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Expertocredite: Believe invho has experienced.

(Aeneid, Virgil, ca. 30 to 19 B.C.E.)
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EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

Summary
| present empirical evidencéemonstratingthat individuals rely on the spatial distance between a
LISNE2Y FYR +ty 202S0G Fa I Odz2S G2 RN} ¢ AdomatiNBy OSa
represented byhisobject. Expertise is characterized by exceptional knowledge and skills incufzarti
domain(e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978; Jarodzka et al., @ohdparable to any other
social constructexpertise is a label that individuals assign to others whom they believieeto
knowledgeablen and familiar with a particular domaii@Gobet, 2016)Individuals can use a variety of
cues to deduce another person's expertise, for example, an academic title, a white laboratory coat, or,
as Ipropose spatial distance.

A person who is considered an expegn exert notable influence on those seeking valid
information or advice Expertise as a communicator characteristic is one of the most researched
determinants of thepersuasion proces®lumerous studies have repeatedijpownthat expertsare,
under certain conditions, more successful in changind\the NXB CattitudfesS(¢.dl &lgaiken &
Maheswaran, 1994; Hovland et al., 1953; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et al., 1981; Wallace et
al., 2020)

In an attempt to form an impression about someone, individealstry to infer the person's
characteristics from objects ithe person's environmenge.g., Gosling et al2002; Naumann et al.,

2009; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2008)he spatial distance between the respective person and the object
may represent valuable information, which signals how familiar the person is with the object and the
domain it symbolizes.

According to proxemics theoryHall, 1969, 1973)individuals communicate interpersonal
relationships through space. For illustration, individuals usuatggnveshort spatial distancewith
friends and family, despite cultwgpecific perception and interpretation of short spatial distance
(Sorokowska edl., 2017) Individuals cartherefore, infer from spatial distance between people what
relationship they are likely to share with each other. Liberman and Férster (2009) pieriggrical
evidence that individuals are indeed equipped with a sens@an-egocentric distances. That is,

observersperceive distances betwegpeople in their social environment and utilifeese distances
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to draw conclusions abotiit K S LJ3elMbogsifigResearch bZhae et al(2013)also speaks to the
notion of observersusing noregocentric distances as the basis for their judgments regarding
relationshigs. Furthermore, it illustratesbserversinterpret short spatial distance® imply a close
relationship.

In combiningthese diverse theoretical approaches, hypothesizeindividualsto deduce
Fy230KSNI LISNE2Y Qa d@ainBNEIWR aBK S y1LI$ NBERSNGIE Ad/Lthati A |
symbolizes theelevantdomain A personat ashort spatial distancéo an object is attributed more
expertise than a person atlargedistance.ln everyday languag¢here are many terms that are used
synonymously with domain of expertise, for example, subject areaatter, topic, field, etc. For the
sake of simplicity, | will use only the texdtiomaire in thisdissertation

Across three studies | examined the t@aship between perceived spatial distance and
expertise. In a fourth study, | investigatdte hypothesis thaspatial distance affestthe persuasion
process (totaN =532). Study 1 provided initial empirical evidence that the shorter the subjectively
perceived distance between a target person and an object, the higher observers rated the target
LIS NA 2 ¥ Q & St&lesRiSandiZB @endnstratethe causal relationship betweespatial distance
and expertise Across differendomairs of expertise (e.ggars,robots, marine animals, etc.), target
persors spatially close taan object were attributed more expertisewith regard to the respective
domaincompared to targepersorsat alarge spatial distanceStudy 3 revealed that the link between
spatial disance and expertise is bidirection8lescribingarget persons as experts @aspecific domain
caused participants to actively place objects closer to targets whose expertise matched theThigct.
effect occurred across different domains of expertiseajography, dogs, and bass guitarSjudy 4
had a stronger applicaticnriented focus as| studied the spatial distanceeffect in a persuasion
context. The experiment revealespatial distancdo affect the attitude changeprocesssimilarly to
notorious expertise cue®\ mmmunicator spatially close to an objegasmore effective at changing

participant€attitudes toward the objecthan a spatially distant communicator

Based on the findings dhe presentd 1 dzZRA Sax L 02y Of dzZRS AYRAGA Rdz

expertisein a certaindomainF N2 Y (KS NBaLISOGAGS LISNE2YyQa aLl dAl
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the relevantdomain Moreover, | reason the effect of a short spatial distatcebe functionally
equivalent to other expertise cues known from persuagiesearch Comparable to an academic title
or white laboratory coat, a short spatial distanm@motes attitude change. | end nayssertationwith

a discussion of open questions, implications, anddiioms for future research.
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Zusammenfassung
Ich préasentiere empirischBelege dafuirdass Individuen die raumliche Distanz zwischen einer Person
und einem Objekt als Hinweis nutzamm Ruckschliisse auf die Expertise der Person in Bezugeauf d
durch dieses Objekt reprasentierizomanezu ziehenExpertise zeichnet sich durch herausragende
Kenntnisse und Fertigkeiten in einer bestimmten Domane(aug, Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot,
1978; Jarodzka et al., 2010Jergleichbar mit anderen sokm Konstrukten, handelt es sich bei
Expertise um ein Kennzeichen, das Individuen anderen zuschreiben, von denen sie annehmen, sie
wirden sich in einer bestimmten Doméane auskennen und vertraut mit ihr gobet, 2016)
Individuen stehen eine Vielzahl von Hinweisen zur Verfiigung, anhand derer sie auf die Expertise einer
Person schlieRen kénnen. Hierzu gehoren beispielsweise ein akademischer Titel, ein weilRer Laborkittel
oder, wie ich annehme, die raumliche Distanz.

Eine Rrson,der Expertise zugeschriebarnrd, kann einermerklichenEinfluss auf diejenigen
audiben die nach validenInformationen oder Rat suchen. Expertise als Eigenschaft einer
Kommunikatorin oder eines Kommunikators gehort zu den am meisten beforschtennideanten
des Persuasionsprozesseé&hlreiche Studiermaben wiederholt illustriert, dass Expeirinen und
Expertenunter bestimmten Bedingungemit grof3erem Erfolg die Einstellungen von Personen
beeinflusser(e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Hovland et al., 1953; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999;
Petty et al., 1981; Wallace et al., 2020)

Um sich einen Eindrucitber jemanden zu bilden, kdnnen Individuen versuchen von den
Objekten in der Umgebung dieser Person auf ihre Personlichkeitseigenschaften zu scfdiefpen
Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2D&G)ber hinaus kann auch die
raumliche Distanz zwischen der Person @irtem Objekt eine wertvolle Information darstellen, die
signalisiert, wie vertraut die Person mit dem Objakt der dazugehérigen Domarist.

Laut der Proxemifheorie (Hall, 1969, 1973) kommunizieren Individuen
zwischenmenschliche Beziehungen anhand raumlibisianzn. Beispielsweiskassen Individuen fur

gewohnlich nur zu Freunden und Familie eine kurze raumliche Distanz zu, ungeachtet dessen was in
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ihrer jeweiligen kulturspezifischen Wahrnehmung und Interpretation als kurze raumliche Distanz gilt
(Sorokowska et al., 20LMemnach kénnen Individuen aus der raumlichen Distanz zwischen Personen
Vermutungen dartber ableiten, in welcher Beziehung diesghracheinlich zueinanderstehen.
Liberman und Forster (2009) préasentierten empirische Belege, die das Vorhandensein eines solchen
nicht-egozentrischen Sinnes bestatigen. Demnach nehindividuenrdumlicheDistanzen zwischen
Personen in ihrem sozialen Undelvahr und nutzen diese Distanzen, um Ruckschlisse auf die
Beziehung ekser Personen zueinander zu ziehdie Untersuchungvon Chae et al. (2013pricht
ebenfalls fur die Annahme, dassdividuen nicht-egozentrischeDistanzenals Grundlage fir ihre
Urteile Gber Beziehungen verwenden. Daruiber hinaus zkgStudie dasdndividuenkurze rdumliche
Distanzerals Implikation flir eine enge Beziehungerpretieren

Aus der Kombination dieser verschiedenen theoretischen Ansatze leite ittydhese ab,
dass Individuen die Expertise einer anderen Person i eegtimmtenDomaneaus der raumlichen
Distanz zu einem ObjeldrschlieRen das de entsprechendeDoméanesymbolisiert: Einer Person in
geringer rdumlicheDistanzzu einem Objekt wirdnehr Expertisezugeschrieben als einer Person in
groRerraumlicherDistanz In der Alltagssprache finden sich viele Begriffe, die synonym zu Doméne
verwendet werden, z. BGegenstandsbereich, Faabder Sachgebiet, Thenti& etc. Der Einfachheit
halber wera ich in diesebDissertatiomur den BegriftDoméaneiverwenden.

In drei Studierhabeich den Zusammenhang zwischen wahrgenommener rAumlicher Distanz
und Expertisegeprift In einer vierten Studieintersuchte ich die Hypotheselassdie rdumliche
Distanz @&n Persuasioaprozess beeinflusskdmplettesN = 532). Studie 1 lieferte erste empirische
Belege dafir, daskdividuendie Expertiseder Zielperson umso hoher einschéatzten, je geringer die
subjektiv wahrgenommene Distanz zwischen der Zielperson und einem Objekie&tudien 2A und
2B demonstrierten dass raumliche Distanz unBlxpertisein einem kausalen Zusammenhang
zueinandestehen UberverschiedeneExpertiseDomanen hinwedz. B. Autos, Roboter, Meerestiere
etc) wurde Zielpersonenin kurzer rdumlicher Distanz zu eine@bjekt mehr Expertise im
Zusammenhang mit der entsprechenden Doméangeschriebemls Zielpersonen mit grof3er fasz

Studie 3illustrierte, dass deZusammenhang zwischen raumliclizistanzund Expertisebidirektional

\Y
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ist: Versuchspersonen platzierten aktiv Objekte rdumlich dichter an Zielpersonen, die zuvor als
Expertin oder Experte in einer Domane beschrieben deurdie durch das jeweilige Objekt
reprasentiert wurde. Dieser Effekt zeigte sich im Zusammenhang mit verschiedenen Expertise
Domanen (Fotografie, Hunde, Bassgitarr&tudie 4hatte einen starkeren Anwendungsbezug, da ich
hier den Effekt der rAumlicheni®anz in einem Persuasionskontext studierte. Das Experiment ergab,
dass dieWirkung derraumlichen Distanz auf den Einstellungséanderusgrozess derWirkung
bekannte Hinweisreize der Expertisgleicht Die Kommunikatoin in kurzer rdumlicher Distanz zu
einem Objekt beeinflusstalie Einstellungn der Versuchspersonemgegeniberdiesem Objektin
starkerem Ausmal? als die Kommunikatorin in grof3er raumlicher Distanz.

Basierend auf den Ergebnissen der vorliegenden Stusliblussfolgeréch, dass Individuen
aus der raumlichen Distanz einer Person zu einem Ohbjgidiie ExpertiséieserPerson in Bezug auf
die durch das Objekt versinnbildlichte Domé&mhlie3en. Darlbdrinausleite ichab, dass e Wirkung
einer geringen raumlichen Distanz funktional &quivalent zu andeaeader Persuasiogforschung
hinlanglichbekannten Hinweieizenauf Expertise istVergleichbar mit einem akademischen Titel oder
einem weilBenLaborkittel beglnstigeine geringe raumliche Distamlie Einstellungsdnderung. Ich
schlieRe meine Arbeit mit einer Diskussion Uber offene Fragen, Implikationen und Richtungen fir

zukunftige Forschung

VI
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Partl:

Theoretical Section
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1 Introduction

The Latin expressionExperto credite advises individuak to believe in those who have
experiencedBut how canpeoplerecognze someone whdnas experienced?

A look at everyday life suggests thate A Y RA OF GA 2y 2F | redaifingtaz y Qa S
domainmay be theperceivedspatialdistanceof the respective persofrom an objectrepresenting
the domain Imagine, for example, that someonesisarchingor accommodation for an upcoming trip
to Stockholm For this purpose, the person studies tteiewof a hotelby anothertraveler. A picture
next to the recommendation shows the authetandingdirectly in front of the hotel in questiorCould
it be that the reviewer is attributed more expertise regarding the hotel if she is depicted stargling
in front of the hotelrather than on a foregpath?Or imagine a correspondent commenting on a recent
decision by the Bundestag during a nelweadcast During his report the journalist can be seen in
walking distance of thedichstag buildingn Berlin. The majority of viewers would probabéscribe
less expertise in federal politics tthe journalistif he were depicted A Y FNR VY { 2F I Y
Elbphilharmonie concert halhs a result, most viewers are unlikely to find the commenftghe
Hamburgjournaliston a Bundestag debatearticularly credible and thus are unlikely tcadopt his
position either.Therefore short spatial distancereates the impression of expertidendsa person
credibility and thus also persuasiveness.

It were observations from everyday life likbesewhich inspired me to investigate whether
the spatial distance between a target person (hereafter referred todtasgett) and an object
represents avaluableOdzS FTNRY GKAOK 20aSNIISNE i0rteitiorRGStRedzOS (1 K
object and the domairtiepitomizesC2 NJ (1 KS LJdzN1J2 &S 2F GKA A& Ay@SadAiaar
inanimate objectsas for examplerobots or vacuum cleaners as well as living beiagsh aslogs or
whales (carcassgsAccordingly, the perception of spatial distance nmsmyve asan indicationfor
peoplein search ofthose who have experienced@nd thus can provide informational guidance and
practical support. In the followingsections,| will usethe terms dobservete or dgindividuak for the

perceiving individualvho draws inferences about another perd@rexpertise.
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1.1 Expertise
1.1.1A Generalntroduction to Expertise

Every now and therindividuals find themselves in a situation where they lack the information,
knowledge, and shks to make a informedjudgment, reach a appropriatedecision, or perform a
desiredaction.For example, oly very few people know which heating systémst fits a certainype
of building, can treat an aching tooth themselves, or repaadfunctioningrefrigerator.A reasonable
solution to this problems to consult someone who is familiar with tredevantdomainand possesses
knowledgeg anexpert However what signifes expertsThis question already occupied philosophers
as early afn ancient Greecée.g., Hardy & Kaiser, 2018)

Centuries laterthe body of literature has grown and accumulated findings on experts and
expert performance from diverse research fielasd across manifold domains ekpertise(for an
overview see Ericsson et al., 2018)ch asgames(e.g., Charness et al., 2005; Chase & Simon, 1973;
de Groot, 1978; Nakatani & Yamaguchi, 2Q#ldpce(e.g., Jean et al., 2001; Kawalek & Gobet, 2022)
sports(e.g., Gorman et al., 2013; Pezzulo et al., 2010;aV&Brewer, 2003)music(e.g., Ericsson et
al., 1993; Jakobson et al., 2008; Mosing et al., 20ddgramming(e.g., Adelson, 1981; Guerin &
Matthews, 1990; Ye & Salvendy, 1996ne (Hughson & Boakes, 2002nhd any imaginable profession
(e.g., Marchant et al., 1991; Moss et al., 2006; Patel et al., 1990; Scott et al.V20g#r et al., 2013;
Wanzel et al., 2002)

The perception of expertise is closely linked to exceptional performéfgesson & Charness,
1997) Individuals who excel indomainand outpaform most others are commonly referred to as
experts According toGobet(2016) I  LISNE 2y Q& S E LIS NI A & Sbe aitffer horeLJ- NI A O
knowledgebased knowing tha), for instance history, meteorology, or sociology, or skiised
(knowing how, as in the case ofonstruction,operations managementor orthopedics Of course,
these examples are only a selection from a wide rang#oafains

Nevertheless the example domaingndicate that the term expertisds more strongly

associatd with certain activities than with other3his is illustrated, fonstance by the fact that when
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people are askeds towhom they consider to be an expert, they usudlst édoctora ,&professoa €
or cengineea §€Gobet, 2016)A car mechanic is certainly better th@mmeone without therequisite
vocational trainingn the repair of automobileand a florist can almost certainly make more beautiful
bouquets than a layperson, and yet they aaeely designatedd S E LI% Miirrespectivedomairs.
This does noimplythat peopledo not attribute expertise tccar mechanics or floristaspeople seem
to possesan intuitive understanding of what distinguishes an expert in a particddarainfrom non-
experts(Ericsson & Charness, 199ngividuals may choose anothexynonymous terntlepending on
the domainto express th (i LJS Bdpertigeq duch asauthorityé, émasteg, dprofessionad,
ospecialist, and so on.

The domains of expertise themselves also differ from one another. For instamlmmnain of
expertisecan be eithefformal, such as a profession (e.g., architecture)indformal as for example a
hobby (e.g.knitting) (Chi, 2006h)Additionally, the domain can further be differentiated according to
whether it can be represented by a class of objegtsstractdomains of expertise (e.g., economics) go
beyord certain objects, whereasoncretedomains of expertise (e.g., tennis) are closely linked with
specific objects (e.g., tennis racket).

Regardless of whether expertise a domain let it be a profession or a hobby, is more
knowledgebased or skilbased¢ how does expertise originateRoes expertise come from innate
talents(Galton, 1891dr do individualgyather knowledge and abilitigbrough experienc€Chi, 2006a;
Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 18B&search suggests that inherent dispositions emglaging
in or practicingdomainrelated activitiesrepresentgermaneprerequisites for individualsto attain
expertise but they arenot the onlyrelevant factorgCampitelli & Gobet, 201kee Hambrick et al.,
2020; Macnamara et al., 201®ather, &pertisein a certain domaimight be the result of an interplay
of several factors, such ageneralcognitive abilityAckerman, 1987; for an overview see Hambrick et
al., 2019)the age an individual started trainifg.g., Gobet & Campitelli, 2007; Wesseldijk et al., 2021)
as well aspersonality,genetic and environmentdhctors (Kuckelkorn et al., 2021; for a review see

Ullén et al., 2016; Wesseldijk et al., 2019)
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In contrast tothe inconsisteng with view tothe number and nature of contributing factors,
from my observationl find a consensus emerges bow experts differ from nofexperts First and
foremost, experts possesasxtensivedomainrelated knowledge both in terms of breadth and depth
Their accumlated wealthof knowledgeaccounts for numerous ways in which experts exceed such as
a betterrecallof information that relates to their domain of expertig¢e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de
Groot, 1978; Gorman et al., 2013; Kalak@&BSaariluoma, 2001; Webb et al., 2018)the same time
experts arealso more susceptible to intrusion erroffglehta et al., 2011; Webb et al., 201 éhat is,
mistaken recalls of information from general knowledge as parspEcific material ora certain
situationto remember(Castel et al., 2007)Vithin theirrespective domairs of expertise experts excel
non-experts also in identifying meaningful patterns (see Gegenfurtner et al., 2011; Sheridan &
Reingold, 2014)performing taskge.g., Bond, 2008; Jarodzka et al., 2010; Sims & Mayer, 2002; van
Hees et al., 2017andin findingoptimal solutionsor appropriate strateggswhile makindess mistakes
(e.g., de Groot, 1978; Drdierbib et al., 2012; Hershey et al., 1990; Jarodzka et al., 2840)if they
did make an error, experts are more likely to recognizgCantor & Marsh, 2017; Patel et al., 2011)
Experts aretherefore, probably less likely to be subject to the-salled Dunninglruger effect
according to which incompetent people are incapable of realistically assessing their actual level of
knowledge and skills and are consequently prone to misjudgnintiger & Dunning, 1999)
Additionally, expertsend to gaugehe complexity of a problemmore accuratelyilled chess players
for example guickly detecéd those chess pieces thatere arranged in a meaningful formatiomhile
ignoring the remaining pieces. Af I t A6 SiG |t ®X H 1 mMamdTquigkllk hdsk Ré Yy 9w
best move(Sheridan & Reingold, 2014urthermore,skilled chess playergcalledthe positions of
more than 20chess pieceffom boards they had briefly segi€hase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978)
The advantage in patterrecognition of the skilled chess playetwowever,disappeared when the
positions did not represent meaningful configurations A f I £ A & . ItSshould e ddted timn m 1 O
expert<Xxkills and abilities are closely linked to the respective domain and, as the preceding example

shows,are at leastin partadapted to specific demand¥he exceptional abilities and skills of experts
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commonly do not transfer to other domaiife.g., Abernethy et al., 1994; Sims & Mayer, 2002; Waters
et al., 2002) Rather, experts reach their outstanding levels of performance in one domain(egly
Voss & Post, 1988)

The precedingexcursionhas illustratedthat individualsseekng information on aspecific
domaincannot go wrong if they approach an expert on the respedivmain¢ assuming, of course,
that the expert is notintentionally deceivinghem. But how can individuals identify experts in the
awilde? One possibilityis presentingthe supposed experts with a test to assess the actual expertise
objectively.The Elo ratindElo, 1978)for instance, is an objective meastsuitable for quantifing
chess expertisdn everyday life, however, people do not necessarily have measuring instruments at
handand arenot looking for the next besthessmove. They may be looking for someombko knows
which heating system igptimal for certain types of hildings, who knows best how to treat a sore
tooth, who carfix a refrigerator, or has othetomainspecific expertisen suchcases, individualsan
RSRdzOS | y2 (i KSNJ flalf M gertadvad qSakity 38 & inférrBation that that person
provides Reople who are able to present substantive information are considered to be exjigli®et
al., 2007; Reimer et al., 20D Moreover, individualsan rely on cues whicmay indicate expertise,
such as, an academic title, white laboratory coata job certificate, the number ocientific
publications on a certaidomain(Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Gobet, 2016; Mieg & Evetts, 2018;
Nguyen & Masthoff, 2007; Petty et al., 198and, as propose the spatial distanceAccordingly, as
other social constructgexpert (or a domairspecific equivalentlepresents a label individuals assign
to others of whom theybelievehold expertise¢ which in some cases may not corresgoto their
actual competencéBodnaruk & Simonov, 2015; Gobet, 2016; Sternberg, 19%érefore,a person
who has attained expert statusssibjectivelyperceived as someone who has become familiar with, is
knowledgeable, and has gained experience and skills in a div@ain (Chi, 2006a; Ericsson, 2006,

2017; Ericsson et al., 1993; Ericsson & Towne, 2010)
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1.1.2Expertise in the Context of Persuasion

Against this background, it seems more than sensibbateere tothe recommendation®f an
expert. Thus, expertganexert significantinfluence on those who search for informatiand advice
For this reason, it is not surprising thatez since the beghings of thesystematicinvestigation of
effects and determinants of persuasion, the expertise ob@mmunicatomwas considered an important
factor.

Persuasion denotes the process in which a communigatempts to changehe attitudes of
atarget toward anobjectthrough an argumentbased messagéChaiken et al., 1996; Kruglanski &
Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986dpviand and colleaguegl953) were the fist to
experimentallyinvestigatethe effect ofexpertise as @ommunicator characteristic on the persuasion
processThey describedn expertas someone whas being perceived aknowledgeable ira relevant
domain and thus representsa source of valid information According toHovland et al.(1953)
recipients are more likely to adopt the positiohan expert because this strategy is associated with a
greater incentive forecipients In the course ofesearch following the seminal work of Hovland and
colleagues, cognitive and motivational processes replaced the learning theory approach to explain
attitude changeln the past decades, research on persuasion has been dominated lubkprocess
models the elaboration likelihood model (ELM; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986md heuristicsystematic
model (HSM; Chaiken et al., 1988pth the ELM and $M postulate that persuasion can be achieved
through two qualitatively different pathsAttitudes formed via thecentral route (ELM) or via
systematic processinfHSM) are based on a thorough aathborate analysis of all issueelevant
information ¢ provided recipients have sufficient cognitive and motivational resouréesn the other
hand, recipients lack sufficient motivation or ability, thegopt the less exhaustive and demanding
peripheral routg ELM) olheuristic processinHSM) to arrive at a judgment both framewaorks, an
expert communicator represents a peripheral or heuristic cue, respectivéiich becomes more
influential under conditions that constrain thextensiveprocessing of the messagdowever, both

modelsalso posit thatcues such aexpertise can also exert influence when cognitive resources and
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motivation are ample. According to théenultiple roles for variableacross the elaboration continuum
approaclt (ELM; Petty & Wegener, 1998, p. 34d¢ expertise of the communicator can serve as an
argument self or bias irdepth information processing. The additivity hypothesis described in the
HSM states that heuristic and systematic processing can independently influence attitude formation.
The HSM bias hypothedgssimilar to the ELM assumption conceigthe biased processingrom the
perspective of the unimoal (Kruglanski & Thompson, 199%9) singleprocess model to persuasion,
expertise represents information that can serve as evidence for a judgment depending on the
recipient's knowledge backgroundihe effect of the communicator's expertise tiserefore, not due

to predominantly superficial information processing, but to theeaning recipients attribute to
expertiseandits implicatiors (Erb et al., 2003)

The brief selection of theoretical approaches to persuasion illustrates that expertise as a
communicator variable has remained of constant scientific interest ovey#ars Across theoretical
foundations underlying these studies scholars commonly employedn academic backgrountb
convey that the communicator possesses expertise relevahédssue under consideratio(e.g.,
Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et al.,, 1981; Ratneshwar &
Chaiken, 1991; Wallace et alQZD) The conceptualization of expertise has not changed noticeably
since the early days of persuasion reseandilected not the least ithe measures used to assess
recipien@perceptions2 ¥ G KS O2 Y Y dzy A Thesé astillpampSse duibtibids fegafling
tKkS 02 Y'Y dz¥rovdedde amdIgudalificatiorAs a ecurring findingof the extensive research, it
can be stated thaéxpert communicatcs are more effective at persuading their recipients than non
expertss (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono & Harnish, 1988; MadduyegsRtO80; Pallak
et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991)

As an interim conclusion, it can be stated thatlividualsattribute another person who
performs exceptionally well in a certaidomainwith expertise Accordingly, individuals assume that
the respective persohas developed skills, built knowledge, and inevitably has become familiar with

the correspondinglomain In situations where individuals do not have objective information available
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about a person'performance or wealth of knowledge, they can rely on a variety of cues in order to
deduce that LIS NEeXxpéiflse, nonetheles©ne of these cuesould bethe spatial distance between
a persomand an object that representsdomain Thus, the spatial dishcemightrepresent a valuable
source of information from whicindividualsOl 'y RNJ ¢ O2y Of dzaA2y a | 62dzi G K
1.2 Objectsas Cues to Personalifgharacteristics

One of the key functions of the cognitive system is to intergred make sese ofthe social
environment.This includesfor instancel] NNA gAy 3 G F LI I dzaAofS SELX YLl
'y 2 0KSNJ LIS NI prycesdlendtesl KshttéoutmBeider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Jones
& Harris, 1967; Kily, 1972) As indicated above, ftentimes an observed situation provides only
scarce information about theharacteristicsand motivesof the persons involvedin such cases,
observerscan draw inferences from objecits anotherpersor & S Yy @ kd\jRt i < iyhpiression
of the respectiveperso & LIS NRAcofding tbBiudswik's(1956)lens mode] the objects in a
given situation serve as metaphorical lengeat allow observergo infer the latent underlying
personality traits.For instance, people can form an opinion about another person based on their
appearance and clothing sty{®aumann eal., 2009) bedroom or officefurnishing(Gosling et al.,
2002) or preferred music(Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006)n each of thee studies, participan@
assessments were compared tioe targetdXxesults of the 44tem Big Five InventoryBFI; John &
Srivastava, 1999) The findingsdemonstrated that participants didlean onto the objects as
environmental cueswhich proved to be an effectivapproach to arrive afjuite accuratempressions
of the targets A ditinctive clothing style was a valid cue foii | NB S i Qa (Sdtiadd eS8 NE A 2 y
2009) auniquelyfurnished room or aangeof books and magazinedlowed participants to correctly
assume thata target is open to new experienc€&osling et al., 2002and the taste in music was

indicative forali I NHn&giraton(Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006)

In the studies ofNaumann et al. (2009) and Gosling et al. (2008) selfreportsof targetswere
supplemented byevaluations fronpeers whqgudged the targets also on the BBbhn & Srivastava, 1999)

10
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Different from the listed studies above, Oh and colleag(@320) did not compare the
participant€Qratings with the selfatings of the targetsHowever,the investigation revealed that
individualsrely onl y 2 (i K S NSclatia N2 MY 2 NRSNJ 2 AY TSN G§KS NI & LIS
target wearing expensive looking clothes was evaluasdhore conpetent, whereas clothes that
appeared less expensive yielded lower competency ratings for the same target.

Altogether, ths briefly outlinedline of research provide ample support for the notion that
individuals draw inferencesl 0 2 dzii I y 2 i K S KNdterisi@NtEn? gbjeéts an® Khiat Nfese
impressiondend to match hatpersoQa | Ol dzr f LISNRA2YyFfAl& P
1.2.1ProxemicsTheory

Whilstthe studies described abo¥ecused orobjects in a person's environment as indicagon
of the person's(supposedl characteristics, proxemics theofidall, 1969, 1973; for an overview see
Harrigan, 2008¢mphasizespatial distance as a source of informatetout relations within the social
environment That is,individuals use intgrersonal space as means of communicatidius, f
observers want to get an impressionluw two or more people relate to each othehey can try to
infer the interpersonatelations based on the spatial distance between pleeple observedThe close
association between space and interpersonal relationships is also reflected in metaphors used to
RSAONAROGS NBf I A2y & Kookdaf MISIpARDE ¢ distFEIS R IS RPSE 2F YRY

Based on(anecdotal) observations ahiscommunications between members of different
culturesand interviews with U&mericans living abroaddall (1969, B73)identified four distance
zones surrounihg individuak like invisible concentric circleshe distancepeople chose while
interacting with others depends on the shared relationsliipr instance,te (1) intimate distancéca.
0¢45 cm) involves physical contact with another person and is commonly maintainetbsa
relationships Fiends maintain §2) personal distancéca. 48122 cmjandarethusg A G KAy S OK 2 G
F N Qa . INBitlu@iK keep a3) social distance(ca. 122366 cm) to colleagues or casual
acquaintancesand a(4) public distancdca. 366and beyondyat public evens, such as a conference

(Hall, 1969; Sorokowska et al., 201¥pgether with the distancdhe sensory input changegit the

11
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closest distance, individuals can sense the body heat and odbtedafther persorand seethe small
detailsof their face. With increasingistance,the thermal and olfactory sensual inpdiminish and
Y2NB LI NGA&A 2F KS 20KSNJ LISNBA2YyQa 02Reé 02YS Ayia?z

Althoughthe communication through space might be inherently humeuifure determines
how space is perceived and interpretediall (1969)reported numerousncidentswhichillustrate that
members of different culturetreat distance differently: From an &/8nerican perspecti®, Germans
pay scrupulous attention to keeping their distance, whereas Arabs tend to come too close during the
conversation, and English neighbors are surprisiafgipf and impersonal despite the fact that they
live next door.A significant amountof time has passed sincelall@ (1969, 1973)studies were
published, so it's reasonable to question what cultural differences might look like today. However, this
guestion is outside thecopeof thisdissertationand will not be discussed further.

A more recent global comparison of interpersonal spa®oss culturegmphasizes thathe
ranges of distance zones vary significaiBgrokowska et al., 20LMNotwithstanding of the cultural
specifc measuresand interpretationsof a short distance, individuals commonly maintain close
interpersonal distances with friendsdfamily.In general strangers keep a certain distance, whether
it meansleaving a spare seat in the train or standing in linéhe checkout ¢ provided that there is
enough space and no alcohol involV&tans & Wene 2007; Gurrieri et al., 2021; Sorokowska et al.,
2017)

There is reason to believe that individuatdy on interpersonal spacéo infer how other
people they observe might be related to one anotlferg., Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978)
The perception of spatial distance betweswo or moreother peopleis non-egocentricsince the self
of the observer does not represettie ultimate reference poinbf the distance between the other
persons A look at the scientific literature on proxemitteeory reveals that the intereskargelydried
up in the 1980¢%e.g., Aiello, 1987; Hayduk, 198B) contrast, much more research has been done on
egocentric distancaeferred to as psychological distanitethe context of theconstrual level theory

(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010)

12
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1.2.2ConstrualLevel Theory

Human cagnition enables individuals to expand experience beyond the boundaries of a self,
anchored to the here and no{Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 20Fdy instance,
individualsreminisceabout a past vacation or plan the next, assess dsance to the chosen
destination, imagine how the friend who joins the trip will like it, and anticipate what might impede
the journey.Following construal level theoCLT; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2QX0gntal construals
allow individuals to represent objects outside direct experience on fouedsiongLberman & Trope,
2008; Liberman, Trope, & Wakslak, 20@®cordingly, individuals construe mental representations of
(1) past and future eventstémporal dimensio)) (2) spatially near and remote objectspatial
dimension), (3) socially close and dent others(social dimensiop and (4)eventswith low or high
likelihood of occurrencéghypotheticality dimension(BarAnan et al., 2006; Henderson et al., 2006;
Stephan et al., 2011; Trope & Liberman, 200®e subjectively perceived distance between oneself
and an olpect or an event in time, space, in terms of social relations, or the probability of occurrence
is denoted agpsychological distandgiberman & Trope, 2014; Trope & Liberman, 2010)

The distance determingse levelof construalon whichthe objectis representedHigh-level
construak comprise therucial decontextualized, and prototypicattributes (Henderson et al., 2006;
Liviatan et al., 2008; Trope & Liberman, 200B)us, theyconstitute the abstract superordinate
representation of an objedlLiberman & Foérster, 2009; Trope & Liberman, 200L6)+level construals,
however, arerather detailed subodinate representations of objects, which entaibncrete,
contextualizedand subsidiary attribute@_iberman & Forster, 2009; Liberman & Trope, 2008; Liviatan
et al., 2008) For instance, the planned vacatiortle distant future is represented as 13 Yi 2 NBf I E¢
whereas the mental construal of the trip starting in a couple of dayails details, such as, searching
for the big blackravel bag picking out clothes, dhe nighttimeto set out for the aiport.

There is no doubt that the CI(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 20183s gained significant scientific
attention. Numerotus studies list a plethora of phenomena that are affected by psychological distance

(Adler & Sarstedt, 2021; Maglio, 2020; Trope & Liberman, 2@1@h asttitudes (e.g., Chang et al.,
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2015; Da Hernandez et al., 2015; Fujita et al., 2008; Han et al., 2016; Youn & Kinth2Qi9 eption

of emotions and emotion regulatiofe.g., Moran & Eyal, 202ook et al., 2017; van Boven et al.,
2010; Williams et al., 2014greativity (Jia et al., 2009; Polman & Emich, 2Q0tbmmunication(e.g.,

Amit et al., 2013; e.g., Stephan et al., 2010; Wakslak & Joshi,,20@§nent and decision making
(e.g., Braga et al., 2015; Fukukura et al., 2013; Halamish & Liberman, 2017; Kirshner, 2021alRaue et
2015) selfregulation andmotivation (e.g., Buhrau & Sujan, 2015; Fuijita, Trope, et al., 2006; Park &
Hedgcock, 2016; Schmeichel et al., 20pEyson perception(e.g., Hess et al., 2018; McCrea et al.,
2012; Stephan et al., 2018nd preenvironmental behavior as well as awareness toward the climate
crisis(Maiella et al., 2020; Singh et al., 2017; Spence et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2019)

This extract from the existingody of literature illustrates the relevance of the egocentric
psychological distance for human cognition. Against this background, it seems reasonable to assume
that individuals might also be equipped with ron-egocentricmeasure.A study conducted by
Liberman and Forstg2009)provided initial empirical indications that individuals might very well be
able todraw irferences from distancelBetween entities within their social environment. The main
goal of their study was to shothiat the manipulation of construal levaffectsegocentric but not non
egocentric distance assessmenkts contrast to egocentric distancevhich represents how far an
object, another person, or an event is removed from the self, here and(hdxerman & Trope, 2008;
Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 200%)e non-egocentric distancalenotes thedistance individuals
perceive between, for instance an object and another person, withtaking their own distance
toward object or persorinto account(Liberman & Foérster,GD9)

In particular Studies 3A to 3C iriberman and Forst€009)provide evidencehat individuals
perceive non-egocentric distancesfor instance the distance between tw@ersons and derive
inferences fronthese noregocentric distancedn the accordingexperiments,Liberman and Forster
(2009) asked participants to assesthe social distance between themselves and another person
(egocettric distance) or between two people (na@ygocentric distance)n the egocentric condition,

participants indicated how close they felt toward their family doctor (Study 3A), their roommate (Study

14
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3B), and their best friend (Study 3@rticipants of thenon-egocentric conditionon the dgher hand,
were asked tqudge how close their best friend was tteeir family doctor,their roommate, anaheir
mother, respectively Predictably participants rated social distances differently depending on the
dyad. For exampleparticipantsjudged the relationship between their best friend atiaeir family
doctor to be less close than the relationship between their best friendthaint mother. Presumably,
participant€judgments of social distancewere based on theirexpectationsabout the relationship
between the people involvedhe different evaluations of the social distance for the respective dyads
suggests that individuals indeed perceivenregocentric distances and that these distance
perceptions serve as a basis for inferences and reasonings.
1.3 SpatialDistanceand Object Attributes

The esearchof Chae et al(2013)can be considexd as further evidencor the suppositionof
spatial distance as a judgmental basisthe assessment of abstract propertidheir studies revealed
that participants drew on the spatial distance between the pictloka product and its purpose of use
iy 2NRSNJ 2 SadAYl (S Actoling BTRaR elz8(2003) theSspatiafliStanted Sy S & & «
between the product andts purported effectserves as a cue to deduce the causal relationship
between the two.Individuals intuitively infer a causal relationship between two events from their
proximity in space and tim@gMichotte, 1963) Thus, if Object B starts moving after Object A previously
bumped againsit, Object A is likely being perceived as ttause of the movementBased on
experiential knowledgef the mechanical link between cause and effdadividualsinfer a strong
causalrelationshipbetween two stationary objectérom their spatial proximity(Lakoff & Johnson,
1980; Rips, 2011; White, 2006hus,individuds have learned through experience that under certain
conditions, an event is followed by an effegtdthat the explanation for this sequence is the causal
relationship between event and effedtloreover, people seem to be able to transfer this observatio
of mechanically linkedause and effect in the sense of a metaphimtpseness is strengéhto more
abstract contexts of action and consequendise able to infer effectiveness from spatial closeness

(Chae et al., 2013, p. 31T line with this theorizing, participants attributed higher effectiveness to a
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product, for instancea face cream trating acne, depicte@t a short spatialdistanceto an object

representing the goal it serves, in this caslawless skinTaken together, thestudy of Chae et al.

(2013) demonstrates that individuals rely on spatial distances between objects in order tavdra

inferences about abstract properties,dsr examplel  LINB RdzOG Qa SFFSOUAOBSySaao
Acloser look athe research on the inferenciom objects to the personality of their ownsr

(e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Rentfro@o&ling, 2006)the perception and

interpretation of interpersonal space as an indication of the relatfipsbetween peoplge.g., Hall,

1969, 1973; Little, 18b), and the role of spatial distanceegarding theevaluation of causal

relationshipgChae et al., 2013gveals that the psychological mechanism underlying the phenomena

describedmight bechallenging to detectThe fact that thetheoretical approaches entioned in the

cited studies, such aBrunswik's(1956 lens modelor the intuitive reasoning process based on a

metapharical representation of the mechanicauseand-effect relationshipg{Chae et al., 2013have

not yet been empirically testedlustrate this impressionA profound empirical base regardirnige

theorized cognitive processes accounting for the hypothesized effects, indisputably strengthens the

explanatory power of any psychological the¢cf. Bless et al., 2010)

1.4 Expertise and Spatial Distance

The ascription ofexpertise in a particular domain tonather personis analogousto the
attribution of a characteristior personality trait to a perso(e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al.,
2009)or the attribution of an abstract propertyo an object(Chae et al., 2013An academic titlea
white laboratory coator the likerepresent valid cues from whidhdividualscan deduce a pers@éha
expertise (see Subchapterl.1.1 A General Introduction to ExpertiseHowever, theaccurate
interpretation of these cuesmecessitatesthat individuals possess culturally specific knowledge
pertaining to the implicatiosof, for instance, a doctoral degre&hisimpliesthat people would not
have been able to recognize those with experience and knowledge in a partoutainprior to the
establishment offormal designations for university degrees or specfiiofessional clothing.

Moreover,expertise in many (professionalpmairs cannot beconveyed througlthe aforementioned
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cues.For example, as far as | know, there is no degree in floristry and programmers dsuaily
wear typical professional clothingihe perceived spatial distance of a person to an object representing
a certaindomain on the other handmay be a much moreasily graspecaue in the sense that
observers can deduce expertise in a wide range of domiaidspendent from culturally specific
knowledge

The attribution of expertise to a person on the basishair spatialdistanceto an object may
be the result ofa two-step process(1) categorimg and (2)inferring expertise In an effort to make
sense of other people, observers first gssanother person to a meaningful categ¢Afiport, 1954,
Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Tajfel,. T288yories are mental structures
which comprise knowledge about a certain class of objectgroup d people (Bless et al., 2010;
Macrae & Bodenhause2000; Medin & Rips, 2005)hrough the process of categorization, observers
attain information about the entity that goes beyond the given situatiBruner, 1957) The
categorization of an objects, for example, a bicyclmakes stored knowledge about the components
and function of objects of this type availablBased on the activato@ ¥ (G KS O2y 0OS LJi
observers can dedu¢e@mong other thingshat this bke s likely propelled by pedaling, that it has a
chain, and that the brakes are operated by handlebar le(®lsss et al., 2010; Medin & Coley, 1998;
Medin & Rips, 2005 ategorization ithus also an extremely efficient stratefggcause itapplication
saves observers from spending cognitive resources to examine each object in detail in order to develop
an understanding of the object in questiohhis form of processing and encoding ofratli is named
as concepdriven or topdown-processindBolrow & Norman, 1975)

Observersalso apphthis basic psychological mechanism of dividing arghnizinghe social
world to humans in order to make sense of the obserddéntifying a person as a member of a certain
group activates stored information thahaynot beimmediatelyapparent in the situatiorfDovidio et
al., 2010)According toFiske and Neuberd.990) the categoriesge, genderandethnicityare among
the most commonly used because they can be applied to any pefsmwhich categorpbsevers

assign a persqmiepends on the cue that is most prominent among the multitude of information about
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possible group membership&iske & Neuberg, 1990Accordingly, a object in theli  NB S Qa
spatial distance (e.g., an opeireg table)can also lead tdhe target being assigned to a category
representing a certain occupational grop.g., surgeons)dmilarly to the attribution of specific
properties to an object by mere categorizati@apersonwho has been assigned toparticularsocial
categoryis attributed the characteristics that are believed to be typical for the respective gieap
instance, a persomwho is categorized as surgeon, idikely to be assessed as, for exampkillful,
callous and preserving Assigning another person to a meaningful categ@yables observers to
understand and predict the respective person's behayidedin & Rips, 2005; Solomon et al., 1999)
Observers can infethat a surgeormakes surgical diagnoses, perforswgery treats woundge.g.,
Bless et al., 2010; Fiske et al., 1987)

In the second step, observers deduce the relagltipbetweenatarget andanobject from he
spatial distance betweetheseentities. In accordance witproxemics theoryHall, 1969, 1973}jwo
peopleat a shortspatial distancdrom each other give observers the impressionhagh familiarity.
Applied tosituations in whicha personis at a short spatial distancéo an object observersmay

similarlyattribute familiarity and thus expertise with the f@ztto the respective persarina complex

social world, where sometimes several explanations can be found for the same situation, spatial

distance serves as an importantec for the most likely of all possible explanatio(ts. Bless et al.,
2010)

According to research within the construal level theory framew@mope & Liberman, 2003,
2010) the perception oEhortspatialdistancedsrelated tothe feeling of possessing knowlige about
facets of a given situation and thus certairftglaser, Lewandowski, & Dising, 201)r instance,
individuals are likelya know the characteristics and preferences of a person close to them very well
or to be familiar with the characteristics of an object they frequentg(e.g., that the entrance door
must be pulledto unlock it). Accordinglythe shortspatialdistancebetween atarget and an object
indicates to observers that the target has knowledge about, is familiar withshort possesses

expertise related to the object and the category it symbolikésreover, short spatial distance might
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enable observers to find the most likely explanation for the observed scene, namely that the target is
spatially close to object due to their familiarity and expertise with the objEct. instance, the
basketball hop next to a person activates the category "basketyalin the first step of the process
Observers may infer frorhe short spatial distanceetween both entities that the respective person

is likely to know and be familiar with the category the bask#tboop symbolizehasketbalkr) in the
second stepThe activation of the category thus results in the attribution of expettisthe person in
relationto the broaderdomainbasketbalinot just in relation to this particular basketball hoop.

The undelying psychological mechanism explaining a potential spatial distance effect may
operate rather automatically, similar @ssigning peoplt social categorieée.g., Allport, 1954; Fiske
& Neuberg, 19909r cue utilization(e.g, Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 200%us, observer
may automatically associate spatial distance wvitikir judgment of the target's expertise, that is,
unintentiondly, with little cognitive effort and outside the observe@svarenessand control (Bargh,

1994; Macrae & Bodenhause®001) Once a person is being perceived spatially close to an object,
observergnayintuitively ascribe the respective person expertise in relation todategory the object
represents.

Alternatively, the use of spatial distance as a mmycorres2 Y R (2 aAylddzA G A GS N
outlined byChae et al(2013, p. 321)Accordingly, observers may babkeir assessment regarding the
GFNBSGIQa ISEHLSSNIGASKS 242 OA L GA2Yy 6 S oIdnainarelusU®Ikx A R dzl f
close to objects related to thatomainrbé 0 @ hy GKS 20KSNJ KIFIyRXZ (KS LINERC
be of a rather popositionalnature. Perhaps the perception ghort spatial distancprompts observers
to consider why another person $patially close¢o an object.

Based on the existing literatui@n person perceptiorfGosling et al., 2002; e.g., Naumann et
al., 2009; Oh et al., 202@nd in combining the diverse theoretical approachie€luding proxemics
theory (Hall, 1969, 1973 CLTTrope & Liberman, 2003, 201@nd/ KIS 'y R O2f f SI 3dzSa Q
spatial distance as a cue to close relati¢2@13) | derive at thdollowingassumptions(1) Individuals

perceive noregocentric distance betweea person and an objeah a given situation an(®) rely on
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this spatial distance as a cue to deduce hbeth are related. As my central hypothesis, | posite
that (3) ascribing expertise taperson (e.g., a journalist) in clospatial distancéo an object (e.qg., the
Reichstag building) representing a certain category (e.g., German paiticstjtutes theresult of such
an inferenceBased on the previous conjectyi@lsoassume that (4) a communicatatr ashort spatial
distanceto an attitude object is perceived as an expert and thus is more effective at changing the
attitudes of recipientsccomparedto a communicatomat alarge spatial distancdrom the respectie
object. The aim of the studies documented in the preseligsertationis to empirically investigate
thesehypotheses.
1.5Present Research

The corpus of the foustudiespresented in thiglissertationprovide a systematic approach to
investigatethe assumption that individuals utilize the spatial distance between a target and an object
Fa | OdzS G2 Ay T SihtheldétrainthielobjdatSeipresentsuEHeitd&) theicBrrent
research testshe hypothesis that spatial distance affects the persuasion process, {tshtod spatial
distance promotes attitude change.

In Study 1, | examinetthe relationship between spatial distance and experti$berefore)l

presented participants with the pigre of a target and an objecNext, | asked participants to assess

7

GKS aLk GdAlt RAAGIYOS 0SUG¢SSy GKS GFINBSU FYyR 202

the object. | expected subjectively short distantede related withhigher experte ratings for the
target.

In Study 2, experimentally manipulated the spatial distances between multiple targets and
objects to test the hypothesighat the attribution of expertise is a function of spatial distance.
Participants evaluated each of therggts in respect of their expertise in relation to the particular
object presented. | hypothesized that participants ascribe more expertise to targets spatially close to
(vs. distant from) an object.

In Study 3] investigated the assumption that the relationship between spatial distance and

expertise is bidirectionall o that end participants read short texts that presented targets as experts

20
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in particulardomairs. Next, participants weraskedto arrange an emgy room for each targetAmong

the objects available to the participants for this purpose, eniéical objectS Y6 2 RASR G KS G N

expertisein the experimental but not the control conditiomhehypothesis was that participants place

the critical objectlosetothetargetA y OF &S A0 NBLINBaSyida GKS GF NBSIC
In Study 4] aimed to demonstrate tha short spatial distanckeetween a communicator and

an attitude object is functionally equivalent to other cues of experiisea persuasion settind

provided participants with stimulus material depicting the communicator either spatially close to or

distant from the attitude object. Moreover, | varied the message of the communicator by presenting

adviceeither in favor or against the attitude objedt.expected that the communicator spatially close

to (vs. distanfrom) the attitude object exesa greaterinfluence on participan@ttitudes toward the

attitude object, meaning that participants form either mooe less favorable attitudes depending on

the valence of the message.
All presented studies were performed in accordance with the declaration of HelFiméi.

ethical approval for all studies reported in thissertationwas obtained from the ethics conittee of

the Helmut Schmidt University / University of the federal Armed Forces Hamalliggarticipants gave

their (written) informed consent prior to data collection, which was carried out anonymously

Moreover, d studies excepBudy 2Awere preregidered with the Open Science FramewkorThe

according preregistrations and data can be obtaineder the following linkhttps://osf.io/egz2f/.
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Part II:

Empirical Section
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2 Study1: Spatial Distance Relates to Expertise
Study 1l demonstrate that the perception ofdistance andhe attribution of expertise are
correlated. A picture showed darget and an objectthat is,a woman andan instantpastadish The
spatial distance in between target and object vimticeablebut ambiguousthus,neither clearly small
nor large.
After the presentation,participantsevaluatal the spatialdistance betweerthe target and

objectas well agshe (i  NHS (G Q& SELISNI A &S The geveldihfert 6f xhe scalsa? (1 K S

NS

inspired by research on the assessment of egocentric distance as described in ti€r@per &
Liberman, 2003, 2010ppatial distance plays a crucial rolehiniman (social) cognition: Individuals
communicate social relationships through interpersonal spatial dist@da#, 1969, 1973nd rely on

spatial distae to draw inferenceabout abstractcharacteristics of aentity (Chae et al., 2013} is

even assumed thathe spatial dimensionas a concrete andxperiencebasedconcept, underlies

other, more abstract conceptsuch as, the temporal dimensigBarAnan et al., 2007; Boroditsky,

2000; Boroditsky & Ramscar, 2002; Gentner et al., 2002; Lakoff & Johnsoh, H&8distance, the
YEyYyALdz FdA2zy 2F aLl dalft RAaGlryOS KIFIR |y SFFSOI
upcoming meeting, whereas the priming of temporal distance did not affect how participants judged

the spatial position of an obje¢Boroditsky, 2000)Due to the central importance of spatial distance,
especially aa cue forrelations within the social world, the focus of this as well as the following studies

is onthe spatial distancelimension In the present investigationgxplorativelyt 8 8 S& a4 SR LJ NI A O
distance perception othe three other distance dimensions known from CLiDpe & Liberman, 2003,

2010) namelytemporal,social, and hypotheticalityAccording tathe CLTindividualsperceivehow far

in the past or future an event igom the here and now{temporal dimension)how close another

person is to them in terms of social relat® (social dimensionland the likelihood of an event
occurring(hypotheticality dimensionjBarAnan et al., 2006; Henderson et al., 2006; Stephan et al.,
2011; Trope & Liberman, 200Assuming thatindividualsalso perceive a neegocentric distance,

that is, perceive how far entities argpatially apart from each othavithout their own spatial distance
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to both objects being the basis forehr impressionindividualscould perceive such a neegocentric
distance on other dimensions as wélhus, observers also perceive when a person has experienced
an event in the pasir will experience an evein the future, how close that person's social relationship
is to anothemerson and how likely it is that a particular event will happen to thesper
{dzo&aSljdzSydates FFEGSNI LINLIAOALI yia KFER aasSaask
GFNBSGQa SELISNIA & SpatighantsIérd asketd sate fio miick ey Bkedare O (i =
picture. This question served to test whether thestn of the picture influenced the evaluation of the
spatial distance.
| expecteda negative correlation betwegperceived spatiallistance and expertisehat is,the
shorter the spatial distance appeatto participants, the more expertise they attribed to the target.

2.1 Method

2.1.1Participantsand Design

A total of 101 individuals participated in this stud§p2 female, 47 male, 2 did not specify
gender Mage = 29.60,SRge = 9.71 ranging from 18 t@’1). Participantswere recruited onProlific, an
online participantrecruiting websitewww.prolific.cd, and compensated with EUR 0.74 compute
the minimal sample size,conducted gpower analysis for bivariate correlatismising G*Power 3.1
(Faul et al., 2007 he analysis suggested a target sample size of 92 participants to achieve a power (1
-l 0 2T eadsthndards.@ dlpKa error probabilitjor detecting a mediunsized correlationr(= .30)
between distance and expertise. Assuming that some patrticipants might qustiidg prematurely, |
attempted toattain a number ofat least100 participants.
2.1.2Procedureand Dependent Variable

Participants were recruited fomaonlinestudy on the effects of advertisement through social
media. The presenstudywasprogrammed using theoftware from SoSci Survé@yeiner, 2019and
presented to participants via the corresponding websiténe questionnairebegan with a short
introduction on an ostensiblefood blogger named Julia Lehmagire., the target) The food blogger

was said topublishrecipes and reviews on all sorts of food products on her websiteddition,
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participantslearnedthat the target tess products and shargreviews withher audience accompanied
by pictures, short texts, and videdhe sibsequentpagepresented gicture showingJulia Lehmann
and herd LINR RdzO (i 2aMMeditéraneaspGsatiish,from the eponymous website sectigaee
Figurel). The image should give the impression thatviisa screenshofrom agenuinewebsite The
target and the objectwere arranged in such a way that the distance betwdwmsth entities was
ambiguousthat is,neither clearly short nolarge.The picture was presited for at least ten seconds.
Only after expiration of this time interval, participants were able to proceed with the questionmgire

clicking on the corresponding button

Figurel

Study Material Employed in Study 1

I MPdﬁl‘elrane

G
EmUSE.N“dQ"P'anno

Videos ¥

Note. Thestudy materialwas designed to resemble a screenshot from a webshewingthe target, a food
blogger named Julia Lehmarpresenting & object, aMediterraneanpastadish. Target and object were

placed with an average spatial distance to each other, that is, neilearly near nor far.
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On the next page of the questionnailgskedparticipantsto assesshe distance between the
target and objecton intotal nine items A short noteabove the respective questiongas meant to
prevent emerging concernamong participantsl acknowledged thathey might find it difficult to
answer thefollowing questionssincethe picture itselfdid not contain muclinformation. | encouraged
participants to rely on their intuitiomndfirst impression.

Three of thenineitems represented thepatialdimension of the distance between targand
object Two items pertained to the spatial distance between both entities within the real world and
read, for exampledThepastaRA 4 K A ad @SNE LJ2 LXzER ANA (R lyy & NBNBEY (WdzEGA |
residenceto 7 =Of 2a S (2 WdzZ Al ) ThEtKird bptidl Qistandditera mdasised@n®
perceived spatial distance between the two entities in the pictigret 2 ¢ KIF G RSINBS Aa W
Oft 2aS (2 (IK=hd atalNBs@odzOvery élosefor an overviewof all items, see Table 1 in
the Results sectioh These differentquestionsserved to assess a broader spectrum of spatial distance
perception

Another six items pertained to themainingthree distance dimensionpostulatedwithin the
CLTTrope & Liberman, 2003, 20168)ence participants were asked to estimate the distance between
the target and object ab on thesocial,temporal and hypotheticatlistance dimensiofby means of
two items eactd S ®Hbw Imucliidoes Julia Lehmann identify herself with the produd@2not at all
to 7 =very much.

Since therewas no existing scale for measuring the negocentric perceived distance, |
developed the items mysetfrawingspecificallyon studiesfrom Hendeason et al.(2006) Katz et al.
(2017) Liberman and Forste2009) Spence et al(2012) and Stephan et al(2010) within the
framework of CLT(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2018)I ninedistanceitems were presented infor each
participant individually generatedandom orderanddistributed over three paged hat isthree items
were always presented one below the other on one pa@e.continue with the questionnaire,

participantshad to answer all items
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After participants had indicated their perceived distan@dvireen thetargetand object, they
were instructed to assesshe targetQd S E LIS NIi A & Sin gEBeratori BrBe itdmd Mdre 2 R
specifically] askedparticipantsto rate the extent to which they would attribute expertise, familiarity,
and competence in relation to food to thargeto S @3 d@0E @ d2 € dzZRIAS Wdzf A [ SKY I
inF 2 2 R Krib Expewtiseb 7 =highexpertisd. Theexpertisequestionswere based on studies othe
effect of communicator expertise on theersuasiomprocesswhichaccordinglyinvolvedmeasures of
GKS 02 YYdzy A Ol (i, Biiaken & MakiSsidran, &1994; Petty et al., 198indla et al.,
2006) The three expertisétems were presented one below the other on one padémilar to the
distance itemsthe expertise items were arranged in a random ordiedjvidually generated for each
participant While participantsansweredthe questions about distance and expertise, the picture
showingthe woman and product was not displayed.

On the following page, participansawthe picture once again angdere asked to indicate how
aestheticallyappealing they foundt, ranging from 1 ot at all appealingo 7 =very appealingOn
completion of the questionnaireparticipantswere thankedand debriefedin detail about the true

research aim. Finally provided participants witla link to receive their payment.

2.2Results
Initially, | reverse coded all items pertaining to perceived distance hence smaller numbers
would represent shorter distancesd conducted a descriptive item analysis (see Table 1).
Afterwards, | computed an indeéwr distance by averagirgll threespatial distance items
(@05 2y £ RR& a simildr wap,d formed an expertise index comprising the respective three
items @ O5 2 y | £ BAD &lext, | conducteaicorrelational analysis to test the relationship
between distance and expertise. Aspected, the analysis revealed a significant negative correlation

betweenperceived distancandattributed expertiser = .36,p< .001.

29



EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIADISTANCE

"3|eds a7 wiod

USASS B U0 pajel aIam Swall ||y "uoisuswip aduessip AnjeanayiodAHYoISUSWIP aouelsIp [eijodwa [YOISUSWIP 82UBISIP [BI00SYOISUSWIP aduelSIp [eneds jasiiadx3 .

"UoIRUILLILIOSIP W) =YLAINoIYIp W)l = daosuelleA =Siuea\ = W TOT =N "910N

5 K91 Alan= 2 ofjyijun Alan =

oL eves SS'T L0'S I ¢AJoAISUBIXa slualpalbul sl pue ysipesspghauiexs uuewya elnc eyl 1 st ajgeqoid moy ‘uoiuido noA uj
or’ 62'TL G9'C 66 = (ol
Aan= 7 ofjaun Alsa T) ¢y@siay ysipempdsoyd uuewya elne eyl 1 st Ay moy ‘uoiuido 1noA uj
23 98'€9 12°¢ Ly pli00s A1an= , opininj juelsip sy w T) ;urebe ysipelsed) aredaid uuewya elng [|IM USYA
eT EV've 8T'T e p puaoal=, olobe Buot T) (ysipelsed) 1s8) uuewys elne pip UsYmM
7A 6229 1T°¢ 0S'v >@onw Alen= 2 o1je 12 IPw1onpoid ayl yum Jjjasiay Ajnuapl uuewys eljne S8op yanuw MmoH
. . ) . duewya elne
6¢ vi'sy v0e ore 01 Jejiwis AJ1an= /Jlazewya eing ol Jejiwissip Alan=TdJe oym ajdoad Agq paniadal ||am s ysipelseday |
29 ¥T'€9 €82 YA q €509 Auan= /2 0psO|2 |feFeriaionpold ay) 0] 9s0j0 SAem awos Ul uuewya elne sl Jusixa Jeym o1
6" 62'19 612 1) SoAsdyegN eOAAUAMS T 1Y 1ZPM
TAQIZS0P=A® ZPM A TN+ DA | neyy=T)sl paimoejnuew si ysipeisedy) aiaym ade(d ay L
: : : : SOASYYeIN €GOAAIANS ]
ve evies Vet 9% eyppoy 8S00= 4@ ZPM A AN+ DA | neyy=T) oy suolbal ulrendod A1aa si ysipeiseday L
L8 62'€9 6L°T 'y e (eIlILe) A19A= / Oleljiwey |[e Ye 307) (P00} Yim uuewysa elng si Jeljiwe) MoH
) . ) . e jusradwoo f1an
88 6¢'65 1671 sT'v =/ ojualadwo? |eserjaspooy) Buibpnl 01 sawod 31 usym uuewya eINC S uUIYl NoA op jualadwod MoH
L8 ¥1'8G 68T L0V S ® Y TNSPadxBybiey ApSn4aaxe QU T) dpYojBPM S EYZP2 Zp g 2d 92 |
) q S N wal

T Apmis ul pakojdw3 sway| asuerisiq 1oy sisAleuy walaAnduosaqg

TalqelL



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

Additionally, I conducteda correlation analysis separately for each of the three distance items
(see Table 2)Each distance item was significantly correlated to the expertise index. In,dbé&il
correlation coefficients between the item pertaining tioet region, in which th@astadish is popular
(Item 1), where thepastadish is manufactured (Item 2), and how close the target is toptstadish
(Item 3) and expertise index wergiem1 = .20,p= .050,femz2 = .29, andriems = .40, p< .001(see
Table 2, rowswo to four). All relationships remained significant after controlling for how appealing
participants rated the pictureHence the aesthetic impression that participants had of the image was
not determinant for the relationshipetween distanceand expertise

Additionally, | computed correlational analyses between the items of the remaining three
distance dimensions and expertideue to low internal consistencies between the two items of each
dimension (allSpearmarBrown coeffd A S y<{i@D) | conducted the correlation analysis separately

for each of the six distance itenfsee Table 2)
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2.3Discussion

The findings o6tudyl illustrate thatthe spatialdistance and expertise are significantly
negativelycorrelated. That is, prticipants rated thei | NEérti3é higher, the clos¢he target
appeared to the objectThe effect occurred for each of thiree items representing different
conceptualizations of spatial distanadbeitwith differences regarding the effect sizes (ranging from
small,r = .20, to larger = .40,Cohen, 1988/2018 Results indicatghe shorter the spatial distance
between the target and objedt pastadish)appeaedto participants the more expertisaid they
attribute to the target in the category represented by the object (fadd)this respect, the spatial
distance served as an indication of the relationship between target and object, that is, a subjectively
shorter spatial distance was associated with the impression of a closer relatiquEhithae et al.,
2013; Hall, 1969, 1973; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978)

Ofthe three spatial distancé&ems, thethird item showed the strongest relation with expertise.
In contrast to the other two spatial distance items, the third item referred to the spatial distance
between the target and object in more abstract and general tef@rsthe first two itemsparticipants
rated the spatial distance between the target and object by means of estimating the spatial distance
0S06SSy GKS (INBSGQa NBAARSYOS FyR (GKS NBEAZ2Y
third item, however, snply asked participants to indicate the extent to which the target appeared
close to the product to themit might thus be more suitable to assess the perceived relation of the
target with the object more directly since participantsmat haveto conside rather irrelevant aspects
to their judgment such as, whether the target lives spatially close to the region where the product is
popular and manufacturedDbviously, a person can be familiar with an object, such as a produgt, and

therefore, have expelise regarding it, without having to live right next to the factadyere it is made

%

The fact that participants did not have to imagine the geographyid€ S G NB S pl&dof L2 G4 Sy (

residence when assessing the third item, and instead cmlidonthe spatial distance between the
target and object in th@ictureas a basis fdheir judgment,might havemade it easier foparticipants

to answer the third itemAssuming that a number gdarticipants might have found difficult to
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express their perception of spatial distance on the first two items, they might have, on average, more
often chosen the scale midpoint due tgnorance. This in turn might have resulted in the lower
correlations between the first two spatial distance iteraad expertise index compared to the
correlation between the third spatial distance index and expertise index.

Although the focus of the present study was on the spatial distance dimension, | measured

LI NIAOALI yiaQ RAAGI Y O SempiBayBng hyfiothetivaiity dinferisian. Aonsss (i K S

items and distance dimensions, the correlation analyses always revealed a significant negative relation
between perceived distance and attributed expertise. Accordingly, the closer the target appeared to

the objectto participantsin terms of, for instance, identification with the produethen she tested

the product, ork 2 g f A1 St & A4 Aa GKIFIG aKS KFER ONRGAOKTf T @

LI NIAOALI yG& NFGS GKS taitheNdBjéeti Thase fibdigISeniesent $irst A v
indications that observers potentially can rely on other than the spatial distance dimension as well in
2NRSNJ 2 RSRdAz0S Iy20KSNJ LISNE2yQa SELISNIA&ZSO

A closer look at the pictunevealsthat the target is wearig an apron and vegetables are lying
on a cutting board in front of heBoth the apron as well as the vegetables are objects that could
represent the domain foodHowever, neither the kitchen apron nor the vegetables on the cutting
board are likely to infience the perceived spatial distance of the target to thesta product.
Accordingly, the presence of the other objects does not threaten the confirmation oféineral
hypothesis that a small spatial distance betwehe target and an object representina particular
domain is related to a higher rating of the targe#gpertise Nevertheless, additional "sources of
expertise" in the stimulus material, in the case of the present study further objects, should be avoided
in order to prevent systematic measement errors

Despitethe limitation, with the first studyl demonstrakd that spatialdistanceis significantly
linked to expertise. Howeverorrelatiors do not imply causationThus,with the subsequenstudy |

aim toshowthat expertise is a function of perceived distarteexperimentallymanipulating distance

instead of measuring.it
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3 Study2A: Expertise is a Function of Spatial Distance

The primary goal of StudyA2vas totest the causal relatioship betweenperceiveddistance
andattributed expertise.For this purposgl developedan experimental paradigm twemonstratethat
shorter distancedetween a target and objegtield higher expertise ratingsr the respective target
Therefore, | presented particip#s with pictures that showed different targets and objects with either
ashort oralargespatial distance in betweethe two entities. The domains of expertise represented
by the objects,namely, solar panek, robots, cars,and paintingswere chosen ranomly. The only
selection criterion was that the corresponding dorsirad to beeasilyrepresented by a concrete
object. After beingpresented with an image depicting a target and an objpatticipants were asked
toratetheli F NHES (G Q& SELi®eNhjesta S NBf I 1SR (2

Furthermore the experiment was set out texplorewhethermanipulating the spatial distance
between two entitiesvouldresult in a change in the perceived nregocentric distance, but not in the
egocentric perceived distancéNon-egocentricdistance describes the perceived spatial distance
between entities in a given situatide.g., another person and an objea)ithout observers having to
consider their own distance to each of the two obje¢tsberman & Foérster, 2009Fgocentric
perceived distance, on the other hand, refers to hownate individuals feel from an object, an event,
or another person right here and now in terms of space, time, social relations, or probability of

occurrence(Liberman & Trope, 2014; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 208€5uming that nofegocentric

and egocentric distance perception are complementary but not identical, it seems reasonable to

expect that changing the spatial distance between two entities but not the spatial distance between
the respective entities and aobserverwill affect nonegocentric distance perception, but not

egocentric distance perception.

An egocentric distance to another person on the social dimension, for example, which is

perceived as short, can beflectedin the fact that thsperson is asessed as similar to onesgliviatan
et al., 2008; Stephan et.aR011) Since the question pertaining to how similar participants perceive

themselves to a target could be integrated well into the cover sttrg, choice fell on the social
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dimension as egocentric perceived distanCensequentlythe egocentricdy perceived similarity of
participants toward the targets represented the divergent variable to the-agacentrically perceived
expertise of targets with regard a present object.

As in Study 1, | included a question about how well participants liked each picture. The only
LIdzN1L32 asS 2F (GKA&a AGSY éFa G2 SyadNB G(KFG GKS
SOrtdzZ GAz2ya 2F G(KS GFINBSGaQ SELSNIA&SO

| expected higher (vsower) expertise ratings for a target spatially close to (vs. distant from)
an object.Moreover, | hypothesized that the manipulation of regocentric spatial distandeasan
influence on expertispudgmentsbut not similarity judgments.

3.1 Method

3.1.1Participants and Design

The sample consisted of @@omplete data sets. Participants were recruitadthe Helmut
Schmidt University and via SurveyCircle, an online participant recruiting website
(www.surveycircle.com Students at the universityeceived course credits as compensatiail
participantshad the opportunity to participate in a raffle of five vouchers woBUR20. Participants
were randomly assignetb one of the twosteps (distance: short vs. large) of a betwesubjects
design. h order to carry out a stimulus replication | includidee trialsin total (Solar systemRobot,
andCar).

The data of one participant had to be excluded since the respective individual had indicated to
be under 18 years oldRaticipation in this studywas contingent on the consent of thgarticipants
Sinceit was not possible to individually assess the capacity of minors to give cohsboke not to
include data from persons under 18.

An additionall0 participants were dropped from the analysis basathey reported having
participated inone of mypreviousinvestigations The reason for thisglecisionis thatparticipantsare
informedin detail about the background difie research at the end of each studiherefore, it could

not be excluded that this prior knowledge of the participants influenced their judgments and responses
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in the present studyAnother participant did not provide any information on participation in previous
studies.Since it could not beuled out that this participant had already participated in any of my
previousinvestigations this participantwas also excludedAccordingly, lhie current study relies on
valid data from a total oN =94 participants(66 female,28 male; Mage = 2923, SRge=10.27, ranging
from 18 to61).

A power analysis for a mixed ANOVA with g&d a withinsubjects variable and distanes a
betweensubjects factor using G*PowdFaul et al., 2007)eturned a target sample size &6
participants to achieve apower (1 0 2 F &y n T 2 NJ-sR&I éffecd & R5/aHa standaf® R A dzY

.05 alpha error probability. In case | would need to exclude participants or that some were not to

complete the study, | recruited some more participants than suggested.

3.1.2Procedure and Dependent Variable

Thecurrent study was protammed and conducted online usil@pSci Survefeiner, 2019)
Initially, participants learned abouhe ostensible research aim of gaining more insight into person
perception. As part of t cover story and in order to motivate participants, | told them that the present
investigation was chance to demonstrate their insight into human nature. Ngxtticipants were
informed that they would see pictures of different individuals avwlld beasked tcanswer questions
regarding the depicted persons.

On the following page, | acknowledged that participants mightdeghoughthey do not have
enough information to answer thisllowing questions. To reassungarticipantsand make the cover
story appear more credible, participants read abputportedlyrelated research. According to these
alleged previous investigations, individuals need only minimal information to fornmanession
about someone elsesuch as the owtard appearance or surrounding/oreover,they learned that
the way in whichanother person andthe surroundings are depicted, whether in a photograph, a
historical painting, or a comic drawingpuld not matter.

Next, participantsread a detailed explanatiorof the further procedure of the studyThe

instruction also encourageplarticipantsto rely on their gut feeling and intuitiowhile evaluatingthe
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targets Moreover, participants wereassured that therewere no right or wrong answers to the
questions,but that it was all about their personal assessmeht additional text passage addressed
participantswho participatel in the study via their smartphonasking them to hold their smartphones
horizontally so thathe pictures would be presented in the best possible wine reasoning behind
this request was that on a smartphone held uprighven comparatively large distancgight appear
rather small

On the subsequent pagearticipants completedh trial run that was similar in presentation
and procedure to the remaining trialsf the study The main purpose of the trial run was to allow
participantsto familiarize themselves with the procedure and form an impression of wieas to
follow next After participantscompleted the trial runtheywere presented with a total of 16 different
targets in the sam@redetermined andomized orderFourtargets served as critical trials ameere
subjected to the analyses. Depending on the condition, critical trials depicted a target in either short
or large spatial distance to an objethat is,a solarpanel arobot, a cat and a paintingespectively
(see Figure). In choosing the respectivabjects | aimed to depict diverse domains of expertise that
could be represented easily by a concrete object.

The distance between target and object was manipulated through the spatial distance. More
precisely, to display a short distance, target and object were situated directly next to each other (see
Figure 2A). In order to represent a large distance, targdtabject were placed at the largest possible

distance, namely, at opposite image borders (see Figure 2B).
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Figure2

ExamplePictures of Study 2A Representing Short and Large Distanc

Between Target and Object
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Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit Robotern aus?
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uberhaupt nicht sehr gut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit Robotern aus?

Note. The picture shows one of in totldur targets of the critical trials. All
images were selfreated and depicted the targets either spatially close to
distant from an object (e.g., a solpanel a robot, a cgror a painting. Below
the pictures, ten different questions about the depictisdget were displayed

one after the other.

The remaining 2 illustrations represented distractor trials that were meant to conceal the
actual research focu3he distractor trials depicted the targets in either short or large spatial distance

to an object or another person. Moreover, some distractor trials depicted the target in front of an
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object or a neutral background.h& critical trials differed from thelistractor trials in that they
exclusively depicted a person and an objeelrying in spatial distance in betweesnd contained the
two questions regarding the expertise of the target with respect to the olfjbet pictures of all trials
and targets catbe obtained fromAppendixB). Only the critical trials were included in the analysis.

The critical anddistractor trialsfollowed the same principletnitially, participants saw the
picture alone portraying the respective target together with an object for 5 secafitis:. this period
of time had elapsed, ten questions in total related to the target appeared one after another
underneath the picture (se€igure3). Whenever participants had selected an answer option, the
current question was automatically replaced by the nere. The picture showing theespective
target and object, however, remained unchangdeigure 3 depicts the course of Sudy 2A

schematically.

Figure3

Schematic Representation of the Procedure of Study 2A
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Last page of [
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All 11 pages of ' o i o
i = = g "%
one trial i B 8w n
; a n

First page of
subsequent trial

Note. The illustration displays the course of Study 2A. Each of the 16 trials comprised a total of 11
startingwith the presentation of the picture of the respective target and the object. On the following ten pe

underneath the piture appeared one question after another pertaining to the target displayed.

40



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

Participants were presented with in total ten questioii$ie first eight questionappearedin
an individually for each participant randomized order. On two of these eight items, participants were
Fa1{SR G2 FraasSaa GKS G NBSdQ®I dSHs B8N N & S N KISNFRA2YS
expertisein robotsK ¢ X nonexpértisgo 7 =high expertis@. ltems like these were commonly utilized
in studies concerninthe effect of the expertise of a communicator on the opinions of recipiénats.,
Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et al., .Z0B6)expertise items were
among the questions related to the targets of all critical trigheother four questionsaimed at
reinforcing the cover stry and representedandomcharacteristics as well as personal interests (e.qg.,
Gl 26 2 dada2deyd2 y & A RS NaotiaKaf outgdingd7=Eerymutdgoings | 2dé you
SaldAYFGS GKS é62YFyQa Ay i Swlbiito 7/vyery hifhl T&dagdiional 2 | NR 3
items underneath the pictures of the critical trialgere included exploratively and pertained to how
likeable the target appeared to participants.

The finaltwo questions pertained to the perceived similarity between participant and target
@1 26 &AYAEI NI A& KA ot dialzivilags § Xeryshnilaishd R apedliag v T
participants found the respective picturetdow aesthetially appealingdo you find thepicture? £ m T
not at all appealingo 7 =very appealiny) Both items appearedinderneaththe pictures of both,
critical and distractor trialdn contrast to the previous six questions, the focus of thesedquestions
was hot on the characteristics of the target person. For this reason, | did not include these two
guestions among the rest, but always placed them at the end of the eight questions of eackpizidl.
from the arrangementof the questions by caent, there wasno otherrationale The item regarding
how similar participants perceived the targets to themselves originated with studies investigating the
egocentrically perceived psychological distance on the social dimefisioatan et al., 2008; Stephan
et al., 2011) Rerceived similarity expresses how clas®other person appears to oneself, with a high
similarity representing a short psychological distance and a low similarity representiagge

psychological distance.
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As participants had completed all questions related to one target, they were autonmatical
forwarded to the next trial an@d newtarget, respectively After participantshad assessed aixteen
targets,they were asked to provide information on sociodemographic data. Furtherntbey were
given the opportunity to comment on any problems or questions related to the completion of the
guestionnaireOn the next page, participanssawstimulus material oprevious studies andiereasked
to indicate whether one or more appeared familiar to thehhis itemallowedto identify participants
who had already participated paststudies andtherefore, alreadywere familiar withthe background
of the research Sulsequently, participants could generate a personal ctweeceive credi for their
studiesand enter their email address ttake part in the voucher rafflelThelast question was about
the device with which they participated in the studg.g., smartphongtablet, or laptop). Next,
participants who were recruited trough SurveyCircle were provided wididits which they could
exchange at SurveyCircle for the recruitment of participants for their own stuieally, | thanked

participants and fully debrfed them about the purpose of the study.

3.2Results
A Chisquared test returned a nesignificant.?(1) =1.06 p = 302, which suggeststhat
participants imneither distancecondition (Nshort = 42,Niarge = 52) dropped out of the questionnaire at a
rate that was above chance
Next, | computed an expertise index separately for each oftihex critical trials by averaging
the two respective itemg¢Spearman NR gy O2SFFA OA SgaAii®z NI). WablSidistsT NB Y
the means and standard deviations of expertise ratings for each target separately for short and large

distance.
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Table3

Averaged Expertise Ratingsth Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across

Critical Trials

Critical trial Short distance Large distance
M SD M SD
Solarpanel 5.74 1.24 5.3%6 1.15
Robot 5.74 1.06 5.30 1.27
Car 5.49 1.19 4.24 1.09
Painting 5.14 1.21 5.36 1.15

Note. N= 9. The table summarizes the averaged expewise similarityratings as well as the according standard
deviations for the targets of the in tot&dur critical trials. The valuancerning the targe@xpertiseareindices
consistingeach of in total two itemsHighernumbers represent higher expertise ratingseTitem scales ranged

from 1 (low expertisg¢to 7 (highexpertisé.

Due to an error in the assignment of the images of the trial "Painting", participants of the
distance condition "short" were erroneously presented with the image with a lapggial distance
between target and painting and vice vergar this reason| first report a mixedANOVAhat includes
the three remaining trial{Solarpanel Robot, and Canvhose depicted spatiadistancesbetween
targets and objectsnatched the condions (short vs. large), followed by an independesaimplest-
6Sad 2y GKS OGNRLFE atlFAyGAy3aeod

The mixed ANOVA witlrials (representinghree critical trials) as a withisubjects variable,
distance (short vs. large) as a betwesrbjects factor, and expest ratings as the dependent variable
tested the hypothesis that targetst ashort spatial distance to (vs. large distance from) objects are
ascribed with more expertisa relation tothe objects. The analysis returned a significant main effect

of distane, H1, @) = 256, p < .001,LJI NI A X as well ad'of tdald(2, P) = 1867, p < .001,
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LJ- NI A L7 Moreaver[it re®ealed a significant interaction between distance and tRgs®) =
433,p=.05LJ NLAGE 'u T &

The significant main effect of distance supports the hypothesis that a short distance between
a target and object yields highermaxtise ratings for the respective targets. On average, participants
ascribed more expertise to targett ashort spatial distance to the respective objedtés{o = 5.6,
SDhort = 1.16) than to targets spatially distant from the same objedthage = 4.97, SDuge = 1.17; See
Table Jows four to siXor means and standard deviations separately for each trial). Of less relevance,
the ascribed expertise differed across targets as implied by the significant main effect of trials.
Accordingly, some targe were attributed more expertise than others. The significant interaction
between distance and trials implies that the effect of distanoeexpertise ratingsaried significantly
across trials. However, Figure 4 illustrates that the significant intenaaifectis most likely due
primarilyi 2 GKS GNRAFE &/ FNES® 'y SELX 2NI (2 NBneEY AIEVSR ! b
Gw2 62 0é ndlBgdifkant rBal effect of distancé(l, ) =352, p= .063, LI NI A [04. ' u T
Moreover, reither the man effect of trialsH1, 92) = .&/, p = .7, LJ- NJi A 0, for thedntefaction
effect, {1, 91) = .07p.797, LJ- NIi A @, feached stafistical significandéenc& G KS GNRALF € &/ |

accounted for the significant main effect trials ainteraction effect in the first mixed ANOVA
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Figure4

Mean Expertise Ratings for the Three Targets as a Function of Spatial Distance

w Short distance
= ==Large distance

- T T e p—

Averaged expertise ratings

Solar collector Robot Car
Note. N= 4. The figure displays the averaged expertise ratings for the targets across three c

trials. Error bars show 95 % confidence intervalse item scales ranged from lbW expertisg

to 7 (highexpertisg.

A rerun of the mixed ANOVA all three trials, including participants who had participated in
a previous study and who were over 18 years of, gggdded similar results: A significant main effect
for distance {(1,103) = 1689, p< .001LJ- NIi A 14fand for tridlsH2p103) =24.94 p < .001 partial
'y 20fas well as a significant interaction between distance and tifé2s103) =4.38, p= 014, partial
yod o

The independensamplest-G Sa i 2y GKS G NI fsignifitaht diffeiehog 3 ¢ & K 3
between averaged expertise ratings for the target spatially close to the paiMigg«E 5.4, SRhor=
1.21) compared to the targedt alarge spatial distance to the paintir{yliarge = 536, SDurge= 115),
t(92) = 87, p=.387, BCa 95% CI.p7, .70], d = 0.18. The result was not significant even when

participantswho had previously participated in another study were included e-analysisof this

particular trial,t(103) = 1.9, p=.133, BCa 95% CI.11, 84], d = 0.30.
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Next, | tested the effect of spatial distance parceivedexpertise controlling for how much
participants liked the pictures of the targets and objediserefore,| aggregatedhe expertiseindices
2F GKS GKNBS QauREGSA Od w2 ai2NREH ST alsy Ri {®/fHNE Ay d2z2 | &aAiy
three trials | RRAGAZ2Y €t &% L T2 N Sikng of yhe thrge RiGstatiohs2TRG LI NJi A ¢
ANCOVABE @St f SR y2 NBftlIGA2Y 0SG6SSy (KQpertS2FAJMNA L S |
= .63,p=.29 LJ NI A 01f but'asigniticarbeffect of spatial distance on expertise ratifgs,al)
=1254,p<.001LJ- NIi A 2% ThusuhoWw much participants liked the representation of the targets
and objectshadng/iTf dzSy OS 2y GKSANI N} GAy3Ia F2NJ GKS GF NHSG
To explore whetherthe manipulation of the spatial distance between a target and object
affects the noregocentric perception of expertise but not the egocentrically perceived similarity of
participants toward targets, | conductezh additionalmixed ANOVA witlrials (repesenting hree
critical trials)as well as measures (representing expertise and similarity ratagysyithinsubjects
variables, and distance (short vs. large) as a betwesrbjects factor Table 4 lists the averaged

similarity ratings for each target sagately for both spatial distance levels. Tiesults of the analysis

can be obtained from Tabk

2 For the sake of completenessshould be noted that the ANCOVA for the tdahintingé did not reach
statisticalsignificance for both the covariate and, unsurprisingly,dependent variable
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Table4

Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Similarity Toward Targets of the Critic&lefaatte

for Short and Large Distances

Critical trial Short distance Large distance
M SD M SD
Solarpanel 2.98 1.28 2.67 151
Robot 3.50 1.38 3.87 147
Car 2.76 1.51 2.35 141
Painting 3.46 1.57 3.10 1.27

Note. N = 4. The table shows the average ratings of participants with regard to grericeivedsimilarity tothe
four targets, separately for both distance levelas well as the corresponding standard deviatidPerceived

similarity was measured using a single item, ranging frqnoflat all similajto 7 (very similay.
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Table5

Results ofthe Mixed Analyses of Variander Expertise and Similarity

Variable Tgfpgqllljla?:;"n df Mean Square F LJ- NI A

Betweensubjects effects
Distance 20.35 1 20.35 7.54** .08
Error (Distance) 248.332 92 2.699

Within-subjects effects
Trials 79.62 2 3881 3179 * .26
Trials x Distance 12.45 2 6.23 4.97** .05
Trials X Measures 18.31 2 9.16 7.63** .08
Trials x Measures x 358 2 1791 1.492 02
Distance
Error (Trials) 230.429 184 1.25
Measures 716.739 1 716.739 258.95** 74
Measures x Distance 9.736 1 9.736 352 .04
Error (Measures) 254.644 92 2.768

Note. N = 93.

* Pawo-tailed = -05** Prwo-tailed < -05. ***Prwo-tailed < .001.

Since this analysis differs from the first mix@NOVAonly in thatit includeswith similaritya
further dependent variable in addition to expertise, | report below dhlyse effects that result from
the inclusion of the new variabl@he analysis revealed a significant main effect of meast(2£2)
=258.95 p<.001, LJI NI A P4fand atsignﬁicam interaction between trials and measuf%92) =
7.63 p<.001LJ- NJi A 07f Thenteracfion Between measures and distan&gl, ) =3.52, p=.064,
LJ- NIi A 04 (sek RigurEs), ad well as lte threeway interaction betweertrials, measures, and

distance did not reach statistical significanB, %) = 149,p= .28 LJ- NI A02 'y I &
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Figureb

AveragedExpertise and Similarity Ratings Separately for Short and Large Distance

=== Short distance
=== Large distance

Averaged ratings

Expertise Similarity

Note N= %4 The figurea K2 6a G KS YSlIya F2NJ LI NGAO
SELISNIAAES YR GFNBSGAQ aAYALINRGE (Erod
bars show 95 %onfidence intervalsThe itend Y S+ & dzZNA y 3 (rdngeH fHoin 4
(low expetise) to 7 (high expertisg. Perceived similarity was assessed using a single i

ranging from 1rfot at all similaj to 7 {ery similay.

The significant main effedf S 4 dzNB & YSFya GKIFG LIFNIAOALI yiaQ
differed significantly from their ratings concerning how similar the targets appeared to them.
contrast to my expectation, thateraction between measures and distaneas nonsignifcant. This
result suggests that the manipulation of the spatial distance between target and object did not affect
the perceptionof non-egocentric expertisandegocentriadistance differently Of lesser interest is the
significant interaction between trla and measures that suggests that the difference between
assessments of perceived expertise and similarity varied significantly across tridigy{sed Ain the
Appendix).

As an additional explorative analysis, | explovdtether the distance manipulation had an
effect on thedistractor items regarding personality characteristics and hobBlesir sole purpose was

to distract participantsNone of theof Bonferroni adjustedp-valueswask 6 2 S h ' dnp 0O Y2 N
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can be obtained fronTable 1A i\ppendixd). The finding®f the hypothegs testandthe implications
of Study 2A will be discussed below together with those of Study 2B.
4 Study 2B Expertise is a Function of Sggal Distance

As in Study 2A, the main objective of Study 2B was to show that the attribution of expertise is
a function of the spatial distance. The general procedure of Study 2B was similar to that of the previous
study, that is, | provided participantgith the pictures of multiple targets and objects. Depending on
the assigned condition, the spatial distance in between targets and objects was either short or large.
As objects, | had chosencar,a robot, a barrel ofnuclear waste, ané whale carcasdn doing so, |
wanted to replicate the results of Study 2A (by using the objects car and robot) and to illustrate again
that the effect of distance on expertise is independent of the objects and domains they repregent (b
including the two new objects, the barrel of nuclear waste and whale card&@ssipantshadto rate
the targetQ &xpertise related to cars, robots,radioactivity and marine animals, respectivelly
hypothesized that a short (vs. large) spatial dista between targets and objects resulthiigher(vs.
lower) expertise ratings fothe targets

Moreover, in Study B,aimed to explore the possibility that perceived similarity could affect
expertise ratings. Therefore, | asked participants to rate himilar each target appeared to them

using the same item as in Study 2A.

4.1 Method

4.1.1Participants and Design

A total of N = 115 participants volunteered to participate in the present studBarticipants
were recruited through Prolific and received an expense allowance in the amount of EUR 1.80. They
were randomly assigned to one of the tvebeps (distance: short vs. large) of a betwesubjects
design. In order to carry out a stimulus regliion | included foutrialsin total.

Due to their participation in one of my previous studies, the data of17 participants were
dropped. Accordingly, a total of = 98 cases (43 female, 54 male, 1 did not specify gemdgg;,=

31.59,SRge= 10.26 ranging from 18 to 7@vassubjected to the analyse#power analysis for mixed
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ANOVAwith trials asthe within-subjecs variablerepresenting the four critical trialand distanceas
the betweensubjects factorusing G*PowelFaul et al., 2007)eturned a target sample size of 78
participants to achieve apower {1 0 2 F @y n amaliNhsR& éffecd & R54t% standard

.05 alpha error probabilityMy goal was to recruit morparticipantsthan the calculated@8, in casd

would havehad to excludeparticipants for example, because of prior participation

4.1.2Procedureand Dependent Variable

The programming of the experiment as well as the data collection was accomplished by means
of SoSci Survegleiner, 2019)In contrast to Study 2A, participants were recruited exclusively via
Prolific. This recruitment tool allowedne to requireparticipantsto use a computepr laptopscreen
in orderto participate

The general procedurdyowever,including the introductory text on the purporteobjective
wassimilarto that of Qudy 2A. Thus, @rticipantsfirst learned thatthe research interest was to gain
more insight imo person perceptionFor this purpose, they would be present&dth the images of in
total 11 different individualand askdto assess the presenteth caseparticipantsmightfeel likethe
pictureswould not providethem with enough information about theersonsportrayed | encouraged
themto rely on their intuition.

Tobecome familiar withthe procedure, participants started the experiment wittshort trial
run. Thecourse of therial run was identical to tat of therest of trials butincluded fewer questions
in relation to the depicted targetfter participants had finished the trial ruhpresented participants
with the pictures of 11distincttargets in a randomly predetermined order that was applied to all
participants.As in the previous experiment, ahageswere seltcreated.Of the eleven illustrations,
four picturesfunctioned as criticakialsandwereincluded in the later analysiEach jture portrayed
atarget together withan object,for example that is,a car, a robot, a barrel of nuclear waste, and a
whale carcassrepresenting diverse domains of expertise, namelyscapbots, radioactivity, and
marine animalgsee Figuré for illustration) Ihad chosen the selectedbmainsof expertisebecause

they coveed a wide range oflomainsand could be well represented by concrete objectsor this
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experiment, | decided to includstimuli that are negatively valanceBased on the open affective
standardized image set (OASIS)uydi et al.(2017) my choice fell ora whale carcass and nuclear

waste

Figure6

Example Pictures of Study 2B Representing Short and Large

Distances between Target and Object

Note. The pictures of the four critical trials showed each of the targ

either at ashort or large spatial distance to the respective object.

As in Study 2A, | manipulated the spatial distance in betwiaggetand objectby varying the
physical spacbetween bothentities. Figure6A illustrates a short spatial distance between a target
and object, depicting both right next to each other, whereas Figi@ortrays the target and object

each at opposing image boarders and thus spatially distant from ether. Among the four critical
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trials, | includedanother seven trials that served as distractor triadad which were intended to
prevent participants from inferring the actual purpose of thetudy. Similar tothe critical trials,
distractor trials showed a target either spatially to close or distant from another entity, such as, an
object or another persorin contrast to the critical trials, participants did not have to rate the expertise
of targets of the ditractor trials, which is why the latter weret included in the anakes

Each picture was presented individually for 5 secordterwards eight questions appeared
one after anotherunderneaththe picture When a question wasansweredit was automatically
replaced with a new oneWhile participantsansweredthe questions, thepicture showing the

concerningarget remainedunchangedFigure7 shows exemplary the course thfe present tudy.
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Figure7

Schematic Diagram of the ProcedureStiidy 2B

Last page of
previous trial

All nine pages of
one trial

First page of

subsequent trial
Note. The figure displays the genepmbcedure of Study 2B. Participants were first presented with a pictur
a target and object alone at the beginning of each trial. Subsequently, participants were asked to giv
assessment of the respective target by answering a total of eight mumsstEach question was displayed ol

after another underneath the picture. In total, participants rated 11 different targets.

The order of the first seven questions was randomigetividually for each participantor

the criticaltrials, two of these questiongertained to theli  NH S (i Qa S E LIS NlBpicedS NBf | (

202800 odSyodraisthedi | F @&  Sifcchif MIE Aodaspdrtiseo 7 =highexpertisd. The
remainingfive questions only served the purpose of making the cover story seem cradithteferred
to randomly selectegbersonal characteristics and hobbiéséow respnsible does the man seem to
you% = net af all responsibléo 7 =very responsiblE Haiv optimistic is the woman in your
opinionZ X net atfall optimisticto 7 =very optimisti¢. Both the expertise questions and distractor
guestions were taken fror&tudy 2A

On the last of thein total eight items, participants rated how similar they thought the

respectivetargetwas to them ¢How similar is this [woman/man] to yo&?E =not at allsimilarto 7 =
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very simila). As soon agarticipantshad answered all questions aboane target, the experiment
automatically continued with the next trial aradnewtarget.

After participantshad evaluated each of the 11 different targgihey sawone of the pictures
of the critical trialsa second timeand were asked to indicat@hether thisillustrationhad already been
presented to them during the course of the studhis question aimedo check for the correctness of
the programmed randomized assignment of participants to the experimental conditidhe
respectivepicture wasrandomly selectedn advance of conductintpe study The distance between
target and object in the picture mateld the original allocation of participants to one of the two
condition levelsThereby | could verify that participarnitave not been allocated to the other distance
manipulationby accident due to, for instance, a reloadsgesduringthe online experiment.

On the subsequent page, participantgere providedwith pictures representing stimulus
material from previous studies and asked to select those images that appeared familiar toTthem.
rationale behind this question was to identiparticipants whohad participated in anyantecedent
investigation assuned that participants who already took part had been thoroughly informed about
my actual research aim and would thus talieve incover story of the presergxperiment Finally,
participants were thanked, debriefdd detail about the study goahnd pravided with a link for the
allowance.

4.2 Results

A check regarding the programmed randomization indicated that the randomization had
worked correctly.

Firstand separate for each critical trjahe two expertise itemsvere averagedo combine
them into indices(SpearmarBrown coefficients ranged frorm = .89 to” = .96).Table6 provides a

detailed overview of how participants from both distarlegelsNJ § SR S| OK 2F GKS G NH
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Table6

Averaged ExpertisRatingswith Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across

Critical Trials

Critical trial Short distane Large distance
M SD M SD
Car 5.33 1.17 4.76 1.15
Robot 5.65 151 5.38 1.39
Nuclear waste 5.37 1.50 4.83 1.48
Whale carcass 4.76 1.78 4.50 1.40

Note. N = 98. The table displays tlmeansand standard deviations for participalsssessments regarding the
targetLexpertise in relation to a certaitiomain The values represent expertise indices which consist each of in
total two items.Highemumbers represent higher expertise ratings. The item scales ranged fliom éxpertisg

to 7 (highexpertis@. Perceived similarity was measured using a single item, ranging f(oot &t all similajy to

7 (very simila). Higher numbers mean thamean that the perceived similarity was high

A mixed ANOVA tested the hypothettiat distance is causally related to experti$berefore,
| submitted trials (representing the four critical trials)the within-subjects variable, distance (short
vs. large) aghe betweensubjects factor, and expége ratings as the dependent variable to the
analysis. The ANOVA returned significant main effefotistance {(1,96) = 4.0%T ®nnc X LI NI A |
.04, as well a®f trials, {(3,96) = 9.14pf dnamI LI ThE ikterdction betwden trals gand
distance was not statistically significaft3,96)= .52 p = .672 LJ} NIi A | if The significant®nain
effect of distance supports the hypothesisn @verage participants ascribed targets spatially close to
objects more expertiseéMshort = 5.28,S0hort = 1.49) than targets spatially distainbm the respective
objects Miarge= 4.87 SDyge= 2.97.
Figure 8 depicts averaged ascribed expertise judgments for targets as a function of spatial

distance The significant main effect of trialmplies thatparticipants judged the expertise of targets

56



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

differently, meaning that some targets were attributed more expertise than others. This finding,
however, is of no theoretical relevancehélmissing ofa significant interaction between trials and

distancesuggestshat the effect of distance on expertise occurred independent from critical trials.

Figure8

Mean Expertise Ratings for t@urTargets as a Function of Spatial Distance

m— Short distance
== *Large distance

Averaged expertise ratings

Car Robot Muclearwaste  Whale carcass

Note. N = 9B. The figure displays the averaged expertise ratings for the targets dorossiticaltrials. Error

bars show 95 % confidence intervalfie item scales ranged fromlbw expertis@ to 7 high expertise.

A repetition of the analysis, which included thogarticipants |had excluded because of
previous participation in other studies, yielded similar resultssignificant main effect of distance,
1,113 =417, p=.045 LJ- NI A hsfwell'asiof tFial$(,418) =10.51, p<. 00 LJ- NI @, | €
but no interaction between distance and tria1,113) =.15p=68% LJ N®A I f 'y T

Additionally, | exploredvhether the perceived similarity toward the targets might have
affected the expertise ratinggsee Table7 for an overview of similarity judgementsTherefore, |
computed a regression analysis between expertise and similarity for each critical trial to obtain the

residuals corrected for similarith mixed ANOVA comprisinget residualseturned a significant main
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effect for distance[(1,96) = 4.07p=.046,LJ- NI Al 'u I dnnd ! ff 2GKSNI
significanceF < 1 andp > .50. Hencethe effect of spatial distance on expertise remairmahstant

after controlling for similarity.

Table7

Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Estim&egsarate ér Short and Large Distances Across

Critical Trials

Critical trial Short distance Large distance
M SD M SD
Car 2.4 1.27 2.51 1.16
Robot 3.53 146 281 143
Nuclear waste 3.20 151 324 141
Whale carcass 3.06 1.63 3.15 1.60

Note. N = 98. The tablshows the averagegerceptions of participants regarding how similar each of the four
targets appeared to them as well as the according standard deviaft@nseived similarity was measured using
a single item, ranging from (bhot at all similar) to 7 (very simila). Higher numbers mean thahean that the

perceived similarity was high

Asa furtheranalysis, Examinedwhether the distance manipulation had an effect on the filler
guestions. The according items were presented alongth the items measuring expertise and
pertained to random personality characteristics and intereStseir sole purpose was toover the
actual research aim. None of the conductetests showed a significant difference, all Bonferroni

adjustedp-values vere above? @5 (mibre details can be obtained frofable2A in the Appendix).

4 .3Discussion

Studies 2A and 2B provide converging empirical evidencethibatttribution of expertise is a

function of spatial distanceParticipants ratel a targetQa S E LIS NIi A &PecifieRiontain SR 2

58



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

represented by an objedtigher if the respectivéarget wasdepictedspatiallyclose tothe objectin
contrastto targets at a large spatial distance to the respective objeEtence, the experimental
paradigm proved to be suitabte manipulate the attribution oexpertise

Considering the fact thatarticipants attributed expertise to targett ashortspatialdistance
to different objectsrepresentingdiversedomairs (e.g., cars, robots, nuclear wakt speaks for the
ubiquity of thedistanceeffect. Although it must be mentioned that this effes obviously stronger in
certain situations than in otherslhis assumption can be derived from the significant interaction
between trials and distance in Study Monetheless, iese findinggrom Studies 2A and 2&ipport
the notion that individualscan indeed rely on spatial distance as a cue to draw inferences about
Fy230KSNI LISNA2Y Q& S E LIS Ndiitical I8ok &t thestNiBlds Imétdrigtgleals that - y 2 0 2
the pictures of he critical trialsé t | A y(Studdy ZAf / | (Stidies 2A and 2RBljjffer from those of
the othertrials. ¢ KS LA QG dzNBE 2F (GKS ONARGAOFE GNRFE atl Ayd?
with two objects: A painting anglase on a pedestalThe first of the two objects represented the
& O NJ abjeaDih that | varied its spatial distance to the target, and | asked participants to assess the
G NB S { Qaé&n p&rtinglS Nié kageSon the pedestal, on the other hand, remained spatially close
to the target in both picture variants. This might &xp Ay g Ke& LI NGAOALI yiaQ 2adzR
expertise did not differ significantly across both distance conditions, because there was a symbol
depicting the abstract domain of arts to which paintings undoubtedly belong. Accordingly, the vase
spatiallyclose to the target led participants to assume that the target possesses expiartiseand
further concluded that the person would consequently also have expertise in connection with
paintings While this reasoning is speculatiyet raises the interaing question of whether the
attributed expertise can vary iits degree of abstraction

The pictureaepresenting the large spatial distance between the target and car shows the target
distant from the car on both the horizontal and deptbicture axes For the rest of the stimulus
material, the spatial distance was varied only along the horizontal Blasing thecar close to the

opposing image boarder aridrther into the background probably reinforced the impression of a large
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spatial between target ashcar, which in turn might have led participants to ascribe less expertise to
the target regarding carsompared to the constellation in which the aaould have been distant from

the target only on the horizontal axislowever, neither Study 2A n&tudy 2B were designed to test

the hypothesis that an increase of the spatial distance between target and object yields decreasing
expertise ratings for the target.

Unsurprisingly, ie exploratory analyes of the distractor questions implied that distance
affected only the assessment of expertise related to the object, but not the attribution of arbitrary
personality traits or interestsinrelated to the object However, it seems reasonable to assume that
the perceived distance between another person andoajectallows observers to infer whether the
respective person might like objects like the one in the given situation. Similar to ascribed expertise,
attributed liking is related to the object.

Furthermore, there is also the question of implications thahde derived from these findings
If a person within a short spatial distanoé an objectis ascribed expertise in connection withe
domain the object represent#, maybe assumed that this person mighé more effective at changing
NB OA LIA Sdesitavw@rd theiraspettive objethan a person who is far away froim | will return
to the questiors concerning attributed liking of the objeett a short spatialdistanceas well as the
potential role of spatial distance in the persuasion prodasstuly 4.

Whereas Study 1 showed the correlative link between spatial distance and exp8itisky, 2
demonstrates that this relationship is indeed causalStudy 3, dpted for another research focus and
tested whether thecausalrelationship between distance and expertise is bidirectional, that is, dhat
LIS NEexpétiskin a certain domain leads individuals to assume that the person is spatially close to
an object representing the respective domain

5 Study3: The Relation Beveen Spatial Distance and Expertise is Bidirectional
The aim of Study 3 was to investigate whether the relation between distance and expertise

bidirectional Thusjf individualscaninferl y2 § KSNJ LISNA2y Q&8 SELISNIA&AS TNRY
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object (Studies 1 to 2BxantheyalsoRSRdzOS (i KS LISrotEtBeyoliect baRed drihaty O S
LIS NJ& expediseregarding theobject?

Experts areassumed tohave becomefamiliar with and gaiad knowledge and skills ia
particular domain througkexperiencgChi, 2006a; Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 1993; Ericsson
& Towne, 2010)Yonsequently, individuals have reasons to believe that experts haga and still are
cominginto contact withobjects that belong to the corresponding domamr examplea person who
describes herself as a violinist has, in all likelihood, spdoit of time practicinglaying theviolinand
probably still doegassuming the person i®t only pretending to be violinist).People who read the
violinist's seHdescription couldtherefore, rightly assume that the violinist has a close relationship to
the object violin, which could be expressed in a short spatial distance between violinist and violin.

In order totest the relationship between expertise and spatial distahpeovidedparticipants
with the seltdescriptions of three different targetwho presentedthemselvesas experts in different
domairs of expertise Participants of the experimental conditioreceived selfdescriptions ofa
photographer, a dograiner, and a bass guitaristvhereas participants of the control conditioead
the selfdescriptions of @onfectioner a hobby gardener, and a basketbaltleusiast.The domainsof
expertise belonging to the experimental condition, thatgbptography,dogs, and bass guitars, were
meant to bedifferent from thoseutilized inthe previous studiege.g., food, solapanes, cars, robots,
marine animals, andutlear wastepand easily represented by a concrete object.

After participants had read seltdescription, they were asked to furnish an empty roton
the respective targebased on th& impressionof the target For this purpose, participantwere
provided with several objects to place. Among these objects, the critical object represtdmed
domain of expertisef the target inthe experimental conditiona camerdor the photographera dog
for the dog trainerand abass guitar for the bass guitaristhypothesized that participantsill actively
place the critical objects closer to targetf the experimentathan inthe control conditionHowever,
before testing my hypothesis experimentallyfirst examinedthe seltdescriptions in a preliminary

study:.
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5.1 Pretest

The pretest served the functionto ensure that the sefflescriptionsof the experimental
condition convey the target@xpertisewith regard tophotography, dogs, and bass guitars, whereas
the selfdescriptions of the control condition would not invoke this impression. Therefore, participants
readthe selfdescriptionsand were asked to judge the expertise of thespectivetargets regarding
the abovementioneddomairs.

Compared to the stimulus material of the previous studibst is, pictures of targets and
objects at different spatial distances, the texts of the present study were more complex. When creating
the texts, | had to be careful that they conveyed gpertisedomains represented by the three critical
objects but did noemphasize them too clearly. If | had describeddbenainstoo vaguely, participants
might not have recognized the correspondiagpertiseof each target and, accordingly, might not have

recognized the critical objeetsmatching theNB & LIS O (i A &tertisd. In M SaseQlavoulbave
not been able to test the hypothesmsoperly.
5.1.1Method
5.1.1.1Participants and Design
Atotal of 30 participants took part in the prete$i3 female, 17 maleéMage = 31.33,SRge =
9.75 ranging from 20 to 57Participantsvere recruited via Prolific and compensatedR0.45 for the
duration of the investigation. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a single

factorial (condition: experimental vs. control) betwesubjects design.

5.1.1.2Proedure and Dependent Variables

Participants were recruited forraonlinestudy allegedly investigating how much information
observers need to form an opinion about another persthe study was designed and carried out
online through SoSci Survdy.einer, 219). Upon starting the questionnaire, participants received
information about the general procedure of the study, namely that they were to read the self

descriptions of three individualsndto ty to imagine what characteristics and interests each of the
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describedpersonsmight have.The order in which the targetand their seltdescriptionswere
presented was randomized individually for each participant.

On average, the setfescriptions consistedf 100 words. Next to each of the short texts,
participants saw a picture of the respective targeed€Figure9). The seldescriptions indicated that
the designated person possesses experiisea specificdomain Participants in the experimental
condition read abouta photographer, a dog trainer, and a bass guitarist. In the control condition, the
same targets were presented to participants as a confectioner, a hobby gardener, and a basketball

enthusiast(all selfdescriptions can be obtained froAppendx B).

Figure9

Example Picture of the Pretest of Study 3

Ich wirde sagen, dass mein Beruf mich ganz gut
widerspiegelt. Ich bin Fotografin und habe ein eigenes
Atelier. Neben dem ,Alltagsgeschaft® habe ich immer
wieder die Moglichkeit, meiner Kreativitat freien Lauf zu
lassen. Etwa wenn sich ein Paar mal ein
ausgefalleneres Hochzeitsmotiv winscht

Ich bin ein sehr offener und kommunikativer Mensch,
weswegen ich auch gern mit meinen Kunden
gemeinsam iberlege, in welche Richtung ihre Idee
gehen soll. Aber mein Beruf hat natarlich auch eine
praktische Seite, die mir groe Freude bereitet. Ein
Birojob, bei dem ich den ganzen Tag vor dem
Computer sitze, ware nichts fur mich. Die Fotografie

macht mir einfach mehr Spaf!

aberhaupt nicht sehr gut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit Politik aus? O O O O O O O
Note. The image pictures one of the in total three targets. Each target"
presented together with a purported seffescription on the right. In the
present example, the target describes herself as a photographer. Undern
the respective target and the setfescription, participants saw in total nin
AGSYas 2yS FTOUSNI Fy20KSNX® ¢KS NB
expertise (two items in total), personality properties and interests (six item

total) as well as theomprehensibility of the sefflescription (one item).
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Accordinglythere weretwo textsfor eachtarget, one for the experimental and one for the
control condition. The two texts were nearly identical and differed only in individual words. For
instance, participants of the experimental condition reddooX 8 . SaA RSa GKS aRI Af &
manyoccasions on which | can give free rein to my creativity. For instance, when a couple wishes for
an unusuawedding motifP  © X 8 ¢ > cantkoBcbidition, paktiipantsreadt X8 . SaARSA G KS
0dzZaAySaaasz GKSNBE I NBE Yleffae rel @O Giert®ity.&For thsfanaeKvRed K L O
a couple wishes for an unusuaédding cakew X @talics added)

Each selflescriptiong & LINBaSyGSR F2NJ mn aSO2yRathé f 2y 3

(O

first of in total nine questiongoncerningthe targetappeared individually underneath the picture.

When participants had chosen an answer option, the question was automatically replaced by the next
guestion.Two of the nine questions aimed to measure particip&udgments on the expertise of the

respective target related to either photography, dogs,bass guitars, respectivety S ®How Xvell &

does the woman know photograph§?1 =not at allto 7 =verywell &1 2 ¢ R2 &2dz NI S
expertisein photografK & K ¢ ho experfiseto 7 = high expertis@. Another six questions asked
participants to assess the targets regarding rangmrsonality characteristics and interestheir sole

purpose was teustainthe cover story. The first eight questions were meted in a random order

determined individually for each participant. The last of the nine questions always appeared to be the
question about the comprehensibility of the seléscriptioty &1 2 ¢ O2 YLINBKSyaAofS R
GSEG AaKéz Ipadinissdke, ranging lfromi1Swat Styall comprehensibleo 7 =very well
comprehensibleAt the end of the questionnaire, participants were thanked, debriefed, and provided

with a link to their allowance.

5.1.2Results

The descriptive analysis of the compemsibility ratings showed that, overall, participants
found the seldescription of the photographetM = 6.70,SD= 0.11), the dog owneMM = 6.33,SD=

0.19), as well as the bass guitarigt £ 6.70,SD= 0.10) easy to understand.
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Next,| computed the average of both expertise items separately for each target to obtain three
expertise indices(SpearmarBrown coefficients ranged N2 YI “ddec (il g On” avefage,® by
participants assigned significantly more expertise with regard to photograghtngs, and bass guitars
to those targets whose setfescriptions implied their expertise in the respectiemairs GeeTable

8).

Table8

Averaged Expertise Ratings for all Three Targets Separately for Both Condition Levels

Target Condition (298 p
Experimental Control
M SD M SD
Photographer 6.40 0.74 3.60 0.97 14.47 <.001
Dog owner 5.67 0.86 3.87 1.03 8.92 <.001
Basgyuitarist 6.33 0.67 2.07 0.92 5.21 <.001

Note. N= 30. The table shows the means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for the ascribed expertise to
each target. Moreover, it indicates that expertise judgments differed significantly dependitigecassigned
condition. Perceived expertise was measured with two items, which were averaged into anAnders were

recorded on scales from 1 to Highervalues represent highexxpertiseratings

5.1.3Discussion

The pretest indicatethat the seltdescriptions are comprehensibl€&urthermore, it shows
that solely the selflescriptions of the experimental but not the control condition crehtine

impression of the targef@®xpertisein photography, dogs, and bass guitarsspectively.
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5.2Main Study
The objective of the main study was to test thgpothesis that people can infemother
LJS NE &pgitid distance from an object representing a certaiomain based on that person's
expertise in a particular domain.expected that partipants will actively place critical objects (a
camera, a dog, a bass guitar) spatially closer to targets who had been described as experts in the
domains represented by the critical objects (photography, dogs, bass guitars) than targets with

expertise othe than symbolized by the critical objectsaétry, gardening, basketbhll

5.2.1Method
5.2.1.1Participants and Design

The data of one participant was dropped because the respective person did not complete the
guestionnaire to the endThe final sample conclude®0participants b1 female, ® male, D did not
specify gendeMage=29.38 SRE=9.20 ranging from 18 t®1). | recruited participants trough Prolific
and paid them with EUR 1.63 as a compensati@atticipants were randomly assigned to the
conditions of a single factorial (expertise: matching vs.-m@atching) betweersubjects design with
stimulus replicatio. Prior to the study, ¢onducted a statistical power analysis using G*PdffFaul et
al., 2007)¥or amixed ANOVA withrials (representing the three targetgsa within-subjects variable
and expertisgmatchingvs. normatching the citical object) as Aetweensubjects factor. The results
suggested a target sample size of 116 participants to obtgioveer (1-i 0 2 F &dpn F2NJ RS
mediumsized effecof f = .25 at a standard .05 alpha error probabil@jnce online studies harbor the

risk of dropouts, lattempted to recruit up tol20 participants.
5.2.1.2Procedureand Dependent Variable

The &xperiment was programmed and administered online using SoSci Slueiegr, 2019).
The introduction of the questionnaire informed participamtisout the ostensible background of the
present study Initially, they read about previous research which allegddlg demonstrated that

a2YS2ySQa K2YS LINE @A Rdservedsy P Kuite\agclratdjydgnieit anyits ¥ 2 NJ

66



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

occupant! told partidpants that h the present study, | intended &xamine whether the reverse route
Fdzy OlAz2ya Sldzatte Sttty ! NS AYRAGARdAzZ fa FofS
the respective personNext, participants readhat | therefore provide them with short self
descriptions of in total thredifferent individualsFor eaclone, participants would be presented with
the pictures of an empty room and seven objects underneath. Their task would be to arrange the
objects as they believed how the respectitagget would do. On the following page, giipants
received more details on the further proceeding of the study. In particular, they learned hplade
a previously selectedbjectin theroom. In a subsequent trial run, participants were able to apply and
practice what they had learned.

The elf-descriptions werdhose from the pretest andndicated that the designated person
possessd expertisein a specificlomain In the experimental conditiorthe targets were presented as
a photographer, a dog trainer, and a bass guitaristtha control condition,the targets described
themselves asonfectioner, a hobby gardenesinda basketball enthusiast.he critical objects which
represented thedomairs of expertise of targets of thexperimental condition were a camera, a dog,
and a bass guitaBubsequently after participants were presented with the-sigiécription of a target,

they sawa picture of the designated person standing in empty room as well as seven objects

beneath it.Figurel0depicts the general procedure of the present experiment.
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FigurelO

Schematic Representation of the Study 3 Procedure
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Practice trial ==

Three critical trials

Note. Initially, participants received information on the general procedure and were given
opportunity to practice how to select and place objects. Next, they first read shpposed seilf
description of a target. Immediately afterwards, they saw a picture with the corresponding target
empty room. Below the picture, participants found a total of seven objects. Both the critical object
the distractor objects were diéirent for each trial or each target. The critical objects, a camera, a
and a bass guitar, respectively, matched the domains of expertise of the targets from the experir

but not the control condition.

Amongeachselection ofobjects there was one critical objecpieces of furniture as well as
decorative objectssuch asa bookcase and flower§ he citical objects matchedthe target<domairs
of expertiseimplied in the seHdescriptions of the experimental condition. For instance, thi¢ical
202800 aR23I¢ aevoz2tAl SR GKS SELISNIAAS 2F G(KS
gardener (control condition)n additionto the critical object, the depicted distractor objects varied
with the depicted roomsas well.Before partigbants could proceetb the next trial they had to place

each of the seven object3he order in which the targets were presented was randomly determined
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beforehand and held constant for all participanfdter participants had arranged items in all three
rooms, they could report if they had any difficulties with this task. Finally, participants were thanked,
given detailed information on the actual research aiamd provided with a link to receive their
compensation.

5.2.2Results

First | calculated the Euclidian distances, measured in pit@tween each target and the
respectivecritical object. To test the hypothesis that participants actively place critical objects closer
to targets with a matchingomainof expertise, | submittedrials (three levels, representing the three
targets) as a withirsubjects variableexpertise (matching vs. nematching the critical object) as a
betweensubjects factor and distance as the dependent varialite a mixed ANOVAThe results
showed two signifiant main effects: one fdrials, {2,118) = 108.56%f ®nnm3> .48radllied £ 'y
as for expertisel(1,118) = 6.81pI' dn mn X LJITieEe lvas hasignificant intepattonbeffect of
trials and expertiseH{2,236) = .280p = .756.The main effect trials means thathere participants
placed the critical objects did sificantly vary withtrials. In particular, he distance between the&og
andthe respectivetarget was shorter than the distances between the other two critical olgeand
the respective targetésee Tabl®). Furthermore Tabled shows thatparticipants placd the dog closer
to the respective target independent from the manipulated expertiBge main effect for expertise is
in line with the hypothesis and demonstrataéhat participants of the experimental condition, on
average, placed theriticalobjects closer to the targe(®lex,= 231.56 SR = 112.61}han participants
of the control condition(Mcon = 265.86 SR = 128.28 see Table 6 The missingf the interaction
betweentrialsand expertise implies that the effect of the expertise manipulation on the placement of
critical objects was independent fromnial. Unsurprisingly, the results of the mixed ANOVA were
exactly the same when the data ofdtone participant were included thatas initiallydropped from

GKS lylrfeara RdzS G2 GKS LI NIAOALIYyGQ& LINBYI {dzNB
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Table9

Averaged Euclidian Distances Between Target and Critical Object Across Trials

Critical object Expertise
Matching Nornrmatching
M SD M SD
Camera 335.58 149.84 380.30 141.41
Dog 97.58 34.26 117.28 62.12
Bass guitar 261.51 153.73 300.00 181.31
Average over all 231.56 112.61 151.86 128.28

Note. N= 120. The table shows the averaged Euclidian distances between targets and criticalazbyesiisas

the according standard deviationBistances were quantified in pixels, witighernumbers representintarger

distances.

As an exploratory analysis, | examined whether the distances between targets and critical

objectsdiffersfrom the distances between targets and distractor objediserefore, | computedhe

Euclidian distanceseparately for eactrial, between targes and all distractor objectexceptthe two

pieces of furniture(all distance can be obtained fronTable 3A in théAppendix)and averaged the

distancesl did not include the two pieces @dirniture (e.g., a shelf, a side table¢cause thewgerved

asstorage facilities focritical and distractoobjectsand were not considered distractor objects either

A mixed ANOVA witlrials (three levels)as well was objectype (critical vs. distractor) as

within-subjectsvariables expertise (matching vs. nematching) aghe betweensubjects factorand

distance as the dependent variableturneda significant main effect fdrials, 2, 118) = 117.5 <.

nnmz

LJ- Biasiwlelf as fordypelof ojedg2, 118) = 183.5 f

effect for expertise showed to be marginally significait, 118) = 3.4 T

dnnam LI

dncnX

NJnait £

LITN A |- £

interaction betweentrials and expertise was not significar,< 1, p = .494 but the interactions
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betweentrials and type of object(2, 118) = 81.1%Hf ®nnam3 LI adidibktween typaof I dn m X
object and expertisel(2, 118) = 7.11pI' dnn = LI redihed statistical sighificdno@he:
three-way interaction between trials, type of object, and erjwe, however,was rot sgnificant,F <
1,p=.954.

Thus, where participants placed the objects varied significantly across thettlaeemeaning
that participants placed objects closer to one target compared to another. Moreover, the distance
between targets and critical as well as distractor objects differed significavittye precisely, across
the threetrials participants placed critical objects averagecloser to targetsNleic = 248.42 Syt =
73.71)in comparison talistractor objects Maisr = 356.75Duise = 39.49) Whether the critical object
matched the target@expertise affected where participants placed critical but not distractor objects,
which again was independent frotrial and target, respectively.

5.2.3Discussion

In conjunction withthe findings of &idies 2A and 3B, the results ofRudy 3 indicate that the
relation between distance and expertise is bidirectiorigthus,not only doshort distances betweea
personand object causedividualsto ascribeexpertiseto the respectivegpersonrelated to theobject
(Studes2A and 2B Study 3 demonstrates that knowiadpoutanother perso®@ & S E indsdediaih & S
domainof expertise leadsdividualsto assume a shoer distance betveenthe respective persoand
a corresponding object. Accordingly, participants actively plagdtital objects that matched a
G NBSGQa SELISNIAAS Qf2aSN) G2 GKS NBaLSOGABS (I NH

The three critical objects, the camera, dog, and bass guitar, each represetita test of the
hypothesis for different reason#\ digital singldens reflex camera, as depicted by the first critical
object, is certainly also owned by many hobby photographitisse daysEven if not an everyday
object, it is likely thatquite a fewpeople are familiar with such a camefidus, participants might have
placed the camera close to the photographer (experimental condition) and to the confectioner (control
condition). The situatbn is likely to be similar for dogs, the second critical object in this experiment

Dogs are among the most popular pets and live in one in five households in Gintarstrieverbad
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Heimtierbedarf e. V., 2023Moreover, even those people who do not own a dog themselves will
probably enjoy petting one (except, of course, those people who are uncomfortable with dogs).
Accordingly participantswould have had good reason to plabe dogspatially close téhe dog trainer
(experimental conditionand the hobby gardendicontrol condition).The third critical object, thbass
guitar, on the other hand, may represent a more specific object that only a few people are likely to
own. As a comparatively rare objegarticipantscould have assumed that the target had something
to do with the bass guitar in any case, whetlarbass guitaris{experimental conditionpr hobby
basketball playefcontrol condition)g why else would suchn object be among the furnishing$he
presentexperiment show that the description of LIS Nelip2rifs€lriia certain domain made the
difference anded participantsto place the ¢ommor) cameraspatiallycloser to the photographer, the
(popular) dogspatiallycloser to the dog trainer, and the (rarer) bass gudipatiallycloser to the bass
guitarist

The findings ofudy 3 can also be interpreted as preliminary evidence of the psychological
mechanismthat might account for the relationship betweeapatial distance and expertis&€he first
of two theorized steps in the process of attributing expertise to another person represents the
activation of a category. In case of the present stullg, selfdescription of a person as an expertin a
certain donain of expertisge.g., photographernay have led to the activation of the corresponding
category(e.g., photography)Previous adies provide empirical support tohis notion, as theyhave
shown that texts are useful methods for primingocial categoriege.g., Embry et al., 2008; Pendry &
Carrick, 2001)

The second step pertains to the relatidoetween the target and the abstract category
represented by an object. If observers perceive another person spatially close an object, they might
deduce that the respective person and object are closely relatdd;h could lead to an attribution of
expetise. Somehow in reversal of Studies 2A and BR;ase of the present experiment, participants

hadf S N}y SR | 02 dzii [Ifromithe N&FdRsciiptionaBdvikidliXditthe defation between
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the target and the domairby placing the object representinthe respective domain of expertise
spatially close to the target.

After examining the relationship between spatial distance #mgattribution of expertise in
three studies,l thought about a possible application of the distance effect on the percepifon
expertise Expanding on the results ofy previous studiesparticularlythe finding thata shortspatial
distancecan create the impression of experti€gtudes2A and 2B | pursued the goal of investigating
spatial distance in the context of persuasion in the following experiméwstordingly, Study 4
addresses thdwypothesisthat a communicatorspatially closéo an attitude objectis more likely to
Ay Tt dzSy O Sattitdesihan aidBtghnii cned

6 Study4: Spatially Close Communicators avore Persuasive

In persuasion research, expertise as a communicator characteristic constaupdgotal
variable.This is evident from the fact that expertias acommunicatorproperty has beera subjeciof
scientific interestever since the beginning athe systematicresearchon attitude change and the
variables affectingittitude change(Hovland et al., 1953Fince the seminahvestigationswithin the
framework of the Yale attitude change approach in the 1950s, the explanations of the persuasion
process and the effd of persuasion variables haegolved yet the focus on expertise has remained
unchangedAcross a variety aftudies it has been recurrently demonstrated that experts are more
likely to influence their recipientattitudes than norexperts(Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono
& Harnish, 1988; Petty et al., 198The expertise of communicatovgascommonlyconveyed through
an academic background, such assaademic title or by presenting them as membef an academic
institution (Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Pierro et al., 2005)

If a targetat ashort spatialdistanceto an objectwasattributed with expertiserelated tothe
object (Studes 2A and 2B, thenshort spatial distancehouldhavefunctional equivalent effecten
persuasioras known expertise cuesuch as doctoral degrees the like In the absence of substaati

arguments, a communicat@t ashortspatialdistanceto an attitude object should be more persuasive
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than a distantcommunicator much as a communicator withnaacademic titleis more likely to be
influential thana communicatowithout one.

In order to investigate this hypothesis, | showed participants a picture that represented a
communicator (a woman) and object (acumm cleaner) placedt either a short or a large spatial
distance apartDepending on the condition level, a messagelerneath the pictureindicatedan
advice either for or against thattitude object After the presentation, participantidicated their
FGGAGdzZRSa G261 NR GKS 2062S00 | yR NJIAddBiddallyi KaSkedi I NB S
participants to judgdow much the target might like objects as the depicted.

A short spatial distance between a target and object ddelad observesnot only to assume
that the targetpossessesxpertise related to the object, but algbat the targetlikes objects of this
kind.For example, a target spatially close to a camera is ascribed with expertseeras and is also
attributed with liking of camerasSince attaining expertise in a domain requires individuals to invest
time and effort, it seems reasonable to assume that they do so because they like the domain and what
it entails Thus, attributed expertise in and liking of ardain may be linkedRegarding persuasion, it
O2dzZ R TFdzNHKSNIY2NB 0SS LINBadzySR (KL 020KZ 0dKS
O2YYdzy A Ol 12 NR& f A1 AcArdhavk anNdfluedic&artipiedtdaiiittzR ®rmation2 S O =
To determine whethemttributed liking exerts an effect on the persuasion process beyond that of
attributed expertise,participantswere asked toestimate how muchthe communicator mightike
objects likethe attitude object.

| predicted that a short (vs. large) spatial distance between the communicator and attitude
objectwill resultin a more effective persuasion attempt. More preciselyypothesizedhat a short
(vs. large) spatial distance between the communicator anitlak objectwill lead participants tdave
more favorable attitudes toward the attitude object if the communicator argues in favor of it and to
less favorable attitudes if the communicator argues againéitordinglythe attitudesof participants

shoud be the result of the interaction between spatial distance and advice.
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6.1 Method

6.1.1.Participants and Design
In total, | collected 129 complete data sets. One person participated in the experiment on two
occasions. The data of the respective particgf t Q& &aSO2y R GNAIf HKSNB (Kdz
further nine participants were excluded from the analysesause they took less than one minute to
complete the studyr{ = 1) or participated in one of the previous studies=8). Accordingly, the
analyses are based on a totalrof 119 participants54 female, 65 malé@ylage= 33.09,SRge= 11.40Q
ranging from 18 to 7P Participants were acquired by means of Prolific and paid EUR 0.%efor
participation. Participantsvere randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2 (distance: short vs. large) x
2 (advice: in favor vs. againsbetweensubjects factorial desigmA power analysis for a twavay
ANOVA (using G*Power 3.1; Faul et al., 2007) with distance and advice afdibozd indicated a
minimal sample size of 128 participants to yield apoweri(ll 2 F dyn F2NJ REGSOG A y 3

.25 with a standard error probability of .05 alptia.case | would have to exclude participants from the
analysis, approached moe participantghan suggested by the analysis.
6.1.2Procedure and Dependent Varialde

Participants wereecruitedfor an onlinestudyinvestigating how people form impressions of
others when they have little information to do sbhe experiment was designed using the SoSci Survey
software(Leiner, 2019and provided to participants via the according websitethe beginning of the
quesionnaire participantslearned that they would seea screenshofrom an online comparison
portal, depicting a woman and vacuum cleanéurthermore, participants received instructions
concerning the further proceedingf the study Subsequently, participds were presented witlihe
picture portrayingthe target and attitude object depending on the assigned condition, either with a
short spatial distance in between, where both were displagé@dctly next to each other in the left
half of the imagdsee Figure$1A and B), owith a large spatial distance in between, where both were
placed at opposing image borddree Figure$1C and D)There was no particular reason why | placed

the target and object both on the left side in the short distacoadition.
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Underneath the picturevasa short message, either advising in favor or against the vacuum
cleaner,dL wR2 y2(i6 NBO2YYSymnmMdkeS 2 OfzK T YOI S I Y IEBI O NI
picture is indeed a screenshot of a website with realees(which one would have to pay to read)

added two lines of a blurry looking text below the messggpeFigurell).

Figurell

Stimulus Material Employed in Study 4 Depicting the Four Distance and Message Conditions

A STAUBSAUGER MM TEST C STAUBSAUGER IM TEST

1 '§ /

b | b
Fazit: lch empfehle den Staubsauger XT-100. Fazit Ich empfehle den Staubsauger XT-100.
B STAUBSAUGER IM TEST : D
e e

h 7 i £
b .1 b

Fazit: lch empfehle den Staubsauger XT-100 nicht. Fazit: lch empfehle den Staubsauger XT-100 nicht,

Note. The figure displays the stimuli employed in Study 4. The images wegesiglhed and depicted the
female communicator in diker short or large spatial distance to the attitude object, a vacuum clea
Beneath the pictures of the woman and the vacuum cleaner participants could read a message
depending on the assigned condition, represented some advice either in fasgaorst the vacuum cleaner
Theblurryft 22 1 Ay3 GSEG fAyS& dzyRSNYySHGK GKS 62YI yQ.

website with actual test reportthat could be found behind paywall.

76



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

| programmed the questionnaire so that the picture along with the message were presented
for 5 seconds before participants were able to proceed with the study. On the following pages, a total
of eight questions appeared one after the other underneath thieirby text lines.A question was
automatically replaced by a new one as soon as participants had selected an answer Dipéidinst
four questionsassessedhe attitudes of participants toward thebject (e.g.,6cHow do youlike the
@l Odzdzy Of BotayditdK2verymudh;al 26 f A1 Ste& R2 @2dz GKAY1l Al
@l Odzdzy Of Svey SiNikelta 7 mvery likey). The order of these four questions was
determined before the study and was the same for all participahtgiether withthe first question a
brief text appearedencouragng participantsto trust in their intuition if they felt that the illustration
did not provide them with sufficient information to answer the following questigkiter participants
had indiated their attitudes toward theobject, they wereasked to estimate theéargetQa S E LIS NI A &
regarding vacuum cleanetsS @3 ®3 a1 26 R2 @ 2 dz NIGH D didR'S Od BY Iy y5N& K
no expertisé¢o 7 =highexpertis@ as well as her liking of vacuunt S I y S NiByouo dpidichdhaw &
much does the womaanjoy occupying herselfith vacuum cleaners? £ not at Bllto 7 =very much
on each two itemsThe items in relation to theargetQa SELIS NI A &S 6SNB ol &SR 2y
in Studies 1, &, and 2BThe order in whictihe questionsregarding thetargetQd S ELISNI A &S | y
were presented was randomized individually for each participant.

The expertisdtemsserved as a manipulation chedo prevent the manipulation check from
making the expertise manipulation salienfFayant et al., 2017)l decided to administer the
manipulation check aftemeasuringattitudes. Manipulation check bear the risk of increasing the
accessibility of the queried constru¢Bless & Burger, 2016; Kilhnen, 20183 a consequencgehe
manipulation check can either ireaseor reversethe effect of the independent variablen the
dependent variablgBless & Burger, 2016; Lombardi et al., 1987; Strack et al., .188&)rdingly,
incorporating the expertise itemsubsequently to the manipulatiomight have resulted in a more
pronounced change in attitudes, due to eliciting expertise related thoughts, or in no measurable

OKIy3S Ay FiUAGdzZRSE RdzS (2 LI NIAOALIYyGaQ Y2GA0l 1
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Next participantssaw pictures employediSudies1 ¢ 3 andwere asked to select thosthat
appeared familiar to thenilhis gave me the opportunity to identify thoparticipantswho had already
participated in at least one previous study and, accordingly, had already been informed about the
badkground of my researchit the end of the questionnaire, | thanked participaatsl provided them
with a detailed explanation of the purpose of the study as wethasaccess to their payment.

6.2Results

Initially, | averaged the items measuring partampQattitudes to form a single index
(! NB y 0 | =0s)Qlikewise, | formed an index for both, attributed expertise (SpeatfBtawn” =
.79) and liking (SpearmarBrown ~ = .63) Table 10 lists participants averaged assessments for
attitudes, expertise,andlikingas well as the according standard deviations, separately for each of the

four condition levels.

Tablel0

Means and Standard Deviations for Attitudes, Expertise, and Liking

Variable Advice in favor Advice against
ShortDistance LargeDistance ShortDistance LargeDistance
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Attitudes 3.48 1.14 3.04 1.00 2.57 1.04 2.93 0.89
Expertise 4.10 1.55 3.90 0.89 4.43 1.47 3.94 1.01
Liking 4.17 1.40 3.76 1.18 419 1.26 3.69 1.17

Note. N= 119.The table shows means and standard deviatifmrarticipant€attitudes toward the attitude
object as well asascribed expertisén and liking of vacuum cleaners to the communicatdighernumbers
representmore positive attitudes as well dsgher expertiseand likingratings respectivelyAll employeditem

scalegangedfrom 1 to 7.
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As a manipulation chegcksubmitted participani@xpertise ratings to a univariate ANOVA with
spatial distance (short vs. large) and advice (in favor vs. against) as independent variables. Against my
expectation, the main effaédor distance did not reach statistical significangg,, 115) = 2.1 = .14,
LJ- NI A | fMoreover, the analysidreturned no significant effect for adviee 1,p = .432 partial
'y I andpronefor the interaction between distance and advides 1,p= .554LJ- NG AD.f 'y T
Accordingly, participants who were presented with a message in favor of the vacuum cleaner did not
NI 6§S GKS O02YYdzyAOl i2NN& SELISNI A &S oppositd mM&SdaBey G f &
Moreover,there wasno joint effect of distance and advice on ascribed expertise.

In order to test the influence of spatial distance on particip&atstudes, | submitted spatial
distance (short vs. large) and advice (in favor vairesy) as fixed factors and attitudes as the
dependent variable to a univariate ANOVA. In line wvilie prediction, the analysis returned a
significant interaction between distance and advi€él,115) = 4.39p ' ®noy X LI (deB A | ¢ "'y
Figure ). Moreover, | found a significant main effdor advice {(1,115) = 7.1&% T ®nny = LI NI A |
.06, but nmefor distance {1,115) < 1p=.84& LJ- NJb.Xte&ignlficant interaction confirms the
prediction that the persuasion attempt is moseiccessful when the communicator is spatially close to
the attitude object. Interestingly when the communicatowas spatially distant from the attitude
object,i KS LISNRAdzI aA @S YSaal 35S KI Reeyabld® e Sobsiée Fiyyte NB OA L.
12). Expectedly, the manipulation of advice led participants to form significantly different attitudes as
indicated by the significant main effect for adviéecordingly, participants who had been presented
with the advice in favor of the vacuum cleanedicated on average more favorable attitudes toward
the vacuum cleaneMravor= 3.62SBuvor = 1.07) than participants who had seen the advice against the
vacuum cleanemM{agains= 2.75SRgainst= 0.97) Independentof the advicei KS 02 Y Y dzataOl (i 2 N 3
distance from theattitude objecthad no effect orparticipant€bpinions on the vacuum cleaner.

The results of the mixedNOVAwere similar when all data except those from the double run
of the oneparticipantwere included in the analysi$he results also showea significant interaction

between distance and advicE(1,124) =5.86 p=.0L7= LJ- NI 5, larid a SignificRnnatmeffect
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for adviceH(1,124) =8.81, p= .00tz LJI NJIi &, but non far diﬁanou;'([l,124) < 1,p= 449, partial

' y.0mn

Figurel2

Attitudes as a Function of Spatistance and Advice

—_ w Short distance
- = large distance

Averaged attitudes

~

Advice in favor Adivce against

Note. N=119. The figure displays the attitudes of participants toward the attitude object a

z A

Fdzy Olia2y 2F (K O2YYdzy AOF (i2NDRa &LJ GALFE F
advice (in favor vs. against). Participants indicated their attituwfein total four items, lower

valuesrepresent more negative attitudes. Error bars show 95 % confidence intervals.

Acorrelation analysiand moderated mediationnovided further insight intdhe relationship
between attitudes and expertise. The correlation analyisdicated a significant relation between
attitudes and expertiset = .28,p = .0@. Thus, participants wheeported favorable attitudes also
attributed expertise to the communicatomhemoderated mediation analys{sising PROCESS, Hayes,
2018, Model 7Yested theconditionalindirect effect ofspatial distance on the relationship between
advice and expertise mediated by attitudes (see Figure I¥)e analysis revealed a significant
moderated mediationp = .31, 95% BCa CI [.02, .6Hje effect of advice on attitudes, thepath in

the mediation model, was moderated by the spatildtance b= .79,p= .B6Z Rek= 10. This finding
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is consistent with the significant interactidmetween advice and distance reported in the ANOVA
testing the main hypothesisAccordingly, theindirect effect of advice on expertise via attitudes
depenced on the conditions of spatial distanc&he conditional indirect effect was significant for the
short spatial distancdy = .35, 95% BCa Clg7,-.11], but not for the large spatial distandez= .04,

95% BCa Cl .p7, .15]. Thus, participants based® SA NJ 2dzRIYSy G NB Il NRAY 3
expertise on their attitudes when the communicataras pictured spatially close to the object.
Conversely, Wwen the communicatowas depicted spatially distant to the object, the advicedhao

effect on attitudes and consequently not on expertise.

Figurel3

Conditional Indirect Effects of Advice on Expertise via Attitudes at Short and Large Diste

o Attitudes
_.";_4: ' x‘-
. ,"’ ?IQ P ) %
Spatial AL ‘x
—— F ‘Q’I II(' W
i i # RNRN -
distance AR b,
S & N,
Aok -’5“" ,
l-.- .'\\. '\\.H
,," {:&G{h Q}b hx
& {.j‘ k_% My .
’ \,’h b
)
Advice »  Expertize
c'th=.43

Note. N = 119. Model for the gath R2 = .10i3, 115) =3.68 p = .QL4, Model for bpath| Y Rpatd B2
= 11,2, 116) 8.37,p<.00L.

**p < .05.
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An additional univariate ANOVA widipatial distance (short vs. large) and advice (in favor vs.
against) as fixed factors aritting as the dependent variableevealed no significant effectdlore
specifically, neither the main effects for distanggl, 115) = 3.8% = .053, partiaf2 = .03, and advice,
H1, 115) = 0.01p = .928, partiah? = 0, nor the interaction between distance and advigd, 115) =

.04, p = .845, partiaB? = 0, reached statistical significan@cordingly participants from the four

Q1

differey i O2y RAGAZ2Y tS@Sta& RAR y20 RAFFSNIAY GKSANJ
represented by the attitude objectMoreover, there was no combined effect of distance and advice
2y GKS 02YYdzyAOFi2NRa FaONAOSR fAlAYy3IoD

Moreover, | computeda multiple regressioranalyss to testwhether the liking of vacuum
cleaners attributed to the woman preded the attitudes of participants beyond ascribed expertise.
the first model, | included distance, advice, the interaction between both, andréspeas predictors
of attitudes. In the second model, | added liking as an additional prediCtorelation analyses prior
to the multiple regression showed significant relations between liking and attitude6, p =.004,
as well as, betweeaxpertise and likingt = .65,p < .001 Since the correlation between the predictors
is below the threshold af=.8Q and the largest variance of inflation factor (VIF), 2.77, is below ten, it
can be assumed that the multiple regression analysis is not threatened by a multicollinearity
(Bowerman & O'Connell, 1992; Field, 2018; Myers, 1990)

Thefirst regression analysis returnead significant effect for the overall modé® = .20,H4,
114) = 7.03p < .001. All variables, with the exception dittance were sigificant predictors of
attitudes (Tablell). The second regression including liking as an additional predictor showed no
increase in explained variand&y ' RO+ .0031,K13) = 1.03 = .313As indicated in Tabl#&1,
expertise, advice as well as the interaction between distance and advice were significant predictors of
LI NI A OA LI vy G & Q liking ias ibdzR $HIIK S5 KESINBYF Rak NR A T S RimpliesI’  ®wu p
that if the ratings for expertise increase loype standard deviatiofSRyperise = 1.28) LI NJi A OA LI y (i &
attitudes increase by .25 standard deviatioAglvice is a dichotomous predictor with the reference

value 0 representing the advice in favor of the attitude object and the value 1 representing\toe a
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F3rAyad GKS | GGAGdzZRS 2 0 246 ofiadvicednicalzs that ifithe&suasiiel y R NR
YySaal3S NBIFRa GKS ROAOS 3IFAyad GKS GGAdGdzRS 20
deviationsTKS a il Yy RIF NRA T S &action Hetwebmw distared andi #\Boepieserits the
difference in the effect ohdvicedepending orthe spatial distanceAccordinglythe success othe
persuasiorattempt increased by .33 standard deviations when the communicatas spatially close
to (vs. distant from) the attitude objecit should be noted that the interpretation of each standardized

i is only true if the effects of the remaining predictors are heldstant.
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6.3 Discussion

The present experiment demonstrags that a short spatial distance between the
communicator andobject has a functional equivalenteffect as other from persuasion research
notoriousexpertise cuesAshortspatialdistancesignificantly enhanakthe success of the persuasion
attempt, identical to, for example,presenting the communicatowith an academicdegree Thus,
participants expressed more positive attitudes, when the message read in favor attithele object
and the communicator was depicted spatially close than distant t@atverselyparticipantsshowed
more negative attitudes, when the message advised ag#iesittitude objectand the communicator
stood spatially close to it.

Moreover, attributed expertise butnot liking proved to be a significant predictaf
LJ- NI A OA LI yBasic8llyiflpartigipaitsieRpBriisdrating increased by one standard deviation,

the rating of theattitude object was about a quarter of a scale point more positia such

Q)¢

relationship was found for liking OO2 NRAyYy If &3> (KS OeggaMidgy/thebjec? ND
SELX IAYSR GKS @I NAIFIyOS 2F | GGAGdzRSa o0Se2yR GKS
The significanpositivecorrelation between expertise and likimgdicatesa close relationship
between both costructs. The more expertise participas ascribed to the target, the more they
believed the target likes objects as the depictétie link between expertise and likisgems plausible
as people need to devote considerable time and effort to become experts. Accordingly, the correlation
might be the expression o& general belief: People who are willing to invest resources must be
enthusiastic about or at least interested in the domain in question. This assumption does not
necessarily require observers to assume that experts like every sihglet@ssociated with "thegr
domain However, observers might still believe that experts like the domain as a whole.
As is known, two correlated constructs share a common varidimes, the explained variance
of attitudesmay be prominently dué the canmon variance of expertise and likifighe contribution
of liking alone does not provide any incremental validity ,atigerefore, does not constitute a

significant predictor of attitudes beyond expertis&ven if recipients can assume the expert
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communicator likes the domain represented by the object, their attitudes are predominantly affected
by the ascribed expertise.

Contrary tomy expectation, the manipulation check showed no direct effect of spatial distance
on perceived expertisédne possible explanation for this result could be thatividuals tend taely
on highlyaccessiblénformation as a basis fajudgment(for reviews see Forster & Liberman, 2007;
Higgins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 198%e processing of a stimulus can activate stored information
or knowledge that becomes temporarily more accessible compared to other cogrstivetures
(Forster & Liberman, 2007; Higgins, 1989)us, highly accessible information is likely to influence an
AYRA @A RdzI t &araisal@zg. aBarjhdeSal.,(1986; Carlston & Skowronski, 1994; Decoster &
Claypool, 2004; Fazio et al., 1983; Higgihal., 1985; Xu & Wyer, 2008)

The procedure of the present experiment required participatotfirst statetheir attitudes and
then to assessthe communicato & S E.WRANIHAYAS 3 (G KF G LI NIAOALN yiaQ
accessible when evaluaty the expertise of the communicator, the attitudes could have served, at
least in part, as a judgmental basi$ie indirect effect of advice on expertise via attitudes supports this
assumption. In case the persuasion attempt had failed, no such relatsrevident.

The findings athe study byErb et al(2007)can be construed, albeit with caution, additional
indication of the implied relationship between attitudes and evaluation of the communic@tozir
experiment wasset out to demonstratethat a persuasive argument can bias the processing of
subsequent informationfor example,regardingthe communicator Therefore, Erb et al.(2007)
presented participants first with an either strong eveak argument in favor of an ostensible
construction prgect in RotterdamNext, participants read a description of the communicator that
provided vague evidence of the communicator's expertise related to dbestruction project
Afterwards, participarg listed the thoughts they had while perusing the texts. After participants had
answered some filler questions and the manipulation check they finally indicated their attitudes
toward the construction project.The analysis showed evidence for biased precgs that is,

LI NGAOALI yia G(K2daAKGE 2y GKS I NBdzYSyd aAIyATAOLy
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expertise. Simply put, participar®sognitive response to the persuasive argument served as the
judgmental basis for their evaluation of trmommunicator's expertiseSimilarly, the attitudes of
participants of the present experiment could have influenced the subsequent judgment on the
communicateQa SELISNIA&SO

Festingef) @1957)theory of cognitive dissonance offers another, simple explanation for the
Ot 2asS NBflFIiIA2yaKALl 60SG6SSYy LINILGAOALIYyGAQ | GGAGdz
dissonance, an aversivesychologicalstate, can also result from logical inconsistenBgsitive
attitudes on the one hand and the attribution of little expertise to the communicator on the other
hand, represent such a logical inconsistengfter all, participants may havéelievedthat it was the
communicator who apparently successfully convinced tlodie attitude object Therefore it could
beassumel that participants ascribed the communicator with experiiseonguence to theirpositive
attitudes (and vice versan order to avoid cognitive dissonance.

Concluding the remarks on the manipulation check, reference should be ma&ggtdl and
Mills (1998) and Fayant et al.(2017) who explain the limited power of manipulation checlk
experimental studiesBoth publicationgoint out that a norsignificant manipulation check does not
constitute evidence against the hypothesis being testédn effect of the independent variable on
the dependent variable could be determined as biesized and if this result cannot be explained in
any other way than assumed, a failed manipulation check does not reduce the value of the
theoretically expectedesult. If the experimental conditions show no difference with regard to the
conceptual indpendent variable (expertise in the case of the present experiment), this could also be
due to the position of the manipulation check in the experimdfdr example, if the manipulation
check is only carried out after the dependent variable has been medsitreannot be ruled out that
the effect of the independent variable has alrea#yaporated o6 Cl &l yix S |t ®X Ham

Study 4 illustrates the role of spatidistancein the persuasion process. Attitudes showed to
be a function of1) thespatial distance an¢R)the message. Thus, the persuasion attempt was more

successful, when the communicator was depicted spatially close to the object than distant fidm it.
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spatial distance effect was evident for both the recommendation and agaist the object
Furthermore, the present findings suggests that attributed expertise is of greater relevance for attitude
formation than ascribed liking.

The present experiment also demonstrates that spatial distance is of particular interest to
advertises and marketeers. In ordeo increasethe influence of an advertising figure,igsufficient
to reduce itsmere spatial distance from the advertised produEtr example, a hotelier might attract
more tourists toher holiday domicile ifthe advertisemen depicteda person spatially close to the

accommaodatioras compared tepatially distant.
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Part Ill:

Discussion and Conclusion

89



EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIADISTANCE

90



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

7 General Discussion

When searchindpr reliableinformation, relevar advice, and helpful assistan@ereasonable
strategy is to consult an expeBut how can individuals identify those they belidaebe experts, that
is, those whdiave acquiredufficientexperience and knowledgérhe present investigatioprovided
empirical evidencen support of the central hypothesisndividuals rely onthe spatial distance
betweenanother person and an objeds a cudo deducethat LIS N& 2 Y Q &in tBekiadfhiNthier & S
object representsThe results of three studies showéthat a personat ashort spatialdistanceto an
objectis more likely to be perceived asexpert in the correspondindgomainthan a person spatially
distant from the objectThis suppo i KS | dadzYLJiAz2y (KIFG 202S0d0a Ay I
represent valuable sources of information from which observers draw inferences about the
relationship between both entities and thube LIS NE 2 y Q& @ fnlthidlcaddi eXpediseig.A O
Chae et al., @13; Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2089%ourth studyspoke to the utility of
spatial distance ian applied context, that ipersuasionThe results demonstrated thatshort spatial
distance betweena communicator andan attitude object yield asuccessfupersuasion attempt.
Accordingly, participants indicated more positive or negative attitudesrd an attitude object when
the communicator in favor of or againsespectively, was spatially closeitoHence, a shorspatial
distance haseffects on the persuasion procedhat are functionally equivalent to knowoues of
expertise, such as an academic title

As hypothesizedStudy 1 illustratedthe negative relationship between perceivedpatial
distance and attributed expertis@he shorter the distancbetween a targefa woman)nd an object
(apastadish)appearedthe more expertisén relation to the object (foodyvas attributed to the target
However, he first study revealednly that there is a(negative)relationship between spatial distance
and expertise. fie following studiesimed to investigate th@ature of this relationship

Studies 2A and 2B were based on an experimental approach, that is, the spatial distance
betweenthe target and object was systematically varidad. line with the hypothesis, both studies

demonstrated that spatial distance and expertisse causadly related. Across different targets and
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divergentdomains of expertis€e.g., cars, robots, nuclear wast@articipants ascribed higher levels
of expertise to a target spatially close to (vs. distant from) an olfgctar, robot, barrel of nuclear
waste)

In Study 31 tested the hypothesis that spatial distanisalso a function of expertise. $tead
of manipulating the spatial distancasin the previous studies, | systematically varied the domains of
expertise forthe variougargetsin Study 3As expected, Studyidicateda bidirectionalink between
spatial distance and expertistndividuals derie the spatial distance between a target and an object
NELINBASYGAYI | OSNIFAY R2YIl AYAcHSF thesttidbpedichanS T NR Y
actively positioned an object that matched the target's expertise at a shorter spatial didtanc¢he
target than objects that did not reflect the target's expertise

Adopting the design of Studies 2A and EBydy 4tested the spatial distance effect in a
persuasion contextln support of the hypothesisStudy 4 revealed thaa short spatial disance
between a communicator and an objemthanedLJ:- NJi A Gtitude ghdngelrihe direction ofthe
02 Y Y dzy A QersiiagiveImassag@he communicatoat a short spatial distancéo the attitude
object exerteda greater influence omarticipantscomparedto one at a greater distance

Overallthe presentresearch findings converdeindicatingthat the spatial distance between
a person and an object is related to the expertigieh regard to the objecattributed to that person
A short spatial distancimdicatesthat the person is familiar with and possesses expertaatedto
the object,whereasalargedistance makeit less likelythat the personwill be perceivedasanexpert.
Sincethe person at a short spatial distance from an object is considered to have exptrigsgerson
also exerts a greater influence on the attitudes of recipients compared to a person at a large spatial
distance from an object who appears to lack expertigefollow, | will first discuss the experimental
paradigns applied in thestudies then | will provide aubstantal discussion othe findings and thi

implications.
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7.1The Experimental Paradigsm

To test the hypothesis that the attribution of expertise is (causally) related to perceived spatial
distance, developed my own paradigsnas no suitable one existedsing foudifferent paradigms, |
investigatedhe relationship between spatial distance and expertise correlative (Study 1), lyaasdl
for both directions of effect (Studies 2A, 2B, andad® well agn the context of a persuasive message
(Study 4).The desiga of the presentparadigns were inspred by studieson proxemics theorythe
influence of spatial distance on prodwdsessmentsandobjectbased person perceptiofChae et al.,
2013; Gosling et al., 2002; Hall, 1969, 1973; Little, 1965; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020)

In their effort to make sense of the social worliymansstrive to make inferences about
relationships between entitieSpatial distance is\aluablesource of informatiorallowingobservers
to deducesuchrelationshigs (e.g., Hall, 1969, 1973; Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg, 18¢8prding
to proxemics theoryindividuals utilize spatial distances to communicate interpersonal relationships
(Hall, 1969, 1973Y5enerallypeople maintain close distances from others with whom they are familiar
though perceptions and interpretations of spatial distance may vary across cul{@@®kowska et
al., 2017) Furthermore, interpersonal distance conveys to observers the relationship between the
people involvedFor example, participanteended to ratethe relationship between two targets as
closer thesmallerthe spatial distance between the targets appeai@tlellens & Goldberg, 197.8)
Conversely, individuatieduce otherpeogQa & LJ GAIf RAAGlI yOS TH®BY G KSAN
study, participantswere handed figures and told that the figures represented, for instance, close
friends or strangers who met in an office waiting room. The task of participants was to pldigities
on apiece ofcardboard. The findings showdldiat participantsplaced fgures spatially closer to each
other when they believed that the figures represented close friends compared to strangers

Many ofthe studiesincorporatingproxemics theorjhavecomprisedobservational techniques
and projective measuregAiello, 1987; Harrigan, 2008; Hayduk, 1983l (1968, 1969, 197 3)for
example,primarily used qualitative methodsud as interviewsand the observationof people in

naturalistic and laboratory settings.ti@®r researchershave tried to gain insigtg into underlying
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psychological process by means of projectiveneasureqfor an overview see Aiello, 1987; sesal
Hayduk, 19831t NP 2SOUGA DS YSI adzNBa¢ Aa |y dodlodwgléting G S NI
participants place line drawings péoplein a scendLittle, 1965)r freely associataninterpersonal
relationship based on line drawing®/ellens & Goldberg, 1978fommonly, he response format of
projective measures requires parfieints to project their thoughts, feelings, and needs onto the
stimulus material denoted as the projective hypothes{grank, 1939)In proxemics research
participantsprojecttheir personal notion of how close or far apart two interacting people are spatially,
depending on their relationship, to abstract figures and arrangeséhfigures accordinglfAiello,
1987) This task is somewhat challenging for participants, as they must first recall something that is
probably not consciouslgccessiblethat is, their spatial distance to othepeople interms of their
relationship The spatial distance that peopkdopt froman interaction partnersuch as a friend or
acquaintanceis not the result of a conscious decisidcordingly, peoplanight find it difficult to
reflect how far away thie friend is to them ira.conversation compared tanacquaintanceln a further
step, participantanusttransfer theirideasabout the spatialdistance at which they or othgreople
position themselvesa each other tahe stimulus material of the studyhese include, for example,
small abstract line drawings or figures that participants must arrange in space depending on the
relationship between the people represented by the figurégsother potential methodological
problem of projective procedurearisesfrom one of theresponse format often usedfree association.
Thisinvolvesparticipants expresag any thoughts that come to their mind hese, in turn, have® be
interpreted by experimentersmaking the analysis susceptible to subjective bmsAccordingly,
projective measurebavepsychometridlawsthat can callinto question theY' S I & dzNBréi&bifityi Q a
and validity(e.qg., Catell, 1944; Lilienfeld et al., 2000)

In summary, the researchn proxemics theory did not offer a suitable paradigor my
investigation The reasons for thizere, on the one hand, the disadvantages of the methods chosen.
On the other hand, perhaps more importéytthe research objesiof studies on proxemicsave quite

different from that of myinvestigation Studies @ proxemics theoryhave investigatedthe spatial
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distance between two or more targeteheread focused on the spatial distance betwegitarget and
an object.

The second line of researdidrew inspiation fromto create my paradigmsconcerns the role
of spatial distance in the evaluation of producthie experimenbf Chae et al(2013)demonstrated
that spatial distancelso serves as a useful cloe relationships between nofiumanentities. In the
context of, for instance, a product and its purpose of use, spatial distance represents thetlirden
cause and effedfcf. Lakof& Johnson, 1980; Rips, 2011; White, 2068nce individualsmight draw
on the spatial distance of a product to its intended tise2 dzZR3 S § KS LINE R tzdeistQ &
participants of Chaeat al@ (2013) study attributed higher effectivenessto products (e.g, an
insecticide) depictedas spatially close to their purported effect (e.g., a dead cockroach) tean
productsat alarge spatial distancddowever,the stimulusmaterial fromChae et al(2013)wasnot
suitablefor my research purposgincethe respective images either depicted two rnman objects
or the imagesontaininga persof) &  ditheOsfowed only halthe face orcontained an advertising
message Nevertheless it did provide valuable inspiration for how to visually present and

experimentally manipulate the spatial distance between pictures of two entities.

Third, research on objedbasedperson perception served as a source of design ideas for my

paradigms.Studies on impression formatiogeneraly investigate adeeply rooted need in human
nature: To understandother people or even predict their behaviorTo reach a judgment about
another person observers sometimeseed to draw orthe information available irthe situation. For

example, observers use objects the persoRa Sy @A tbNRIMWY Siférénces about the

characteristics othat person(e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 200%:t@h, 2020; Rentfrow

& Gosling, 2006Paststudieshaveindicatedthat LI NI A OA LJ- y (2™ 0 kS SEraNesS/iica LY

based on KS (G NHS(GQa LIKRaamaon et al. 2009)8:Hrddm 6iOoffice furnishing
(Gosling et al., 2002pr musicpreference(Rentfrow & Gosling, 200&)ere highly consistent with the
targetQa  NISrithizBig Rive InventoryBFI; John & Srivastava, 1998)unique style of clothing

(Naumann et al., 2009r collection of diverse books andageazinesan uncommonly furnished
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bedroom or office(Gosling et al., 2002)and music preferenceg¢Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006yere
indicativeof G NBES (G Qa SEGNI @S NA A rezam@dll isiedsiudiss utllizgdR A Y I 3
no experimentaketting, onlyrealworld settings, in that participants were presented with photos of
targets(Naumann et al., 2008) + f Aad 27F | (| (RaAEtBolv@&osling, 200Gt @2 NR § S
SEFYAYSR (I NBSGa QGamliadeNa, 2002Molegid? L2 MIF A QESEbméts 6f Q
LI NI AOALI yGa& NBEIF NRA Y Ivereldérfpared lwitBtBe(i B RBr&SHa #a OG0 S NR a
personality tests These investigations illustratd that people draw inferences abow person's
characteristics from objects
In their experiment,Oh et al. (2020) investigatedthe clothing ofa target as a possible
indication ofpersonalcharacteristis (competencern this casg Comparedo the studies cited above
on objectbased person perceptig®het al. (2020 systematically varied the targ@tclothes and did
y2i3 02YLI NB §KSANI dububtie kathe@ oyieterRy watdiReIafg@yadtual
competency. The findings of Oh and colleagues (2@28) confirmed the general assumptiof
observes relying onobjects to form an impression abouhather persan: Participants ascribed a
target dressed in expensideoking clothes more competegthan atarget in cheagooking clothes.
The study designfrom Oh et al. (2020) seened to best serve my research purpaséet clothing
represents a special class of objects, not least because people wear them directly on their bodies most
of the day.The peculiarity of this category of objects is also reflected in the fact that peoplesehoo
their clothes according teeveral factors, includingow the materialfeelson the skin, thecut ofthe
garment,or whether its production meetspersonalethical and moral standarddloreover, people
select their clothingaccording to whether it is ieindedto serve as a means of fulfilling psychological
motives and needsuch ago signalmembership of a particular social grouw even to regulate mood
(for an overview see Moody et a010) Whichclothes a person wears, itherefore, a very personal
decision that can be based on a variety of reasérmn my perspective, however, clothirgpeared

to be anunsuitable object for testing my hypothesimainly becauséhe realization of a large distance
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between the (then undressed) target and their clothing would probably not lsalelyconveyed the
targetslack of expertise in a certain domain.

Overal| the researclon objectbased person perceptionesved me mainly indirectlyn the
development of my paradigmsby providingempirical evidenceindicating that individualsdeduce
Fy20KSNI LISNB2Y Q& OK (Gbslin® ét &IN20&2( NadndannBNR, Y002 Oreed 8. &
2020) With regard to the methodological approach, only the experimenOtyet al. (2020 seemed
to be a suitable template for testing my hypothesis.

Another component ofny paradigns was questions about thdi | NEeférié To obtain
appropriate items measuring perceived expertise, | adopted iténom researchon the persuasive
effect of experts as communicators on the attitudes of their recipi¢atg., Chaiken & Maheswaran,
1994; Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et al.,.Z0@6advantage of this approach
wasthat these items had already been empirically provenumerousstudies.

As an interinsummary, theparadignsused in the present studies represeudta synthesis and
advancement of stimulus materials from different lines and foci of resedrcltreatingsuitable
paradigms for testing mgeneralhypothess, the relation between perceived spatial distancand
expertise | utilizedto studies on proxemics theo({Hall, 1969, 1973; Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg,
1978) the effect of spatial distancent KS S @I f dzr G A2y 2 F (ChaddnN® RO Qa S7¥
objectbased person perceptiofGosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2G2{®)
persuasione.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et
al., 2006) To follow, | will describe the paradigms of the present investigation in detail and discuss
their advantages and limitations.

Study1i SAGSR (GKS NBfIFIGA2yaKALI 6Si6SSy LISNOSAGSR
Fo2dzi GKS G NS desigied Spietuds tNai shewSdire spatial distancédetween the
target and objectas neither clearly short nor largerherationale behind this design was to create

G NRAFyOS Ay LI Nlofithe spallalyfistaneAfteiSpbidizdnts hadl Yeen presented

with the picture, they were asked to assess the distance between the targgiastdproduct, as well
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as the tNA S (i Q& 6 EoadSTH& resiilS indicated a linkbetween participants' subjective
impression of the target's distance from the object a&hdir attribution of expertise in relation to the
objectto the target Regarding the stimulus materi@h, addtion to the critical object (@astaproduct),

other objects were depicted in the immediate vicinity of the target (a kitchen apron, vegetables, a
cutting board) All these objectsvere connectedo the domainthat the critical object represemridt

food. However, the presence dhe kitchen apron, vegetables, or cutting boardsunlikely to affect

the relatiorship between the perceivedpatial distance of the target tthe pastaproduct and the
expertise ratingsFor examplewhether the targetwaswearing the kitchen apron should nbave
differentially affeced the target's spatial distance from thpasta product as perceived byhe
observersh 2y SGKSt Saaz (G2 NBRdzOS GKS LRGSYGAlrft AyTFi dzS
stimulus materi§ | kept the illustrations of the following experiments as minimal as possible,
incorporating only the target (in neutral clothes) and one other object.

Studies 2A and 2B testdtie hypothesis thatattributed expertise is a function of spatial
distance The stimulus material used in these studiast my goabf showing a target and one object
onlyd6 SEOS LI T2 NJ (. kéontiasid thd pictarautilizeqidStugly3 thevillustrationsused
in Studies 2A and 2Bystematically varied iterms ofthe spatial distancébetweenthe target and
object.Picturegrepresenting short spatial distansbowedthe target right nexto the object, whereas
pictures portraying alarge spatial distance showed the target and object on oppasidesof the
picture.{ AYAf I NJ G2 {GdzRe& mMX LI NGAOALNFyGA 2F {(GdzRASEA H
using several itemsThe results of bth experiments demonstratedhat the paradigm of visually
presenting the target at eitheat short or large spidal distance from the object was suitable to convey
that the target possesses (little) expertiddence Studies 2A and 2B confirmed the hypothesized
causal relationship between spatial distance and experfisegesat short spatial distanceto objects
areascribed moreexpertise compared ttargetsat large spatial distancefsom theseobijects.

In Study 3, linvestigatedthe bidirectional link between spatial distance and expertise.

Specificallyltestedthe hypothesis that the expertise of a target in a certain domain leads participants

98



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

to actively place an object representititat domain spatially closer to the target than objects that do
not match the respective domainoFthis purposel employed goaradigm differenfrom that used in
Studies 1 to 4l first presented participants with a picture of a targetong with apurported self
description of that targetAfterwards, participants were asked to furnish a room using a selection of
objects as thg believed the target would daunlike allmy other studies, inQudy 3, participants
created the spatial distancéhemselvesin addition to the one critical object, there wetwo to three
different types of storage surfaces (e.g., a shelftaisle) andthree to four objects representing
furnishing or decorative items (e.g., a bouquet of flowers or a framed pictiine) distractor objects

(all objects except the critical object) did nodveany connection to the content of thallegedself
descriptionsin the experimental conditionln retrospect,there may have been too few objectd
seems unlikely that anyone (the targetvould own so few personal itemBotentially, nore distractor
objects might havéncreased the credibility of the covetory andbetter concealed the research goal
Nevertheless the resultssuggestd (it K S LJ- Ndereral®fieQidenessfor investigaing the
hypothesis:Participants actively placed the critical object spatially closer to targets whose expertise
was in a dmain thatmatched the critical object compared to targets with expertise in an unrelated
domain.

In Study 4, | tested the predictiathat a communicator's spatial distance from an attitude
object influencesthe persuasion process equivalent to that of ethcuesof expertise known from
persuasion research drew on the paradigm from Studies 2A and 2B in this experinhgmesented
participants with pictures of the communicatat either a short or large spatial distance to an object
(in this casea vacwm cleane). Afterwards | asked participants to indicate their attitudes and judge
GKS 1 NBSGQa SE LIS NI AseSpeciey, a dbBihunidatoRpyrtraiiedl spatiell$ claded 2 S O
to the attitude object yielded more pronounced attitude changehe direction of the messagim
contrast witha spatially distant communicator.

Contrary tomy expectations, the manipulation cheotddA O § SR G KIF G LI NI A OA LI ¥

GFr NBSGQa SELISNIAES 6SNBE AYyRSLISYR SHgwever edidiénS Y y A
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analysisshowedthat the spatial distance indirectly influendeexpertise through attitudesrhis result
can be explaied by the fact thatvhenpeopleare asked to make a judgment, thase inclined tadraw
on highlyaccessiblenformation (Higgins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 1988 processing of stimuli
can lead to certain information being temporgriinore accessible than oth@rformation (Férder &
Liberman, 2007; Higgins, 1989\ccordingly, answeringjuestions about the object rendered
LJ- NJi A Ceitituitey” ingreQaccessible than other information, such sgmtial distance When
participantssubsequentlyrated G KS (I NB S i Qi like§y kelidd Ndi thesh§ly acdcésSible
attitudes as a judgment basi#iggins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 198%cordingly,obtaining a
significant manipulation check result wasssed sinceparticipants indicated their attitudes toawrd
the objectbeforethe manipulation check (in this case, expertise) wessued.
Another possible explanatiofor the nonsignificantresult ofthe manipulation checlcanbe
derived from Festinge® &957) cognitive dissonance theonCognitive dissonance arises from an
AyO2yaAraitaSyoe oS iatitudey andl heBaQidr. TheStaty of dofnitiye @iZsonance is
assaiated with a feeling of aversion, whiahnotivates individuals to avoid or reduce cognitive
dissonanceFor example, people may feel cognitive dissonance when they book a flight to a faraway
destination but also feel committed to a climabéendly way oftraveling and consuption. In Study
4, positive attitudes toward the objediuti KS RSy Al f 2 F dkpeSise@i Vicé deysd) O i 2 NI
could have resultedn cognitive dissonamcdue to the logical inconsistency between, for instance,
positive G G A GdzRSE oaL GKAY|l @EKS loglkRgdds ratidgs Sdr yh& NI A &
O2YYdzyAOF(2NJ 6aL R2y QU (K 1O did&A 0t S WISNEKDE D Dl y &
Individualscan resort to different strategiet® maintainor reestablista balance betweetheir
cognitionsand behaviorand thusavoid orreduce cognitive dissonanceThey can change their
SOl fdzr GA2Y 6 d lhaséxpektiseln vadukim dleangr@ WE Yy OKI y3S @igki/A NJ 0 SKI
ticking a value on the expertise scale that represégh expertise)or add consonant cognitiods & { K S
must be an experin vacuum cleanersotherwise | would not think so positively abouhis vacuum

cleaner”). In Study 4LJ- NI A OA LI yia YAIKG KF@S 2dzRISR GKS
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attitudestoward the object Accordingly, participants with positive attitudes attributexbre expertise

to the communicatoy believingthat only an expert could have convinced therhthe value of the
object Participants with negative attitudes, on the other hand, ascrilhigite expertise to the
communicator in consonanagith their attitudes.t S 2 Lfe&k @&void cognitive dissonance cauld
therefore, explain why the manipulatn check showed no (direct) effect of spatial distance on
expertise ratings.

Nonethelessthefact that themanipulation checkvas not significantoes notundermine the
conclusion based on the hypothesis t¢gayant et al., 2017; Sigall & Mills, 1998)e results of Study
4 indicatal that, as predictedacommunicatorat ashort spatial distance was more likely to persuade
participantsthan a communicatorat a large spatial distanceHence the effect of a short spatial
distance on the attitude changerocesss functionallyanalogoudo the effect of an academic title, a
cue o expertise frequently used in persuasion literature.

Overall, my research findings protreat my stimulus materialvasadequatefor its intended
objective:demonstrating the (causal) relationship between spatial distance and expeftigevisual
presentation of a target and an objeat either short or large spatial distanpeovedto bean effective
method to experimentally manipulate the attribution of expertise to targdereover, a short spatial
distance appeadto be equivalent to other common manipulations of communicator expertise used
in persuasion resear¢lsuch as an academic titldence, spatial distance represents another effective
manipulation of expertisén that it convethe impression of 02 Y'Y dzyekp@rtisé id dains
in which academic titles do not exigltogether, the visual presentation of spatial distarzes great
potential asan effective manipulation of expertise in future experiments and applied settings, such as
advertisingand marketing

7.2 Discussion othe Sudies

7.2.1 Expertise and Spatial Distance
Thepresentinvestigationcorroboratesfindings from previous research on person perception

Observers deduce anothgrersorR a O K I NlexpartSdHithe @ukrént studieyfrom objects in
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that person's environmenfe.g, Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020; Rentfrow
& Gosling, 2006)Moreover,the current studiesndicatethe relevance of spatial distance between
entities asa judgmentl basis for inferenceabouttheir relationshipand properties (e.g., Chae et al.,
2013; Wellens & Goldberg, 197&xtendingthe findings ofprior studies the results of thepresent
researchindicate that (1) individuals perce&snon-egocentricspatial distances between entities in
their social environmentie., betweena person and an object) and (@jilize these non-egocentric
spatialdistances as cwo infer the relationshps between trese entities. Additionally,the findings
confirm the central hypothesithat (3) spatial distance is a relevant source of informatiout
'y 20 KSNI LIS NH@ ghSeiversAEshdg Sidtikl diStance between a person and an object
representing a cdain domain leads observers to assurtteat the respective person possesses
expertise in relation to the objecf herefore communicatos spatially close to aattitude objectare
ascribed expertise anarethus (4) more likely to persuadéheir recipients.

In summary attributing expertisewithin a particular domaiio someonefollows the same
mechanism as ascribing any othgraracteristicto a person(Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al.,
2009) or evenascribingan abstract featuréo an object(Chae et al., 2013Expertise represents an
attribute much like a personality trait such asopennessor the property of a product such as its
effectiveness All three these examples involvaattributes that cannot be determined directlpr
immediately from an entityTo draw inferences about the expression of a particular characteristic of
a person or object, observevsll often use informationgiven in the situationObservers interpret this
information, such as a person's spatial distance from a particular objectdistiactively designed
living space, as an indication of a person's expertise or openness to new expeli@oséng et al.,
2002) For example, observeraayinfer the effectiveness ad productusingits spatial distance from
its intended us€Chae et b, 2013) | thus deducd that the attribution of properties to entities of the
social environmenfwhether a person or an objedg based on a fundamentabgnitiveprocess

The presentresearch enriches the literature on objectbased person percdn by

demonstratingthat expertiseis an additional property thaindividualsattribute to another person
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based on an objecfccordingly participants ascribed a targetith expertise in a domai(e.g., robots)
NBELINBaSYGSR o6& [ yspa&idwi§i@ rohoy. Ther&f@e thie lciNENS résQlts are
congruent with previous research findingsowing thatparticipantsascrited a target withopenness
to new experiences based on thariety of booksaR Y I 31 T Ay Sa Ay ({GoSinget NES G Q
al., 2002) Studies 2A and 2Hustrated that the attribution of expertiseis qualified by the spatial
distance between the target and the objecfargets spatially close to an objere considera to
possess more expertise than distant targéh this respect, the present results are atsmsistentwith
those ofChael Y R O 2 f (20$3)edpdzdn@ris on spatial distance agudgmental basigor the
attribution of abstracproductproperties. SpecificallyChae et al{2013)showedthat the effectiveness
of a product(e.g.,a cream to treat acngdepictedspatially close t@ picture ofits intended usde.g.,
flawless skipy was rated higher than that of a spatially dstant product. Moreover, the present
investigation illustrateshat spatial distances equivalento other knowncues of expertise, such as an
academic title, a white laboratory coat, and the lleeg., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski &
Thompson, 1999; Nguyen & Masthoff, 2007; Petty et al., 1981; Pierro et al., 2005; Ratneshwar &
Chaiken, 1991)n Study 4, a short spatial distance between a comcator and an object hadra
STTSOUG aAYAfINI 25 T2N SEI YohdheSakitude khangovestimt A O § 2 N.
is, participants indicated more positive or negative attitudesard the attitude objectrespectively
when they werepreserted with a communicator spatially close to (vs. distant fram)hispattern of
results is similar to findings from studisBowingthat a communicator with an academic titie more
persuasivehan a communicator withoubne (e.g., DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Heesaekeal., 1983;
Petty et al., 1981)Accordingly, placing a communicatdrashort spatial distance to an attitude object
increases the success of a persuasion attempt

Expertise can be conveyed using various cgashan academic titlea white laboratory coat
a job certificate, the number o$cientific publicationsin a certaindomain and the like.From my
perspective, however, spatial distance is easier to interpret and can be utilized in a broader range of

domains than other cuesfexpertise This is becausea icontrast toan academic titlefor examplethe
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interpretation of spatial distanceloes not require individuals to possess culturally specific knowledge.
Observers can only construe the meaningaofioctoral degreeor the title of professoras cue of
expertiseif they possesselevantbackground knowledgd-urthermore,only inafew domainscanan
academic degree be obtaineén academic title imlsononspecific, that is, it does not usually refer to
a particular domainFor example, there is nfloristry degree progranmto my knowledge and the
designation "Dr. phil." only vaguely reveals the domain in which thisgilequired The same applies
to the white lakoratory coat, which isalso considered a sign of expertidmit alsoonly represents
expertise in a fewdomains(e.g., medical doctor, laboratory assistaténtal techniciaih By means of
Iy 2 (i KS NJsgalfaNiBtange@an object however,observerscanrecognizeexpertswhere there
is noformalized designatin of expertiselike an academic title or specifiwork attire. Accordingly,
observersmay infer fromthe person'sshort spatial distancé apastadish (Study 1pr asolarpanel
(Study 2Ajhat the person in question has expertigefood or solarpanels respectively
The strength of the present research results is showhérfactth- & | LISNB 2y Q& & LJ .
from an object influencsthe attribution of expertise across diverse domaiimsgddition to the above,
e.g.,whales, nuclear wate, robots) Notably, the spatialdistance effectannot bereduced to a single
domainof expertise.The findingsof Sudy 4 alsodemonstratethat the domain of expertise does not
necessarily have to be explicitly addressed for observers to recognibkeitattributed expertisén
@I Odzdzy Of SFYySNE Fa | FdzyOiAzy 27F GKS waevidéazy A O G 2
AY LINIAOALIYGAQ | GiGA G diSsh pariciants M@&e niofe fikelgitb &ldptizy Of ¢
theO2 YYdzy A OF (i 2vwhiddwias dpitially adiosezo/the attitude object atlderefore, conveyed
expertise in theelateddomain.
The presentresearchalso illustrates the bidirectioniy of the relationship between spatial
distance and expertisédence attributed expertise is not only functionof I LIS Nspagay/didtance
to an object representing certaindomainT I LXpakEl ZisfaBdcée to an object &soa function
of the LIS NA& expeflige. Specifically the findings of Study Provide empirical supportfor this

assumption. Iistudy 3targets were presented as expertsagertain domain. For instance, one target
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was either described aa photographer or a pastry chef. ¥ 4 SNJ NS RAy 3 GKS Gl

participants werepresented wih a picture of the target standing in an empty room. Their tasktwas
furnish the room using a selection ofobjects as they thought the target would dés a result,
participants actively placed the critical object spatially closer to the targetwhgn it matched the

0 I NHBpSeguthéd domain of expertise In the examplewith the photographeror pastry chef
participants placed a camera spatially closer to the target previously described as a photographer than
to the target presented as a pastry chitience individuals infer from a person's expertise that objects
corresponding taheir domainof expertisecan be foundpatially close to theerson Possibly, placing
objects spatially close to experts expresses individimdbef that expertsare close to objectsfrom

their domain.

As an interim summarnythe present studiesonfirm thatindividualsdraw conclusions about
another person's expertiseising spatial distance.Moreover, here is some empirical evidence
suggestinghat the relatiorship betweenexpertise and spatial distanégbidirectional, meaning that
a short spatial distance can also resutipressiors of expertise.Furthermore, the distancéased
attribution of expertisdéscomparableo other cues of expertisim its effect on the persuasion process.
More generaly, research on spatial distance as a afghe attribution of expertise representa
convergencandcontinuation respectivelyof two different lines of researcfi:he objet in a person's
environment signals theategoryto which thepropertyto be ascribed (here expertise) is relat@dg.,
Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020; Rentfrow & Gosling, tB@0&)atial
distance signals the expression of this propdranifested in the extent of attributed expertise; cf.

Chae et al., 2013; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978)

7.2.2Construal Level Theory

The core element ofhe CLT(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 20183) psychological distanc&he
term psychological distanceefers to people® perceptionof how distant another person, object, or
event appears tde in terms of space, time, social relations, or hypotheticglityoerman & Trope,

2014; Trope & Liberman, 2010JHs body of literature encompassemany studies investigating
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psychological distance in numerous contexts and its effect on a variety of psychological véeigpbles
Adler & Sarstedt, 2021; Maglio, 2020; Trope & Liberman, 2010)

The presentinvestigationextends the research on egocentrically perceived psychological
distance(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 201@sit indicates that individuals also rely on neegocentric
distancesto make a judgmentWhether it is the perceived distance of the self from a person
(egocentric distancedr the perceived distance between a person and an obj{ectegocentric
distance) how large the distance appears to people influences how they perceive that person
object For instance, individuaklre likely to perceive othgreoplewho are (spatidy) close to them as
familiar (cf. Fujita, Henderson, et al., 2006; Williams & Bargh, 200® present researcitiustrates
that observers attribute expertise tpeoplethey perceiveto be within a short spatial distance an
object Fom my perspective, there is no semantic difference between familiarity and expeByse.
interpersonal familiarityl understand that two people know each other well. Expertise means being
knowledgealke aboutand experienced in a domainn other words being familiar with i{Chi, 2006a;
Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 1993; Ericsson & Towne,RQh@¢rms thus refer to the same
construct but are used differentlyzEamiliarity is more commonly used in the context ofeirgersonal
relationships, whereas expertise is more commonly used in the context of domathgrefore,
conclude that a short egocentritistanceanda smallnon-egocentric distancare associated with the
perception of familiarity and expertise, respeely.

Thereis also preliminary empirical evidence for a further commonality between egocentric
and nonegocentric distanceThat is the relationship between (najegocentric distance and the
mental representation of an entity seems to exist in thygposite directionas well People may infer
the distance between themselves aadotherperson or the person and an objetom their mental
representationof the personThe study byLiberman and Forster (2000)ovided resultsfor egocentric
distance In their Experiments 3A to 3Ciberman and Forstef2009)asked theimparticipantsto rate
how close theirelationship was with their family doctdExperiment 3A)their roommate(Experiment

3B) and their mothel(Experiment 3C)A comparison of average ratings across the three experiments
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illustrated that, probably unsurprisinglyparticipantsrated their rdationship with their motheras
closerthan their relationship with their roommate damily doctor This result suggests thatS 2 LI S Q&
mental representation of a person, and thus also the relationshgy with this person, influences
their assessment ahe egocentric distancbetween them andhe respective relationship partner.

Study 3 of the present research shesvthatpeople infert y 2 (i K S NJspaifaiMlit@nge®od
an object from the relationship of that person tthe correspondingdomain In this experiment
participants werefirst presented with an ostensible selgscription of a target and theasked to
furnish a room that was empty except for the tatg€he resuls revealedparticipants actively placed
I ONAGAOIE 2062S0G aLld GAlLfte Of 2adoMainiotexpértics (I NB ¢
compared to when it did notdenceA Y RA @A Rdzt £ & AYFSNI I y2iKSNJ LISNA2Y
FNRY GKIG LISNBR2YQa MBdmimanitlesedskan adaldy betivdedercea@de S Ol @
egocentric and nomegocentric distanceThe distance between the self and a persas well & the
distance between a person and an objaafluences how this person is perceivétbnverselyhow a
person is perceived can influence howdividualsassess th&JS NJB distArizé tathe self or an object

Despite the parallels] believe that noregocentric distance perceptiorshould not be
understood as congruent witthe egocentric perception of the CI(Trope & Lberman, 2003, 2010)
rather, they should be consideratbmplementary The most obvious difference is that CloEuses
solely onegocentric distance perception and is based on other assumptianthermore, to my
knowledgethe CLT makes no predictions about the attribution of expertisanother persorbased
on psychological distanc&herefore, | considenon-egocentric distanceerceptionto be another
psychological tool of human cognition that has certain parallels to the already known egocentric
distance perception.

The present investigatiodocused on the spatial dimensioof nonegocentric distance
perception, either measured (Studies 1 and 3) or manipulated (Studie2RAand 4)Fdlowing the
presumptions othe CLT{Trope & Liberman, 2003, 201,0)owever,individualsmaydraw inferences

aboutl y 2 (1 K S NJ LIS NE 2 ydithansiéh&thés tdn thé $patidl ti®axce dimensias well
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The findingsfrom Study 1provide preliminaryevidence suggesting a relationship betwedistance
perception on thesocial, temporal, and hypotheticalidimensionsandthe attribution of expertiseln

Study 1, participantsvere asked taassesghe perceiveddistancebetween atarget and an object (a
pasta product) on the spatial social, temporal, and hypothetical distance dimensioA&ross
dimensions, the perception of distance was significandgativelycorrelated with the evaluation of
expertise (for details see Subsection 2.2 Resultjhe stronger participants rated the target's
identification with the produc(social dimension)for example, the more expertise they attributed to

the target The significant negative correlation between distance and expertise across all four distance
dimensionsfound wasremarkable.This is because only the spatial distance betwé#smtarget and
object was operationalized openlyhese preliminary results suggeisat the attribution of expertise

is also related to the perception of distancedimensions other thathe spatialdimension Hence,
individualsmightinfer the expertise of a person in relationto anobjfom~ ¥ 2 NJ Ay aidl yOS=
temporal distancerom the object | will discuss how this hypothesian betested in more detail in

Qubsection?7.3 Limitations and Implications.

7.2.3 Proxemics Theory

Following proxemics theorfHall, 1969, 1973)spatial distanc@rovidesvaluable information
for inferring the relationship between two or more people. According to thpgproach the spatial
distance betweerpeopleis determined by their social relationship. Although the perception and
interpretation of spatial distance vaacross cultures, individuals generally maintain spatial proximity
to peoplewho are familiato them (Sorokowska et al., 201 7herefore, observers are likely to assume
that two peoplein spatial proximity share a close relatghipand are familiar with one anothefhe
research byForster and Libermar{2007) supported the assumptionthat people hold specific
expectations about differentypes of relationships In their experiment,participantsjudged the
relationship between a mother and her child as closer than the relatignbetween a family doctor

and a patient.
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¢tKS 4SaaSyo0S¢ 2F (GKS FOGGNROdziAZ2Y 2tFatoftheY At A NJ
attribution of expertise in relation to an objedDbservers attribute familiaritypr expertiseto a person
who isspatially closdo another person or an object, respectivelyepending on the context, the
attributed familiarity is named differentlyi=or interpersonal intimacy, it isincommonto speak of
members of a dyad possessimgitual expertise In relation to aperson's familiarity with an object or
domain, on the other hand, it seems more common to speak of expeifisis contextdependent
usage ofamiliarity and expertisehowever, seems to be purely linguistibey both denote the same
thing: familiarity with something or someone.
Indeed the findings of the present research demonstrétat observers' inferences about a
person's expertise, like those about interpersonal familiarity, are related to spatial distdhee
shorterthe spatial distance betweea personand an object appear the higherthe observergate
the LIS NE&fanyli@i&ywith andexpertisein the relevantdomain (Study 1)Moreover, the relationship
between spatial distance and expertise is causal: Observers are likely to asqdréise to a person
RdzS (2 (KS LISNRER2Y QA &K 2(Stlidiesad, BB{iandd) It ceniheréforg/ @S G2 |
assumed thatspatial distance representan important indication for observers not only of the
relationship between two or morpeople but also of the relationship between a person and an object.

Perhaps, both attributionsnayevenbe based on the same psychological mechanisms.

7.24 DoesAttributed Expertise GeneralizAcrossAbstraction Level

In the presentresearch participantsattributed expertise to a targeusing the category
represented by the object, not just the particular objedtherefore, it appears thatparticipants
generalized the targ@® expertise from the level of the specific object to the more inclusive level of
objects of thattype. For example, participants attributed a man spatially close to a solar panel
expertisein solar panels (Studies 2A and 2B) and a woman spatially claseatmum cleaner expertise
in relation to vacuum cleaners (Study 4). Howeiteemains uncleawhetherthe attributed expertise
extended so far as to includenore abstract and inclusive category levdisr instance,s a woman

spatially close to a horggerceived avaving expertise ithis particular horse, the horse breed, horses
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in general, hoofed animals, or even all animal$é® Tesults of the present studies suggest that
expertise is not attributed to the individual object (thHisrse).Rather, the suggest that expertise is
attributed according tdhe category represented by #object (horses)Therefore, the #ribution of
expertiseis likelygeneralize to a certain extentThis effectanbe due, at least in part, to the fact that
individuals &nd to categorize objects at an intermediate or basic category level (horses) rather than
at a subordinate (this horse) or superordinate (mammaksiegory leve[Murphy, 2002; Murphy &
Brownell, 1985; Rosch et al., )7

Qubordinate and superordinate categories represent opposing poles of the dewél
abstractionand inclusivenessThe basic categoryjocated betweerthese polesjs assumed to have
two advantagesit provides individuals witlthe maximuminformation related to most category
elements(Mervis & Rosch, 1981; Rosch et 4876) For instanceall horses have hooves, a maaad
nostrils one can ride horses, usually with a bridle and a sadfkesic category). The subordinate
categoryof d LAt I YRAO LlRyeéé OFy 2)as$the lstaldic ponyli the®/Rorsé 2 |
breed that is capable of two extra gaithe tolt and pass If the superordinate categorgf "mammals”
is applied,only those characteristiaghat apply to all animals in this categomould berelevant such
asthat they suckle their offspringvioreover, basic categorigg.g, horses)are highly differentiated
and thus vary the most from categories of the same level of abstra@tign, cats, koalas)
From my perspective, people also seem to rely on categaies intermediate levebf abstraction
when categorizing other people under certain conditiofhisese categoriesontain information about
the members of a certaigocialcategory,which areusually (supposedly typical characteristics or
behavios (Dovidio et al., 2010; Hilton & Hippel, 1996; Macrae & Bodenhausen, ZD@Most used
social categories include gemd age, ethnicity,nationality, and profession.Which of the many
possible categories i®trieved and applied to a person depends, among other things, on the cue
given in the situatior{Brewer, 1988/2014; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990)ese may include objects in the

perd 2y Qa Sy O attNBitgsYréhytlie paseid's appearancg.g., thér hairstyle or skin colgr
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Similar to basic categories for ntmuman entities, basic social categories offer the advantage of
makingmeaningfulinformation about another person accekke to observers

Combining the notiongbout non-human and human entities, it seems plausible to assume
that observers intuitively chose a domain representing basic category levelvhen attributing
expertise.That is, he object in a person'snvironment invokes a basic category that is applied to the
person.This category is likely to e an intermediate level of abstractnegsroviding observers with
much information associated with that categoryn a further step, spatial distance qualifies the
LISNE 2y Qa NBf I (A 2 pserkekslidteiprt spatiaSoroxinityi £ ArdindiBaton bf a close
relationship and thus as an indication of the person's expertise in relation to the basic category or
domain regectively.By means of the basic category, observersalataina more precise ideaf what
0Kl G LéQpedis2 piighbed ¢ KA & YA IK{G pofedtialdharactefisics an$ killsls NI Q a
well as objects associated with the domain.

To this poinf Ihavenot systematically tegtd the generalization of attributed expertise across
different levels of abstractiorHowever | obtained preliminaryevidence suggestintipat attributed
expertisecan begeneralzed from basido more inclusive category lels That isparticipantsascribed
atargetnext toapastaproductexpertisein food (Study 1) an@nother target spatially close tovehale
carcasxpertise in marine animakStudy 2B)In these specific casgbreferred to more inclusive
categories(food and marine animals, respectivelylan those depicted by the respective objects
(pastadishes and whalegespectively) when asking participants to judge the tarQetpertise.The
fact that participants asdved both targets with a significant extent of expertise can be interpreted in
favor of a generalizatioBut how far does attributed expertise generalize?

It can be assumed that thékelihood of attributed expertisebeing generalied to more
abstract andinclusivelevels gradually decreasegossibly to the extent of decreasing similarity
betweenthe prototypesof the respective levels of abstractigcf. Glaser, Dickel, et al., 2015; Linne et
al., 2020; Shook et al., 200'Brototypes sharghe most characteristics with other members of the

same category anthe least characteristics with members of other categofi@esch & Mervis, 1975;
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Rosch et al., 1976)Therefore, prototypes m@esentthe most characteristic specimen of a given
category As the level of abstraction increases and categories become more inclusige,
characteristics of the respective category level prototype also chéRgech et al., 1976}t higher
category levels, prototypes may have only a few features in commormagtiof the many members
of that category level(Rosch et al.,, 1976/Accordingly, the characteristics of a prototype at a
subadinate categoryevelpotentially show onlya few overlaps with the characteristics of a prototype
at asuperordinate categorievel

The similarity between prototypes of different category leveleay also affect the
generalization of attributed experts Perhapsthe generalization of expertise from basic to more
abstract category levelmay everdepend on how many features the prototypes of each category level
have in commonThe more characteristics categories of different abstract levels sharemtire
knowledge and experience an expevill be able toapply from one category level to anothén this
O 4S5 20&aSNBSNEQ | i N6 gielalzg acdst caedotieS Wilh Aifiefent A & A
levels of abstractnes4. the prototype of thenext, more abstract category level hasly afew or no
featuresin common with theprototype of the more exclusive categoiyeneralizationmight stop. Less
expertisewould then beattributed to the person at this more abstract and inclusive categorgllev
than at the previous category levefor examplea persorat ashort spatialdistance to(as opposed to
a large spatiadlistancefrom) asharkmight be attributed expertisén sharks somewhat less expertise
related to marine animalge.g.,other fish, whales octopode9, and even lesgxpertise inanimals in
general(e.g., amphibians, insects, bird§)bserversan assume thagxpertsin the characteristics and
peculiarities ofsharkscantransfertheir knowledge and experience to other marine animals, at least
to some extent. This is because mastrineanimals share certain characteristics, suctadaptions
to living underwater or preferencgor certain water temperaturse. However, much less tie shark
expert@ knowledgeavould beapplicable to landiving animalsMembersof thislatter category share
fewer characteristicavith members of the previous categorie$ sharksor marine animalslt can

therefore, be assumed that the generalizatiai attributed expertise decreases with the degree of
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abstraction of category level&urther, he atribution of expertise at more abstract category levels
might depend on the(dis)similarities in the variou®l § SI2 NB SO Féstin@ theLINR (i 2 (
generalization of expertismay thus bea research objectivéor future investigations

If the target isspatially close taanother person, however, do not necessarily assume a
generalization effecof ascribed familiarityAs outlined by preemics theory, pople communicate
interpersonal relationships based on their position in sp&@esach other(Hall, 1969, 1973My
understanding ishat this concerns mainly relationslsipetween two peopleln this vein,| assume
that observersattempt to understand howwo peoplein a given scenare related.Therefore, | expect
observers to believe that two people who are in close spatiakimity to one anotherknow each
other well Possiblya personat ashort spatial distance to a small group of peopli be attributed
familiarity with thosepeople.However, | do not expecibservers to assume thdhis personis also
familiar with people who can be categorized indobroader social categorgr the category ohumans
in general.

My assumption is based primarily on teize of tle most usedsocial categaes, such as age,
gender, ethnicity, or profession Thesesocialcategoriesnclude so many membetbkat observersare
unlikely to assumethat a personhas an interpersonal relationship witlall other members For
instance,individualsare unlikely tobelievethat an elderly persorwould befamiliar with all elderly
people. Therefore, | assumethat attributed familiarity generally cannot be generalizel across
members othe same social categoriProspective studiesanexplorethe perception of familiarity as
a function of spatial distance aidK S RS 3INB S 2 Fgeriefiiation G G NA o dzi A2y Q
7.25 Further Attributions ag-unctiors of Spatial Distance

Researchasalso suggesd a relation between spatial distance and (attributediry. For
instance, mdividuals tend to like other peoplho arespatially close to thenfKahn & McGaughey,
1977; Shin et al., 2019pfkowska et al., 2017Moreover, individualsare likely to believe that a
personmoving toward an object alslikesthis object(van Dessel et al., 2018; Zogmaisteal., 2023)

Against this background,assumethat ascribed likings a function of spatial distanceimilar to
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4

SELISNIA&ASO ¢KI G A diking ®roas dhjnaasBitlier if thé spadial distatick heRvéeth Q &
the target and theobject is short rather than large.

In Study 4, | measured attributed likingnd attributed expertise. Specifically, | asked
participants to indicatdo what extentthey thought the target like objectssuch aghe one pictured
(in this caseyacuum cleanes). Notably,the communicator was arguing for or against this particular
vacuum cleaner in the picture next to her, but the question about likimgl €xpertise) referred to the
categoryof dvacuum cleanex. Unexpectedlythe data did not confirm the hygihesized relationship
between spatial distance and likinghat is, vinether the communicator was pictured close to or far
from the object had no significant effect on attributed likirgossibly the category itself lends a
possible explanatioffior this finding.Most observers will not assume that a person has a particular
liking foran object with a negative valenceor objects that most people would reject or evaluate
negatively(cf. DanGlauser & Scherer, 2011; Kurdi et al., 2017; Lang, P. J., Bradley, M. M., & Cuthbert,
B. N., 1997)Fa instance| am convinced thatost people do not like corpses antherefore, would
not assumethat a persorseen standingiext to a corpse likes corpsdsowever | do not assume that
a vacuum cleaner would be rated as negatively as a human ¢dwgisiemay bereasonable to assume
that vacuum cleaners are not particularly likedne might speculate that ast people use vacuum
cleaners now and then by necessity for the sole purpose of cleaning and not because it is their hobby
or they particularly like to vacuunCorrespondinglymost ofthe { (i dzR Barticip@riismay haveheld
negative attitudes towardthis object category because it is closely related to {semetimes
unpleasan} task of cleaning. &ticipants may have projected their negative attitude toward vacuum
cleaners onto the target in the picture, in the broadest sense fafilseconsensugffect (Ross et al.,
1977) The falseconsensus effect describegagnitivebias that leadindividualsto believe that a large
number of other people behave similarly to themselves or enaimilar judgmentg¢Marks & Miller,
1987; Mullen et al., 1985; Ross et al., 19A€cordingly, participantsmay havemistakenly assumed
that the target also dislikes vacuum cleandérhey da However, these are speculative explanations,

as | did not ask participants to indicate to what extent they themselves lkatlium cleanerdn line
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with previous research, | remain convinced that ascribed liking depends on spatial digtaice&
McGaughey, 187; Shin et al., 2019; Sorokowska et al., 2017; van Dessel et al., 2018; Zogmaister et al.,
2023) Given the results of my own study, | must assume that this relationship is determinte by

valence otthe object categorybut this assumption need®tbe tested in future research.

7.26 Expertisein the Context of Persuasim

Expertiseas acommunicatorcharacteristichas been a&entral andfrequently studiedvariable
in persuasion researckor this reason, it wasonsequentiato test the effect ofexpertise signaled by
spatial distancén a persuasiorcontext Furthermore this effecthad tobe compared withhe effects
of cuesof expertise commonly used in persuasion research.

A plethora of studies has consistently demonsticihow communicators perceived as experts
canSESNI O2yaARSNIO6fS Ay Tt dzeyOShaikery & NakeSviahih, NIBAO A LIA Sy
DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Hovland et al., 1953; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981)
The first scholarsto systematicallyinvestigatethe influence ofa communicatoR & S E bdSheli A & S
persuasion processere Hovland et al(1953) Drawing ora learning theoretical perspectiyelovliand
et al. (1953)conceivedattitude change as the result of a learning procegsecifically, Hovland et al.
(1953)proposedthat NE OA LA Sy d £ SFNY FYyR FR2LG GKS 02YYdzyAC
incentivede.g. the prospect of developing the "right" attitude, receiving approval from others, gaining
a financial benefit, or improving their own health; Eagly & Chaiken, 12@8prdingly experts are
more persuasivahan nonexperts becauseadoptingthe opinion of an expert a respected and high
status communicatoris associated with greater rewagbr recipients(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993)

In persuasion research, the learning theory approhasbecome less importantinstead of
learning processes, the two theoretical approaches tieatedominated persuasion research tate,
the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986@nd HSM (Chaiken et al., 1989)postulate cognitive and
motivational processesisedto account for attitude changeBoth models describ&ow recipients
adopt one ottwo qualitatively different routeso arrive atanattitude. In situations where people have

sufficient cognitive resources and are motivatdtey are likely to follow the central (ELM) or
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systematic (HSMute and engage in a careful and thorough scrutiny of isglevant information.
If, however, NS O A Ldag8itjvé abifty or motivation is constrained, their attitudes will be the result
of the lesseffortful andlessdemanding peripheral (ELM) or heuristic (H8Mite (Chaiken et al., 1989;
Petty & Cacioppo, 19860 the latter case, recipients might rely on peripheral or heuristies, such
astheO2 YYdzy A Ol (i 2 ékpeidtisea dzLJLJ2 & SR

A third model, the unimodel(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999n the other hand, postulates
single route fronthe information given in a persuasion attempt to the recigjudgment(Erb et al.,
2003) According to the unimodel, th® 2 Y'Y dzy A épeiiis2, ddwéll as any other information, can
serve as evidence if recipients consitieg respectivanformation (expertiseof the communicatoy to
be relevant to the judgmentErb et al., 2003; Kruglanski & Thompson, 19%hether the
communicatdNI@xpertise is regarded as evidence depends onréogpient{background knowledge
and the meaningthey derive from this evidence(Erb et al., 2003)Therefore, contrary to the
assumption made in the dugrocess models (ELM and HSM), the commatoits expertise does not
necessarilynave a effectfunctionally differentfrom a substantial argumenmn the persuasion process
(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999)

The theoretical approache®r explaining the persuasion processd thevariables thaaffect
it have changed considerablilonetheless, throughoutlecades of researcbn attitude change
expertise as a communicator variablteas continued to be a focus of scholars o date, as this
dissertation demonstratesyhe conceptualization of experts as knowledgeable and competehtin t
domain represents generally shared assumptiofhis is evident from the fact that the questions
assessing perceived communicator expertisehave been similar across studiesOften, a
02 Y Y dzy A &peitigiblilgarted by an academic title or the¥oy dzy' A OF G 2 NR& | 442 OA
academic institutgle.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et al.,
1981; Pierro et al., 2005; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991; Wallace et al., R#p@atedly, expert

communicatorsare alsofoundto be more effective at changiriglr NIi A GukitudesyBokne€r et al.,

116



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et
al., 1981)

Study 4 of the preswt investigationillustrated thataO2 YY dzy A OF G 2 NR&a &aLJd GAl f
attitude object can create the perception of expertise ahds increase the likelihood dfttitude
change As hypothesizedwhen the communicatoris spatially close to the attitudebject, there is a
greater attitude change inthe direction of the message thawhen the communicatoris spatially
distant. From the results of Studiestd 2B, it can be inferred that participants 8tudy 4attributed
expertise to the communicator at a short spatial distat@ehe object Thisin turn, caused them to
develop correspondingly more positive or negative attitugfleaccordance with the communicator's
recommendation Hence, he spatial distanceeffect occurred irrespective of whether the
communicatorgave a recommendation for or against ttadtitude object. However, when the
communicator was depicteds being at darge spatial distance to the object, the message below the
picture had no effece y LJI NI A OA LAcgoidiadly, Studyis xetiedtdd S Shiypatial distance
to be functionally equivalent tdhe other cues of expertisaisedin persuasion researcto date.
Specifically, the present results are consistent with those ofrttamy studies on the influence of
communicator expertise on the persuasion procdssperts (those spatially close) are more persuasive
than nonexperts (those spatially distantjrrespective of the spatial distance, unsurprisingly, a
recommendation in favor of #vacuum cleaner resulted in more positive attitudes compared to the
opposing recommendatiorAccordingly, the present experiment wakoa successful replication of
previous studies on attitude chang@&o increase the effectiveness of a persuasion attémpis,
therefore, beneficialto reduce the spatial distance between the communicator and the attitude object.
This simple strategys particularly interesting fodesigners of advertisementsho need toplace an
advertisingcharacterspatially close to the produdteingpromoted. Accordingly, a person promoting
a novel beverage might convince more consumers tohiygroduct if the person is spatially close to

it.
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In conclusion, the research reported in thiissertationconfirms that individuals rely on non
egocentricspatial distancebetween entities within their social environme(d person and an object)
to draw inferences about the relationsli@mongthese entities. More importantly, the present
investigation yield empiricd evidencesupportingthe central hypothesis: Observers draw on the
AL GAFrf RAAGIYOS 060SG6SSYy Fy2GKSNJ LISNAR2Y YR |y 2
the object. Specifically a short spatial distanceuggestshat the person is likelyan expert in the
domain represented by the objecFinally, | demonstrated that spatial distance is functionally
equivalent to other cues of expertise the persuasion processuch as an academic title or a white
laboratory coat This relates to the merous studieghat havedemonstratedcommunicators with an
academic background are more persuasive than communicators withou{eoge Heesacker et al.,
1983; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Ratneshwar & ChaikenTh&91)
present investigatiomlustratesthat spatialdistancehasthe sameeffecton the success of a persuasion
attempt as an academic titld hat is, communicatorwho arespatially close to an attitude object are
Y2NBE fA1Ste (2 Ay¥FfdzSyOS (KSA NiokBspakidlgidBayiti 23 Q F GG A
7.3 Limitations andmplications

The studies reported in thiglissertationprovide empirical evidence indicatinthat spatial
distanceisarelevantcuefor the attribution of expertiseln addition to confirming the hypotheses, the
studiesyield new insight@nto person perceptiorand offer starting points for future research

One importantissue relateso the underlying psychological processaccounting for the
attribution of expertise based on spatial distandeassumethat the psycholgical mechanism
resembles a twestep processnl the first step observersassign the persorota meaningful category
activated by the objec{Brewer, 1988/2014; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990)assifying other people into
social categoriesnakes availabléinformation about thesgpeoplethat goes beyond what is actually
given in the guation (Asch, 1946; Bruner, 1957)hs activated knowledge enables observers to form
a first impression of the person and draw inferences alibl¢ S LISNE 2y Q& OKI NI O SNA 3

(Allport, 1954; Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Medin & Rips, 2005; Solomon
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et al., 1999; Tajfel, 1969FaNJ Ay aidl yOSs | FANBGNHzO1 Ay |y2iG§KSNJ
Ol 1S32 N2 dnThe seBoRds# K dbSeN@Edstluce the relationship between the person and

the object based on the spatial distance betwetre two entities. Here a short spatial distance
between the person and the firetruck implies a strong relationship. Hence, observers are more likely
to believethat the person is an expeit firefighting. The inference about a person's expertise drawn
from spatial distancenight result from a learning process. It seems reasonable to assume that over
the course of their livepeople have internalizethe factthat spatial distance is an indication of the
strength of the relationship between two entiti€€hae et al., 2013Jor example throughout their
lives,peoplehave repeatedly observed expsfe.g., firefightes) spatially close to objects that reflect
their domain of expertise (protective gear fire truck, water hose all representing the domairof
firefighting).

For the processresulting in the attribution of expertiséo be initiated, the following
prerequisitemust be met Foran object toactivatea correspondingbasic)categoryor domain of
expertise the object must be recognized asrepresentationof a certain categoryFor concrete
domains of expertise (e.g., solar panels or whald® objectsare specific andlosely linked to the
respective categories (e.g., a solar panel or a whdle)the case ofabstract domains (e.g,
administrative law)the objects emblematically symbolize the corresponding categblyookon the
domainin question for examplejs likely to be a suitableymbol Accordingly, gerson spatially close
(vs. distant)to a bookon administrative lawis likely tobe ascribed expertise in thdomain of
administrative lawExperiences from daily life suggest thetoksare a suitablesign of expertisetn
interviews, experts usually stand or sit in front of a bookshelf, either one in their home or one in their
office ora university library The spatial distance to a (symbolic) objetay, therefore, be a useful
indication of a persos' expertise in a variety of domainscludingboth abstract and concrete
domains

| believe thatthe attribution of expertise resulting from a short spatial distaica default

Observers perceiving personat ashort spatialdistanceto an object willintuitively assume that this
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personpossessesxpertisein relation to the objectHoweverthere may be information that discredits
spatial distance as an indication of expertise or even suggestgpposite ignoranceThis information
may include attibutes of the personsuch as a young age. For instancghild near an open firerould
certainly notbe consideredan expert in firefightig. On the other hand, wuld a domain represented
by an object possibly also speak against the expertisgefson close to itRegarding the domain of
expertise,| am not entirely convinced that certain aspectsitgbreclude the attribution of expertise
altogether. On the one hand, personclose to a hazardous materialight be perceived as lacking
expertiseand, therefore, as beingnaware of the threatOn the other hand, observers might believe
that the person is an expefor this very reasorDue tothe person's expertisghe personcanreliably
estimate that it is safe to approach the object at this ghaistance Accordingly, a persospatially
close toa bomb, for examplenight be regardeds eitherignorant oranexpertin bombs.Therefore,
the attribution of expertisemay be influenced by2 6 & S NEackdidusy knowledgeWithout
background knowledge, observers cannot assess the potential danger posed by a substance or object
and are therefore, unable to judge whether it would be better to stay away fromritmy view, the
example of the dangerous domain does not contradict teeeagal hypothesis of expertise being a
function of spatial distancd.still presume that observergenerallyintuitively infer expertise rather
than ignorance fronshort spatialdistance if there is no evidence that obviousiynd unambiguously
contradictsthis (as in the case of the child near the fire) they possess expertise themselves.
However, these are mere assumptiofisiture research is needed &xplorethe boundary conditions
of perceived expertise based on spatial distance.

Future studiesan dsoexamine the general processes underlying the spatial distance effect in
more detail. These mechanisms include the categorization of the target based on the d@ject.
L2aaArAoAtAdGe (2 GSad GKS GFNBSGQa Iingparadhyier@iold G 2
test the accessibility of the category and its content. Following the assumptions of associative nhetwork
models(Ander®n, 1983; Anderson & Bower, 1979; Bower, 1981; Collins & Loftus,, 8¢ Sjructure

and representation of memory content resemble a netwofkodes, each reflecting a certain concept,
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such as an object, action, or eveifihe bidirectionallinksamongthe nodes map the strength of their
connectians. That is closely related concepts share a strong association. The activation of one node
spreads along the connections to adjacent nodesl renders them accessib{@nderson & Bower,
1979; Bower, 1981; Collins & Loftus, 1975; Macrae & Bodenhausen, Z6@0)s the presentation of

a priming stimulus triggers the activation afie node. This activation thespreads throughhe links

to the nodesof closely related concept€onnectionist models, such as parallel distributed processing
(Rumelhart, Hinton, & McClelland, 1986; Rumelhart, Smolensky, et al.,, t®86gptualize the mental
construal of any stimulus objeets being based on a pattern aictivated units. Bch unit carries
information that, with the otheractivatedunits, results in a meaningful representatiogomparable

to the functioning of a display.rly the interplay omumerouspixels, which in themselves convey a
limited amount of nformation, results in a meaningful and complex pict(Bedenhausen et al., 2012)
Concepts that are similar to each other are based on siraitéivation patterns, as they partly comprise

the same unit{Smith, 1996)Accordingly, the priming stimulus and objects related to it should yield
to similar activation patternsRegardless of how information is stored and represdnte memory,
activating one piece of content should increase the likelihood that a closely related piece of content
will also be activatedr-or example, colorful leaves on treasuld activate closely related concepts
belonging to the same categorstich & autumn, wind and leaf blower.

The lexical decision task paradigm is one possibility to test the hypothesis that a short (vs.
large) spatial distance facilitates the categorization of a target and object into the same category. As
part of thelexical deaion task, participants are first presented with a priming stimuBusequently,

a string of letters appears on the screeand participants are asked to decigéhether this target
stimulus is a word or noais quickly as possibl&arget stimuli that regesent words are either
associated with the priming stimulus or ndotably, he priming stimulus enhances the accessibility
of related comepts Accordingly, reaction timetoward words semanticallyassociated with the

preceding prime arsghorterthan reaction timestoward nonassociated words.
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Extensive literaturehasdemonstratal the utility of the lexical decision task as a measure of
the effects of semantic priminfCarr et al., 1982; Devine, 1989; Dovidio et al., 1986; for an overview
see McNamara, 2005; Mervis & Rosch, 1981; Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971; for a review see Neely,
1991; Pperber et al., 1979)In a prospectiveexperiment, participantsare first presented with the
picture of a target andan object (e.g., a bicyclepssuming thathe spatially closdarget and object
are assignedo the same category, the target showddrve as a priméor the category represented by
the object Therefore participantsare likelyto identify words that are congruent with the category
(e.g., cyahg, bicycle helmet, pedal) significantly faster than words that are incongruent with the
category(e.g.,readinglipstick, cat).

Another line of researcincludesthe identification of conditions under which the effect of
spatial distance is eliminateds discussed above, this can include information about the person, such
as a young ageMoreover, additional informationdiscounting the informational value of spatial
distance as a cue of expertise is also likely to undermineattrbution of expertise This idea
originates from a study bgchwarz et al1991)that examired the judgmental basis of the availability
heuristic The researchers demonstratetiat people base their assessment of the frequency or
probability of events on the subjectively perceived ease with whielated information can be
retrieved from memorylIn their study,participants rated themselves as more assertive if thag
beenasked to generatsixrather than 12 examples ohistype ofbehavia. Conversely, participants
rated their assertiveness as lower if they provided six examples chasertive behaviocompared
to participants whowere asked to list 12 example situation¥he subjective ease with which
participantsnamedsix example situations in which they exhibitgdin)assertive behavior lethem to
believethat these situations were likely to occur frequentfyonsequently participants considered
themselvedo be (un)assertiveln their third experimentSchwarz et al1991)introduced a condition
that renderedLJr NJi A @drdelvey éade®df recalpparentlyirrelevant to the judgment in question.
According to the researchg, the ease of recall should have no informative value and thus no effect

onLd NIAOALI yi&aQ I aaSNIA @S alibute thardeRlmgs Sysouiceothe&rSy LI NJ
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than their own assertivenesd.o test this hypothesi§chwarz et a[1991)asked thei participants to

list either six or 12 examples of (un)assertive behaviors while listening to roumdalf of participants
were informed that the music was intended to facilitate the retrieval of autobiographical memories,
whereas the other half of pécipants were told that the music was intended to make recall difficult
When participants' subjective impressions of retrieval as easy or difficult corresponded to the alleged
effect ofthe music (facilitating or impeding retrieval, respectivetig diagnosticity othe subjective

ease of retrieval was discreditetdnder this condition, participants wheere askedo list 12 examples

of assertive behavigrfor exampleshowed higher assertiveness ratings than those waeeonly six
examples This is beauseparticipants attributed the ease of retrieval to the music insteddo the
frequency of assertive behavior.

One of the general principles of availability and other judgment heuristics is that people use
cues to draw inferences about thgdgment in questionWith the availability heuristic, the subjective
ease of retrieving information from memory can be understood as a cue from which indivigakise
the frequency or probability of an evert. K Sy I & & S & & A y 3 expeyfise phisebvidds dra@NR 2 Y Q &
on spatial distance as a cteearrive at a judgmentA short distance can give observers the impression
that the respective person has knowledge, experierared expertise in a particular domaim my
opinion, the informative value of spali distancecan be discreditedust like, for example, the
subjective perception of ease of recadin In this vein, pvidingobserverswith a plausible alternative
interpretation of why a target is spatially close &m object should render the attribign of expertise
less likely.For example, the excavator operator who accidentally discoveaeddomb during
construction work is probably not considered to have any expertise in connection with bdinés.
investigation of those conditions under which spéatilistance has no influence on the attribn of
expertise represents an interesting extensionttw currentresearch. Undermining the distance effect
using a suitable alternative explanation for the spatial proximity of a person to an objaubtisen
preliminary ideafor further research The challenge in implementing this idea in an experiment

however,may be to develop a design that is also falsifiable.
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A further research objective is expand the theory of noegocentric distance tdimensions
other than the spatial dimensiofhe focus of thanvestigationreported in thisdissertationwason
spatial distanceConcentratingon the spatialdimensionthroughout myresearch however, dd not
exclude the possibility of observers also relyamgpther distancedimensiongo inferanotherLJS NBR 2 y Q &
expertise Based on the postulates of tl&L T Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010pelieve that these may
includethe temporal, social, and hypothetidl distancedimensiors. Accordingly) hypothesize that
the attribution of expertise igcausallyyelated to a short distance oany ofthe dimensionsl! also
assumethat the two-step process (1) categorizing and (2) inferring expertisgply to distance
dimensionsother than the spatial dnension.Notably, comparedto the spatial dimension, distances
on the other three dimensions cannot hisualizedin picturesbut must be described. Thgeneral
process underlying the attribution of expertise is likely to be the same for any dimeNgipring the
object (e.g., horse) activates thelevantsocial category (e.gequestriar), step one of the process.
¢KS RAAGIFYOS RSAONALIIAZY o0SPId:E aeSaliSNRshipe QGao
between the personin questionand the object, step two of the procesddy reasoningabout the
second step is based on the rationaleat Chae et al(2013)set out in thei paper The researchers
arguedthat individuals transfer their experiential knowledgérnechanical causal relationships, that
is,a close proximity betweecauseandeffect in space and timgMichotte, 1963) to abstracicontexts
Based on theiobservations of mechanically linked events, peai® inferan abstract relation to be
strong ifthe cause and effect are closEor this reason, individuatsonsidera product to be more
effective when it is depictedsspatially close to its purposef use(Cha et al., 2013)Following this
reasoning,| supposethat a short distance on any dimension signals a close relationship betaeen
personandanobject The impression of a close relationshiphether on the spatial, temporal, social,
or hypotheticaliy dimensionthen leads observers to attribute expertise to tperson

The preseninvestigationprovidespreliminary resultshowinga correlation between ascribed

expertise and perceived distance onfallir dimensionsspatial, temporal, social, and hypotheticality

Specificall { GdzR&@ ™M Ay Of dZRSR jdz8&aGA2ya LISNEK bthey Ay 3 2
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dimensionsthan the spg&ial dimension. However3udy 1 operationalized the spatial distance

dimension only. In specifi@udy 1Q& & G A Ydzf dza Yl GSNA I f SLpaBEaSR

product, but did not contain information about, for example, when the target lagippred the

product (temporal dimension) or whether she had selected the product herself (hypotheticality

dimension).Accordingly, the hypothesis that a short (vs. large) distance between another person and

an object on the temporal, social, and hypothetitadimensions leads to the attribution of high (vs.

low) expertiseis yet to be tested Toclosethis gap, each dimensiameeds to be operationalized and

experimentally manipulatedThiscanbe achievedby presentingparticipantswith texts that describe

atargetQdistance toan objectas either short or largen one ofthe respectivedimensiors. Afterward,

participantscan beasked toassessi KS G NHSG Qa SELISNI A & instagce, NBf | (i A

participants learrthat a target has recently (vs. in the distant past) been on a horse ride (temporal

dimension), identifies as an equestrian (vs. has no connection to horse riding at all; social dimension),

or has booked a horseiding lessn (vs. is unsure whether to book one at all; hypotheticality

dimension). Future results may support the notion ofegocentric and nowegocentric distance

perception representing complementary cognitive tools If participants draw on different non

egocentrt distance dimensions @ S RdzOS | y 2 (i K S NJ, thidSdeawi YeQuppo$el LIS NI A & S
Possiblythe experienceshat observers associate with perceptieof their ownpsychological

distances to objects in their environment influencieir attribution of expertiseto another person

For instance, individuals who perceive a short spatial distance between themselves and an object tend

to feel knowledgeable and thus certain about aspects of their social environr{@tdser,

Lewandowski, & Dusing, 2013 thisregard | am convinced thaindividualsprobably know the

personality traits and interests of people close to them quite waliithermore, theyare aware of the

details of objects in their immediate environmestuch as the cap type afwater bottleright in front

of them. Based on their owmxperiences, observers mighherefore, interpret that a short spatial

distance between aother personand an objecis an indicatiorthat the personis likely to possess

knowledge of and is familiar with the objedtherefore, observerwill attribute expertise in relation
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to the object and in the domain it represents tioe person That is,people may transfer their own
experiences with objects close to themdoother persorclose to an objectHowever, this does not
necessarily mean that observers useir own perceived distance from the specific object to judge
another person's expertisélhe egocentric experience of spatial distance and the resulting feelings
may complement the learning experiendaringwhich people learned that experts are usually in close
contact with objectgelatedtheir domain.

Another interesting outlook for future stliesis to examinehe relationship between spatial
distance and thattribution of likinga domain It seems likelythat observers intuitively assum@at
another person spatially close to an object also likes the object and the domain it reprddentver,
the results of Study 4 of the presedissertationdo not confirmthe hypothesighat ascribed liking is
a function of spatial distande general This finding is contrary to those of previous studies that have
found this link (Sorokowska et al., 2017; van Dessel et al., 2018; Zogmaister et al., Ea#zB)my
perspective,the most obvious explanatiofor the inconsistent results regarding the relationship
between spatial distance arakcribed likingsthat the attribution of liking depends on the valence of
the domain Perhaps unsurprisinglybservers are unlikely to belietirat a personin the vicinity of an
objectrepresentinga negatively connoted domailso likes this domain.Notably,the valence ofan
object is not necessarilg decisivefactor that observersuse to infer another person's likingf a
domain Observers may be convinced that a person likes a certain doreagém if the object
representing it has a clearly negative valen€er instance, a person spatially close to a whale carcass
would likely be considered to like whale€ruciallythe basic categorfin this examplewhaleg does
not have a negative connotain. With regard to expertisehowever,the valence of the domain does
not affect the attribution A person spatially close to an object is ascribed expertise imefated
domain, irrespective olvhetherits valenceis positive or negativeResultfrom Study 2B support this
notion, as theydo not indicatethat expertise as a function of spatial distance varies with the valence

of domains.
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Assuming that observers may attribute liking to a personafoabstract domain but not for
the concreteobject results in a further difference between liking and expert&eecificallyl suspect
that attributed expertisecan begeneralizel from the subordinatecategorylevel(this specific object)
to the more abstrat andinclusivebasiccategorylevel(objects like the one depicted) to the even more
abstract andinclusive superordinate categoigvel (concep that encompass objects of different
categories) | do not expect a comparable generalization pattern focrded likng, though The
ascribed liking of an object or objectsarie typeis not aprerequisite forthe person liking the more
abstract domain related theretas illustrated by the example of the whale carca3bservers may
not believe that a persospatially close tdhe whale carcastikesthis specific deadvhale but they
may believehat this person likes whales or even marine aniniaigeneral Forthcomingexperiments
cansystematically testite conditions under which attributed liking is a function of spatial distance.
They carprovidefurther insighsinto the potential differences and commonalitiesthme attribution
of expertise and liking.

In addition to attributed expertise (and liking)bserversare likely todraw inferences about
other characteristics of another persavho is at ashort spatialdistanceto an object. The findings of,
for example Gosling et al(2002) Naumann et al(2009) andOh et al.(2020)illustrated that objects
in apersoRa Sy @ AchkRby¢ Ms8db ieduce varioupersonality traits such asextraversion,
openness ® new experiencexr competencyAccordingly, a person spatially clasean objectmay
be ascribed other attributesin addition to expertisethat arerelated to the represented domainoF
instance, gpersonnext to a bicyclemay beconsidered to bathletic, and evensomeonewho enjoys
a healthconscious lifestyleConversely, a large spatial distance between the person and the bicycle
renders these attributions less likelyn my studies, bnly &1 SR LI NI AOA LI yGa G2
expertisein a particular domain. In Studies 2A and 2B, however, | also inclaebbmly selected
traits that had no obvious connection to the object or domaimich werepresentedas filler items In
line with the § E LIS NAcw@nstidry, Participants were asked to rate the targiisrsonality based

on these filleiitems. Inthe exploratory analysis,ane of the items showed a significant effect of spatial
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distance on participants' judgmentthe results can bdound in Tables 1A and 2A in the Appendix)

With all due caution, this finding may suggest that spatial distance may only have a specific effect on
certain characteristicsHowever, asystematic test of the hypothesis that observers inferther
characteistics ofaperson that are associated with the invoked domain fromltd§ N& 2 y §patiala K 2 NJi
distance to an objeds yet to be conducted.

The frther investigation of spatial distance in the persuasion coniexnother promising
route for future research An interesting approachto this would beto test the effect of the
communicator's spatial distance from the attitude object NS O A LaktitBdégiiritile presence of
additional information or argumentsThe messagealepictedin Study 4contained only a concise
recommendation for or againsin object, a vacuum cleane¥If{do not] recommend the vacuum
cleaner X n J). Bbaveverdoesthe spatial distnce still have an influence on the persuasion process
if recipients receivednore information about the object of judgment?

Fom the ELM(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986land the HSM(Chaiken et al., 1989)he following
general hypotheis canbe derived Theperipheralor heuristic cudin this caseinferred communicator
expertis§ OF y Ay Tf dzSy OS NI OA LIA &peisdasive inéssgageRiKeaifect isNikely NB & LJ2
to occur when recipients are sufficiently motivated ahalveamplecognitive resourceto thoroughly
analyze theaequisitearguments(Chaiken & Mheswaran, 1994; Petty & Wegener, 1998)ithin the
framework of the ELMPetty & Cacioppo, 1986b; Petty & Wegener, 19p8j)ipheral cuesnay serve
as an addional argumentor bias the information processingheHSM(Chaiken et al., 1989osits
that heuridic cues maybias the processing of argumentsspecially wherthe argumentsare
ambiguous and allow for different interpretatior{f€haiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Erb et al., 2007)
Accordinglyrecipients think more positively aboain issue whera messagehat allows fordifferent
interpretationsis presented by an expert compared to a rexpert(Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994)

The predictionsfor the influence of peripheral or heuristic cues on the persuasion process are
similar fromboth the ELM and HSM perspecta@etty and Wegenefl998)reasonedhat peripheral

cuesmake one out of many equally likewisaterpretations of attitude-relevant information seem
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more likely to recipients Chaiken and Maheswaral1994) argued that the portrayal of a
communicator as an expert generatélse expectationin recipients that the arguments put forward
are valid and sophisticatedsereral studieshave lend credence tathe notion that peripheral or
heuristic cueE & dzOK | & GKS 02 YY dugske@UINI WO SIENISINSi s &8yz3 OF
relevant to the attitude objec{Bohner et al., 2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Tormala et al.,
2007)

The unimodel(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1998)so postulates the possibility of biased
procesing. However, it does not differentiate between the type of biasing informatitether, the
unimodel(Kruglanski & Thompson, 19989)ggestghat the cue or argument cabiasthe processing
of subsequent informatior{Erb et al., 2007)The underlying mechanisim assumed to be thathe
evaluative implications of any foregoing information can influence the interpretation of subsequent
information (Higgins, 1989, 1996; djins et al., 1977; Wyer & Srull, 198Bhat is according tahe
outlined persuasion theories, biased processimggessitateghat one piece of informatiomprecedes
another. Furthermore these theories indicatgahat the cognitive response to the §ir piece of
information may influence the interpretation and evaluation arfy subsequent informationFrom
this, | deducethat the spatial distance of the communicator to the attitude objeaty bias the
subsequenprocessing of ambiguous isstelevant information. In particular, a shdus. largeypatial
distance lead to participants arriving at anore (vs. lessfavorable interpretation of the arguments
put forwardandshowing greater attitude change.

Previots studies on biased processitgve provided a suitable template forsuch an
experiment(Bohner et al., 2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Erb et al., .Z00&)design athis
studycanbe as followsPaticipantsare informedat the begnning that they will have to give detailed
reasons for their answers at the ermf the study (Tetlock, 1985, 1992)This is to ensure that
participants are sufficiently motivated to process themulus materialin depth. The subsequent
course of the studwvill then promote the sequential processing of the spati@tance and persuasive

messageAccordingly, participantwill beinitially subjected to spatial distance manipulatianvolving
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apicture showingthe communicator and thattitude objecteither at a small or large spatial distance
Participantswill then be asked to rate the communicator's expertise to make the expertise cue talien
(Bohner et al., 1995; Bohner et al., 2009¢xt, participantavill be presented with information whose
implicatiors for the judgment @ the attitude objectare open to interpretation FollowingErb et al.
(2007) I will utilize the thought-listing procedure(Cacioppo et al., 1982/2014; Greenwald, 19G8)
differentiate biasing from a direct effect of spatial distaném indirect effect of spatial distance on
attitudinal judgmentsvia cognitive responses shtd be shown by (1) recipients' thoughts reflecting
the implication of spatial distance and (2) thoughts biased by spatial distance influencing at{Eudes
et al., 2007) The thoughtlisting procedureénvolvesparticipantsreporting all thoughtsthat they had
while perusing the messag#@fter data collection is complete, independent ratevgl evaluate the
thoughtsand determine whethethey are issuerelevant orissueirrelevant.Relevanthoughtswill be
further categorized afavorable, neutal, or unfavorable with respect to thattitude object following
which they will becombined into an indexAt the end of the experimentJ: NIi A OA LJ- ywill & Q
be assessedCognitive responsesgnificanty mediatingthe relationshp between spatial distance and
attitudeswill confirm the hypothes.

It can be speculated that even the simultaneous presentation of the picture of the
communicator and the attitude object with the persuasive message underneath will iasbithsed
processingDue to the reading direction in German (or Englistipgfrom top tobottom, participants
are likely tofirst process the spatial distance as a @iexpertiseand then thepersuasive message
presented underneath.

Another hypothesiganbe derived from he ELM(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986HISM(Chaikeret
al., 1989) and unimodel(Kruglanski & Thompson, 199%xpertise, conveyed by spatial distance
influencesNB O A LattitBdésiidd€pendentlyof and thus additively to the persuasive messabjeat
is, both t KS aLJ GAFf RA&AGFYOS |yR (KS LISNHEdZ aA@S
Accordingly, r& A LIA Sy (i a @ill belmbre GaspiRaBlé if the communicator presentinthe

persuasive message favorof the attitude object isspatially close to (vs. distant from) the attitude
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object The prerequisites for additivity to occur are, first, that participants are sufficiently motivated
to engage in effortful processin§econd, that the persuasive message is unambiguous and consistent
with the O dz&ddkeaice(in this casean expert preserihgstrong arguments)f the ambiguous message
is replaced by munambiguous message with strong or weak argumghts additivity hypothesisan
be tested using the experiment described above to study biased proce®itiy.lines offuture
research, thatof biased processing by and the additive effect of spatial distamzg add to the
empirical evidence implicating spatial distance as functionally equivalent to other cues of expertise.
That is a short spatial distanceonveys expertise and is thulikely to enhance the success of a
persuasion attemptProspective studiesnay alsoreinforce the recommendation t@dvertisersto
consider spatial distance in thelesigns or endorsers of a certain position to place themselves spatially
close to an appropria cue

Finally, another researabbjectiveisto experimentally test the assumptions of the proxemics
theory (Hall, 1969, 1973)y drawing onthe newly developed paradigm To my knowledgeWwellens
and Goldberg(1978) were the onlyresearchersto investigate2 6 & S NIJ&audesabout yhe&
relationship between two people based on the spatial distance betwedimem. Their participants
assesse@ach coupl®@ & NI f usingsiitynds KeActkof which wagated on a sevepoint semantic
differential. Wellens and Goldber{l978)reported that they adapted these items fron®sgood and
Suci(1955) Additionally, he selected items represeed the three dimensions described lysgood
and Suci(1955) namely evaluation, potency, and activity, but which iterfdéellens and Goldberg
(1978)specifically selecteéor their researchwere not mentioned An examination othe 50 wad
pairsthat Osgood and Su¢i955)studied, however,suggestedhat hardly any of them are suitable
for describing an interpersonal relationshi(e.g., beautifuk, ugly, hotc cold, goodg bad).

Moreover, past investigationsof interpersonal distancean be methodologically improved
(see Shsection 7.1 The Experimental Paradigm, p. 7Zb) example, many studiggmverelied on

projective measureswhichrequire participantsto freely associate in response to a questiorhe
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NB&SHNDOKSNE Ydzad (KSy answers®NAuMEeiiewiskeS HatdikNIDFBD A LI v
However, this method of data collectiaasusceptible tahe experimente® subjective biass.

In particular the experimental paradigm used in Studies 2A and 2B of the presa#tigation
isa good alternative to projective measuré3nly minimal adjustments to the paradigm aexjuired
to make itsuitablefor examiningthe influence of spatial distance on sdrvers' inferences about the
familiarity of individuals These includeeplacing the object with a person so that the target is now
depictednext to another persorinstead of an objectFurthermore, the question about the target's
expertiseneeds to bechanged toone about the target'sfamiliarity with the other person.This is
because irthe context of interpersonal relationshipis,ismore appropriate to ask about how familiar
peopleare with each other. As mentioned earlier, | see expertise anditaity as basically equivalent
termsused in different contextsSimilar to contexts witlasingle target and an object, | expect for two
human targets observers to ascribiee targetswho arespatially close to each other more familiarity
compared to spaally distant targetsdosely related to familiarity might be ti2 6 & S NaESGMNbIDE
that two spatially close persons also like each otlfercordingly, Expect observerso infer more
mutual likingfor spatially close targets than for spatially dist targets.Notably, with respect to two
targets reciprocityin familiarity and likingcan be assumed even thougha relationship may be
asymmetrical, meaning that one person knows more about and feels closer to the other person than
vice versa(e.g, stalking) However,this occurs less frequently than relationships in which both
partners know each other well and afemiliar with each othetto a similar degreeln conclusion,
future studiescanusethis paradigm todemonstrateascribed familiarityand mutual likingoetween
two peopleas a function otheir spatial distance from each other.

| want to conclude this seicin with a brief discussion of the practical implications of the
presentinvestigation The research reported in thissertationprovidesinsightsinto the mechanisms
of social cognitionthat is, how people come to an understanding of thewmcialenvironment The
social world is compleand making sense of it requires resources that people have in limited supply.

To overcome this challenge, the cognitive system has developed adaptive stratemiesagelying

132



EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

on heuristics. Theseallow individuals to find a satisfactory explanation for an observed scene without
much cognitive effort anthe time-consumingscrutinyof all details(Sherman & Corty, 1994; Tversky
& Kahneman, 1974pbrawingon heuristic usuallyleadsto accurate judgmentsSometimes,however,
thesejudgmensmay notcorrespond with objective factsecause, for example, informati@boutthe
situational context is disregardgdones, 1979; des & Nisbett, 1972; Ross, 1977)

From my perspective, the spatial distance betwesTe person and an object represents a
valuable cuehat helps observers to arrive at an understanding of this person. A short spatial distance
signals a close relationship between this person and the obja$ed on this cue for a close
relationship,2 6 8 SNIWSNE RSRdzOS inkHe ddm&imtie Dhjett FepreSentsISineE A & S
experts are commonly considered to provide accurate information, individuals are likely to adopt
SELISNI 4aQ 2 LAY A Difedtimesypatiaklidzangesadalid indi¢aiioh of mother person's
expertise, comparable to otlmecues of expertise However, the preseninvestigationnot only
contributes to basic researchut also illustrates the utility of spatial distance in applied contes
example people can take advantagef the spatial distance effect when thayant to present
themselvesas expersin front of an audience or in a job application procesgplicantscan pronpt
the attribution of expertise in a certain domain by positioning themsebptially close ta suitable
object. Moreover, spatial distancas relevant for the advertising and marketing industmhat is,to
convince consumersr potential customersf the merits of a product or service, the advertising figure

can be placedpatiallyclose to the objet in question.

8 Conclusion
The LatinexpressionExperto creditelecommends believing those who have experiahce
Occasionally, people find themselves in situations where they lack the knowledge and skills to make a
judgment,reacha decision, or perform an action. In sutihcumstancs, it is sensible to ask for advice
or assistancérom a person whopossesses kndedgeabout, experiencen, and thus expertise in the

relevantdomain True to the ancienexpression
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Expertise is reflected in extraordinary performan@ericsson & Charness, 1997; Ericsson &
Lehmann, 1996)n general those whoexcel andsurpasamost others ina domain areconsideredo
be experts The superiority of experts over neexperts can be objectively measured and quantified.
TheElorating (Elo, 1978)for examplejssuch an objective measure areflects the skill level of chess
or Goplayers However, very few people will tesithers before asking them for advicdRather,
expertise is usually in the eye of the behaldas with other social constructs, expertisepresentsa
label that individualsassign to others whom they believe to be knowledgeable and experienced
(sometimes even irrespective of thepeoplel actual competency)in this respect, people seem to
have an intuitive notion of what distinguishes expsrfrom nonexpertsin a particular domain
(Ericsson & Charness, 1992¢pending on the domain, it may be more common to refer to an expert
by a synonymous ternguchasan éauthority¢, dmastek, oprofessionad, dspecialist, or the like.Not
only can thedesignationf expertise differ from domain to domain, but the domains themsebass
also bedifferentiated. Somedomairs, referred to agormal domains relate to an occupation(e.g.,
urban development)whereasothers, termedinformaldomains represer a hobby (e.g., hikindChi,
2006b) Moreover, domains can be distinguished according to whether they can be represented by a
concrete object ¢oncretedomains e.g., cookingor a suitable symbdbecause no concrete object
exists @bstract domains, e.g., psychologydn examination ofthe body of literature onS E LIS NIi & Q
superior performance shows that seeking the opinion of an expert is a serditategy(for an
overview, see Hesson et al., 2018)Across domainsexperts exceed noexperts in for instance
recalling domairrelated information(e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978; Gorman et al., 2013;
Kalakoski & Saariluoma, 2001; Webb et 2016)or finding the best solution to a probleke.g., de
Groot, 1978; Drakerbib et al., 2012; Hershey et al.,, 1990; Jarodzka et al., 28i)eexperts
represent a source of valid information aadvice, howcan people recognizi#aem? Commoncuesof
expertise are, for instance, academic title, a job certificate, or attirélowever,which other cues

canindividuals draw on when thesgymbolsare not presenin a given situation or do not evenisk
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for therelevantdomain?The answer tdhis question isindividualsrely on spatial distance to identify
experts.

The presentinvestigation marks the beginning of research into a hitherto unnoticed
phenomenon The influence of perceived spatial distance on the attribution of experfibe. studies
reported in thisdissertationindicate a relationship between spatial distance and expertisad{s1)
that is causal (Studies 2A and 2&)cordingly, theloser the target appeared to participants, the more
expertisethey ascribedto the target Moreover, the attribution of expertisavas shown to be a
function of spatial distance&pecifically, tagets wereattributed more expertisén adomain wherthey
were spatiallyclose to an object representingahdomainthan when they were distant from i hese
results confirm the general hypothesis thaiservers rely on spatial distance as a cue to iafether
LJS N.E& éxpefiise. The current investigation also provideempirical evidencesuggestinghat this
relationshipcanbe bidirectional (Study 3F.or instance fian object refleatdthe expertise of a target,
participants placed this object spatially closer to the target than an object representing a different
domainof expertise Hence individuals deducéhat a short spatial distance between a person and an
object illustrates the S NE 2 y Q& Fhéaly)$heJprasan® esearch demonstratthe possible
application of spatial distanda the context of persuasion and advertisi(@tudy 4) A short spatial
distancebetween a communicator purporting a message and an attitude objexg functionally
equivalent to othercues ofexpertise used in persuasion reseafely.,an academic title Specifically
the communicatorat a short spatial distance to the attitude objecd more effective at changing
recipient€attitudesthan when loated at a greater distance from the objedthis effect was evident
both for a message in favor of aadnessagagainst the attitude objecfToconvey the impression of
expertise and thus enhance the likelihood of attitude chamtpessic cues of expertise are not required
reducing the spatial distance to a corresponding objedufficiently effective Overal] my studies
provide convergent empcal evidence indicating thaspatial distanceis a relevant source of

informationthat individualsuseto RS RdzOS | vy 2 (i K S NJ LI&deBréhyrispatidbdistal®dIi A & S ¢
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as a cuetherefore, also contributes tahe understanding of social cognition general and person
perception inparticular.

The current findings caalso explain why, for instanca journalist reporting on the pasgy of
a bill by the Bundestag in a news program is usymdigedin front of the Reichstag buildirig Berlin
Hisshort spatial distancéo the parliament building leadsnost viewersto ascribe him expertisin
federal politics If, on the other hand, the correspondent weseen in front of the Elbphilharmonie
concert hall building in Hambuythe expertise attributed to him would be lesSuch penomenacan
be found in other examples of everyday lifeor example, a persoecommendinga place of a
accommaodation, activitygr product is likely to be perceived having more expertisahen the person
is portrayedas beingspatially close to a representation of thelateddomain This idecausea short
spatial distancéndicates experieng&knowledge and, ultimately, expetise.

ThelLINB a Sy G A yfigdhgsiicanfirm ihkagsyniption that observers rely on spatial
RA&GEYOS (G2 Ay TSN IM6Rdve ShbkbsedRNBmIEQIA thiStResISpdided S
intriguing starting points for prospective studies. These include, for instance, examthiag
psychological mechanismnderlying the effectand role of perceived distance iricher persuasion
contexts.As mentioned in the beginning of this conclusion, the presesearchcan be considered

the beginningof a multifaceted and promisinigne ofresearch
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AppendixA: Additional Figures and Tables

Figure 1A

Averaged Expertise and Similarity Ratings Across Critical Trials of Study 2A

— = Solar collector
[ == *Robhot
— ween Car

Averaged ratings

T

Expertise Similarity
Note. N = %A. The figure displaythe mean expertise and similarity ratings for the targets of t
three critical trials. As can be seen, the difference between perceived expertise and sim
FLIJSENB (2 0SS Y2NB LINRPy2dzyOSR F2NJ GKS &GNJ
likely to account for the significant interaction effeé&rror bars show 95 % confidence interva
The item scales ranged fromlbw expertisg to 7 (highexpertisg and 1 ot at all similajto 7 gery

similar), respectively.
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Table 1A

Results of Independei®ample {Tests foDistractor Items Utilized in Study 2A

Bonferroni
Item t correctedp-value

Solarpanel

How ambitious do you think this man is? .61 1

In your opinion, howndependent is the man? .24 1

How familiar is the man with mathematics? .79 1

How interested do you think the man is in board games? .35 1
Robot

How educated do you think this woman is? 49 1

In your opinion, how assertive is the woman? .00 1

How familiar is the woman with tennis? .82 1

How interested do you think the woman is in cooking? 32 1
Car

Howhelpfuldo you consider this man to be? 1.22 1

In your opinion, how assertive is the man? .58 1

How interested do you think the mas in soccer? 3.00 .064

How familiar is the man with music? 1.23 1
Painting

In your opinion, how creative is the woman? .63 1

How familiar is the woman with plants? 1.14 1

How familiar is the woman with nutrition? 1.47 1

Howconscientious do you think this woman is? 49 1

Note.N =94. The table lists thé-values and Bonferroradjustedp-values of the independergampleg-test
across all distractor items with distance (short vs. large) as the indeperdeaable. All items were measured
on a severpoint Likert scale ranging from 1 representing a low manifestation of the characteristic to 7

representing a high manifestation of the respective characteristic.
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Table2A

Results of Independet®ample {Tess forDistractor Items Utilized in Study 2B

Bonferroni
Item t correctedp-value
Car
How helpful do you think this man?s 1.57 1
How independent do you consider the nfan 0.71 1
In your opinion, how responsible is the man? 1.57 1
Howinterested do you think is the man in soccer? 1.07 1
How well does the man know classical music? 1.22 1
Robot
In your opinion, how active do you consider the man? 0.61 1
How outgoing would you consider the man? 1.41 1
How diverse do yothink the man's interests are? 0.50 1
How well does the man know tennis? 0.95 1
How much do you think the man is interested in cooking? 0.20 1
Nuclear waste
How content does the woman seem to you? 0.47 1
How optimistic do you think the womaa? 1.15 1
In your opinion, how caring do you think this woman is? 1.09 1
Howdod 2dz SadAYlI GS GKS 62YlyQa
qames? 0.44 1
How well does the woman know modern literature? 1.50 1
Whale carcass
How adventurous does thisoman seem to you? 1.97 0.54
How helpful do you consider the woman to be? 1.07 1
How connected to nature do you think the woman is? 0.18 1
In your opinion, how responsible is the woman? 0.67 1
How much do you think the woman is interestedriterior 131 1

design?

Note.N = 98.The table summarizes thevalues and Bonferroradjustedp-valuesof the independertsamples
t-test across all distractor items with distance (short vs. large) as the independent vafatileipants had to
rate each item on a sevepoint Likert scale ranging from 1 representing a low manifestation of the

characteristic to 7 representing a high manifestation of the respective characteristic.
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Table3A

Averaged Euclidian Distances Betwearg&t andall Furnishing Items Except Critical Object Across

Stimuli

Object

Expertise

Matching

Non-matching

Camera

Binoculars
Globe
Flowers
CDs

Average over all

376.91 (123.26)
370.45 (120.71)
424.35 (118.43)
419.03 (125.53)

396.89 (71.67)

385.28 (129.44)
384.88 (147.68)
374.68 (140.11)
425.36 (134.16)

392.55 (74.32)

Dog
Bag
Lamp
Brushes
Yoga mat

Average over all

367.70 (149.13)
281.53 (133.57)
439.17 (108.61)
420.36 (163.48)

377.19 (64.39)

340.93 (167.38)
283.90 (133.73)
407.81 (135.62)
401.57 (187.54)

358.55 (65.67)

Bass guitar
Picture
Cat
Basket

Chess board

Average over all

304.30 (123.20)
323.61 (152.84)
330.70 (184.52)
271.44 (136.68)

330.70 (184.52)

278.56 (127.66)
339.45 (174.79)
322.58 (184.92)
285.87 (141.92)

322.58 (184.92)

Note. N= 120. The table displays the averaged Euclidian distances between targets and all furnishin
except for the critical objects and the pieces of furniture which serve only as a placing @psitamces were

measured in pixeldiighernumbers representargerdistancesStandard deviations in parentheses.
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Appendix B: Materials

Following you will find the research materials | employed in Studies 1 to 4. The presentation of materials
will be similar to how it was shown to participants during the investigations. Among the research materials
of studies that included a manipulatiori distance (Studies 2 to 4), pictures of both distances are

included. The study materials are in German. A translation will be provided if requested.
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Study 1

Wie lautet lhre ProlifielD?

[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen ]
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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8% ausgefullt

Auf der folgenden Seite prasentieren wir lhnen ein Bild der Webseite von Julia Lehmann, ein@lidemstin.

Neben eigenen Rezeptideen stellt sie auf ihrer Webseite auch immer wieder einzelne Zutaten oder Fertigprodukte
vor,die in Supermarkten erhéaltlickind. Julia Lehmann testet diese Produkte und teilt inre Bewertungen mit ihrem
Publikum. In ihren Rezensionen nutzt sie Bilder, kiliezg¢eund Videos.

l dzZF RSNJ ! 60Af Rdzyd A&l WdzZ Al [ SKYI ynfeditériaiien Rulelpfaont &EB R dz]
dem Kihlregal. Bitte sehen Sie sich die Abbildung an. Der "Witgtbn erscheint nach wenigen Sekunden
automatisch.

Im Anschluss stellen wir Ihnen einige Fragen zu der Webseite und zu Julia Lehmann.

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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Bevor Sie mit der Studie beginnen, méchten wir Sie auf folgehtiieveise aufmerksam machen:

Freiwilligkeit. Inre Teilnahme an dieser Untersuchung ist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnen zu jedem Zeitpunkt
dieser Studie frei, Ihre Teilnahme abzubrechen, ohne Angabe von Grinden und ohne dass Ihnen darau:
Nachteile entstehen. I { AS dzy Sy fAyla | dzF RSy .dzidz2y a!

klicken, kbnnen Sie die Befragung verlassen.

Anonymitat. Ihre Daten werden selbstverstandlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter Form
erhoben und nicht an Dritte weitergegebeDemographische Angaben wie Alter oder Geschlecht lassen

keinen Rickschluss auf lhre Person zu.

FragenFalls Sie noch Fragen zu dieser Studie haben sollten, kbnnen Sie uns Uber die unten verlinkte E

Mailadresse kontaktieren.

Hiermit bestatige ich, dassh mindestens 18 Jahre alt bin sowie die Einverstandniserklarung gelesen und

verstanden habe.

Nein (Nicht an deBtudieteilnehmen)

Ja

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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26% ausgefullt

Julia Lehmann ist FoeBloggerin. Neben eigenen Rezeptideen stellt sie auf ihrer Webseite auch immer wieder
einzelne Zutaten oddfertigprodukte vor, die in Supermarkten erhaltlich sind. Julia Lehmann testet diese Produkte

und teilt ihre Bewertungen mit ihrem Publikum. In ihren Rezensionen nutzt sie Bilder, kurze Texte und Videos.

Im Folgenden sehen Sie eine Abbildung von Juliakefif & 2 S o6
RSNJ 220KSa&z SAYSNI YSRAUGSNNI ySy
an. Der "Weiter*Button erscheint nach wenigen Sekundmitomatisch.

ASAGSD ! dzZF RSNJ ! 60 Af
bdzRSt LIFI yy S | dza

pufi
(0p))
_<

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Home

"i‘ ar mie
Uber mich ! Mediterrape
muse-NudeIpfanne

Rezepte V¥
v

Kuchentipps

Shoppinglist ¥

Videos ¥

[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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44% asgefullt

Nun moéchten wir von Ihnen erfahren, welchen Eindruck Sie von Julia Lehmann gewonnen haben. Uns interessiel

hierbei auch, wie Sidulia Lehmann im Zusammenhang mit dem von ihr vorgestellten Produkt, der Nudelpfanne,

wahrgenommerhaben.

Wir sind uns bewusst, dass man aus einer einzelnen Abbildung nicht viel tGber eine Person erfahren kann. Bei de
Beantwortung der folgenden Fragen kien Sie daher gern auch auf ihr Bauchgefiihl oder spontane Empfindungen
zurtickgreifen. Es gibt auf die folgenden Fragen keine richtige oder falsche Antwort. Uns interessiert lhre

persdnliche Einschéatzung.

weit entfernt von in der Nahe von
Julia Lehmanns Julia Lehmanns
Wohnort Wohnort
Der Ort, an dendlie Nudelpfanne
hergestellt wird Jiegt....
in ferner Zukunft sehrbald
Wannwird JuliaLehmanrdie
Nudelpfanne noctmal
zubereiten?
sehr nahe

Uberhaupt nicht
nahe

Inwiefern steht Julia Lehmann
diesem Produkt in gewiss@veise
nahe?

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021 179
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vor langerZeit vor kurzerZeit
Wannhat Julid.ehmanrdie
Nudelpfannegetestet?
sehr unahnlich sehr ahnlich sind
sind
Die Nudelpfann&ommtbei
Menschen gut an, didulia
Lehmann...
sehr sehr
unwahrscheinlich wahrscheinlich
Fir wie wahrscheinlichalten Sie
es,dass Julia Lehmann sellos¢
Nudelpfanne als Testprodukt
ausgesucht hat?
Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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63% ausgefullt

sehr sehr
unwahrscheinlich wahrscheinlich
Fir wie wahrscheinlichalten Sie
es, dass Julia Lehmadre
Nudelpfanne und deremhaltsstoffe
umfassend geprift hat?
Uberhauptnicht sehrstark
Wie sehr identifiziersich Julia
Lehmann mit denfProdukt?
weit entfernt von in der Nahe von
JuliaLehmanns Julia Lehmanns
Wohnort sind Wohnort sind
Die Nudelpfanne ish Regionen
sehr beliebtdie...
Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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gar nicht
kompetent
Fur wiekompetent halterSieJulia
Lehmann, wenn es darugeht
Lebensmittel zu beurteilen?
keinerlei
Expertise
Wie schatzen Sidie Expertise
von Julia Lehmanbeziglich
Lebensmittel ein?
Uberhauptnicht

Wie gut kennt sicluliaLehmann
mit Lebensmittelraus?

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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sehr kompetent

grof3e Expertise

sehrgut

Weiter
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81% ausgefillt

Zuletzt méchten wir gern von Ihnen erfahren, wie Ihnen die Abbildung gefallen hat.

I"“‘\'“-%‘ ~Fonb
uper micn Mediterrane

emuse—Nudelpfanne

Shoppinglist ¥

Videos ¥

gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetischansprechend o O O O O O O

finden Siedie Abbildung?

[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen ]
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Liebe Teilnehmerin, lieber Teilnehmer,

wir mochten Ihnen ganz herzli¢tir Ihre Unterstiitzung danken! In der experimentellen Forschung ist es oftmals
notwendig, Probandinnen und Probanden erst nach Abschluss der Untersuchung Uber deren Hintergrund genaue

zu informieren.

Ziel dieser Studie ist es herauszufinden, welchefiuss die Distanz zwischen Person und Produkt darauf hat,
inwieweit der dargestellten Person Expertise tUber das entsprechende Produkt zugeschrieben wird. Wir nehmen
an, dass eine als kurz wahrgenommene Distanz mit gré3erer Expertise, eine als grof3 wahrgeadistanz mit
geringerer Expertise zusammenhéngt. Hatten wir lhnen zuvor unsere Vermutungen mitgeteilt, hatte das

moglicherweise Ihr Antwortverhalten beeinflusst.

Wir méchten uns hierfur bei Thnen entschuldigen und bitten Sie um Ihr VerstandnisPBygh. S.

Friedrich & Dr. R. Linne

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Vielen Dank fur Ihréeleilnahme!

Wir méchten uns ganz herzlich fir Ihre Mithilfe bedanken. Sollten Sie noch Fragen oder
Anmerkungen haben, kontaktieren Sie gern Scarlett Friedrich (s.friedrichi@hde).

Uber den folgenden Link gelangen Sie zu Prolific:

https://app.prolific .co/submissions/complete?cc=5CEEQ8SAC

Ihre Antworten wurden gespeichert, Sie konnen das Brovwssister nun schliel3en.

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Study 2A

LiebeTeilnehmerin lieber Teilnehmer,

vielen Dank fur Ihr Interesse an diesértersuchung!

Haben Sie sich auch schon einmal gefragt, welche Informationen wir bendétigen, um uns ein

Bild von unseren Mitmenschemachen zu kénnen? Nicht selten kommt es vor, dasswir uns
einen Eindruck Gbenemandengebildet haben, ohne mit dieser Person tberhaupt gesprochen zu
haben. In dieser Studie beschéaftigen wir uns Fidgenzur Personenwahrnehmunggdie wir mit

Ihrer Unterstitzung naher untersuchenmdchten. Hierfir prasentieren wir lhnen einige
Abbildungen von unterschiedlichen Personemind stellen Ihnen im Anschluss jeweils einige

Fragen.

Das ist Ihre Chance zu zeigen, wie gut lhre Menschenkenntnis ist. Wir haben das Material, das wir
Ihnen gleich zeigenpereits psychologischenSachverstandigervorgelegt und sie um ihre
Einschéatzungler dargestellten Personegebeten.Nach Abschlusder Befragungvergleichenwir

lhre Antworten mit denen der geschulten Fachleute und prifen, wie groR die Ubereinstimmung

ist.

Am Endeder BefragunghabenSiedie Mdglichkeit,an der Verlosungvon insgesam Gutscheinen

im Wert von jeweil$i n teizunehmen

DieTeilnahmedauertca.20 Minuten.

186



EXPERTISRELATES T®ATIAIDISTANCE

Freiwilligkeit. Ihre Teilnahmean dieser Untersuchungist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnen zu jedem
ZeitpunktdieserStudiefrei, Ihre TeilnahmeabzubrechenphneAngabevon Griindenundohnedass

lhnen darausNachteile entstehenlndem Sie unten links auf den Button o ! 6 6 NJi@ Kl y

Angaberf | & OWfickagh konnenSie die Befragung verlassen.

Anonymitat. Ihre Daten werden selbstverstandlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter
Form erhobenund nicht an Dritte weitergegeben.DemographischeAngabenwie Alter oder

Geschlechtassen keinen Ruckschluss auf Ihre Person zu.

FragenFallsSienochFragerzudieserStudiehabensollten,kbnnenSieunstber die mit unseren

Namen unten verlinkten-®lailadressen kontaktieren.

Hiermitbestatigeich,dasschmindestensl8 Jahrealt bin sowiedie Einverstandniserklarungelesen

und verstanden habe.

, Nein(Nichtander Studieteilnehmen)

O O

Ja

[ Abbrechenund alle Angaben }

ScarlettFriedrich HelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Maoglicherweise werden Sie bei den folgenden Abbildungen das Gefiihl bekommen, nichtgentgend

Informationen Uber dielargestellten Personen zur Verfigung zu haben.

Die Ergebnissebisheriger Forschunglegen allerdings nahe, dass Menschen nicht viele Anhaltspunkte
bendtigen, um sich einen Eindruck Uber ihr Gegeniber zu verschaffen. Dabei scheinen Menschen die auf

Erscleinung der Person selbst sowie die Umgebung in ihr Urteil miteinzubeziehen.

Die Art und Weise, wie diese andere Person und ihre Umgebung abgebildet werden, ob auf einem Fc
einem historischenGemalde oder einer Comiczeichnungscheinen hierbei keine Rolle zu spieleng
Menschensind stets in der Lage, Informationen wie Eigenschaften oder gar Interessen tber die dargestell

Person herauszulesen.

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldéschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Auf der folgenden Seite beginnt die Untersuchung. Bitte schauen Sie sich die prasentierten
Abbildungen an und nehmen sich hierflr gern einen Augenblick Zeit. Jede Abbildung wird zunéachst
fur 5 Sekunden dargeboterDanacherscheinenhintereinandereinige Fragenzu einer der dargestellten
Personen,bei denen wir Sie um lhre Einschatzungpitten. Hierbei kbnnen Sie auch gerne auf Ihr
Bauchgefiuihloder spontane Empfindungerzurtickgreifen. Bei der Beantwortungdieser Fragengibt es
keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten. Es geht uns um lhre personlieheschéatzung.

Damit Sie eine Vorstellung Uber den weiteren Ablauf entwickeln kdnnen, beginnt die Untersuchung
einem Probedurchlaufger nicht gewertet wird. Sie werden auf den folgenden Seiten automatischnach

der Beantwortungder einzelnen Fragenzur nachsten Seite weitergeleitet. Sollten Sie die Befragung an
einem Smartphone bearbeiten, bitten wir Sie, das Gerat waagerecht bzw. quer zu halten, damit die Inha

bestmaoglich dargestellt werden.

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitét
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gar nicht sehr
risikofreudig risikofreudig
WierisikofreudigstderTauchethrer O O O @) O @) @)

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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sehrgering sehrgrof}

Fir wie groR3 halten Sie die O O @) O O O @)

Naturverbundenheit deSauchers?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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gar nicht sehr
aufgeschlossen aufgeschlossen
Furwie aufgeschlossegegentiber neuen O O O @) O O O

Erfahrungen halten Sie ddraucher?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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Uiberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Taucher mit O O O O O O O

Kitesurfen aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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sehrgering sehrgrof}

Wiegrof3schatzerSiedasinteresse des O O O O O O O
Tauchers an Filmen und Serigin?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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garnicht aktiv sehraktiv

Fur wie aktiv halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Taucher?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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garnicht sehréngstlich
angstlich
Fir wie angstlich halten Sie den O O O O O o O

Taucher?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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gar nicht sehr
verantwortungsvoll verantwortungsvoll
Furwie verantwortungsvolhalten Sie den O O O O O O O

Taucher?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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Welche Eigenschaften man einer Person zuschreibt, hangt insbesondere davon ab, wie ahnlich diese Person eir
selbst erscheint. Um lhre Beurteilung Uber die prasentierten Personen besser einschatzen zu kénnen, hilft es uns
wissen, wie Sie die Ahnlichkgweils bewerten.

Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist Ihnen déFauche? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O O O O O O O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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Sie haben soeben den Probedurchgang absolviarf. der ndchsten Seite beginnt die eigentliche Untersuchung.
Ahnlich wie beim Probedurchgang werden Sie auch aufalganden Seiten automatisch nach der Beantwortung der
einzelnen Fragen weitergeleitet.

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Conditionlevel: largedistance
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf M&ann im grtiinen Pullovein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehrzufrieden
zufrieden
Wie zufriedenwar der Mannin dem @) O @) @) O @) e

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnalam

entstanden ist?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

203


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIADISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

garnicht sehrgesellig
gesellig
Fir wie gesellig schatzen Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann ein?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
Wieschatzertiedie Expertisedes Mannes @) O @) @) O 0O e

bezlglich Modelleisenbahnen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

gar nicht sehrhumorvoll
humorvoll
Fur wie humorvoll halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

206


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIAIDISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

gar nicht sehr
pflichtbewusst pflichtbewusst
Fir wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

gar nicht sehr
aufbrausend aufbrausend
Wie aufbrausend ist der Mann lhrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

gar nicht sehrmitfuhlend
mitfihlend
Fur wie mitfiihlend halten Sie den O O O @) O O O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

209


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIADISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

Uiberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
Gartenarbeit aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf Mamn im griinen Pullovem der linkenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist lhnen deviann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O O O @) O O O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
Aktien aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie den o O O O O O O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
Wieschatzertiedie Expertisedes Mannes 0O O @) O O @) O

beziglichBasketballs ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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garnichtvielseitig sehrvielseitig

Wievielseitigsinddie Interesserdes O O O O O O O
Mannes lhreMeinung nach?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
selbstsicher

selbstsicher

Fir wie selbstsicher halten Sie den O O O @) O O O
Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
Basketball aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wiegrol3schatzerSiedasinteresse des O O O O e O O
Mannes arLiteratur ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist Ihnen diesélann? O O O O O O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O O O O e O O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O @) O O O
Musik aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fur wie sympathisch halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O @) @)
Autos aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uiberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehrgering sehrgrofd

Wie groR? schatzen Sie das Interesse O O O O O O O

des Mannes an FulR3ball ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
Wie schatzen Sie die Expertise des O O O O O O O

Mannes bezuglich Autos ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehrhilfsbereit
hilfsbereit
Fir wie hilfsbereit schatzen Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
durchsetzungs durchsetzungs
fahig fahig
Fur wie durchsetzungsfahig halten O O O O O O O

Sie den Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uiberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist lhnen dieséann? O O O O O O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
Segeln aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wiegrolist Ihrer Meinungnachdas O O O O O O O

Interesse des Mannes an Kultur?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
durchsetzungs durchsetzungs
fahig fahig
Fir wie durchsetzungsfahig halten O O O O O O O

Sie den Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Fur wie grofl3 halten Siie @) O O O O O ®
Naturverbundenheit de$annes?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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keinerlei groReExpertise
Expertise
WieschatzerSiedie Expertisedes Mannes @) O @) @) O @) O

bezuglich Fotografie ein?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

240


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIAIDISTANCE

gar nicht sehr
aufgeschlossen aufgeschlossen
Furwie aufgeschlossegegentiber neuen 0O O O O O O O

Erfahrungen halten Sie dévtann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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garnicht aktiv sehraktiv

Fir wie aktiv halten Sie déviann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
kommunikativ kommunikativ
Wie kommunikativist der Mann lhrer O O O O O 0O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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tberhauptnicht sehréhnlich
ahnlich
Wie dhnlich ist lhnen diesdann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieéasthetischansprechendinden Sie die 0O O @) O O @) O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance
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[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenlschen ]
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wie groRR schatzen Sie das Interesse O O O O O O O

der Frau am Verreisen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
durchsetzungs durchsetzungs
fahig fahig
Fur wiedurchsetzungsfahig halten O O O O O O O

Sie die Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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garnicht sehrehrgeizig
ehrgeizig
Fur wie ehrgeizig schatzen Sie die O O O O O O @)

Frau ein?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
pflichtbewusst

pflichtbewusst

Fur wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie die O O O O O O O
Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Ballett aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehroptimistisch
optimistisch
Fur wie optimistisch halten Sie die O O O O O O @)

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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garnicht kreativ sehrkreativ

Fir wie kreativ halten Sie digau? O O O O O @) @)

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehrzufrieden
zufrieden
Wie zufrieden war die Frau in dem o O O O O O O

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnahme

entstandenist?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist lhnen diederau? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden o O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Conditionlevel: largedistance
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Condition level: short distance
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Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehensichaufdenJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhélfte.

keinerlei grofReExpertise
Expertise
WieschatzerSiedie Expertisades Jungen @) O @) @) O @) O

bezlglich Programmiersprachen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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1o
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichauf denJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fur wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O @) O O O

Jungen?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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2?
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichaufdenJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrvertraut
vertraut
Wievertrautist der Jungemit dem Mann in O O O O O @) O

der Mitte mit der beigerHose?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehensichaufdenJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhélfte.

er kennt ihn erkenntihn sehr
Uberhauptnicht gut
Wiegutkenntder JungedenMannin der O O O O O O O

Mitte mit der beigen Hose?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenloschen
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichauf denJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kenntsichder Jungamit @) O O ® O O @)
Dinosauriern aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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1o
D D)
— iR

DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichauf denJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

garnicht sehrangstlich
angstlich
Fir wie dngstlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Jungen?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldéschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichauf denJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

garnicht sehrgesellig
gesellig
Fir wie gesellig schatzen Sie den O O O O O O O

Jungen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichaufdenJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie den O O @ @ O O O

Jungen?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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DiefolgendenFragenbeziehensichaufdenJungenm roten T-Shirtin der rechtenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehr&hnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist Ihnen diesdunge? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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266


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISRELATES T&PATIADISTANCE

2?2

o
=
ﬁ

== g - &
gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O O O O O O O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Condition level: short distance
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[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fur wie freundlich halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehrgering sehrgrof}

Wiegrol3schatzerSiedasinteresse der Frau 0O O O O O O O
am Kochen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
durchsetzungs durchsetzungs
fahig fahig
Fir wie durchsetzungsfahig halten O O O O O O O

Sie die Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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garnicht sehrgebildet
gebildet
Fir wie gebildet halten Sie digau? O O O o o O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Robotern aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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keinerlei groReExpertise
Expertise
WieschatzerSiedie Expertiseder Frau @) O @) O ® @) ®

bezlglich Roboter ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Tennis aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Ihnen diederau? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die @) O O @) O @) O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
verantwortungs verantwortungs
voll voll
Fur wie verantwortungsvoll halten Sie O O O O O O O

die Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehrhilfsbereit
hilfsbereit
Fur wie hilfsbereit schatzen Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
risikofreudig risikofreudig
Wie risikofreudig ist die Frau lhrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehrhumorvoll
humorvoll
Fur wie humorvoll halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

283


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIADISTANCE

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Politik aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Hunden aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
aufgeschlossen aufgeschlossen
Fur wie aufgeschlossen gegentiber O O O O O O O

neuen Erfahrungen halten Sie die

Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenloschen ]
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gar nicht sehrunabhéangig
unabhéngig
Fur wie unabhangig halten Sie O O O O O O O

die Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Ihnen diederau? O O O O O O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Pflanzen aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021

292


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®?ATIADISTANCE

keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
WieschatzerSiedie Expertiseder Frau O @) O O O @) @)

beziglich Gemalden ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O O O O O
Gemalden aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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garnicht kreativ sehrkreativ

Fur wie kreativ halten Sie dierau? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gutkenntsichdie Fraumit gesunder O O O O @) O O
Erndhrung aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehr
pflichtbewusst

pflichtbewusst

Fir wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie O O O O O O O
die Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist Ihnen diederau? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O e O O O O O

Abbildung?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenloschen ]
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

ScarlettFriedrich HelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

301


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIADISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

garnicht sehrehrgeizig
ehrgeizig
Fur wie ehrgeizig schatzen Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in derlinken
Bildhalfte.

gar nicht sehrzufrieden
zufrieden
Wie zufrieden war der Mann in dem o O O O O O O

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnahme

entstandenist?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

garnicht sehrgebildet
gebildet
Fur wie gebildet halten Sie den O O O O O @) O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich devlann mit O O O O O O @)
Heimwerken aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

gar nicht sehr
kommunikativ kommunikativ
Wie kommunikativ ist der Mann Ihrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in derlinken
Bildhalfte.

gar nicht sehrmitfihlend
mitfihlend
Fir wie mitfihlend halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in derlinken
Bildhalfte.

keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
Wie schatzen Sie die Expertise des O O O O O O O

Mannes bezuglich Skisports ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

garnicht aktiv sehraktiv

Fur wie aktiv halten Sie déviann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

309


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIADISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragenbeziehensich auf den Mann mit den Rautenauf dem Oberteil in der linken
Bildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Thnen dieséann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise

Wie schatzerSiedie Expertisedes Mannes

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

314


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISRELATES T@ATIAIDISTANCE

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O @) O
Wandern aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Fir wie grofR? halten Sie die O @ O O O O O

Naturverbundenheit des Mannes?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wie grofR3 schatzen Sie das Interesse O O O O O O O

des Mannes an Architektur ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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gar nicht sehrmitfuihlend
mitfiihlend
Fir wie mitfUhlend halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Thnen dieséann? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie &sthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O @)

Sie die Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Conditionlevel: largedistance
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufifigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhalfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit O O O @) O O O
Klettern aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr
aufbrausend aufbrausend
Wie aufbrausend ist die Frau lhrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehrhumorvoll
humorvoll
Fir wie humorvoll halten Sie O O O O O O O

die Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehrunabhangig
unabhéngig
Fur wie unabhéangig halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr
risikofreudig risikofreudig
Wie risikofreudig ist die Frau lhrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehroptimistisch
optimistisch
Fur wie optimistisch halten Sie o O O O O O O

die Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wie groR schatzen Sie das Interesse O O @ O @ @ O
der Frau an Lyrik ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

garnichtvielseitig sehrvielseitig

Wie vielseitig sind die Interessen der O O O O O O O

Frau lhrer Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich aufffigu am Fenstein der linkenBildhélfte.

tberhauptnicht sehréhnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Ihnen diErau? O O O O O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Siedie O O O O O O O

Abbildung?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
Elektrotechnik aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O O O
neuerer deutscher Geschichte aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

er kennt ihn erkenntihn
Uberhauptnicht sehrgut
Wie gut kennt der Mann den Mann in O O O O O O O

der grauen Jacke?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenloschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

gar nicht sehrhilfsbereit
hilfsbereit
Fir wie hilfsbereit schatzen Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

garnicht sehrgesellig
gesellig
Fur wie gesellig schatzen Sie den O O O O O @) O

Mann ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021

340


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIAIDISTANCE

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

Uberhauptnicht sehrvertraut
vertraut
Wie vertraut ist der Mann mit dem O O @ O O O O

Mann in der grauen Jacke?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fur wie sympathisch halten Sie den O O O O O @) O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenloschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf &mn in der blauenJacke

Uberhauptnicht sehréhnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist lhnen dieséann? O O O O O O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O O O O e O O

Abbildung?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021

344


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISRELATES T&PATIADISTANCE

Conditionlevel:largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr
pflichtbewusst pflichtbewusst
Fir wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr
kommunikativ kommunikativ
Wie kommunikativ ist die Frau Ihrer O O O O O @) O

Meinung nach?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

garnichtvielseitig sehrvielseitig

Wievielseitigsinddie Interesserder Frau O O O O e O O
Ihrer Meinung nach?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

garnicht sehrgebildet
gebildet
Fir wie gebildet halten Sie digau? O O O o o O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

gar nicht sehrmitfiihlend
mitfiihlend
Fur wie mitfihlend halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

keinerlei grolReExpertise
Expertise
Wie schatzerSiedie Expertiseder Frau O O O O O @) O

bezlglich Handarbeiten wie Stricken ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr

selbstsicher .
selbstsicher

Fir wie selbstsicher halten Sie die O O O O O @) O
Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

352


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISRELATES T&PATIADISTANCE

DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wiegrof3schatzerSiedasinteresse der Frau O O O O O O O
an Nordic Walking ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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DiefolgendenFragerbeziehersichauf die Frauim gestreiften T-Shirtin der linken Bildhélfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie &hnlich ist Ihnen diederau? O O O o O O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Conditionlevel:largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wiegutkenntsichdie Fraumit O O O O O O O

Inneneinrichtung aus?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffeteu in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte

sehrgering sehrgrof}

WiegroRschatzerSiedasinteresse der Frau O O O O O O O
am Erlernen neuer Sprachen ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie die O O O O O O O

Frau?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

garnicht kreativ sehrkreativ

Fur wie kreativ halten Sie digau? O O O O @) @) O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

sie kennt sie siekenntsie sehr
Uberhauptnicht gut
Wie gut kennt die Frau die Frau im O O O O O O @

Kleid?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

gar nicht sehr
aufbrausend aufbrausend
Wie aufbrausend ist die Frau lhrer O O O O O O O

Meinung nach?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrvertraut
vertraut
Wie vertraut ist die Frau mit der Frau O O O @ O O O

im Kleid?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fir wie sympathisch halten Sie die O O O O O O @

Frau?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auffei@u in der schwarzen Jackeder linkenBildhélfte.

Uberhauptnicht sehrahnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Ihnen diederau? O O O O @) O O

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wieasthetischansprechendinden Sie die O e O O e O O

Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Conditionlevel: largedistance

Conditionlevel: short distance

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021
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sehrgering sehrgrof3

Wie groR schatzen Sie das Interesse O O O O O O O
des Mannes an Gesellschaftsspielen

ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatc 2021

368


mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de

EXPERTISEELATES T®PATIADISTANCE

Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O O @) @)
Solaranlagen aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit O O O O o O @)
Mathematik aus?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrfreundlich
freundlich
Fir wie freundlich halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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keinerlei groReExpertise
Expertise
Wie schatzen Sie die Expertise des O O O O O O O

Mannes beziglich Solaranlagen ein?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehrunabhangig
unabhéngig
Fur wie unabhangig halten Sie den O O O O O O @)

Mann?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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sehr sehr
unsympathisch sympathisch
Fur wie sympathisch halten Sie den O O O O O O O

Mann?

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen ]
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garnicht sehrehrgeizig
ehrgeizig
Fur wie ehrgeizig schatzen Sie den O O O O O O @)

Mann ein?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Uberhauptnicht sehréhnlich
ahnlich
Wie ahnlich ist Ihnen dieséfann? O O O O O O O

[ Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen ]
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gar nicht sehr
ansprechend ansprechend
Wie asthetisch ansprechend finden O O O O O O O

Sie die Abbildung?

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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Nun bitten wir Sie um einigéngaben zu lhrelPerson.

Wie alt sind Sie? D

WelchemGeschlechftiihlen Siesichzugehorig?

O weiblich
C  mannlich
O divers

O keineAngabe

Ist Deutsch lhreMuttersprache?

O Ja

O Nein

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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An dieser Stelle haben Sie die Méglichkeit, uns eine Riickmeldung zu der Studie zu geben. Wenn/Sigdtene
machen moéchten, kénnen Sie das Feld freilassen und auf Weiter klicken.

Hatten Sie an einer Stelle der Befragung Probleme oder war Ihnen etwddar?

A\

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021

379



EXPERTISEELATES T®ATIADISTANCE

Haben Sie mdglicherweidgereits an Studien von uns teilgenommen? Wir haben vor kurzem beispielsweise eine

Untersuchung durchgefuhrt, bei der sehr &hnliche Abbildungen verwendet wurden wie bei dieser hier.

Wenn lhnen eine oder mehrere Abbildungen bekannt vorkommen und Sie sie etiraal vor der aktuellen Studie
gesehen haben, dann markieren Sie bitte die entsprechende Abbildung, indem Sie auf das Kéastchen links danel

klicken.

(Die dritte Option enthalt dreAbbildungen, da in der dazugehorigen Stu@iElnehmer*innen nur eine der drei

Varianten gesehen haben.)

Alma Henriksen _/

«-a, Giulia Bianchi meint:

JEchter Geschmack und
natirliche Zutaten”

by
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AR, R

Videos ¥

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
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Zum Schluss bitten wir Sie, einen personlichen Code zu erstellen. Der Code ermdglicht es uns, lhre Daten
identifizieren, wenn Sie sich mit diesem bei uns melden, z.B. wenn Sie lhre Daten einsehen mochten oder wollen, dk

sie geldscht werden. Wir erheben lediglich den Code, keine Namen oder sonstigen persoénlichen Informationen.

Ihr personlicher Code setzichi aus der Kombination folgend&ngaberzusammen:
» Dieletzten beiderziffernlhres Geburtsjahrgz.B.1990)
» Der erste und der letzte Buchstabe lhres Geburtsortes. Reifin)

» DieerstenbeidenzifferndesGeburtstagshrer Mutter. (z.B.04.01.1961)

Beispielcode90BN04

Bitte tragen Sielhren personlichenCodein dasEingabefeld S

An dieser Stelle haben Sie auflerdem die Mdglichkeit, IhidaiEAdresse anzugeben, wenn Sie an den
untenstehenden Optionen interessiert sind. Dieser Fragebogen ist so programmiert, dassMhileABresse nicht
mit lhren Angaben aus der Untersuchung zussengefuhrt werderkann.

Wenn Sie sich fiir eine der beiden Optionen entscheiden, willigen Sie ein, dasdMaileAresse bis zur Ziehung der
Gewinner bzw. Erhebung der nachsten Studie gespeichert wird. Diese Einwilligung kdnnen Sie jederzeit widerrufe

Ihre Angaben in dieser Befragung bleiben weiterhin anonym, HMaiEAdresse wird nicht an Dritte weitergegeben.

() Ich will amGewinnspielteilnehmen.

() Ichbindaraninteressiert,anweiteren Studienteilzunehmenund méchteiber zukiinftigeUntersuchungen
benachrichtigt werden.

Abbrechenund alle Angabenléschen
Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Eine letzte Frage, dann haben Sigjeschafft!

Mit welchem Gerat haben Sie an dieser Untersuchuaggenommen?

O Smartphone
(O Tablet

(O PCl/Laptop

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Falls Sie Gber dielattform "Survey Circle" an dieser Studie teilgenommen haben: Survey CodeX7DF1TT9
R11BDVMR

SurveyCodemit einemKlickeinlésen:htt ps://www.surveycircle.com/X7DFLTT9R11BDVMR

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldéschen
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LiebeTeilnehmerin lieber Teilnehmer,

wir mochten lhnen ganz herzlidiir Ihre Unterstitzung danken! In der experimentellen Forschung ist es oftmals

notwendig, Proband*innen erst nach Abschluss der Untersuchung tber deren Hintergrund genauer zu informieren.

Ziel dieser Studie ist es herauszufinden, inwieweit die wahrgenameriihe bzw. Entfernung einer Person zu einem
Gegenstand oder einer anderen Person sich darauf auswirkt, welche Eigenschaften dieser Person zugeschriel
werden. Wir vermuten beispielsweise, dass eine als grof? wahrgenommene Nahe einer Person zu einemtdyesti

Gegenstand dazu fihrt, dass dieser Person Wissen Uber dieses Objekt zugeschrieben wird.

Dipl-Psych. R. Linne und Diplsych. Srriedrich

Abbrechenund alle Angabenldschen
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VielenDankflr Ihre Teilnahme!

Wir mdchten uns ganz herzlich fir Ihre Mithifedanken.

Ihre Antworten wurden gespeichert, Sie konnen das Browsamster nurschliel3en.

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2021
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Study B

Wie lautet IhreProlific-ID?

[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen }

Scarlett FriedrichHelmutSchmidtUniversitatg 2022
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Bevor Sie mit der Studie beginnen, méchten wir Sie auf folgende Hinweise aufmerksam machen:

Freiwilligkeit. Inre Teilnahme an dieser Untersuchung ist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnnen zu jedem Zeitpunkt
dieser Studie frei, Ihre Teilnahme abzubrechen, ohne Angabe von Griinden und ohne dass Ihnen darau:
bl OKGSAES SyGiaiSKSyd LYRSY {ABzy&yGESYStAyB&OLyT

klicken, kbnnen Sie die Befragung verlassen.

Anonymitat. Inre Daten werden selbstverstandlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter Form
erhoben und nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. Demographische Angaben wie Alter odeléabsthssen

keinen Rickschluss auf lhre Person zu.

FragenFalls Sie noch Fragen zu dieser Studie haben sollten, kbnnen Sie uns tber die mit dem

untenstehenden Namen verlinkteailadresse kontaktieren.

Hiermit bestatige ich, dass ich mindestens 1&daiit bin sowie die Einverstandniserklarung gelesen und

verstanden habe.

Nein (Nicht an deBtudieteilnehmen)

Ja

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
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Im Verlauf der Untersuchung prasentieren wir lhnen Abbildungen wie die folgenden
Beispielbilder und stellen Ihnen einige Fragen zu den jeweils dargestdiisanen.

Abbrechen und alle Angaben |6schen ]
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Mdglicherweise werden Sie bei den Abbildungen das Geflihl bekommen, nicht genligend Informationen Uber die

dargestellten Personen zur Verfigung zu haben.

Die Ergebnisse bisherigBorschung legen allerdings nahe, dass Menschen nicht viele Anhaltspunkte benétigen,
um sich einen Eindruck tber ihr Gegenuber zu verschaffen. Menschen scheinen zudem die &uf3ere Erscheinung d

Person selbst sowie die Umgebung in ihr Urteil miteinzubeziehen

Die Art und Weise, wie diese Person und ihre Umgebung abgebildet werden, ob auf einem Foto, einem historischel
Gemalde oder einer Comiczeichnung, scheinen hierbei keine Rolle zu spMkmschen sind stets in der Lage,
Informationen wie Eigenschaftesder gar Interessen tber die dargestellte Perserauszulesen.

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
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Jede Abbildung wird zunéachst fir 5 Sekundargeboten. Danach erscheinen unterhalb des Bildes hintereinander
Fragen zu einer der dargestellten Personen, bei denen wir Sie um lhre Einschétzung bitten. Bei der Beantwortun
dieser Fragen kdnnen Sie auch gerne auf Ihr Bauchgefiihl oder spontane Emgéndwrickgreifen. Es gibt auf

die Fragen keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten. Es geht uns um lhre persénliche Einschatzung.

Nachdem Sie eine Antwortoption angeklickt haben, erscheint automatisch die nachste Frage oder Sie werder
automatisch zur nadten Seite weitergeleitet.

Damit Sie sich schon einmal mit dem Ablauf vertraut machen kénnen, beginnt die Untersuchung auf der folgenden
Seite mit einem kurzen Probedurchlauf, der nicht gewertet wird.

Weiter

Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen
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[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen ]
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Uberhauptnicht sehrgut

Wie gutkenntsichder O O O O O O O

Tauchemit Kitesurfen

aus?

[Abbrechen und alle Angaben I6schen ]
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