle next to the response with the highest number. 

 
A. ` 0   I do not feel sad. 
 ` 1   I feel sad. 
 ` 2   I am sad all of the time and I can't snap out of it. 
 ` 3   I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it. 

 
B. ` 0   I am not particularly discouraged about the future. 
 ` 1   I feel discouraged about the future. 
 ` 2   I feel I have nothing to look forward to. 

` 3   I feel that the future is hopeless and that things cannot improve. 
 

C. ` 0   I do not feel like a failure. 
 ` 1   I feel I have failed more than the average person. 

 ` 2   As I look back on my life, all I can see is a lot of failures. 
 ` 3   I feel I am a complete failure as a person. 

 
D. ` 0   I get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to. 
 ` 1   I don't enjoy things the way I used to. 
 ` 2   I don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore. 
 ` 3   I am dissatisfied or bored with everything.  

  
E. ` 0   I don't feel particularly guilty. 
 ` 1   I feel guilty a good part of the time. 
 ` 2   I feel quite guilty most of the time. 
 ` 3   I feel guilty all of the time. 

 
F. ` 0   I don't feel I am being punished. 
 ` 1   I feel I may be punished. 
 ` 2   I expect to be punished. 
 ` 3   I feel I am being punished. 

 
G. ` 0   I don't feel disappointed in myself. 
 ` 1   I am disappointed in myself. 
 ` 2   I am disgusted with myself. 
 ` 3   I hate myself. 

 
H. ` 0   I don't feel I am any worse than anybody else. 

` 1   I am critical of myself for my weaknesses or mistakes. 
 ` 2   I blame myself all the time for my faults. 
 ` 3   I blame myself for everything bad that happens. 
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I. ` 0   I don't have any thoughts of killing myself. 
 ` 1   I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not carry them out.  
 ` 2   I would like to kill myself. 
 ` 3   I would kill myself if I had the chance. 

 
J. ` 0   I don't cry anymore than usual. 
 ` 1   I cry more now than I used to. 
 ` 2   I cry all the time now. 
 ` 3   I used to be able to cry, but now I can't even though I want to. 

 
K. ` 0   I am no more irritated now than I ever am. 
 ` 1   I get annoyed or irritated more easily than I used to. 
 ` 2   I feel irritated all the time now. 

 ` 3   I don't get irritated at all by the things that used to irritate me. 
 
L. ` 0   I have not lost interest in other people. 
 ` 1   I am less interested in other people than I used to be. 
 ` 2   I have lost most of my interest in other people. 
 ` 3   I have lost all of my interest in other people. 

 
M. ` 0   I make decisions about as well as I ever could. 
 ` 1   I put off making decisions more than I used to. 
 ` 2   I have greater difficulty in making decisions than before. 
 ` 3   I can't make decisions at all anymore. 

 
N. ` 0   I don't feel I look any worse than I used to. 
 ` 1   I am worried that I am looking old or unattractive. 
 ` 2   I feel that there are permanent changes in my appearance that make me look  
                     unattractive. 
 ` 3   I believe that I look ugly. 

 
O. ` 0   I can work about as well as before. 
 ` 1   It takes an extra effort to get started at doing something. 
 ` 2   I have to push myself very hard to do anything. 
 ` 3   I can't do any work at all. 

 
P. ` 0   I can sleep as well as usual. 
 ` 1   I don't sleep as well as I used to. 
 ` 2   I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find it hard to get back to sleep. 
 ` 3   I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and cannot get back to sleep. 

 
Q. ` 0   I don't get more tired than usual. 
 ` 1   I get tired more easily than I used to. 
 ` 2   I get tired from doing almost anything. 
 ` 3   I am too tired to do anything. 
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R.     ` 0   My appetite is no worse than usual. 
 ` 1   My appetite is not so good as it used to be. 
 ` 2   My appetite is much worse now. 
 ` 3   I have no appetite at all anymore. 

 
S. ` 0   I am purposely trying to lose weight by eating less OR I haven't lost much  
      weight, if any, lately. 

` 1   I have lost more than 5 pounds, but I am not purposely trying to lose   
             weight. 

 ` 2   I have lost more than 10 pounds, but I am not purposely trying to lose  
     weight. 
 ` 3   I have lost more than 15 pounds, but I am not purposely trying to lose  
     weight. 

 
T. ` 0   I am no more worried about my health than usual. 
 ` 1   I am worried about physical problems such as aches and pains; or upset  
     stomach, or constipation. 
 ` 2   I am very worried about physical problems, and it's hard to think of much  
     else. 
 ` 3   I am so worried about my physical problems that I cannot think about  
     anything else. 

 
U. ` 0   I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex. 
 ` 1   I am less interested in sex than I used to be. 
 ` 2   I am much less interested in sex now. 
 ` 3   I have lost interest in sex completely. 
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INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION SCALE – SOCIAL ATTRACTION SUBSCALE 
(McCroskey & McCain, 1974) 

 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 
as they apply to your partner. Use the following scale and write one number before each 
statement to indicate your feelings. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Moderately Slightly Undecided Slightly Moderately Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree Agree 
 
 
___    1. I think s/he could be a friend of mine. 
 
___    2. It would be difficult to meet and talk with him/her. 
 
___    3. S/he just wouldn’t fit into my circle of friends. 
 
___    4. We could never establish a personal friendship with each other. 
 
___    5. I would like to have a friendly chat with him/her. 
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UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION QUESTIONNAIRES 
(Douglas, 1991) 

 
(1) Uncertainty About Own Future Behavior 
 
1. If I meet my partner again, I will know what to say. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
2. If I meet my partner again, I will know how to act. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
3. If I meet my partner again, I will know what to talk about. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
 
(2) Uncertainty About Partner’s Future Behavior 
 
1. If I meet my partner again, I know what s/he will say. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
2. If I meet my partner again, I know how s/he will act. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
3. If I meet my partner again, I know what s/he will talk about. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
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(3) Uncertainty About Own Feelings for Partner 
 
1. I know what my attitude toward my partner is. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
2. I know how much I like (or dislike) my partner. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
3. I know how I feel about my partner. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
(4) Uncertainty About Partner’s Feelings for Me 
 
1. I know what my partner’s attitude toward me is. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
2. I know how much my partner likes (or dislikes) me. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
 
3. I know how my partner feels about me. 
 
 � � � � � � � � � 
 
 Not At        Extremely 
 All Confident        Confident 
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INTERPERSONAL EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The following items are concerned with the conversation you will have with your 
partner in a few minutes; please select the option that best describes the degree to which 
you agree with each statement. 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 Strongly Moderately Slightly Undecided Slightly Moderately Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Disagree  Agree Agree Agree 
 
1. I will be in control of the conversation. 
 
2. Our conversation will be unsuccessful. 
 
3. I will get what I want from the conversation. 
 
4. I will be an effective conversationalist. 
 
5. I will enjoy talking to my partner. 
 
6. Our conversation will be stimulating. 
 
7. My partner will be interested in talking to me. 
 
8.  My partner will be an effective conversationalist. 
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DEBRIEFING 
 

 This experiment examined the relationship between mood and various 
personality factors and how people perform in social interactions with strangers. We are 
interested in seeing how your responses to the questionnaires correspond to your 
performance during the social interactions, and how personality factors influence how 
you rated your partner. Because we were interested in how uncertainty that arises 
during first encounters with strangers impacts your perception of the interaction and 
your behavior during this interaction, we told you that you would have three different 
interactions with your partner so that you and your partner would not behave 
unusually because you do not expect to meet your partner again. Now that you know 
you were deceived during this experiment, we’d like to remind you that you have the 
right to withdraw your data at any time. If you would like to withdraw your data now, 
please let the experimenter know you wish to do so and your data will not be used. 
 You should understand that we will be looking at overall trends across 
participants and not findings for specific individuals. All results will be reported at the 
aggregate level. These data will help us to better understand the relationship between 
people’s temporary and stable characteristics and difficulties they may experience 
during social interactions. 
 If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or 
your rights as a research participant, you may contact Eliane Boucher at 533-6000 ext. 
75417, Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, the Head of the Psychology Department at 533-2492, 
and/or the General Research Ethics Board for Queen's University, c/o Research Services 
at 533-6081.   
 If you would like to learn more about this experiment and its results, please 
contact Eliane Boucher at the phone number above or by email at 
eliane.boucher@gmail.com, or Dr. Jacobson at the phone number above or at her email 
address (jacobsoj@post.queensu.ca). In addition, you might want to read the following 
article available at Stauffer Library or on-line through PsycARTICLES: 

 
Douglas, W. (1991). Expectations about initial interaction: An examination of the effects 

of global uncertainty. Human Communication Research, 17(3), 355-384. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix B 
Study 2 Experimental Materials 

 
Consent Form, Instructions, Questionnaires not Included in Study 1, and Debriefing Form 

 

The following experimental materials were presented to participants on a computer 

using the Medialab© program, and did not appear in this format, which has been altered 

to adhere with the School of Graduate Studies and Research guidelines for these 

submissions. 
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CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Social Interaction 

Eliane M. Boucher, M.A., & Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 
 
NAME OF PARTICIPANT (please print): ________________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE OF STUDY:  I have been asked to participate in a research project designed to 
investigate social interactions between strangers. 
 
PARTICIPANTS:  I understand that there are no exclusion criteria for participation.  
 
PROCEDURES:  If I agree to participate, I will engage in three recorded interactions with three 
different same-sex strangers in an Internet chat room equipped with a web-camera so that my 
partner and I can see each other. Between each of these conversations, I will complete several 
questionnaires about my partner and our interaction. These procedures should take 
approximately two hours. 
    
RISKS:  Although no risks are anticipated, I understand that should I feel uncomfortable, I have 
the right to refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from this study at any time without 
penalty, and can contact the Student Counseling and Disability Centre at 613-533-2506 to discuss 
my concerns further. 
 
BENEFITS:  I will either receive 1.5 credits towards my Psychology 100 course through the 
Queen’s University Psychology subject pool or be paid $15.  Also, I will have the opportunity to 
learn more about social psychology and research in general.   
 
CONFIDENTIALITY:  I understand that my research records including the transcript of my 
interactions will be stored in a locked cabinet in a secured building.  I hereby authorize the use of 
all records, tests, and personal data derived from this experiment for research purposes. I 
understand that any information derived from this research project that personally identifies me 
will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the researchers without my separate consent, 
except as specifically required by law.       
 
IF I HAVE QUESTIONS:  If I have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this 
research or my rights as a research participant, I may contact Eliane Boucher at 533-6000 (ext. 
75417), Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, Dr. Kevin Munhall (Head of the Psychology Department) at 
533-2492, and/or Dr. Joan Stevenson (Head of the General Research Ethics Board for Queen’s 
University) at 533-6081. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION:  By signing below, I indicate that I understand the nature of 
this study, and that the experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily.  I know that I 
may refuse to answer any question or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty.  
My signature below indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent to 
participate in this study voluntarily. 
 
   
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT  DATE 
   

 
This study has received clearance from Queen’s University. 
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
 
In this experiment, you will be working with a group of three other girls. You will have 
a conversation with each of the group members separately, so you will have three 
conversations in total. Between each of these conversations, you will complete some 
questionnaires about the conversation you just had. Then, after all three conversations, 
you will complete one last task with one of your group members. 
 

CONVERSATION 1 INSTRUCTIONS 
 
For this conversation, you will have a 5-minute conversation with one member of your 
group. You can discuss anything you like - some example topics include a movie or 
television show you saw recently, how you feel about Queen's and your classes so far, 
etc. Take this opportunity to get to know this person, so make sure that both of you have 
the chance to talk. The experimenter will come and interrupt you after 5 minutes, so 
please keep talking until the experimenter stops you. 
 
Please let the experimenter know you're ready to start the first conversation by knocking 
on the door. The experimenter will be along shortly to give you more specific 
instructions for this conversation. 
 

CONVERSATION 2 INSTRUCTIONS 
 
For this conversation, you will have a 5-minute conversation with another member of 
your group. Again, you can discuss anything you like with your partner. Take this 
opportunity to get to know this person, so make sure that both of you have the chance to 
talk. The experimenter will come and interrupt you after 5 minutes, so please keep 
talking until the experimenter stops you. 
 
Please let the experimenter know you're ready to start the second conversation by 
knocking on the door. The experimenter will be along shortly to give you more specific 
instructions for this conversation. 
 

CONVERSATION 3 INSTRUCTIONS 
 
For this conversation, you will have a 5-minute conversation with the last member of 
your group. Again, you can discuss anything you like with your partner. Take this 
opportunity to get to know this person, so make sure that both of you have the chance to 
talk. The experimenter will come and interrupt you after 5 minutes, so please keep 
talking until the experimenter stops you. 
 
Please let the experimenter know you're ready to start the third conversation by 
knocking on the door. The experimenter will be along shortly to give you more specific 
instructions for this conversation. 
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INTERPERSONAL EXPECTATIONS RATING 
 

Please rate how successful you think your next conversation will be 
 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 Not At All Very 
 Successful Successful 
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MODIFIED REJECTION SENSITIVITY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Each of the items below describes things university students sometimes ask of other 
people. Please imagine that you are in each situation. You will be asked to answer the 
following questions. Please rate each of these questions using the relevant scale: 
 

(A) How CONCERNED OR ANXIOUS would you be about how the other 
person would respond? 

 
    1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
  Very Very 
  Unconcerned Concerned 

 
(B) How do you think THE OTHER PERSON would be LIKELY TO RESPOND? 
 
   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 Very Very 
 Unlikely Likely 

 
1. You ask someone in class if you can borrow his or her notes. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not the other 
person would want to lend you his/her notes? 

b. I would expect that the person would willingly give me his/her notes. 
 

2. You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend to move in with you. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not the person 
would want to move in with you? 

b. I would expect that he/she would want to move in with me. 
 

3. You ask someone you don’t know well out on a date. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not the person 
would want to go out with you? 

b. I would expect that the person would want to go out with me. 
 

4. Your boyfriend/girlfriend has plans to go out with friends tonight, but you 
really want to spend the evening with him/her, and you tell him/her so. 

 
a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 

boyfriend/girlfriend would decide to stay in? 
b. I would expect that the person would willingly choose to stay in. 
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5. After class, you tell your professor that you have been having some trouble with 
a section of the course and ask if he/she can give you some extra help. 

 
a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 

professor would want to help you out? 
b. I would expect that my professor would want to help me out. 
 

6. You approach a close friend to talk after doing or saying something that 
seriously upset him/her. 

 
a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend 

would want to talk with you? 
b. I would expect that he/she would want to talk with me to try to work 

things out. 
 

7. You ask someone in one of your classes to coffee. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not the other 
person would want to go? 

b. I would expect that the person would want to go with me. 
 

8. You ask your friend to go on a vacation with you over Reading Week. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend 
would want to go with you? 

b. I would expect that he/she would want to go with me. 
 

9. You call your boyfriend/girlfriend after a bitter argument and tell him/her you 
want to see him/her. 

 
a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 

boyfriend/girlfriend would want to see you? 
b. I would expect that he/she would want to see me. 
 

10. You ask a friend if you can borrow something of his/hers. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend 
would want to loan it to you? 

b. I would expect that he/she would willingly loan it to me. 
 

11. You ask a friend to do you a big favor. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your friend 
would do you this favor? 

b. I would expect that he/she would willingly do this favor for me. 
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12. You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend if he/she really loves you. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not your 
boyfriend/girlfriend would say yes? 

b. I would expect that he/she would answer yes sincerely. 
 

13. You’re at a party and you start a conversation with someone you’ve never met. 
 

a. How concerned or anxious would you be over whether or not this person 
would talk to you? 

b. I would expect that he/she would want to talk to me. 
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DEBRIEFING 
 

 This experiment examined the relationship between mood and various 
personality factors and how people perform in social interactions with strangers. We are 
interested in seeing how your responses to the questionnaires correspond to your 
performance during the social interactions, and how personality factors influence how 
you rated your various partners.  
 You should understand that we will be looking at overall trends across 
participants and not findings for specific individuals. All results will be reported at the 
aggregate level. These data will help us to better understand the relationship between 
people’s temporary and stable characteristics and difficulties they may experience 
during various social interactions (i.e., with different conversational partners). 
 If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or 
your rights as a research participant, you may contact Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, the 
Head of the Psychology Department at 533-2492, and/or the General Research Ethics 
Board for Queen’s University, c/o Research Services at 533-6081. Also, should you feel 
uncomfortable or distressed due to your participation in this study, you may contact the 
Student Counseling and Disability Centre at 613-533-2506 to discuss your concerns. 
 If you would like to learn more about this experiment and its results, please 
contact Eliane Boucher at the phone number above or by email at 
eliane.boucher@gmail.com, or Dr. Jacobson at the phone number above or at her email 
address (jacobsoj@post.queensu.ca). In addition, you might want to read the following 
article available at Stauffer Library or on-line through PsycARTICLES: 

 
Douglas, W. (1991). Expectations about initial interaction: An examination of the effects 

of global uncertainty. Human Communication Research, 17(3), 355-384. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix C 

Study 3 Experimental Materials 
 

Consent Form, Instructions, Priming Materials, Questionnaires not Included in Studies 1 or 2, 
and Debriefing Form 

 

The following experimental materials were presented to participants on a computer 

using the Medialab© program, and did not appear in this format, which has been altered 

to adhere with the School of Graduate Studies and Research guidelines for these 

submissions. 
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CONSENT TO ACT AS A HUMAN RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Social Interaction 

Eliane M. Boucher, M.A., & Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 
 
NAME OF PARTICIPANT (please print): ________________________________________________ 
 
PURPOSE OF STUDY:  I have been asked to participate in a research project designed to 
investigate social interactions between strangers. 
 
PARTICIPANTS:  I understand that there are no exclusion criteria for participation.  
 
PROCEDURES:  If I agree to participate, I will engage in three videotaped interactions with a 
same-sex stranger, and complete several questionnaires about my partner and the interaction 
between each of the conversations. These procedures should take approximately one hour. 
    
RISKS:  Although no risks are anticipated, I understand that should I feel uncomfortable, I have 
the right to refuse to answer any questions or withdraw from this study at any time without 
penalty, and can contact the Student Counseling and Disability Centre at 613-533-2506 to discuss 
my concerns further. 
 
BENEFITS:  I will either receive 1 credit towards my Psychology 100 course through the Queen’s 
University Psychology subject pool or be paid $10.  Also, I will have the opportunity to learn 
more about social psychology and research in general.   
 
CONFIDENTIALITY:  I understand that my research records including the videotapes of my 
interactions will be stored in a locked cabinet in a secured building.  I hereby authorize the use of 
all records, tests, tapes, and personal data derived from this experiment for research purposes. I 
understand that any information derived from this research project that personally identifies me 
will not be voluntarily released or disclosed by the researchers without my separate consent, 
except as specifically required by law.       
 
IF I HAVE QUESTIONS:  If I have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this 
research or my rights as a research participant, I may contact Eliane Boucher at 533-6000 (ext. 
75417), Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, Dr. Vern Quinsey (Head of the Psychology Department) at 
533-2492, and/or Dr. Joan Stevenson (Head of the General Research Ethics Board for Queen’s 
University) at 533-6081. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION:  By signing below, I indicate that I understand the nature of 
this study, and that the experimenter has answered my questions satisfactorily.  I know that I 
may refuse to answer any question or discontinue my involvement at any time without penalty.  
My signature below indicates that I have read the information in this form and consent to 
participate in this study voluntarily. 
 
 
   
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT  DATE 
   

 
This study has received clearance from Queen’s University. 
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LETTER OF INFORMATION 
Human Memory Processes 

Jill A. Jacobson, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 
 
You have been asked to participate in a research project designed to investigate human 
memory processes. 
 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to engage in several memory tasks 
assessing various aspects of human memory. These procedures should take no more 
than 15 minutes. 
 
There are no known physical, economic, or social risks associated with the procedures 
used in this study. However, you are permitted to withdraw from the study at any time, 
and withdrawing from this study will have no effect on your standing in school. Also, 
you are not obliged to answer any questions that you may find objectionable or which 
make you feel uncomfortable. 
 
Any information that you provide will remain entirely confidential and anonymous. 
Your name will not be associated with your data in any way. All publications of the data 
will be in aggregate form (i.e., individual responses will not be identified) and only the 
researchers will have access to your data. The data will be kept in a locked office 
indefinitely. 
 
If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or your 
rights as a research participant, you may contact Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, the Head 
of the Psychology Department at 533-2492, and/or the Head of the General Research 
Ethics Board for Queen’s University at 533-6081. 
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MEMORY STUDY 
 

Task 1 Instructions 
 
This is a study of people's memory processes.  For the first portion of this experiment, 
you will be asked to memorize 10 sentences.  Please study these 10 sentences until time 
runs out (4 minutes).  Later your memory for the words in these sentences will be tested. 
 

Sentences 
 
Neutral Sentences: 
 

1. In personal matters, I try to be respectful of other people, but in some situations I 
simply must draw the line. 

 
2. I tend to believe that being a terrific ear is all that it takes to beat the competition. 

 
3. In my experience, the timing of things sometimes can turn a disadvantage into an 

advantage. 
 

4. In general, I am not able to accomplish everything on my own, but I do take on a 
lot of projects by myself. 

 
5. I think that excitement is a decision, not an elusive phenomenon. 

 
6. I like to surround myself with people of high standard and avoid making friends 

with people who are poor listeners. 
 

7. It is difficult for anyone to resist my reasonable requests. 
 

8. Sometimes I have to react intensely in a given situation rather than consistently 
pursuing moderation in all things. 

 
9. I think that social standards and norms exist for good reasons, and I try to live 

within those boundaries to avoid problems later. 
 

10. I often think that hours spent daydreaming are as important as working hours. 
 
Uncertainty Sentences: 
 

1. When things go right, I generally do not know what to do to keep them that way. 
 

2. I do not understand what causes most of the good things that happen to me. 
 

3. In my experience, the timing of things sometimes can turn a disadvantage into an 
advantage. 
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4. When I think about why someone does something, there are usually so many 
possible reasons for it that I cannot determine which one was the cause. 

 
5. When bad things happen, I generally do not know why. 

 
6. I often feel like I do not have enough information to come to a conclusion about 

why things happen to me. 
 

7. It is difficult for anyone to resist my reasonable requests. 
 

8. I often feel like I don’t have enough information to come to a conclusion about 
why things happen to other people. 

 
9. When there is more than one possible reason for a person’s action, it is difficult 

to determine which one is the actual reason. 
 

10. I do not understand what causes most of the problems I have with others. 
 

Post-Memorization Instructions 
 

In this investigation of people's memory processes, we are interested in not only how 
well people learn new information but also how well they can recall information that 
they learned long ago and how people remember information spatially.  For the next 
portion of this experiment, you will be asked to list items with which you should 
already be familiar. 
 

Task 2 Instructions 
 
Please list as many of the countries in the world as you can remember before time runs 
out. 
 

Task 3 Instructions 
 
This portion of the experiment tests your recall of the 10 sentences that you were shown 
earlier.  Please type in the words that are missing from each of the sentences as they are 
presented to you.  To help you, each blank in the sentences shown corresponds to one 
missing word.  If you cannot recall every word, please still try to type in as much as you 
do remember. 
 
Recall Sentences – Neutral 
 

1. In personal matters, I try to ___ ___ ___ ___ ___, ___  ___  ___ ___, I simply must 
draw the line. 

 
2. I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___  a terrific ear is all that it takes to beat the competition. 

 



 

 171 

3. In my experience, the timing of things sometimes can ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 
advantage. 

 
4. In general, I am not able to accomplish everything on my own, but I do take on 

___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___. 
 

5. I think that excitement is a decision, ___ ___ ___ ___. 
 

6. I like to surround myself ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ and avoid making friends with 
people who are poor listeners. 

 
7. It is difficult for anyone to ___ ___ ___ ___. 

 
8. Sometimes I have to react intensely ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ moderation 

in all things. 
 

9. I think that social standards and norms exist for good reasons, and I try to  ___ 
___ ___ ___ ___ ___ problems later. 

 
10. I often think that hours ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ working hours. 

 
Recall Sentences – Uncertainty 
 

1. When things go right, I generally ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ to keep them that way. 
 

2. I  ___ ___ ___ ___ ___  most of the good things that happen to me. 
 

3. In my experience, the timing of things sometimes can ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 
advantage. 

 
4. When I think about why someone does something, there are usually so many 

possible reasons for it that I cannot ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___. 
 

5. When bad things happen, I generally ___ ___ ___ ___. 
 

6. I often feel like I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ to come to a conclusion about why things 
happen to me. 

 
7. It is difficult for anyone to ___ ___ ___ ___. 

 
8. I often feel like I don't have enough information to come ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 

happen to other people. 
 

9. When there is more than one possible reason for a person's action, it is difficult 
___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ actual reason. 

 
10. I do not understand ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ that I have with others. 
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Task 4 Instructions 

 
Finally, we are interested in how our remember spatial information. Please write down 
the direction that you would give to someone who wanted to go from Humphrey Hall 
(the building you are in now) to the John Deutsch University Center (JDUC). Write as 
much detail as you can before time runs out. 
 

Final Instructions 
 
You have now completed the study! Please let the experimenter know you are done. 
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SOCIAL INTERACTION STUDY 
 

General Instructions 
 
In this experiment, you will be working with a partner. You will have a total of three 
conversations with your partner, and between each of these conversations you will 
complete some questionnaires about the conversation you just had. 
 

Conversation Instructions 
 
For the following task you will have a 5-minute conversation with your partner. You can 
discuss anything you like; for example, a movie or television show you saw recently, 
how you feel about Queen's and your classes so far, etc. Take this opportunity to get to 
know your partner, so make sure that both you and your partner have the chance to 
talk. The experimenter will stop you after 5 minutes, so please keep talking until the 
experimenter stops you. 
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UNCERTAINTY FEELINGS SCALE 
(Riley, 1998) 

 
This is a questionnaire designed to measure what you are feeling at this moment.  There 
is, of course, no right answer for any statement.  The best answer is the one that 
describes how you are feeling at this moment.  Be sure to answer all of the items, even if 
you are not certain of the best answer.  Again, answer these questions according to how 
you are feeling RIGHT NOW.  Fill in the circle that corresponds to the answer that best 
describes how you feel now. 
 
 Not A Little Somewhat Very Extremely 
 At All Bit  Much 
 
 
1. I feel uncertain. � � � � � 

 

2. I am confused. � � � � � 

 

3. I am confident. � � � � � 

 

4. I feel doubtful. � � � � � 

 

5. I am happy. � � � � � 

 

6. I feel puzzled. � � � � � 

 

7. I am unsure. � � � � � 

 

8. I am content. � � � � � 

 

9. I feel undecided. � � � � � 

 

10. I feel satisfied. � � � � � 
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Probe Questions 
 

1. Do you feel that any event occurring before the experiment could have affected 
your behavior during your interaction with your partner or your responses to the 
questionnaires you completed following this interaction. If so, how? 

 
2. Could your participation in the memory experiment have influenced the way 

you behaved while interacting with your partner? If so, how? 
 

3. Since one experimental task can sometimes interfere with performances on 
another task, please try to recall and list as many words, phrases, or full 
sentences as you can remember from the memory experiment. 

 
4. Did you notice anything unusual about the content of the sentences in the 

memory experiment? If so, what? 
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DEBRIEFING 
 

 This experiment examined the relationship between mood and various 
personality factors and how people perform in social interactions with strangers. We are 
interested in seeing how your responses to the questionnaires correspond to your 
performance during the social interactions, and how personality factors influence how 
you rated your partner. Because we were interested in how uncertainty that arises 
during first encounters with strangers impacts your perception of the interaction and 
your behavior during this interaction, we told you that you would have three different 
interactions with your partner so that you and your partner would not behave 
unusually because you do not expect to meet your partner again.  
 You should also know that the first experiment you completed was actually part 
of the second experiment, and not a study being conducted by another experiment like 
we told you. This was done so that you would not be aware of the potential influence of 
this task on your behavior during the subsequent interaction. Specifically, we were 
interested in the extent to which memorizing some statements increased your 
uncertainty during the subsequent interaction, and how this uncertainty would affect 
your perceptions of the interaction, as well as your behavior during this interaction. 
Now that you know you were deceived during this experiment, we’d like to remind you 
that you have the right to withdraw your data at any time. If you would like to 
withdraw your data now, please let the experimenter know you wish to do so and your 
data will not be used. 
 You should understand that we will be looking at overall trends across 
participants and not findings for specific individuals. All results will be reported at the 
aggregate level. These data will help us to better understand the relationship between 
people’s temporary and stable characteristics and difficulties they may experience 
during social interactions. 
 If you have any comments or questions regarding the conduct of this research or 
your rights as a research participant, you may contact Eliane Boucher at 533-6000 ext. 
75417, Dr. Jill Jacobson at 533-2847, the Head of the Psychology Department at 533-2492, 
and/or the General Research Ethics Board for Queen's University, c/o Research Services 
at 533-6081.   
 If you would like to learn more about this experiment and its results, please 
contact Eliane Boucher at the phone number above or by email at 
eliane.boucher@gmail.com, or Dr. Jacobson at the phone number above or at her email 
address (jacobsoj@post.queensu.ca). In addition, you might want to read the following 
article available at Stauffer Library or on-line through PsycARTICLES: 

 
Douglas, W. (1991). Expectations about initial interaction: An examination of the effects 

of global uncertainty. Human Communication Research, 17(3), 355-384. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
 

 

 


