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EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 
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Summary 

I present empirical evidence demonstrating that individuals rely on the spatial distance between a 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǳŜ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǿ ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ domain 

represented by this object. Expertise is characterized by exceptional knowledge and skills in a particular 

domain (e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978; Jarodzka et al., 2010). Comparable to any other 

social construct, expertise is a label that individuals assign to others whom they believe to be 

knowledgeable in and familiar with a particular domain (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 I propose, spatial distance. 

A person who is considered an expert can exert notable influence on those seeking valid 

information or advice. Expertise as a communicator characteristic is one of the most researched 

determinants of the persuasion process. Numerous studies have repeatedly shown that experts are, 

under certain conditions, more successful in changing theƛǊ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ attitudes (e.g., Chaiken & 

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, individuals can try to infer the person's 

characteristics from objects in the person's environment (e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 

2009; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006). The 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 theory (Hall, 1969, 1973), individuals communicate interpersonal 

relationships through space. For illustration, individuals usually preserve short spatial distances with 

friends and family, despite culture-specific perception and interpretation of short spatial distance 

(Sorokowska et al., 2017). Individuals can, therefore, infer from spatial distance between people what 

relationship they are likely to share with each other. Liberman and Förster (2009) provided empirical 

evidence that individuals are indeed equipped with a sense of non-egocentric distances. That is, 

observers perceive distances between people in their social environment and utilize these distances 
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to draw conclusions about ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎΩ relationship. Research by Chae et al. (2013) also speaks to the 

notion of observers using non-egocentric distances as the basis for their judgments regarding 

relationships. Furthermore, it illustrates observers interpret short spatial distances to imply a close 

relationship. 

In combining these diverse theoretical approaches, I hypothesize individuals to deduce 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ domain ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ that 

symbolizes the relevant domain: A person at a short spatial distance to an object is attributed more 

expertise than a person at a large distance. In everyday language, there are many terms that are used 

synonymously with domain of expertise, for example, subject area or matter, topic, field, etc. For the 

sake of simplicity, I will use only the term άdomainέ in this dissertation.  

Across three studies I examined the relationship between perceived spatial distance and 

expertise. In a fourth study, I investigated the hypothesis that spatial distance affects the persuasion 

process (total N = 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 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ Studies 2A and 2B demonstrated the causal relationship between spatial distance 

and expertise. Across different domains of expertise (e.g., cars, robots, marine animals, etc.), target 

persons spatially close to an object were attributed more expertise with regard to the respective 

domain compared to target persons at a large spatial distance. Study 3 revealed that the link between 

spatial distance and expertise is bidirectional: Describing target persons as experts in a specific domain 

caused participants to actively place objects closer to targets whose expertise matched the object. This 

effect occurred across different domains of expertise (photography, dogs, and bass guitars). Study 4 

had a stronger application-oriented focus, as I studied the spatial distance effect in a persuasion 

context. The experiment revealed spatial distance to affect the attitude change process similarly to 

notorious expertise cues. A communicator spatially close to an object was more effective at changing 

participantsΩ attitudes toward the object than a spatially distant communicator. 

Based on the findings of the present ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ L ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴŦŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

expertise in a certain domain ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŜǇƛǘƻƳƛȊƛƴƎ 
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the relevant domain. Moreover, I reason the effect of a short spatial distance to be functionally 

equivalent to other expertise cues known from persuasion research: Comparable to an academic title 

or white laboratory coat, a short spatial distance promotes attitude change. I end my dissertation with 

a discussion of open questions, implications, and directions for future research. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Ich präsentiere empirische Belege dafür, dass Individuen die räumliche Distanz zwischen einer Person 

und einem Objekt als Hinweis nutzen, um Rückschlüsse auf die Expertise der Person in Bezug auf die 

durch dieses Objekt repräsentierte Domäne zu ziehen. Expertise zeichnet sich durch herausragende 

Kenntnisse und Fertigkeiten in einer bestimmten Domäne aus (e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 

1978; Jarodzka et al., 2010). Vergleichbar mit anderen sozialen Konstrukten, handelt es sich bei 

Expertise um ein Kennzeichen, das Individuen anderen zuschreiben, von denen sie annehmen, sie 

würden sich in einer bestimmten Domäne auskennen und vertraut mit ihr sein (Gobet, 2016). 

Individuen stehen eine Vielzahl von Hinweisen zur Verfügung, anhand derer sie auf die Expertise einer 

Person schließen können. Hierzu gehören beispielsweise ein akademischer Titel, ein weißer Laborkittel 

oder, wie ich annehme, die räumliche Distanz.  

Eine Person, der Expertise zugeschrieben wird, kann einen merklichen Einfluss auf diejenigen 

ausüben, die nach validen Informationen oder Rat suchen. Expertise als Eigenschaft einer 

Kommunikatorin oder eines Kommunikators gehört zu den am meisten beforschten Determinanten 

des Persuasionsprozesses. Zahlreiche Studien haben wiederholt illustriert, dass Expertinnen und 

Experten unter bestimmten Bedingungen mit größerem Erfolg die Einstellungen von Personen 

beeinflussen (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Hovland et al., 1953; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; 

Petty et al., 1981; Wallace et al., 2020).  

 Um sich einen Eindruck über jemanden zu bilden, können Individuen versuchen von den 

Objekten in der Umgebung dieser Person auf ihre Persönlichkeitseigenschaften zu schließen (e. g., 

Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006). Darüber hinaus kann auch die 

räumliche Distanz zwischen der Person und einem Objekt eine wertvolle Information darstellen, die 

signalisiert, wie vertraut die Person mit dem Objekt und der dazugehörigen Domäne ist. 

 Laut der Proxemik-Theorie (Hall, 1969, 1973), kommunizieren Individuen 

zwischenmenschliche Beziehungen anhand räumlicher Distanzen. Beispielsweise lassen Individuen für 

gewöhnlich nur zu Freunden und Familie eine kurze räumliche Distanz zu, ungeachtet dessen was in 
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ihrer jeweiligen kulturspezifischen Wahrnehmung und Interpretation als kurze räumliche Distanz gilt 

(Sorokowska et al., 2017). Demnach können Individuen aus der räumlichen Distanz zwischen Personen 

Vermutungen darüber ableiten, in welcher Beziehung diese wahrscheinlich zueinanderstehen. 

Liberman und Förster (2009) präsentierten empirische Belege, die das Vorhandensein eines solchen 

nicht-egozentrischen Sinnes bestätigen. Demnach nehmen Individuen räumliche Distanzen zwischen 

Personen in ihrem sozialen Umfeld wahr und nutzen diese Distanzen, um Rückschlüsse auf die 

Beziehung dieser Personen zueinander zu ziehen. Die Untersuchung von Chae et al. (2013) spricht 

ebenfalls für die Annahme, dass Individuen nicht-egozentrische Distanzen als Grundlage für ihre 

Urteile über Beziehungen verwenden. Darüber hinaus zeigt die Studie, dass Individuen kurze räumliche 

Distanzen als Implikation für eine enge Beziehung interpretieren.  

 Aus der Kombination dieser verschiedenen theoretischen Ansätze leite ich die Hypothese ab, 

dass Individuen die Expertise einer anderen Person in einer bestimmten Domäne aus der räumlichen 

Distanz zu einem Objekt erschließen, das die entsprechende Domäne symbolisiert: Einer Person in 

geringer räumlicher Distanz zu einem Objekt wird mehr Expertise zugeschrieben als einer Person in 

großer räumlicher Distanz. In der Alltagssprache finden sich viele Begriffe, die synonym zu Domäne 

verwendet werden, z. B. Gegenstandsbereich, Fach- oder Sachgebiet, Thematik etc. Der Einfachheit 

halber werde ich in dieser Dissertation nur den Begriff αDomäneά verwenden. 

In drei Studien habe ich den Zusammenhang zwischen wahrgenommener räumlicher Distanz 

und Expertise geprüft. In einer vierten Studie untersuchte ich die Hypothese, dass die räumliche 

Distanz den Persuasionsprozess beeinflusst (komplettes N = 532). Studie 1 lieferte erste empirische 

Belege dafür, dass Individuen die Expertise der Zielperson umso höher einschätzten, je geringer die 

subjektiv wahrgenommene Distanz zwischen der Zielperson und einem Objekt war. Die Studien 2A und 

2B demonstrierten, dass räumliche Distanz und Expertise in einem kausalen Zusammenhang 

zueinanderstehen. Über verschiedene Expertise-Domänen hinweg (z. B. Autos, Roboter, Meerestiere 

etc.) wurde Zielpersonen in kurzer räumlicher Distanz zu einem Objekt mehr Expertise im 

Zusammenhang mit der entsprechenden Domäne zugeschrieben als Zielpersonen mit großer Distanz. 

Studie 3 illustrierte, dass der Zusammenhang zwischen räumlicher Distanz und Expertise bidirektional 
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ist: Versuchspersonen platzierten aktiv Objekte räumlich dichter an Zielpersonen, die zuvor als 

Expertin oder Experte in einer Domäne beschrieben wurde, die durch das jeweilige Objekt 

repräsentiert wurde. Dieser Effekt zeigte sich im Zusammenhang mit verschiedenen Expertise-

Domänen (Fotografie, Hunde, Bassgitarren). Studie 4 hatte einen stärkeren Anwendungsbezug, da ich 

hier den Effekt der räumlichen Distanz in einem Persuasionskontext studierte. Das Experiment ergab, 

dass die Wirkung der räumlichen Distanz auf den Einstellungsänderungsprozess der Wirkung 

bekannter Hinweisreize der Expertise gleicht. Die Kommunikatorin in kurzer räumlicher Distanz zu 

einem Objekt beeinflusste die Einstellungen der Versuchspersonen gegenüber diesem Objekt in 

stärkerem Ausmaß als die Kommunikatorin in großer räumlicher Distanz.  

Basierend auf den Ergebnissen der vorliegenden Studien schlussfolgere ich, dass Individuen 

aus der räumlichen Distanz einer Person zu einem Objekt auf die Expertise dieser Person in Bezug auf 

die durch das Objekt versinnbildlichte Domäne schließen. Darüber hinaus leite ich ab, dass die Wirkung 

einer geringen räumlichen Distanz funktional äquivalent zu anderen, aus der Persuasionsforschung 

hinlänglich bekannten Hinweisreizen auf Expertise ist: Vergleichbar mit einem akademischen Titel oder 

einem weißen Laborkittel begünstigt eine geringe räumliche Distanz die Einstellungsänderung. Ich 

schließe meine Arbeit mit einer Diskussion über offene Fragen, Implikationen und Richtungen für 

zukünftige Forschung. 
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1 Introduction 

The Latin expression Experto credite advises individuals to believe in those who have 

experienced. But how can people recognize someone who has experienced? 

A look at everyday life suggests that one ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ regarding a 

domain may be the perceived spatial distance of the respective person from an object representing 

the domain. Imagine, for example, that someone is searching for accommodation for an upcoming trip 

to Stockholm. For this purpose, the person studies the review of a hotel by another traveler. A picture 

next to the recommendation shows the author standing directly in front of the hotel in question. Could 

it be that the reviewer is attributed more expertise regarding the hotel if she is depicted standing right 

in front of the hotel rather than on a forest path? Or imagine a correspondent commenting on a recent 

decision by the Bundestag during a news broadcast. During his report the journalist can be seen in 

walking distance of the Reichstag building in Berlin. The majority of viewers would probably ascribe 

less expertise in federal politics to the journalist if he were depicted ƛƴ ŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ IŀƳōǳǊƎΩǎ 

Elbphilharmonie concert hall. As a result, most viewers are unlikely to find the comments of the 

Hamburg journalist on a Bundestag debate particularly credible and thus are unlikely to adopt his 

position either. Therefore, short spatial distance creates the impression of expertise, lends a person 

credibility and thus also persuasiveness. 

It were observations from everyday life like these which inspired me to investigate whether 

the spatial distance between a target person (hereafter referred to as άtargetέ) and an object 

represents a valuable ŎǳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in relation to the 

object and the domain it epitomizes. CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƻōƧŜŎǘέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

inanimate objects, as for example, robots or vacuum cleaners as well as living beings, such as dogs or 

whales (carcasses). Accordingly, the perception of spatial distance may serve as an indication for 

people in search of those who have experienced and thus can provide informational guidance and 

practical support. In the following sections, I will use the terms άobserverέ or άindividualέ for the 

perceiving individual who draws inferences about another personΩs expertise. 
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1.1 Expertise 

1.1.1 A General Introduction to Expertise 

Every now and then, individuals find themselves in a situation where they lack the information, 

knowledge, and skills to make an informed judgment, reach an appropriate decision, or perform a 

desired action. For example, only very few people know which heating system best fits a certain type 

of building, can treat an aching tooth themselves, or repair a malfunctioning refrigerator. A reasonable 

solution to this problem is to consult someone who is familiar with the relevant domain and possesses 

knowledge ς an expert. However, what signifies experts? This question already occupied philosophers 

as early as in ancient Greece (e.g., Hardy & Kaiser, 2018). 

Centuries later, the body of literature has grown and accumulated findings on experts and 

expert performance from diverse research fields and across manifold domains of expertise (for an 

overview see Ericsson et al., 2018), such as, games (e.g., Charness et al., 2005; Chase & Simon, 1973; 

de Groot, 1978; Nakatani & Yamaguchi, 2014), dance (e.g., Jean et al., 2001; Kawalek & Gobet, 2022), 

sports (e.g., Gorman et al., 2013; Pezzulo et al., 2010; Weber & Brewer, 2003), music (e.g., Ericsson et 

al., 1993; Jakobson et al., 2008; Mosing et al., 2014), programming (e.g., Adelson, 1981; Guerin & 

Matthews, 1990; Ye & Salvendy, 1996), wine (Hughson & Boakes, 2002), and any imaginable profession 

(e.g., Marchant et al., 1991; Moss et al., 2006; Patel et al., 1990; Scott et al., 2022; Vollmer et al., 2013; 

Wanzel et al., 2002). 

The perception of expertise is closely linked to exceptional performance (Ericsson & Charness, 

1997). Individuals who excel in a domain and outperform most others are commonly referred to as 

experts. According to Gobet (2016), ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ Ŏŀƴ be either more 

knowledge-based (knowing that), for instance, history, meteorology, or sociology, or skill-based 

(knowing how), as in the case of construction, operations management, or orthopedics. Of course, 

these examples are only a selection from a wide range of domains.  

Nevertheless, the example domains indicate that the term expertise is more strongly 

associated with certain activities than with others. This is illustrated, for instance, by the fact that when 
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people are asked as to whom they consider to be an expert, they usually list άdoctorǎέ, άprofessorǎέ 

or άengineerǎέ (Gobet, 2016). A car mechanic is certainly better than someone without the requisite 

vocational training in the repair of automobiles and a florist can almost certainly make more beautiful 

bouquets than a layperson, and yet they are rarely designated άŜȄǇŜǊǘǎέ in their respective domains. 

This does not imply that people do not attribute expertise to car mechanics or florists, as people seem 

to possess an intuitive understanding of what distinguishes an expert in a particular domain from non-

experts (Ericsson & Charness, 1997). Individuals may choose another, synonymous term depending on 

the domain to express thŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise, such as άauthorityέ, άmasterέ, άprofessionalέ, 

άspecialistέ, and so on. 

The domains of expertise themselves also differ from one another. For instance, a domain of 

expertise can be either formal, such as a profession (e.g., architecture), or informal as for example a 

hobby (e.g., knitting) (Chi, 2006b). Additionally, the domain can further be differentiated according to 

whether it can be represented by a class of objects. Abstract domains of expertise (e.g., economics) go 

beyond certain objects, whereas concrete domains of expertise (e.g., tennis) are closely linked with 

specific objects (e.g., tennis racket). 

 Regardless of whether expertise in a domain, let it be a profession or a hobby, is more 

knowledge-based or skill-based ς how does expertise originate? Does expertise come from innate 

talents (Galton, 1891) or do individuals gather knowledge and abilities through experience (Chi, 2006a; 

Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 1993)? Research suggests that inherent dispositions and engaging 

in or practicing domain-related activities represent germane prerequisites for individuals to attain 

expertise, but they are not the only relevant factors (Campitelli & Gobet, 2011; see Hambrick et al., 

2020; Macnamara et al., 2016). Rather, expertise in a certain domain might be the result of an interplay 

of several factors, such as, general cognitive ability (Ackerman, 1987; for an overview see Hambrick et 

al., 2019), the age an individual started training (e.g., Gobet & Campitelli, 2007; Wesseldijk et al., 2021), 

as well as, personality, genetic and environmental factors (Kuckelkorn et al., 2021; for a review see 

Ullén et al., 2016; Wesseldijk et al., 2019). 
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In contrast to the inconsistency with view to the number and nature of contributing factors, 

from my observation, I find a consensus emerges on how experts differ from non-experts. First and 

foremost, experts possess extensive domain-related knowledge, both in terms of breadth and depth. 

Their accumulated wealth of knowledge accounts for numerous ways in which experts exceed such as 

a better recall of information that relates to their domain of expertise (e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de 

Groot, 1978; Gorman et al., 2013; Kalakoski & Saariluoma, 2001; Webb et al., 2016). At the same time, 

experts are also more susceptible to intrusion errors (Mehta et al., 2011; Webb et al., 2016), that is, 

mistaken recalls of information from general knowledge as part of specific material or a certain 

situation to remember (Castel et al., 2007). Within their respective domains of expertise, experts excel 

non-experts also in identifying meaningful patterns (see Gegenfurtner et al., 2011; Sheridan & 

Reingold, 2014), performing tasks (e.g., Bond, 2008; Jarodzka et al., 2010; Sims & Mayer, 2002; van 

Hees et al., 2017), and in finding optimal solutions or appropriate strategies while making less mistakes 

(e.g., de Groot, 1978; Drai-Zerbib et al., 2012; Hershey et al., 1990; Jarodzka et al., 2010). And if they 

did make an error, experts are more likely to recognize it (Cantor & Marsh, 2017; Patel et al., 2011). 

Experts are, therefore, probably less likely to be subject to the so-called Dunning-Kruger effect, 

according to which incompetent people are incapable of realistically assessing their actual level of 

knowledge and skills and are consequently prone to misjudgment (Kruger & Dunning, 1999). 

Additionally, experts tend to gauge the complexity of a problem more accurately. Skilled chess players, 

for example, quickly detected those chess pieces that were arranged in a meaningful formation while 

ignoring the remaining pieces ό.ƛƭŀƭƛŏ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлΤ {ƘŜǊƛŘŀƴ ϧ wŜƛƴƎƻƭŘΣ нлмпύ and quickly chose the 

best move (Sheridan & Reingold, 2014). Furthermore, skilled chess players recalled the positions of 

more than 20 chess pieces from boards they had briefly seen (Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978). 

The advantage in pattern recognition of the skilled chess players, however, disappeared when the 

positions did not represent meaningful configurations ό.ƛƭŀƭƛŏ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлύ. It should be noted that 

expertsΩ skills and abilities are closely linked to the respective domain and, as the preceding example 

shows, are at least in part adapted to specific demands. The exceptional abilities and skills of experts 
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commonly do not transfer to other domains (e.g., Abernethy et al., 1994; Sims & Mayer, 2002; Waters 

et al., 2002). Rather, experts reach their outstanding levels of performance in one domain only (e.g., 

Voss & Post, 1988). 

 The preceding excursion has illustrated that individuals seeking information on a specific 

domain cannot go wrong if they approach an expert on the respective domain ς assuming, of course, 

that the expert is not intentionally deceiving them. But how can individuals identify experts in the 

άwildέ? One possibility is presenting the supposed experts with a test to assess the actual expertise 

objectively. The Elo rating (Elo, 1978), for instance, is an objective measure suitable for quantifying 

chess expertise. In everyday life, however, people do not necessarily have measuring instruments at 

hand and are not looking for the next best chess move. They may be looking for someone who knows 

which heating system is optimal for certain types of buildings, who knows best how to treat a sore 

tooth, who can fix a refrigerator, or has other domain-specific expertise. In such cases, individuals can 

ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ from the perceived quality of the information that that person 

provides. People who are able to present substantive information are considered to be experts (Erb et 

al., 2007; Reimer et al., 2004). Moreover, individuals can rely on cues which may indicate expertise, 

such as, an academic title, a white laboratory coat, a job certificate, the number of scientific 

publications on a certain domain (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Gobet, 2016; Mieg & Evetts, 2018; 

Nguyen & Masthoff, 2007; Petty et al., 1981), and, as I propose, the spatial distance. Accordingly, as 

other social constructs, άexpertέ (or a domain-specific equivalent) represents a label individuals assign 

to others of whom they believe hold expertise ς which in some cases may not correspond to their 

actual competence (Bodnaruk & Simonov, 2015; Gobet, 2016; Sternberg, 1997). Therefore, a person 

who has attained expert status is subjectively perceived as someone who has become familiar with, is 

knowledgeable, and has gained experience and skills in a given domain (Chi, 2006a; Ericsson, 2006, 

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

Against this background, it seems more than sensible to adhere to the recommendations of an 

expert. Thus, experts can exert significant influence on those who search for information and advice. 

For this reason, it is not surprising that ever since the beginnings of the systematic investigation of 

effects and determinants of persuasion, the expertise of a communicator was considered an important 

factor. 

Persuasion denotes the process in which a communicator attempts to change the attitudes of 

a target toward an object through an argument-based message (Chaiken et al., 1996; Kruglanski & 

Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986a). Hovland and colleagues (1953) were the first to 

experimentally investigate the effect of expertise as a communicator characteristic on the persuasion 

process. They described an expert as someone who is being perceived as knowledgeable in a relevant 

domain and thus represents a source of valid information. According to Hovland et al. (1953), 

recipients are more likely to adopt the position of an expert because this strategy is associated with a 

greater incentive for recipients. In the course of research following the seminal work of Hovland and 

colleagues, cognitive and motivational processes replaced the learning theory approach to explain 

attitude change. In the past decades, research on persuasion has been dominated by two dual-process 

models, the elaboration likelihood model (ELM; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b) and heuristic-systematic 

model (HSM; Chaiken et al., 1989). Both the ELM and HSM postulate that persuasion can be achieved 

through two qualitatively different paths. Attitudes formed via the central route (ELM) or via 

systematic processing (HSM) are based on a thorough and elaborate analysis of all issue-relevant 

information ς provided recipients have sufficient cognitive and motivational resources. If, on the other 

hand, recipients lack sufficient motivation or ability, they adopt the less exhaustive and demanding 

peripheral route (ELM) or heuristic processing (HSM) to arrive at a judgment. In both frameworks, an 

expert communicator represents a peripheral or heuristic cue, respectively, which becomes more 

influential under conditions that constrain the extensive processing of the message. However, both 

models also posit that cues such as expertise can also exert influence when cognitive resources and 
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motivation are ample. According to the άmultiple roles for variables across the elaboration continuum 

approachέ (ELM; Petty & Wegener, 1998, p. 344) the expertise of the communicator can serve as an 

argument itself or bias in-depth information processing. The additivity hypothesis described in the 

HSM states that heuristic and systematic processing can independently influence attitude formation. 

The HSM bias hypothesis is similar to the ELM assumption concerning the biased processing. From the 

perspective of the unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999), a single-process model to persuasion, 

expertise represents information that can serve as evidence for a judgment depending on the 

recipient's knowledge background. The effect of the communicator's expertise is, therefore, not due 

to predominantly superficial information processing, but to the meaning recipients attribute to 

expertise and its implications (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 over the years. Across theoretical 

foundations underlying these studies, scholars commonly employed an academic background to 

convey that the communicator possesses expertise relevant to the issue under consideration (e.g., 

Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et al., 1981; Ratneshwar & 

Chaiken, 1991; Wallace et al., 2020). The conceptualization of expertise has not changed noticeably 

since the early days of persuasion research, reflected not the least in the measures used to assess 

recipientΩs perceptions ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ. These usually comprise questions regarding 

tƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ knowledge and qualification. As a recurring finding of the extensive research, it 

can be stated that expert communicators are more effective at persuading their recipients than non-

experts (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Maddux & Rogers, 1980; Pallak 

et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991). 

As an interim conclusion, it can be stated that individuals attribute another person who 

performs exceptionally well in a certain domain with expertise. Accordingly, individuals assume that 

the respective person has developed skills, built knowledge, and inevitably has become familiar with 

the corresponding domain. In situations where individuals do not have objective information available 
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about a person's performance or wealth of knowledge, they can rely on a variety of cues in order to 

deduce that ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise, nonetheless. One of these cues could be the spatial distance between 

a person and an object that represents a domain. Thus, the spatial distance might represent a valuable 

source of information from which individuals Ŏŀƴ ŘǊŀǿ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ 

1.2 Objects as Cues to Personality Characteristics 

One of the key functions of the cognitive system is to interpret and make sense of the social 

environment. This includes, for instance, ŀǊǊƛǾƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀ ǇƭŀǳǎƛōƭŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƻǊ 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊΣ a process denoted as attribution (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Jones 

& Harris, 1967; Kelley, 1972). As indicated above, oftentimes an observed situation provides only 

scarce information about the characteristics and motives of the persons involved. In such cases, 

observers can draw inferences from objects in another personΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ to get a first impression 

of the respective personΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΦ According to Brunswik's (1956) lens model, the objects in a 

given situation serve as metaphorical lenses that allow observers to infer the latent underlying 

personality traits. For instance, people can form an opinion about another person based on their 

appearance and clothing style (Naumann et al., 2009), bedroom or office furnishing (Gosling et al., 

2002), or preferred music (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006). In each of these studies, participantsΩ 

assessments were compared to the targetsΩ results of the 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & 

Srivastava, 1999)1. The findings demonstrated that participants did lean onto the objects as 

environmental cues, which proved to be an effective approach to arrive at quite accurate impressions 

of the targets. A distinctive clothing style was a valid cue for a ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǘǊŀǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ (Naumann et al., 

2009), a uniquely furnished room or a range of books and magazines allowed participants to correctly 

assume that a target is open to new experiences (Gosling et al., 2002), and the taste in music was 

indicative for a ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ imagination (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006). 

 
 

1 In the studies of Naumann et al. (2009) and Gosling et al. (2002), the self-reports of targets were 
supplemented by evaluations from peers who judged the targets also on the BFI (John & Srivastava, 1999). 
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Different from the listed studies above, Oh and colleagues (2020) did not compare the 

participantsΩ ratings with the self-ratings of the targets. However, the investigation revealed that 

individuals rely on ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩs clothƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƴŦŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎȅΦ ! 

target wearing expensive looking clothes was evaluated as more competent, whereas clothes that 

appeared less expensive yielded lower competency ratings for the same target. 

Altogether, this briefly outlined line of research provides ample support for the notion that 

individuals draw inferences ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƘŀǊacteristics from objects and that these 

impressions tend to match that personΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΦ 

1.2.1 Proxemics Theory 

Whilst the studies described above focused on objects in a person's environment as indications 

of the person's (supposed) characteristics, proxemics theory (Hall, 1969, 1973; for an overview see 

Harrigan, 2008) emphasizes spatial distance as a source of information about relations within the social 

environment. That is, individuals use interpersonal space as means of communication. Thus, if 

observers want to get an impression of how two or more people relate to each other, they can try to 

infer the interpersonal relations based on the spatial distance between the people observed. The close 

association between space and interpersonal relationships is also reflected in metaphors used to 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ά{ƘŜ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ Ƴȅ closest ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎΦέ ƻǊ άIŜ ƛǎ ŀ distant ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŜΦέύΦ 

Based on (anecdotal) observations of miscommunications between members of different 

cultures and interviews with US-Americans living abroad, Hall (1969, 1973) identified four distance 

zones surrounding individuals like invisible concentric circles. The distance people chose while 

interacting with others depends on the shared relationship. For instance, the (1) intimate distance (ca. 

0ς45 cm) involves physical contact with another person and is commonly maintained in close 

relationships. Friends maintain a (2) personal distance (ca. 46ς122 cm) and are thus ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

ŀǊƳΩǎ ǊŜŀŎƘ. Individuals keep a (3) social distance (ca. 122ς366 cm) to colleagues or casual 

acquaintances, and a (4) public distance (ca. 366 and beyond) at public events, such as a conference 

(Hall, 1969; Sorokowska et al., 2017). Together with the distance, the sensory input changes: At the 
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closest distance, individuals can sense the body heat and odor of the other person and see the small 

details of their face. With increasing distance, the thermal and olfactory sensual input diminish, and 

ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ōƻŘȅ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǾƛŜǿΦ  

 Although the communication through space might be inherently human, culture determines 

how space is perceived and interpreted. Hall (1969) reported numerous incidents which illustrate that 

members of different cultures treat distance differently: From an US-American perspective, Germans 

pay scrupulous attention to keeping their distance, whereas Arabs tend to come too close during the 

conversation, and English neighbors are surprisingly aloof and impersonal despite the fact that they 

live next door. A significant amount of time has passed since HallΩs (1969, 1973) studies were 

published, so it's reasonable to question what cultural differences might look like today. However, this 

question is outside the scope of this dissertation and will not be discussed further. 

A more recent global comparison of interpersonal space across cultures emphasizes that the 

ranges of distance zones vary significantly (Sorokowska et al., 2017). Notwithstanding of the cultural-

specific measures and interpretations of a short distance, individuals commonly maintain close 

interpersonal distances with friends and family. In general, strangers keep a certain distance, whether 

it means leaving a spare seat in the train or standing in line at the check-out ς provided that there is 

enough space and no alcohol involved (Evans & Wener, 2007; Gurrieri et al., 2021; Sorokowska et al., 

2017). 

There is reason to believe that individuals rely on interpersonal space to infer how other 

people they observe might be related to one another (e.g., Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978). 

The perception of spatial distance between two or more other people is non-egocentric since the self 

of the observer does not represent the ultimate reference point of the distance between the other 

persons. A look at the scientific literature on proxemics theory reveals that the interest largely dried 

up in the 1980s (e.g., Aiello, 1987; Hayduk, 1983). In contrast, much more research has been done on 

egocentric distance, referred to as psychological distance in the context of the construal level theory 

(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). 
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1.2.2 Construal Level Theory 

Human cognition enables individuals to expand experience beyond the boundaries of a self, 

anchored to the here and now (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2010). For instance, 

individuals reminisce about a past vacation or plan the next, assess the distance 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 theory (CLT; Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), mental construals 

allow individuals to represent objects outside direct experience on four dimensions (Liberman & Trope, 

2008; Liberman, Trope, & Wakslak, 2007). Accordingly, individuals construe mental representations of 

(1) past and future events (temporal dimension), (2) spatially near and remote objects (spatial 

dimension), (3) socially close and distant others (social dimension), and (4) events with low or high 

likelihood of occurrence (hypotheticality dimension) (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Henderson et al., 2006; 

Stephan et al., 2011; Trope & Liberman, 2000). The subjectively perceived distance between oneself 

and an object or an event in time, space, in terms of social relations, or the probability of occurrence 

is denoted as psychological distance (Liberman & Trope, 2014; Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

The distance determines the level of construal on which the object is represented. High-level 

construals comprise the crucial, decontextualized, and prototypical attributes (Henderson et al., 2006; 

Liviatan et al., 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2003). Thus, they constitute the abstract superordinate 

representation of an object (Liberman & Förster, 2009; Trope & Liberman, 2010). Low-level construals, 

however, are rather detailed subordinate representations of objects, which entail concrete, 

contextualized, and subsidiary attributes (Liberman & Förster, 2009; Liberman & Trope, 2008; Liviatan 

et al., 2008). For instance, the planned vacation in the distant future is represented as άǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƭŀȄέΣ 

whereas the mental construal of the trip starting in a couple of days entails details, such as, searching 

for the big black travel bag, picking out clothes, or the nighttime to set out for the airport. 

 There is no doubt that the CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010) has gained significant scientific 

attention. Numerous studies list a plethora of phenomena that are affected by psychological distance 

(Adler & Sarstedt, 2021; Maglio, 2020; Trope & Liberman, 2010), such as attitudes (e.g., Chang et al., 
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2015; Da Hernandez et al., 2015; Fujita et al., 2008; Han et al., 2016; Youn & Kim, 2019), the perception 

of emotions and emotion regulation (e.g., Moran & Eyal, 2022; Nook et al., 2017; van Boven et al., 

2010; Williams et al., 2014), creativity (Jia et al., 2009; Polman & Emich, 2011), communication (e.g., 

Amit et al., 2013; e.g., Stephan et al., 2010; Wakslak & Joshi, 2020), judgment and decision making 

(e.g., Braga et al., 2015; Fukukura et al., 2013; Halamish & Liberman, 2017; Kirshner, 2021; Raue et al., 

2015), self-regulation and motivation (e.g., Buhrau & Sujan, 2015; Fujita, Trope, et al., 2006; Park & 

Hedgcock, 2016; Schmeichel et al., 2011), person perception (e.g., Hess et al., 2018; McCrea et al., 

2012; Stephan et al., 2011), and pro-environmental 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 existing body 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 a non-egocentric measure. A study conducted by 

Liberman and Förster (2009) provided initial empirical indications that individuals might very well be 

able to draw inferences from distances between entities within their social environment. The main 

goal of their study was to show that the manipulation of construal level affects egocentric but not non-

egocentric distance assessments. In contrast to egocentric distance, which represents how far an 

object, another person, or an event is removed from the self, here and now (Liberman & Trope, 2008; 

Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007), the non-egocentric distance denotes the distance individuals 

perceive between, for instance an object and another person, without taking their own distance 

toward object or person into account (Liberman & Förster, 2009). 

In particular, Studies 3A to 3C in Liberman and Förster (2009) provide evidence that individuals 

perceive non-egocentric distances, for instance, the distance between two persons, and derive 

inferences from these non-egocentric distances. In the according experiments, Liberman and Förster 

(2009) asked participants to assess the social distance between themselves and another person 

(egocentric distance) or between two people (non-egocentric distance). In the egocentric condition, 

participants indicated how close they felt toward their family doctor (Study 3A), their roommate (Study 
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3B), and their best friend (Study 3C). Participants of the non-egocentric condition, on the other hand, 

were asked to judge how close their best friend was to their family doctor, their roommate, and their 

mother, respectively. Predictably, participants rated social distances differently depending on the 

dyad. For example, participants judged the relationship between their best friend and their family 

doctor to be less close than the relationship between their best friend and their mother. Presumably, 

participantsΩ judgments of social distances were based on their expectations about the relationship 

between the people involved. The different evaluations of the social distance for the respective dyads 

suggests that individuals indeed perceive non-egocentric distances and that these distance 

perceptions serve as a basis for inferences and reasonings. 

1.3 Spatial Distance and Object Attributes 

The research of Chae et al. (2013) can be considered as further evidence for the supposition of 

spatial distance as a judgmental basis for the assessment of abstract properties. Their studies revealed 

that participants drew on the spatial distance between the pictures of a product and its purpose of use 

iƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ According to Chae et al. (2013), the spatial distance 

between the product and its purported effect serves 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 time (Michotte, 1963). Thus, if Object B starts moving after Object A previously 

bumped against it, Object A is likely being perceived as the cause of the movement. Based on 

experiential knowledge of the mechanical link between cause and effect, individuals infer a strong 

causal relationship between two stationary objects from their spatial proximity (Lakoff & Johnson, 

1980; Rips, 2011; White, 2006). Thus, individuals have learned through experience that under certain 

conditions, an event is followed by an effect and that the explanation for this sequence is the causal 

relationship between event and effect. Moreover, people seem to be able to transfer this observation 

of mechanically linked cause and effect in the sense of a metaphor, άcloseness is strengthέ, to more 

abstract contexts of action and consequently are able to infer effectiveness from spatial closeness 

(Chae et al., 2013, p. 317). In line with this theorizing, participants attributed higher effectiveness to a 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

16 

product, for instance, a face cream treating acne, depicted at a short spatial distance to an object 

representing the goal it serves, in this case a flawless skin. Taken together, the study of Chae et al. 

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

inferences about abstract properties as, for example, ŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ 

A closer look at the research on the inference from objects to the personality of their owners 

(e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006), the perception and 

interpretation of interpersonal space as an indication of the relationships between people (e.g., Hall, 

1969, 1973; Little, 1965), and the role of spatial distance regarding the evaluation of causal 

relationships (Chae et al., 2013) reveals that the psychological mechanism underlying the phenomena 

described might be challenging to detect. The fact that the theoretical approaches mentioned in the 

cited studies, such as Brunswik's (1956) lens model or the intuitive reasoning process based on a 

metaphorical representation of the mechanical cause-and-effect relationship (Chae et al., 2013), have 

not yet been empirically tested illustrate this impression. A profound empirical base regarding the 

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

explanatory power of any psychological theory (cf. Bless et al., 2010). 

1.4 Expertise and Spatial Distance  

The ascription of expertise in a particular domain to another person is analogous to the 

attribution of a characteristic or personality trait to a person (e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 

2009) or the attribution of an abstract property to an object (Chae et al., 2013). An academic title, a 

white laboratory coat, or the like represent valid cues from which individuals can deduce a personΩǎ 

expertise (see Subchapter 1.1.1 A General Introduction to Expertise). However, the accurate 

interpretation of these cues necessitates that individuals possess culturally specific knowledge 

pertaining to the implications of, for instance, a doctoral degree. This implies that people would not 

have been able to recognize those with experience and knowledge in a particular domain prior to the 

establishment of formal designations for university degrees or specific professional clothing. 

Moreover, expertise in many (professional) domains cannot be conveyed through the aforementioned 
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cues. For example, as far as I know, there is no degree in floristry and programmers do not usually 

wear typical professional clothing. The perceived spatial distance of a person to an object representing 

a certain domain, on the other hand, may be a much more easily grasped cue in the sense that 

observers can deduce expertise in a wide range of domains independent from culturally specific 

knowledge. 

The attribution of expertise to a person on the basis of their spatial distance to an object may 

be the result of a two-step process, (1) categorizing and (2) inferring expertise. In an effort to make 

sense of other people, observers first assign another person to a meaningful category (Allport, 1954; 

Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Tajfel, 1969). Categories are mental structures 

which comprise knowledge about a certain class of objects or group of people (Bless et al., 2010; 

Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000; Medin & Rips, 2005). Through the process of categorization, observers 

attain information about the entity that goes beyond the given situation (Bruner, 1957). The 

categorization of an object as, for example, a bicycle, makes stored knowledge about the components 

and function of objects of this type available. Based on the activation ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ άōƛŎȅŎƭŜέ, 

observers can deduce, among other things, that this bike is likely propelled by pedaling, that it has a 

chain, and that the brakes are operated by handlebar levers (Bless et al., 2010; Medin & Coley, 1998; 

Medin & Rips, 2005). Categorization is thus also an extremely efficient strategy because its application 

saves observers from spending cognitive resources to examine each object in detail in order to develop 

an understanding of the object in question. This form of processing and encoding of stimuli is named 

as concept-driven or top-down-processing (Bobrow & Norman, 1975). 

Observers also apply this basic psychological mechanism of dividing and organizing the social 

world to humans in order to make sense of the observed. Identifying a person as a member of a certain 

group activates stored information that may not be immediately apparent in the situation (Dovidio et 

al., 2010). According to Fiske and Neuberg (1990), the categories age, gender, and ethnicity are among 

the most commonly used because they can be applied to any person. To which category observers 

assign a person, depends on the cue that is most prominent among the multitude of information about 
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possible group memberships (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Accordingly, an object in the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ƴŜŀǊ 

spatial distance (e.g., an operating table) can also lead to the target being assigned to a category 

representing a certain occupational group (e.g., surgeons). Similarly to the attribution of specific 

properties to an object by mere categorization, a person who has been assigned to a particular social 

category is attributed the characteristics that are believed to be typical for the respective group. For 

instance, a person who is categorized as a surgeon, is likely to be assessed as, for example, skillful, 

callous, and preserving. Assigning another person to a meaningful category, enables observers to 

understand and predict the respective person's behavior (Medin & Rips, 2005; Solomon et al., 1999). 

Observers can infer that a surgeon makes surgical diagnoses, performs surgery, treats wounds (e.g., 

Bless et al., 2010; Fiske et al., 1987).  

In the second step, observers deduce the relationship between a target and an object from the 

spatial distance between these entities. In accordance with proxemics theory (Hall, 1969, 1973), two 

people at a short spatial distance from each other give observers the impression of high familiarity. 

Applied to situations, in which a person is at a short spatial distance to an object, observers may 

similarly attribute familiarity and thus expertise with the object to the respective person. In a complex 

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

distance serves as an important cue for the most likely of all possible explanations (cf. Bless et al., 

2010). 

According to research within the construal level theory framework (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 

2010), the perception of short spatial distances is related to the feeling of possessing knowledge about 

facets of a given situation and thus certainty (Glaser, Lewandowski, & Düsing, 2015). For instance, 

individuals are likely to know the characteristics and preferences of a person close to them very well 

or to be familiar with the characteristics of an object they frequently use (e.g., that the entrance door 

must be pulled to unlock it). Accordingly, the short spatial distance between a target and an object 

indicates to observers that the target has knowledge about, is familiar with, in short, possesses 

expertise related to the object and the category it symbolizes. Moreover, 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. For instance, the 

basketball hoop next to a person activates the category "basketballer" in the first step of the process. 

Observers may infer from the short spatial distance between both entities that the respective person 

is likely to know and be familiar with the category the basketball hoop symbolizes (basketballer) in the 

second step. The activation of the category thus results in the attribution of expertise to the person in 

relation to the broader domain basketball not just in relation to this particular basketball hoop. 

The underlying psychological mechanism explaining a potential spatial distance effect may 

operate rather automatically, similar to assigning people to social categories (e.g., Allport, 1954; Fiske 

& Neuberg, 1990) or cue utilization (e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009). Thus, observers 

may automatically associate spatial distance with their judgment of the target's expertise, that is, 

unintentionally, with little cognitive effort and outside the observer's awareness and control (Bargh, 

1994; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2001). Once a person is being perceived spatially close to an object, 

observers may intuitively ascribe the respective person expertise in relation to the category the object 

represents. 

Alternatively, the use of spatial distance as a cue may correspƻƴŘ ǘƻ άƛƴǘǳƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎέ ŀǎ 

outlined by Chae et al. (2013, p. 321). Accordingly, observers may base their assessment regarding the 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƻƴ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ άLƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ domain are usually 

close to objects related to that domainΦέύΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ Ƴŀȅ 

be of a rather propositional nature. Perhaps the perception of short spatial distance prompts observers 

to consider why another person is spatially close to an object. 

Based on the existing literature on person perception (Gosling et al., 2002; e.g., Naumann et 

al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020) and in combining the diverse theoretical approaches, including proxemics 

theory (Hall, 1969, 1973), CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), and /ƘŀŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎΩ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ 

spatial distance as a cue to close relations (2013), I derive at the following assumptions: (1) Individuals 

perceive non-egocentric distance between a person and an object in a given situation and (2) rely on 
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this spatial distance as a cue to deduce how both are related. As my central hypothesis, I postulate 

that (3) ascribing expertise to a person (e.g., a journalist) in close spatial distance to an object (e.g., the 

Reichstag building) representing a certain category (e.g., German politics) constitutes the result of such 

an inference. Based on the previous conjecture, I also assume that (4) a communicator at a short spatial 

distance to an attitude object is perceived as an expert and thus is more effective at changing the 

attitudes of recipients compared to a communicator at a large spatial distance from the respective 

object. The aim of the studies documented in the present dissertation is to empirically investigate 

these hypotheses. 

1.5 Present Research 

The corpus of the four studies presented in this dissertation provide a systematic approach to 

investigate the assumption that individuals utilize the spatial distance between a target and an object 

ŀǎ ŀ ŎǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŦŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in the domain the object represents. Furthermore, the current 

research tests the hypothesis that spatial distance affects the persuasion process, that is, short spatial 

distance promotes attitude change.  

In Study 1, I examined the relationship between spatial distance and expertise. Therefore, I 

presented participants with the picture of a target and an object. Next, I asked participants to assess 

ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƧǳŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

the object. I expected subjectively short distances to be related with higher expertise ratings for the 

target. 

In Study 2, I experimentally manipulated the spatial distances between multiple targets and 

objects to test the hypothesis that the attribution of expertise is a function of spatial distance. 

Participants evaluated each of the targets in respect of their expertise in relation to the particular 

object presented. I hypothesized that participants ascribe more expertise to targets spatially close to 

(vs. distant from) an object.  

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

expertise is bidirectional. To that end, participants read short texts that presented targets as experts 
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in particular domains. Next, participants were asked to arrange an empty room for each target. Among 

the objects available to the participants for this purpose, one critical object ŜƳōƻŘƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ 

expertise in the experimental but not the control condition. The hypothesis was that participants place 

the critical object closer to the target ƛƴ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ. 

In Study 4, I aimed to demonstrate that a short spatial distance between a communicator and 

an attitude object is functionally equivalent to other cues of expertise in a persuasion setting. I 

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

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

advice either in favor or against the attitude object. I expected that the communicator spatially close 

to (vs. distant from) the attitude object exerts a greater influence on participantsΩ attitudes toward the 

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

the valence of the message.  

All presented studies were performed in accordance with the declaration of Helsinki. The 

ethical approval for all studies reported in this dissertation was obtained from the ethics committee of 

the Helmut Schmidt University / University of the federal Armed Forces Hamburg. All participants gave 

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

Moreover, all studies except Study 2A were preregistered with the Open Science Framework. The 

according preregistrations and data can be obtained under the following link: https://osf.io/egz2f/. 

  

https://osf.io/egz2f/
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2 Study 1: Spatial Distance Relates to Expertise 

Study 1 demonstrates that the perception of distance and the attribution of expertise are 

correlated. A picture showed a target and an object, that is, a woman and an instant pasta dish. The 

spatial distance in between target and object was noticeable but ambiguous, thus, neither clearly small 

nor large. 

After the presentation, participants evaluated the spatial distance between the target and 

object as well as the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ. The development of the scale was 

inspired by research on the assessment of egocentric distance as described in the CLT (Trope & 

Liberman, 2003, 2010). Spatial distance plays a crucial role in human (social) cognition: Individuals 

communicate social relationships through interpersonal spatial distance (Hall, 1969, 1973) and rely on 

spatial distance to draw inferences about abstract characteristics of an entity (Chae et al., 2013). It is 

even assumed that the spatial dimension, as a concrete and experience-based concept, underlies 

other, more abstract concepts, such as, the temporal dimension (Bar-Anan et al., 2007; Boroditsky, 

2000; Boroditsky & Ramscar, 2002; Gentner et al., 2002; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). For instance, the 

ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

upcoming meeting, whereas the priming of temporal distance did not affect how participants judged 

the spatial position of an object (Boroditsky, 2000). Due to the central importance of spatial distance, 

especially as a cue for relations within the social world, the focus of this as well as the following studies 

is on the spatial distance dimension. In the present investigation, I exploratively ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

distance perception on the three other distance dimensions known from CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 

2010), namely temporal, social, and hypotheticality. According to the CLT, individuals perceive how far 

in the past or future an event is from the here and now (temporal dimension), how close another 

person is to them in terms of social relations (social dimension), and the likelihood of an event 

occurring (hypotheticality dimension) (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Henderson et al., 2006; Stephan et al., 

2011; Trope & Liberman, 2000). Assuming that individuals also perceive a non-egocentric distance, 

that is, perceive how far entities are spatially apart from each other without their own spatial distance 
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to both objects being the basis for their impression, individuals could perceive such a non-egocentric 

distance on other dimensions as well. Thus, observers also perceive when a person has experienced 

an event in the past or will experience an event in the future, how close that person's social relationship 

is to another person, and how likely it is that a particular event will happen to the person.  

{ǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΣ participants were asked to rate how much they liked the 

picture. This question served to test whether the design of the picture influenced the evaluation of the 

spatial distance. 

I expected a negative correlation between perceived spatial distance and expertise, that is, the 

shorter the spatial distance appeared to participants, the more expertise they attributed to the target. 

2.1 Method 

2.1.1 Participants and Design 

A total of 101 individuals participated in this study (52 female, 47 male, 2 did not specify 

gender; Mage = 29.60, SDage = 9.71, ranging from 18 to 71). Participants were recruited on Prolific, an 

online participant recruiting website (www.prolific.co), and compensated with EUR 0.74. To compute 

the minimal sample size, I conducted a power analysis for bivariate correlations using G*Power 3.1 

(Faul et al., 2007). The analysis suggested a target sample size of 92 participants to achieve a power (1 

- ̡ ύ ƻŦ Φфл ǿƛǘƘ a standard .05 alpha error probability for detecting a medium-sized correlation (r = .30) 

between distance and expertise. Assuming that some participants might quit the study prematurely, I 

attempted to attain a number of at least 100 participants. 

2.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variable 

Participants were recruited for an online study on the effects of advertisement through social 

media. The present study was programmed using the software from SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2019) and 

presented to participants via the corresponding website. The questionnaire began with a short 

introduction on an ostensible food blogger named Julia Lehmann (i.e., the target). The food blogger 

was said to publish recipes and reviews on all sorts of food products on her website. In addition, 
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participants learned that the target tests products and shares reviews with her audience accompanied 

by pictures, short texts, and videos. The subsequent page presented a picture showing Julia Lehmann 

and her άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŜƪέ, a Mediterranean pasta dish, from the eponymous website section (see 

Figure 1). The image should give the impression that it was a screenshot from a genuine website. The 

target and the object were arranged in such a way that the distance between both entities was 

ambiguous, that is, neither clearly short nor large. The picture was presented for at least ten seconds. 

Only after expiration of this time interval, participants were able to proceed with the questionnaire by 

clicking on the corresponding button. 

 

 

 

Note. The study material was designed to resemble a screenshot from a website, showing the target, a food 

blogger named Julia Lehmann, presenting an object, a Mediterranean pasta dish. Target and object were 

placed with an average spatial distance to each other, that is, neither clearly near nor far. 

Figure 1 Study Material Employed in Study 1 

Study Material Employed in Study 1 
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On the next page of the questionnaire, I asked participants to assess the distance between the 

target and object on in total nine items. A short note above the respective questions was meant to 

prevent emerging concerns among participants. I acknowledged that they might find it difficult to 

answer the following questions, since the picture itself did not contain much information. I encouraged 

participants to rely on their intuition and first impression. 

Three of the nine items represented the spatial dimension of the distance between target and 

object. Two items pertained to the spatial distance between both entities within the real world and 

read, for example: άThe pasta ŘƛǎƘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜΧέ (1 = Řƛǎǘŀƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ Wǳƭƛŀ [ŜƘƳŀƴƴΩǎ 

residence to 7 = ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ Wǳƭƛŀ [ŜƘƳŀƴƴΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ). The third spatial distance item measured the 

perceived spatial distance between the two entities in the picture (ά¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛǎ Wǳƭƛŀ [ŜƘƳŀƴƴ 

ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΚέ, 1 = not at all close to 7 = very close; for an overview of all items, see Table 1 in 

the Results section). These different questions served to assess a broader spectrum of spatial distance 

perception.  

Another six items pertained to the remaining three distance dimensions postulated within the 

CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). Hence, participants were asked to estimate the distance between 

the target and object also on the social, temporal, and hypothetical distance dimension by means of 

two items each όŜΦƎΦΣ άHow much does Julia Lehmann identify herself with the product?έΣ 1 = not at all 

to 7 = very much). 

Since there was no existing scale for measuring the non-egocentric perceived distance, I 

developed the items myself drawing specifically on studies from Henderson et al. (2006), Katz et al. 

(2017), Liberman and Förster (2009), Spence et al. (2012), and Stephan et al. (2010) within the 

framework of CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). All nine distance items were presented in a for each 

participant individually generated random order and distributed over three pages. That is, three items 

were always presented one below the other on one page. To continue with the questionnaire, 

participants had to answer all items. 
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After participants had indicated their perceived distance between the target and object, they 

were instructed to assess the targetΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻƻŘ in general on three items. More 

specifically, I asked participants to rate the extent to which they would attribute expertise, familiarity, 

and competence in relation to food to the target όŜΦƎΦΣ άIƻǿ do ȅƻǳ ƧǳŘƎŜ Wǳƭƛŀ [ŜƘƳŀƴƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ 

in ŦƻƻŘΚέΣ м Ґ no expertise to 7 = high expertise). The expertise questions were based on studies on the 

effect of communicator expertise on the persuasion process, which accordingly involved measures of 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et al., 

2006). The three expertise items were presented one below the other on one page. Similar to the 

distance items, the expertise items were arranged in a random order, individually generated for each 

participant. While participants answered the questions about distance and expertise, the picture 

showing the woman and product was not displayed. 

On the following page, participants saw the picture once again and were asked to indicate how 

aesthetically appealing they found it, ranging from 1 = not at all appealing to 7 = very appealing. On 

completion of the questionnaire, participants were thanked and debriefed in detail about the true 

research aim. Finally, I provided participants with a link to receive their payment. 

2.2 Results 

Initially, I reverse coded all items pertaining to perceived distance hence smaller numbers 

would represent shorter distances and conducted a descriptive item analysis (see Table 1). 

Afterwards, I computed an index for distance by averaging all three spatial distance items 

(aŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎ ˖ Ґ Φсо). In a similar way, I formed an expertise index comprising the respective three 

items (aŎ5ƻƴŀƭŘΩǎ ˖ = .94). Next, I conducted a correlational analysis to test the relationship 

between distance and expertise. As expected, the analysis revealed a significant negative correlation 

between perceived distance and attributed expertise, r = .36, p < .001. 
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Additionally, I conducted a correlation analysis separately for each of the three distance items 

(see Table 2). Each distance item was significantly correlated to the expertise index. In detail, the 

correlation coefficients between the item pertaining to the region, in which the pasta dish is popular 

(Item 1), where the pasta dish is manufactured (Item 2), and how close the target is to the pasta dish 

(Item 3) and expertise index were: rItem1 = .20, p = .050, rItem2 = .29, and rItem3 = .40, p < .001 (see 

Table 2, rows two to four). All relationships remained significant after controlling for how appealing 

participants rated the picture. Hence, the aesthetic impression that participants had of the image was 

not determinant for the relationship between distance and expertise. 

Additionally, I computed correlational analyses between the items of the remaining three 

distance dimensions and expertise. Due to low internal consistencies between the two items of each 

dimension (all Spearman-Brown coeffiŎƛŜƴǘǎ ˊ < .60), I conducted the correlation analysis separately 

for each of the six distance items (see Table 2). 
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2.3 Discussion 

The findings of Study 1 illustrate that the spatial distance and expertise are significantly 

negatively correlated. That is, participants rated the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ expertise higher, the closer the target 

appeared to the object. The effect occurred for each of the three items representing different 

conceptualizations of spatial distance, albeit with differences regarding the effect sizes (ranging from 

small, r = .20, to large, r = .40, Cohen, 1988/2013). Results indicate, the shorter the spatial distance 

between the target and object (a pasta dish) appeared to participants, the more expertise did they 

attribute to the target in the category represented by the object (food). In 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 relationship (cf. Chae et al., 

2013; Hall, 1969, 1973; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978).  

Of the three spatial distance items, the third 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 terms. On the first two items, participants 

rated the spatial distance between the target and object by means of estimating the spatial distance 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜŘΦ The 

third item, however, simply asked participants to indicate the extent to which the target appeared 

close to the product to them. It might thus be more suitable to assess the perceived relation of the 

target with the object more directly since participants do not have to consider rather irrelevant aspects 

to their judgment, such as, whether the target lives spatially close to the region where the product is 

popular and manufactured. Obviously, a person can be familiar with an object, such as a product, and, 

therefore, have expertise regarding it, without having to live right next to the factory where it is made. 

The fact that participants did not have to imagine the geography of ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ place of 

residence when assessing the third item, and instead could rely on the spatial distance between the 

target and object in the picture as a basis for their judgment, might have made it easier for participants 

to answer the third item. Assuming that a number of participants might have found it 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 to ignorance. This in turn might have resulted in the lower 

correlations between the first two spatial distance items and 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, I measured 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ temporal, and hypotheticality dimension. Across 

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 object to participants in terms of, for instance, identification with the product, when she tested 

the product, or Ƙƻǿ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘŜ ƘŀŘ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ƛƴƎǊŜŘƛŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŘƛŘ 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ to the object. These findings represent first 

indications that observers potentially can rely on other than the spatial distance dimension as well in 

ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ  

A closer look at the picture reveals that the target is wearing an apron and vegetables are lying 

on a cutting board in front of her. Both the apron as well as the vegetables are objects that could 

represent the domain food. However, neither the kitchen apron nor the vegetables on the cutting 

board are likely to influence the perceived spatial distance of the target to the pasta product. 

Accordingly, the presence of the other objects does not threaten the confirmation of the general 

hypothesis that a small spatial distance between the target and an object representing a particular 

domain is related to a higher rating of the target's expertise. 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 measurement errors.  

Despite the limitation, with the first study I demonstrated that spatial distance is significantly 

linked to expertise. However, correlations do not imply causation. Thus, with the subsequent study I 

aim to show that expertise is a function of perceived distance by experimentally manipulating distance 

instead of measuring it. 
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3 Study 2A: Expertise is a Function of Spatial Distance 

The primary goal of Study 2A was to test the causal relationship between perceived distance 

and attributed expertise. For this purpose, I developed an experimental paradigm to demonstrate that 

shorter distances between a target and object yield higher expertise ratings for the respective target. 

Therefore, I presented participants with pictures that showed different targets and objects with either 

a short or a large spatial distance in between the two entities. The domains of expertise represented 

by the objects, namely, solar panels, robots, cars, and paintings were chosen randomly. The only 

selection criterion was that the corresponding domains had to be easily represented by a concrete 

object. After being presented with an image depicting a target and an object, participants were asked 

to rate the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ the object. 

Furthermore, the experiment was set out to explore whether manipulating the spatial distance 

between two entities would result in a change in the perceived non-egocentric distance, but not in the 

egocentric perceived distance. Non-egocentric distance describes the perceived spatial distance 

between entities in a given situation (e.g., another person and an object), without observers having to 

consider their own distance to each of the two objects (Liberman & Förster, 2009). Egocentric 

perceived distance, on the other hand, refers to how remote 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, 2010). Assuming that non-egocentric 

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 an observer will affect non-egocentric 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 be reflected in the fact that this person is assessed as similar to oneself (Liviatan 

et al., 2008; Stephan et al., 2011). Since the question pertaining to how similar participants perceive 

themselves to a target could be integrated well into the cover story, the choice fell on the social 
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dimension as egocentric perceived distance. Consequently, the egocentrically perceived similarity of 

participants toward the targets represented the divergent variable to the non-egocentrically perceived 

expertise of targets with regard a present object. 

As in Study 1, I included a question about how well participants liked each picture. The only 

ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƘŀŘ ƴƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ  

I expected higher (vs. lower) expertise ratings for a target spatially close to (vs. distant from) 

an object. Moreover, I hypothesized that the manipulation of non-egocentric spatial distance has an 

influence on expertise judgments but not similarity judgments. 

3.1 Method 

3.1.1 Participants and Design 

The sample consisted of 106 complete data sets. Participants were recruited at the Helmut 

Schmidt University and via SurveyCircle, an online participant recruiting website 

(www.surveycircle.com). Students at the university received course credits as compensation. All 

participants had the opportunity to participate in a raffle of five vouchers worth EUR 20. Participants 

were randomly assigned to one of the two steps (distance: short vs. large) of a between-subjects 

design. In order to carry out a stimulus replication I included three trials in total (Solar system, Robot, 

and Car). 

The data of one participant had to be excluded since the respective individual had indicated to 

be under 18 years old. Participation in this study was contingent on the consent of the participants. 

Since it was not possible to individually assess the capacity of minors to give consent, I chose not to 

include data from persons under 18. 

An additional 10 participants were dropped from the analysis because they reported having 

participated in one of my previous investigations. The reason for this decision is that participants are 

informed in detail about the background of the research at the end of each study. Therefore, it could 

not be excluded that this prior knowledge of the participants influenced their judgments and responses 
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in the present study. Another participant did not provide any information on participation in previous 

studies. Since it could not be ruled out that this participant had already participated in any of my 

previous investigations, this participant was also excluded. Accordingly, the current study relies on 

valid data from a total of N = 94 participants (66 female, 28 male; Mage = 29.23, SDage = 10.27, ranging 

from 18 to 61). 

A power analysis for a mixed ANOVA with trials as a within-subjects variable and distance as a 

between-subjects factor using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) returned a target sample size of 86 

participants to achieve a power (1 - ̡ ύ ƻŦ Φул ŦƻǊ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ-sized effect f = .25 at a standard 

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

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

3.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variable 

The current study was programmed and conducted online using SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2019). 

Initially, participants learned about the ostensible research aim of gaining more insight into person 

perception. As part of the cover story and in order to motivate participants, I told them that the present 

investigation was a chance to demonstrate their insight into human nature. Next, participants were 

informed that they would see pictures of different individuals and would be asked to answer questions 

regarding the depicted persons.  

On the following page, I acknowledged that participants might feel as though they do not have 

enough information to answer the following questions. To reassure participants and make the cover 

story appear more credible, participants read about purportedly related research. According to these 

alleged previous investigations, individuals need only minimal information to form an impression 

about someone else, such as the outward appearance or surrounding. Moreover, they learned that 

the way in which another person and the surroundings are depicted, whether in a photograph, a 

historical painting, or a comic drawing, would not matter. 

Next, participants read a detailed explanation of the further procedure of the study. The 

instruction also encouraged participants to rely on their gut feeling and intuition while evaluating the 
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targets. Moreover, participants were assured that there were no right or wrong answers to the 

questions, but that it was all about their personal assessment. An additional text passage addressed 

participants who participated in the study via their smartphone, asking them to hold their smartphones 

horizontally so that the pictures would be presented in the best possible way. The reasoning behind 

this request was that on a smartphone held upright, even comparatively large distance might appear 

rather small. 

On the subsequent page, participants completed a trial run that was similar in presentation 

and procedure to the remaining trials of the study. The main purpose of the trial run was to allow 

participants to familiarize themselves with the procedure and form an impression of what was to 

follow next. After participants completed the trial run, they were presented with a total of 16 different 

targets in the same predetermined randomized order. Four targets served as critical trials and were 

subjected to the analyses. Depending on the condition, critical trials depicted a target in either short 

or large spatial distance to an object, that is, a solar panel, a robot, a car, and a painting respectively 

(see Figure 2). In choosing the respective objects I 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, target and object were placed at the largest possible 

distance, namely, at opposite image borders (see Figure 2B). 
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The remaining 12 illustrations represented distractor trials that were meant to conceal the 

actual research focus. The 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 

Note. The picture shows one of in total four targets of the critical trials. All 

images were self-created and depicted the targets either spatially close to or 

distant from an object (e.g., a solar panel, a robot, a car, or a painting). Below 

the pictures, ten different questions about the depicted target were displayed 

one after the other. 

A 

B 

Figure 2 Example Pictures of Study 2A Representing Short and Large Distances Between Target and Object 

Example Pictures of Study 2A Representing Short and Large Distances 

Between Target and Object 
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object or a neutral background. The critical trials differed from the distractor trials in that they 

exclusively depicted a person and an object, varying in spatial distance in between, and contained the 

two questions regarding the expertise of the target with respect to the object (the pictures of all trials 

and targets can be obtained from Appendix B). Only the critical trials were included in the analysis. 

The critical and distractor trials followed the same principle: Initially, participants saw the 

picture alone portraying the respective target together with an object for 5 seconds. After this period 

of time had elapsed, ten questions in total related to the target appeared one after another 

underneath the picture (see Figure 3). Whenever participants had selected an answer option, the 

current question was automatically replaced by the next one. The picture showing the respective 

target and object, however, remained unchanged. Figure 3 depicts the course of Study 2A 

schematically. 

 

 

 
 
 

Note. The illustration displays the course of Study 2A. Each of the 16 trials comprised a total of 11 pages, 

starting with the presentation of the picture of the respective target and the object. On the following ten pages, 

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

Figure 3 Schematic Representation of the Procedure of Study 2A 

Schematic Representation of the Procedure of Study 2A 
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Participants were presented with in total ten questions. The first eight questions appeared in 

an individually for each participant randomized order. On two of these eight items, participants were 

ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ όŜΦƎΦΣ άIƻǿ do ȅƻǳ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ 

expertise in robotsΚέΣ м Ґ no expertise to 7 = high expertise). Items like these were commonly utilized 

in studies concerning the effect of the expertise of a communicator on the opinions of recipients (e.g., 

Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et al., 2006). The expertise items were 

among the questions related to the targets of all critical trials. Another four questions aimed at 

reinforcing the cover story and represented random characteristics as well as personal interests (e.g., 

άIƻǿ ƻǳǘƎƻƛƴƎ do ȅƻǳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴΚέΣ м Ґ not at all outgoing to 7 = very outgoing; άIƻǿ do you 

ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ōƻŀǊŘ ƎŀƳŜǎΚέΣ м Ґ very low to 7 = very high). Two additional 

items underneath the pictures of the critical trials were included exploratively and pertained to how 

likeable the target appeared to participants. 

The final two questions pertained to the perceived similarity between participant and target 

(άIƻǿ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ώǿƻƳŀƴκƳŀƴϐ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΚέΣ м Ґ not at all similar to 7 = very similar) and how appealing 

participants found the respective picture όάHow aesthetically appealing do you find the picture?έΣ м Ґ 

not at all appealing to 7 = very appealing). Both items appeared underneath the pictures of both, 

critical and distractor trials. In contrast to the previous six questions, the focus of these two questions 

was not on the characteristics of the target person. For this reason, I did not include these two 

questions among the rest, but always placed them at the end of the eight questions of each trial. Apart 

from the arrangement of the questions by content, there was no other rationale. The item regarding 

how similar participants perceived the targets to themselves originated with studies investigating the 

egocentrically perceived psychological distance on the social dimension (Liviatan et al., 2008; Stephan 

et al., 2011). Perceived similarity expresses how close another person appears to oneself, with a high 

similarity representing a short psychological distance and a low similarity representing a large 

psychological distance. 
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As participants had completed all questions related to one target, they were automatically 

forwarded to the next trial and a new target, respectively. After participants had assessed all sixteen 

targets, they were asked to provide information on sociodemographic data. Furthermore, they were 

given the opportunity to comment on any problems or questions related to the completion of the 

questionnaire. On the next page, participants saw stimulus material of previous studies and were asked 

to indicate whether one or more appeared familiar to them. This item allowed to identify participants 

who had already participated in past studies and, therefore, already were familiar with the background 

of the research. Subsequently, participants could generate a personal code to receive credits for their 

studies and enter their email address to take part in the voucher raffle. The last question was about 

the device with which they participated in the study (e.g., smartphone, tablet, or laptop). Next, 

participants who were recruited trough SurveyCircle were provided with credits which they could 

exchange at SurveyCircle for the recruitment of participants for their own studies. Finally, I thanked 

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

3.2 Results 

A Chi-squared test returned a non-significant ˔2(1) = 1.06, p = .302, which suggests that 

participants in neither distance condition (nshort = 42, nlarge = 52) dropped out of the questionnaire at a 

rate that was above chance. 

Next, I computed an expertise index separately for each of the three critical trials by averaging 

the two respective items (Spearman-.Ǌƻǿƴ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘǎ ǊŀƴƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ˊ = .89 ǘƻ ˊ Ґ Φф1). Table 3 lists 

the means and standard deviations of expertise ratings for each target separately for short and large 

distance. 
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Table 3 Averaged Expertise Ratings with Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across Critical Trials 

Averaged Expertise Ratings with Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across 

Critical Trials 

Critical trial Short distance Large distance 

 M SD M SD 

Solar panel  5.74 1.24 5.36 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 = 94. The table summarizes the averaged expertise and similarity ratings as well as the according standard 

deviations for the targets of the in total four critical trials. The values concerning the targetsΩ expertise are indices 

consisting each of in total two items. Higher numbers represent higher expertise ratings. The item scales ranged 

from 1 (low expertise) to 7 (high expertise). 

 

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 large spatial distance 

between target and painting and vice versa. For this reason, I first report a mixed ANOVA that includes 

the three remaining trials (Solar panel, Robot, and Car) whose depicted spatial distances between 

targets and objects matched the conditions (short vs. large), followed by an independent-samples t-

ǘŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ άtŀƛƴǘƛƴƎέΦ 

The mixed ANOVA with trials (representing three critical trials) as a within-subjects variable, 

distance (short vs. large) as a between-subjects factor, and expertise ratings as the dependent variable 

tested the hypothesis that targets at a short spatial distance to (vs. large distance from) objects are 

ascribed with more expertise in relation to the objects. The analysis returned a significant main effect 

of distance, F(1, 92) = 12.56, p < .001, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ12, as well as of trials, F(2, 92) = 18.67, p < .001, 
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ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ17. Moreover, it revealed a significant interaction between distance and trials, F(2, 92) = 

4.33, p = .015, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ05. 

The significant main effect of distance supports the hypothesis that a short distance between 

a target and object yields higher expertise ratings for the respective targets. On average, participants 

ascribed more expertise to targets at a short spatial distance to the respective objects (Mshort = 5.66, 

SDshort = 1.16) than to targets spatially distant from the same objects (Mlarge = 4.97, SDlarge = 1.17; see 

Table 3 rows four to six for 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 targets were attributed more expertise than others. The significant interaction 

between distance and trials implies that the effect of distance on expertise ratings varied significantly 

across trials. However, Figure 4 illustrates that the significant interaction effect is most likely due 

primarily ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ ά/ŀǊέΦ !ƴ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ƳƛȄŜŘ !bh±! ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭǎ ά{ƻƭŀǊ panelέ ŀƴŘ 

άwƻōƻǘέ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ no significant main effect of distance, F(1, 92) = 3.52, p = .063, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ04. 

Moreover, neither the main effect of trials, F(1, 92) = .07, p = .797, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 0, nor the interaction 

effect, F(1, 91) = .07, p .797, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 0, reached statistical significance. HenceΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ ά/ŀǊέ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ 

accounted for the significant main effect trials and interaction effect in the first mixed ANOVA. 
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A re-run of the mixed ANOVA on all three trials, including participants who had participated in 

a previous study and who were over 18 years of age, yielded similar results: A significant main effect 

for distance, F(1, 103) = 16.89, p < .001, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ14, and for trials, F(2, 103) = 24.94, p < .001, partial 

ʹч Ґ Φ20 as well as a significant interaction between distance and trials, F(2, 103) = 4.38, p = .014, partial 

ʹч Ґ Φ04. 

The independent-samples t-ǘŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ άtŀƛƴǘƛƴƎέ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ƴƻ significant difference 

between averaged expertise ratings for the target spatially close to the painting (Mshort = 5.14, SDshort = 

1.21) compared to the target at a large spatial distance to the painting (Mlarge = 5.36, SDlarge = 1.15), 

t(92) = .87, p = .387, BCa 95% CI [.27, .70], d = 0.18. The result was not significant even when 

participants who had previously participated in another study were included in a re-analysis of this 

particular trial, t(103) = 1.51, p = .133, BCa 95% CI [.11, .84], d = 0.30. 

Note. N = 94. The figure displays the averaged expertise ratings for the targets across three critical 

trials. Error bars show 95 % confidence intervals. The item scales ranged from 1 (low expertise) 

to 7 (high expertise). 

 

Figure 4 Mean Expertise Ratings for the Three Targets as a Function of Spatial Distance 

Mean Expertise Ratings for the Three Targets as a Function of Spatial Distance 
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 Next, I tested the effect of spatial distance on perceived expertise controlling for how much 

participants liked the pictures of the targets and objects. Therefore, I aggregated the expertise indices 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘǊƛŀƭǎΣ ά{ƻƭŀǊ panelέΣ άwƻōƻǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ά/ŀǊέ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ 

three trials. !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ L ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜȄ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ liking of the three illustrations. The 

ANCOVA ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ƴƻ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǾŀǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŜȄpertise, F(1, 91) 

= .63, p = .429, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ01, but a significant effect of spatial distance on expertise ratings, F(1, 91) 

= 12.54, p < .001, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ122. Thus, how much participants liked the representation of the targets 

and objects had no iƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ 

To explore whether the manipulation of the spatial distance between a target and object 

affects the non-egocentric perception of expertise but not the egocentrically perceived similarity of 

participants toward targets, I conducted an additional mixed ANOVA with trials (representing three 

critical trials) as well as measures (representing expertise and similarity ratings) as within-subjects 

variables, and distance (short vs. large) as a between-subjects factor. Table 4 lists the averaged 

similarity ratings for each target separately for both spatial distance levels. The results of the analysis 

can be obtained from Table 5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

2 For the sake of completeness, it should be noted that the ANCOVA for the trial άtaintingέ did not reach 
statistical significance for both the covariate and, unsurprisingly, the dependent variable. 
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Table 4 Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Similarity Toward Targets of the Critical Trials Separate for Short and Large Distances 

Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Similarity Toward Targets of the Critical Trials Separate 

for Short and Large Distances 

Critical trial Short distance Large distance 

 M SD M SD 

Solar panel  2.98 1.28 2.67 1.51 

 Robot 3.50 1.38 3.87 1.47 

Car 2.76 1.51 2.35 1.41 

Painting 3.46 1.57 3.10 1.27 

Note. N = 94. The table shows the average ratings of participants with regard to their perceived similarity to the 

four targets, separately for both distance levels, as well as the corresponding standard deviations. Perceived 

similarity was measured using a single item, ranging from 1 (not at all similar) to 7 (very similar). 

  



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

48 

Table 5 Results of the Mixed Analyses of Variance for Expertise and Similarity 

Results of the Mixed Analyses of Variance for Expertise and Similarity  

Variable 
Type III Sum        
of Squares 

df Mean Square F ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч 

Between-subjects effects       

      Distance 20.35 1 20.35 7.54**  .08 

      Error (Distance) 248.332 92 2.699   

Within-subjects effects      

      Trials 79.62 2 38.81 31.79** * .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      
      Distance  

3.58 2 1.791 1.492 .02 

      Error (Trials) 230.429 184 1.25   

      Measures  716.739 1 716.739 258.95***  .74 

      Measures x Distance  9.736 1 9.736 3.52 .04 

      Error (Measures) 254.644 92 2.768   

Note. N = 93.  

*ptwo-tailed = .05. ** ptwo-tailed < .05. ***ptwo-tailed < .001. 

  

Since this analysis differs from the first mixed ANOVA only in that it includes with similarity a 

further dependent variable in addition to expertise, I report below only those effects that result from 

the inclusion of the new variable. The analysis revealed a significant main effect of measures, F(1,92) 

= 258.95, p < .001, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ74, and a significant interaction between trials and measures, F(2,92) = 

7.63, p < .001, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ07. The interaction between measures and distance, F(1,92) = 3.52, p = .064, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ04 (see Figure 5), as well as the three-way interaction between trials, measures, and 

distance did not reach statistical significance, F(2,92) = 1.49, p = .228, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ02. 
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Note. N = 94. The figure ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ 

ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦ Error 

bars show 95 % confidence intervals. The itemǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ranged from 1 

(low expertise) to 7 (high expertise). Perceived similarity was assessed using a single item, 

ranging from 1 (not at all similar) to 7 (very similar). 

Figure 5 Averaged Expertise and Similarity Ratings Separately for Short and Large Distance 

Averaged Expertise and Similarity Ratings Separately for Short and Large Distance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The significant main effect ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ 

differed significantly from their ratings concerning how similar the targets appeared to them. In 

contrast to my expectation, the interaction between measures and distance was non-significant. This 

result suggests that the manipulation of the spatial distance between target and object did not affect 

the perception of non-egocentric expertise and egocentric distance differently. Of lesser interest is the 

significant interaction between trials and measures that suggests that the difference between 

assessments of perceived expertise and similarity varied significantly across trials (see Figure 1A in the 

Appendix). 

As an additional explorative analysis, I explored whether the distance manipulation had an 

effect on the distractor items regarding personality characteristics and hobbies. Their sole purpose was 

to distract participants. None of the of Bonferroni adjusted p-values was ŀōƻǾŜ ʰ Ґ Φлр όƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ 
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can be obtained from Table 1A in Appendix A). The findings of the hypotheses test and the implications 

of Study 2A will be discussed below together with those of Study 2B. 

4 Study 2B: Expertise is a Function of Spatial 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, I provided participants with 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, I had chosen a car, a robot, a barrel of nuclear waste, and a whale carcass. In doing so, I 

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 represent (by 

including the two new objects, the barrel of nuclear waste and whale carcass). Participants had to rate 

the targetΩǎ expertise related to cars, robots, radioactivity, and marine animals, respectively. I 

hypothesized that a short (vs. large) spatial distance between targets and objects result in higher (vs. 

lower) expertise ratings for the targets. 

Moreover, in Study B, I aimed to explore the possibility that perceived similarity could affect 

expertise ratings. Therefore, I asked participants to rate how similar each target appeared to them 

using the same item as in Study 2A. 

4.1 Method 

4.1.1 Participants and Design 

A total of N = 115 participants volunteered to participate in the present study. Participants 

were recruited through Prolific and received an expense allowance in the amount of EUR 1.80. They 

were randomly assigned to one of the two steps (distance: short vs. large) of a between-subjects 

design. In order to carry out a stimulus replication I included four trials in total. 

Due to their participation in one of my previous studies, the data of n = 17 participants were 

dropped. Accordingly, a total of n = 98 cases (43 female, 54 male, 1 did not specify gender; Mage = 

31.59, SDage = 10.26, ranging from 18 to 70) was subjected to the analyses. A power analysis for a mixed 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

51 

ANOVA with trials as the within-subjects variable representing the four critical trials and distance as 

the between-subjects factor using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007) returned a target sample size of 78 

participants to achieve a power (1 - ̡ ύ ƻŦ Φул ŦƻǊ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ a medium-sized effect f = .25 at a standard 

.05 alpha error probability. My goal was to recruit more participants than the calculated 78, in case I 

would have had to exclude participants, for example, because of prior participation. 

4.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variable 

The programming of the experiment as well as the data collection was accomplished by means 

of SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2019). In contrast to Study 2A, participants were recruited exclusively via 

Prolific. This recruitment tool allowed me to require participants to use a computer or laptop screen 

in order to participate. 

The general procedure, however, including the introductory text on the purported objective, 

was similar to that of Study 2A. Thus, participants first learned that the research interest was to gain 

more insight into person perception. For this purpose, they would be presented with the images of in 

total 11 different individuals and asked to assess the presented. In case participants might feel like the 

pictures would not provide them with enough information about the persons portrayed, I encouraged 

them to rely on their intuition. 

 To become familiar with the procedure, participants started the experiment with a short trial 

run. The course of the trial run was identical to that of the rest of trials but included fewer questions 

in relation to the depicted target. After participants had finished the trial run, I presented participants 

with the pictures of 11 distinct targets in a randomly predetermined order that was applied to all 

participants. As in the previous experiment, all images were self-created. Of the eleven illustrations, 

four pictures functioned as critical trials and were included in the later analysis. Each picture portrayed 

a target together with an object, for example, that is, a car, a robot, a barrel of nuclear waste, and a 

whale carcass, representing diverse domains of expertise, namely cars, robots, radioactivity, and 

marine animals (see Figure 6 for illustration). I had chosen the selected domains of expertise because 

they covered a wide range of domains and could be well represented by concrete objects. For this 
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experiment, I decided to include stimuli that are negatively valanced. Based on the open affective 

standardized image set (OASIS) by Kurdi et al. (2017), my choice fell on a whale carcass and nuclear 

waste. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As in Study 2A, I manipulated the spatial distance in between target and object by varying the 

physical space between both entities. Figure 6A illustrates a short spatial distance between a target 

and object, depicting both right next to each other, whereas Figure 6B portrays the target and object 

each at opposing image boarders and thus spatially distant from each other. Among the four critical 

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

either at a short or large spatial distance to the respective object. 

A 

B 

Figure 6 Example Pictures of Study 2B Representing Short and Large Distances between Target and Object 

Example Pictures of Study 2B Representing Short and Large 

Distances between Target and Object 
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trials, I included another seven trials that served as distractor trials, and which were intended to 

prevent participants from inferring the actual purpose of the study. Similar to the critical trials, 

distractor trials showed a target either spatially to close or distant from another entity, such as, an 

object or another person. In contrast to the critical trials, participants did not have to rate the expertise 

of targets of the distractor trials, which is why the latter were not included in the analyses.  

 Each picture was presented individually for 5 seconds. Afterwards, eight questions appeared 

one after another underneath the picture. When a question was answered it was automatically 

replaced with a new one. While participants answered the questions, the picture showing the 

concerning target remained unchanged. Figure 7 shows exemplary the course of the present study. 
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The order of the first seven questions was randomized individually for each participant. For 

the critical trials, two of these questions pertained to the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ depicted 

ƻōƧŜŎǘ όŜΦƎΦΣ άIƻǿ do you rate the ƳŀƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in carsΚέΣ м Ґ no expertise to 7 = high expertise). The 

remaining five questions only served the purpose of making the cover story seem credible and referred 

to randomly selected personal characteristics and hobbies όάIow responsible does the man seem to 

you?έΣ м Ґ not at all responsible to 7 = very responsibleΤ άHow optimistic is the woman in your 

opinion?έΣ м Ґ not at all optimistic to 7 = very optimistic). Both the expertise questions and distractor 

questions were taken from Study 2A. 

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

respective target was to them (άHow similar is this [woman/man] to you?έΣ 1 = not at all similar to 7 = 

Note. The figure displays the general procedure of Study 2B. Participants were first presented with a picture of 

a target and object alone at the beginning of each trial. Subsequently, participants were asked to give their 

assessment of the respective target by answering a total of eight questions. Each question was displayed one 

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

 

Figure 7 Schematic Diagram of the Procedure of Study 2B 

Schematic Diagram of the Procedure of Study 2B 
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very similar). As soon as participants had answered all questions about one target, the experiment 

automatically continued with the next trial and a new target. 

 After participants had evaluated each of the 11 different targets, they saw one of the pictures 

of the critical trials a second time and were asked to indicate whether this illustration had already been 

presented to them during the course of the study. This question aimed to check for the correctness of 

the programmed randomized assignment of participants to the experimental conditions. The 

respective picture was randomly selected in advance of conducting the study. The distance between 

target and object in the picture matched the original allocation of participants to one of the two 

condition levels. Thereby I could verify that participants have not been allocated to the other distance 

manipulation by accident due to, for instance, a reload of sites during the online experiment. 

On the subsequent page, participants were provided with pictures representing stimulus 

material from previous studies and asked to select those images that appeared familiar to them. The 

rationale behind this question was to identify participants who had participated in any antecedent 

investigation. I assumed that participants who already took part had been thoroughly informed about 

my actual research aim and would thus not believe in cover story of the present experiment. Finally, 

participants were thanked, debriefed in detail about the study goal, and provided with a link for the 

allowance. 

4.2 Results 

A check regarding the programmed randomization indicated that the randomization had 

worked correctly. 

First and separate for each critical trial, the two expertise items were averaged to combine 

them into indices (Spearman-Brown coefficients ranged from ́ = .89 to ́  = .96). Table 6 provides a 

detailed overview of how participants from both distance levels ǊŀǘŜŘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ 
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Table 6 Averaged Expertise Ratings with Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across Critical Trials 

Averaged Expertise Ratings with Standard Deviations Separate for Short and Large Distances Across 

Critical Trials 

Critical trial Short distance Large distance 

 M SD M SD 

Car  5.33 1.17 4.76 1.15 

Robot 5.65 1.51 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 the means and standard deviations for participantsΩ assessments regarding the 

targetsΩ expertise in relation to a certain domain. The values represent expertise indices which consist each of in 

total two items. Higher numbers represent higher expertise ratings. The item scales ranged from 1 (low expertise) 

to 7 (high expertise). Perceived similarity was measured using a single item, ranging from 1 (not at all similar) to 

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

 

A mixed ANOVA tested the hypothesis that distance is causally related to expertise. Therefore, 

I submitted trials (representing the four critical trials) as the within-subjects variable, distance (short 

vs. large) as the between-subjects factor, and expertise ratings as the dependent variable to the 

analysis. The ANOVA returned significant main effects of distance, F(1,96) = 4.09, p Ґ ΦлпсΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 

.04, as well as of trials, F(3,96) = 9.14, p ғ ΦллмΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φлф. The interaction between trials and 

distance was not statistically significant, F(3,96) = .52, p = .672, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φл1. The significant main 

effect of distance supports the hypothesis: On average participants ascribed targets spatially close to 

objects more expertise (Mshort = 5.28, SDshort = 1.49) than targets spatially distant from the respective 

objects (Mlarge = 4.87, SDlarge = 2.97). 

Figure 8 depicts averaged ascribed expertise judgments for targets as a function of spatial 

distance. The significant main effect of trials implies that participants judged the expertise of targets 
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differently, meaning that some targets were attributed more expertise than others. This finding, 

however, is of no theoretical relevance. The missing of a significant interaction between trials and 

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

 

 
 

 

 

A repetition of the analysis, which included those participants I had excluded because of 

previous participation in other studies, yielded similar results: A significant main effect of distance, 

F(1,113) = 4.17, p = .044Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φлп, as well as of trials, F(1,113) = 10.51, p <. 001Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φл9, 

but no interaction between distance and trials, F(1,113) = .15, p = .689Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 0. 

Additionally, I explored whether the perceived similarity toward the targets might have 

affected the expertise ratings (see Table 7 for an overview of similarity judgements). Therefore, I 

computed a regression analysis between expertise and similarity for each critical trial to obtain the 

residuals corrected for similarity. A mixed ANOVA comprising the residuals returned a significant main 

Note. N = 98. The figure displays the averaged expertise ratings for the targets across four critical trials. Error 

bars show 95 % confidence intervals. The item scales ranged from 1 (low expertise) to 7 (high expertise). 

 

Figure 8 Mean Expertise Ratings for the Four Targets as a Function of Spatial Distance 

Mean Expertise Ratings for the Four Targets as a Function of Spatial Distance 
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effect for distance, F(1,96) = 4.07, p = .046, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦлпΦ !ƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀŎƘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ 

significance, F < 1 and p > .50. Hence, the effect of spatial distance on expertise remained constant 

after controlling for similarity. 

 

Table 7 Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Estimates Separate for Short and Large Distances Across Critical Trials 

Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Estimates Separate for Short and Large Distances Across 

Critical Trials 

Critical trial Short distance Large distance 

 M SD M SD 

Car  2.41 1.27 2.51 1.16 

Robot 3.53 1.46 2.81 1.43 

Nuclear waste 3.20 1.51 3.24 1.41 

Whale carcass 3.06 1.63 3.15 1.60 

Note. N = 98. The table shows the averaged perceptions of participants regarding how similar each of the four 

targets appeared to them as well as the according standard deviations. Perceived similarity was measured using 

a single item, ranging from 1 (not at all similar) to 7 (very similar). Higher numbers mean that mean that the 

perceived similarity was high. 

 

As a further analysis, I examined whether the distance manipulation had an effect on the filler 

questions. The according items were presented along with the items measuring expertise and 

pertained to random personality characteristics and interests. Their sole purpose was to cover the 

actual research aim. None of the conducted t-tests showed a significant difference, all Bonferroni 

adjusted p-values were above h  Ґ Φ05 (more details can be obtained from Table 2A in the Appendix). 

4.3 Discussion 

Studies 2A and 2B provide converging empirical evidence that the attribution of expertise is a 

function of spatial distance. Participants rated a targetΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ specific domain 
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represented by an object higher if the respective target was depicted spatially close to the object in 

contrast to targets at a large spatial distance to the respective object. Hence, the experimental 

paradigm proved to be suitable to manipulate the attribution of expertise. 

Considering the fact that participants attributed expertise to targets at a short spatial distance 

to different objects representing diverse domains (e.g., cars, robots, nuclear waste), speaks for the 

ubiquity of the distance effect. Although it must be mentioned that this effect is obviously stronger in 

certain situations than in others. This assumption can be derived from the significant interaction 

between trials and distance in Study 2A. Nonetheless, these findings from Studies 2A and 2B support 

the notion that individuals can indeed rely on spatial distance as a cue to draw inferences about 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ A critical look at the stimulus material reveals that 

the pictures of the critical trials άtŀƛƴǘƛƴƎέ (Study 2A) ά/ŀǊέ (Studies 2A and 2B) differ from those of 

the other trials. ¢ƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘǊƛŀƭ άtŀƛƴǘƛƴƎέ ǳƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǇƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ 

with two objects: A painting and vase on a pedestal. The first of the two objects represented the 

άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭέ object in that I varied its spatial distance to the target, and I asked participants to assess the 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in paintings. The vase on the pedestal, on the other hand, remained spatially close 

to the target in both picture variants. This might expƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ 

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 

spatially close to the target led participants to assume that the target possesses expertise in art and 

further concluded that the person would consequently also have expertise in connection with 

paintings. While this reasoning is speculative, it raises the interesting question of whether the 

attributed expertise can vary in its degree of abstraction.  

The picture representing the large spatial distance between the target and car shows the target 

distant from the car on both the horizontal and depth picture axes. For the rest of the stimulus 

material, the spatial distance was varied only along the horizontal axis. Placing the car close to the 

opposing image boarder and further into the background probably reinforced the impression of a large 
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spatial between target and car, which in turn might have led participants to ascribe less expertise to 

the target regarding cars compared to the constellation in which the car would have been distant from 

the target only on the horizontal axis. However, neither Study 2A nor Study 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, the exploratory analyses 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 interests unrelated to the object. However, it seems reasonable to assume that 

the perceived distance between another person and an object allows 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 that can be derived from these findings. 

If a person within a short spatial distance of an object is ascribed expertise in connection with the 

domain the object represents, it may be assumed that this person might be more effective at changing 

ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳdes toward the respective object than a person who is far away from it. I will return 

to the questions concerning attributed liking of the object at a short spatial distance as well as the 

potential role of spatial distance in the persuasion process in Study 4. 

Whereas Study 1 showed the correlative link between spatial distance and expertise, Study 2 

demonstrates that this relationship is indeed causal. In Study 3, I opted for another research focus and 

tested whether the causal relationship between distance and expertise is bidirectional, that is, that a 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise in a certain domain leads individuals to assume that the person is spatially close to 

an object representing the respective domain. 

5 Study 3: The Relation Between Spatial Distance and Expertise is Bidirectional 

The aim of Study 3 was to investigate whether the relation between distance and expertise is 

bidirectional. Thus, if individuals can infer ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ 
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object (Studies 1 to 2B), can they also ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ from the object based on that 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise regarding the object? 

Experts are assumed to have become familiar with and gained knowledge and skills in a 

particular domain through experience (Chi, 2006a; Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 1993; Ericsson 

& Towne, 2010). Consequently, individuals have reasons to believe that experts have been and still are 

coming into contact with objects that belong to the corresponding domain. For example, a person who 

describes herself as a violinist has, in all likelihood, spent a lot of time practicing playing the violin and 

probably still does (assuming the person is not only pretending to be a violinist). People who read the 

violinist's self-description could, therefore, 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 to test the relationship between expertise and spatial distance, I provided participants 

with the self-descriptions of three different targets who presented themselves as experts in different 

domains of expertise. Participants of the experimental condition received self-descriptions of a 

photographer, a dog trainer, and a bass guitarist, whereas participants of the control condition read 

the self-descriptions of a confectioner, a hobby gardener, and a basketball enthusiast. The domains of 

expertise belonging to the experimental condition, that is, photography, dogs, and bass guitars, were 

meant to be different from those utilized in the previous studies (e.g., food, solar panels, cars, robots, 

marine animals, and nuclear waste) and easily represented by a concrete object. 

After participants had read a self-description, they were asked to furnish an empty room for 

the respective target based on their impression of the target. For this purpose, participants were 

provided with several objects to place. Among these objects, the critical object represented the 

domain of expertise of the target in the experimental condition: a camera for the photographer, a dog 

for the dog trainer, and a bass guitar for the bass guitarist. I hypothesized that participants will actively 

place the critical objects closer to targets of the experimental than in the control condition. However, 

before testing my hypothesis experimentally, I first examined the self-descriptions in a preliminary 

study. 
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5.1 Pretest 

The pretest served the function to ensure that the self-descriptions of the experimental 

condition convey the targetsΩ expertise with regard to photography, dogs, and bass guitars, whereas 

the self-descriptions of the control condition would not invoke this impression. Therefore, participants 

read the self-descriptions and were asked to judge the expertise of the respective targets regarding 

the above-mentioned domains. 

Compared to the stimulus material of the previous studies, that is, pictures of targets and 

objects at different spatial distances, the texts of the present study were more complex. When creating 

the texts, I had to be careful that they conveyed the expertise domains represented by the three critical 

objects but did not emphasize them too clearly. If I had described the domains too vaguely, participants 

might not have recognized the corresponding expertise of each target and, accordingly, might not have 

recognized the critical object as matching the ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ expertise. In this case, I would have 

not been able to test the hypothesis properly. 

5.1.1 Method 

5.1.1.1 Participants and Design 

A total of 30 participants took part in the pretest (13 female, 17 male; Mage = 31.33, SDage = 

9.75, ranging from 20 to 57). Participants were recruited via Prolific and compensated EUR 0.45 for the 

duration of the investigation. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a single 

factorial (condition: experimental vs. control) between-subjects design. 

5.1.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variables 

Participants were recruited for an online study allegedly investigating how much information 

observers need to form an opinion about another person. The study was designed and carried out 

online through SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2019). 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 individuals and to ty to imagine what characteristics and interests each of the 
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described persons might have. The order in which the targets and their self-descriptions were 

presented was randomized individually for each participant. 

On average, the self-descriptions consisted of 100 words. Next to each of the short texts, 

participants saw a picture of the respective target (see Figure 9). The self-descriptions indicated that 

the designated person possesses expertise in a specific domain. Participants in the experimental 

condition read about a 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 self-descriptions can be obtained from Appendix B). 

 

Note. The image pictures one of the in total three targets. Each target was 

presented together with a purported self-description on the right. In the 

present example, the target describes herself as a photographer. Underneath 

the respective target and the self-description, participants saw in total nine 

ƛǘŜƳǎΣ ƻƴŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇŜǊǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ 

expertise (two items in total), personality properties and interests (six items in 

total) as well as the comprehensibility of the self-description (one item). 

Figure 9 Example Picture of the Pretest of Study 3 

Example Picture of the Pretest of Study 3 
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Accordingly, there were two texts for each target, 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 read: άώΧϐ .ŜǎƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ άŘŀƛƭȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎάΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ 

many occasions on which I can give free rein to my creativity. For instance, when a couple wishes for 

an unusual wedding motifΦ ώΧϐέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ control condition, participants read: άώΧϐ .ŜǎƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ άŘŀƛƭȅ 

ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎάΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ L Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾe free rein to my creativity. For instance, when 

a couple wishes for an unusual wedding cake. ώΧϐέ (italics added). 

 Each self-description ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ мл ǎŜŎƻƴŘǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ the 

first of in total nine questions concerning the target appeared individually underneath the picture. 

When participants had chosen an answer option, the question was automatically replaced by the next 

question. Two of the nine questions aimed to measure participantsΩ judgments on the expertise of the 

respective target related to either photography, dogs, or bass guitars, respectively όŜΦƎΦΣ άHow well 

does the woman know photography?έ, 1 = not at all to 7 = very wellΤ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴϥǎ 

expertise in photograpƘȅΚέΣ м Ґ no expertise to 7 = high expertise). Another six questions asked 

participants to assess the targets regarding random personality characteristics and interests. Their sole 

purpose was to sustain the cover story. The first eight questions were presented 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 self-descriptionΥ άIƻǿ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛōƭŜ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ 

ǘŜȄǘ ƛǎΚέΣ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŜǾŜƴ-point scale, ranging from 1 = not at all comprehensible to 7 = very well 

comprehensible. At the end of the questionnaire, participants were thanked, debriefed, and provided 

with a link to their allowance. 

5.1.2 Results 

The descriptive analysis of the comprehensibility ratings showed that, overall, participants 

found the self-description of the photographer (M = 6.70, SD = 0.11), the dog owner (M = 6.33, SD = 

0.19), as well as the bass guitarist (M = 6.70, SD = 0.10) easy to understand.  
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Next, I computed the average of both expertise items separately for each target to obtain three 

expertise indices (Spearman-Brown coefficients ranged ŦǊƻƳ ˊ Ґ Φфс ǘƻ ˊ Ґ Φфу). On average, 

participants assigned significantly more expertise with regard to photography, dogs, and bass guitars 

to those targets whose self-descriptions implied their expertise in the respective domains (see Table 

8). 

 

Table 8 Averaged Expertise Ratings for all Three Targets Separately for Both Condition Levels 

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

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 depending on the assigned 

condition. Perceived expertise was measured with two items, which were averaged into an index. Answers were 

recorded on scales from 1 to 7. Higher values represent higher expertise ratings. 

 

5.1.3 Discussion 

The pretest indicates that the self-descriptions are comprehensible. Furthermore, it shows 

that solely the self-descriptions of the experimental but not the control condition created the 

impression of the targetsΩ expertise in photography, dogs, and bass guitars, respectively. 

Target Condition t(28) 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 

Bass guitarist 6.33 0.67 2.07 0.92 5.21 < .001 
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5.2 Main Study  

The objective of the main study was to test the hypothesis that people can infer another 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩs spatial distance from an object representing a certain domain based on that person's 

expertise in a particular domain. I expected that participants 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 other than symbolized by the critical objects (pastry, gardening, basketball). 

5.2.1 Method 

5.2.1.1 Participants and Design 

The data of one participant was dropped because the respective person did not complete the 

questionnaire to the end. The final sample concluded 120 participants (51 female, 59 male, 10 did not 

specify gender; Mage = 29.38, SDage = 9.20, ranging from 18 to 61). I recruited participants trough Prolific 

and paid them with EUR 1.63 as a compensation. Participants were randomly assigned to the 

conditions of a single factorial (expertise: matching vs. non-matching) between-subjects design with 

stimulus replication. Prior to the study, I conducted a statistical power analysis using G*Power (Faul et 

al., 2007) for a mixed ANOVA with trials (representing the three targets) as a within-subjects variable 

and expertise (matching vs. non-matching the critical object) as a between-subjects factor. The results 

suggested a target sample size of 116 participants to obtain a power (1 - ʲύ ƻŦ Φфл ŦƻǊ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ 

medium-sized effect of f = .25 at a standard .05 alpha error probability. Since online studies harbor the 

risk of drop-outs, I attempted to recruit up to 120 participants. 

5.2.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variable  

The experiment was programmed and administered online using SoSci Survey (Leiner, 2019). 

The introduction of the questionnaire informed participants about the ostensible background of the 

present study. Initially, they read about previous research which allegedly had demonstrated that 

ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ observers to form a quite accurate judgment on its 
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occupant. I told participants that in the present study, I intended to examine whether the reverse route 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭΥ !ǊŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ŦǳǊƴƛǎƘƛƴƎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

the respective person? Next, participants read that I therefore provide them with short self-

descriptions of in total three different individuals. For each one, 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 respective target would do. On the following page, participants 

received more details on the further proceeding of the study. In particular, they learned how to place 

a previously selected object in the room. In a subsequent trial run, participants were able to apply and 

practice what they had learned. 

The self-descriptions were those from the pretest and indicated that the designated person 

possessed expertise in a specific domain. In the experimental condition, the targets were presented as 

a photographer, a dog trainer, and a bass guitarist. In the control condition, the targets described 

themselves as confectioner, a hobby gardener, and a basketball enthusiast. The critical objects which 

represented the domains of expertise of targets of the experimental condition were a camera, a dog, 

and a bass guitar. Subsequently after participants were presented with the self-description of a target, 

they saw a picture of the designated person standing in an empty room as well as seven objects 

beneath it. Figure 10 depicts the general procedure of the present experiment. 
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Among each selection of objects, there was one critical object, pieces of furniture as well as 

decorative objects, such as a bookcase and flowers. The critical objects matched the targetsΩ domains 

of expertise implied in the self-descriptions of the experimental condition. For instance, the critical 

ƻōƧŜŎǘ άŘƻƎέ ǎȅƳōƻƭƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƎ ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊ όŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴύ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƙƻōōȅ 

gardener (control condition). In addition to the critical object, the depicted distractor objects varied 

with the depicted rooms as well. Before participants could proceed to the next trial, they had to place 

each of the seven objects. The order in which the targets were presented was randomly determined 

Note. Initially, participants received information on the general procedure and were given the 

opportunity to practice how to select and place objects. Next, they first read the supposed self-

description of a target. Immediately afterwards, they saw a picture with the corresponding target in an 

empty room. Below the picture, participants found a total of seven objects. Both the critical objects and 

the distractor objects were different for each trial or each target. The critical objects, a camera, a dog, 

and a bass guitar, respectively, matched the domains of expertise of the targets from the experimental 

but not the control condition. 

 

Figure 10 Schematic Representation of the Study 3 Procedure 

Schematic Representation of the Study 3 Procedure 
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beforehand and held constant for all participants. After 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 aim, and provided with a link to receive their 

compensation. 

5.2.2 Results 

First, I calculated the Euclidian distances, measured in pixels, between each target and the 

respective critical object. To test the hypothesis that participants actively place critical objects closer 

to targets with a matching domain of expertise, I submitted trials (three levels, representing the three 

targets) as a within-subjects variable, expertise (matching vs. non-matching the critical object) as a 

between-subjects factor, and distance as the dependent variable to a mixed ANOVA. The results 

showed two significant main effects: one for trials, F(2,118) = 108.56, p ғ ΦллмΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ .48, as well 

as for expertise, F(1,118) = 6.81, p Ґ ΦлмлΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦлсΦ There was no significant interaction effect of 

trials and expertise, F(2,236) = .280, p = .756. The main effect trials means that where participants 

placed the critical objects did significantly vary with trials. In particular, the distance between the dog 

and the respective target was shorter than the distances between the other two critical objects and 

the respective targets (see Table 9). Furthermore, Table 9 shows that participants placed the dog closer 

to the respective target independent from the manipulated expertise. The main effect for expertise is 

in line with the hypothesis and demonstrates that participants of the experimental condition, on 

average, placed the critical objects closer to the targets (Mexp = 231.56, SDexp = 112.61) than participants 

of the control condition (Mcon = 265.86, SDcon = 128.28; see Table 6). The missing of the interaction 

between trials and expertise implies that the effect of the expertise manipulation on the placement of 

critical objects was independent from trial. Unsurprisingly, the results of the mixed ANOVA were 

exactly the same when the data of the one participant were included that was initially dropped from 

ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ. 
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Note. N = 120. The table shows the averaged Euclidian distances between targets and critical objects as well as 

the according standard deviations. Distances were quantified in pixels, with higher numbers representing larger 

distances. 

 

Table 9 Averaged Euclidian Distances Between Target and Critical Object Across Trials 

Averaged Euclidian Distances Between Target and Critical Object Across Trials 

 

 

 

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

objects differs from the distances between targets and distractor objects. Therefore, I computed the 

Euclidian distances, separately for each trial, between targets and all distractor objects except the two 

pieces of furniture (all distances can be obtained from Table 3A in the Appendix) and averaged the 

distances. I did not include the two pieces of furniture (e.g., a shelf, a side table) because they served 

as storage facilities for critical and distractor objects and were not considered distractor objects either. 

A mixed ANOVA with trials (three levels) as well was object type (critical vs. distractor) as 

within-subjects variables, expertise (matching vs. non-matching) as the between-subjects factor, and 

distance as the dependent variable returned a significant main effect for trials, F(2, 118) = 117.52, p <. 

ллмΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φ50 as well as for type of object, F(2, 118) = 183.52, p ғ ΦллмΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦсмΦ ¢ƘŜ main 

effect for expertise showed to be marginally significant, F(1, 118) = 3.49, p Ґ ΦлспΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φло. The 

interaction between trials and expertise was not significant, F < 1, p = .494, but the interactions 

Critical object Expertise 

 Matching Non-matching 

 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 
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between trials and type of object, F(2, 118) = 81.13, p ғ ΦллмΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦпмΣ and between type of 

object and expertise, F(2, 118) = 7.11, p Ґ ΦллфΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦлсΣ reached statistical significance. The 

three-way interaction between trials, type of object, and expertise, however, was not significant, F < 

1, p = .954.  

Thus, where participants placed the objects varied significantly across the three trials, meaning 

that participants placed objects closer to one target compared to another. Moreover, the distance 

between targets and critical as well as distractor objects differed significantly. More precisely, across 

the three trials participants placed critical objects on average closer to targets (Mcrit = 248.42, SDcrit = 

73.71) in comparison to distractor objects (Mdistr = 356.75, SDdistr = 39.49). Whether the critical object 

matched the targetsΩ expertise affected where participants placed critical but not distractor objects, 

which again was independent from trial and target, respectively. 

5.2.3 Discussion 

In conjunction with the findings of Studies 2A and 2B, the results of Study 3 indicate that the 

relation between distance and expertise is bidirectional. Thus, not only do short distances between a 

person and object cause individuals to ascribe expertise to the respective person related to the object 

(Studies 2A and 2B). Study 3 demonstrates that knowing about another personΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in a certain 

domain of expertise leads individuals to assume a shorter distance between the respective person and 

a corresponding object. Accordingly, participants actively placed critical objects that matched a 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ. 

The three critical objects, the camera, dog, and bass guitar, each represent a critical test of the 

hypothesis for different reasons. A digital single-lens reflex camera, as depicted by the first critical 

object, is certainly also owned by many hobby photographers these days. Even if not an everyday 

object, it is likely that quite a few people are familiar with such a camera. Thus, participants might have 

placed the camera close to the photographer (experimental condition) and to the confectioner (control 

condition). The situation 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 Germany (Industrieverband 
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Heimtierbedarf e. V., 2023). Moreover, 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, participants would have had good reason to place the dog spatially close to the dog trainer 

(experimental condition) and the hobby gardener (control condition). The third critical object, the bass 

guitar, on the other hand, may represent a more specific object that only a few people are likely to 

own. As a comparatively rare object, participants could have assumed that the target had something 

to do with the bass guitar in any case, whether as bass guitarist (experimental condition) or hobby 

basketball player (control condition) ς why else would such an object be among the furnishings? The 

present experiment shows that the description of ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise in a certain domain made the 

difference and led participants to place the (common) camera spatially closer to the photographer, the 

(popular) dog spatially closer to the dog trainer, and the (rarer) bass guitar spatially closer to the bass 

guitarist. 

The findings of Study 3 can also be interpreted as preliminary evidence of the psychological 

mechanism that might account for the relationship between spatial distance and expertise. The 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 study, the self-description of a person as an expert in a 

certain domain of expertise (e.g., photographer) may have led to the activation of the corresponding 

category (e.g., photography). Previous studies provide empirical support to this notion, as they have 

shown that texts are useful methods for priming social categories (e.g., Embry et al., 2008; Pendry & 

Carrick, 2001). 

The second step pertains to the relation between 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 related, which could lead to an attribution of 

expertise. Somehow in reversal of Studies 2A and 2B, in case of the present experiment, participants 

had ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ from the self-description and visualized the relation between 
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the target and the domain by placing the object representing the respective domain of expertise 

spatially close to the target. 

After examining the relationship between spatial distance and the attribution of expertise in 

three studies, I thought about a possible application of the distance effect on the perception of 

expertise. Expanding on the results of my previous studies, particularly the finding that a short spatial 

distance can create the impression of expertise (Studies 2A and 2B), I pursued the goal of investigating 

spatial distance in the context of persuasion in the following experiment. Accordingly, Study 4 

addresses the hypothesis that a communicator spatially close to an attitude object is more likely to 

ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ attitudes than a distant one. 

6 Study 4: Spatially Close Communicators are More Persuasive 

In persuasion research, expertise as a communicator characteristic constitutes a pivotal 

variable. This is evident from the fact that expertise as a communicator property has been a subject of 

scientific interest ever since the beginning of the systematic research on attitude change and the 

variables affecting attitude change (Hovland et al., 1953). Since the seminal investigations within the 

framework of the Yale attitude change approach in the 1950s, the explanations of the persuasion 

process and the effect of persuasion variables have evolved, yet the focus on expertise has remained 

unchanged. Across a variety of studies, it has been recurrently demonstrated that experts are more 

likely to influence their recipientsΩ attitudes than non-experts (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono 

& Harnish, 1988; Petty et al., 1981). The expertise of communicators was commonly conveyed through 

an academic background, such as an academic title or by presenting them as members of an academic 

institution (Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Pierro et al., 2005). 

If a target at a short spatial distance to an object was attributed with expertise related to the 

object (Studies 2A and 2B), then short spatial distance should have functional equivalent effects on 

persuasion as known expertise cues, such as doctoral degrees or the like. In the absence of substantial 

arguments, a communicator at a short spatial distance to an attitude object should be more persuasive 
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than a distant communicator, much as a communicator with an academic title is more likely to be 

influential than a communicator without one. 

In order to investigate this hypothesis, I showed participants a picture that represented a 

communicator (a woman) and object (a vacuum cleaner) placed at either a short or a large spatial 

distance apart. Depending on the condition level, a message underneath the picture indicated an 

advice either for or against the attitude object. After the presentation, participants indicated their 

ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ. Additionally, I asked 

participants to judge how much the target might like objects as the depicted. 

A short spatial distance between a target and object could lead observers not only to assume 

that the target possesses expertise related to the object, but also that the target likes objects of this 

kind. For example, a target spatially close to a camera is ascribed with expertise in cameras and is also 

attributed with liking of cameras. Since 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 a domain may be linked. Regarding persuasion, it 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōƻǘƘΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƭƛƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΣ can have an influence on recipientsΩ attitude formation. 

To determine whether attributed liking exerts an effect on the persuasion process beyond that of 

attributed expertise, participants were asked to estimate how much the communicator might like 

objects like the attitude object. 

I predicted that a short (vs. large) spatial distance between the communicator and attitude 

object will result in a more effective persuasion attempt. More precisely, I hypothesized that a short 

(vs. large) spatial distance between the communicator and attitude object will lead participants to have 

more favorable attitudes toward the attitude object if the communicator argues in favor of it and to 

less favorable attitudes if the communicator argues against it. Accordingly, the attitudes of participants 

should 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, I collected 129 complete data sets. One person participated in the experiment on two 

occasions. The data of the respective participŀƴǘΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǘǊƛŀƭ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘǳǎ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ƻŦ ŀ 

further nine participants were excluded from the analysis because they took less than one minute to 

complete the study (n = 1) or participated in one of the previous studies (n = 8). Accordingly, the 

analyses are based on a total of n = 119 participants (54 female, 65 male; Mage = 33.09, SDage = 11.40, 

ranging from 18 to 70). Participants were acquired by means of Prolific and paid EUR 0.51 for their 

participation. Participants were randomly assigned to the conditions of a 2 (distance: short vs. large) × 

2 (advice: in favor vs. against) between-subjects factorial design. A power analysis for a two-way 

ANOVA (using G*Power 3.1; Faul et al., 2007) with distance and advice as fixed factors indicated a 

minimal sample size of 128 participants to yield a power (1 - ʲύ ƻŦ Φул ŦƻǊ ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ f = 

.25 with a standard error probability of .05 alpha. In case I would have to exclude participants from the 

analysis, I approached more participants than suggested by the analysis. 

6.1.2 Procedure and Dependent Variables  

Participants were recruited for an online study investigating how people form impressions of 

others when they have little information to do so. The experiment was designed using the SoSci Survey 

software (Leiner, 2019) and provided to participants via the according website. At the beginning of the 

questionnaire, participants learned that they would see a screenshot from an online comparison 

portal, depicting a woman and vacuum cleaner. Furthermore, participants received instructions 

concerning the further proceeding of the study. Subsequently, participants were presented with the 

picture portraying the target and attitude object, depending on the assigned condition, either with a 

short spatial distance in between, where both were displayed directly next to each other in the left 

half of the image (see Figures 11 A and B), or with a large spatial distance in between, where both were 

placed at opposing image borders (see Figures 11 C and D). There was no particular reason why I placed 

the target and object both on the left side in the short distance condition. 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

76 

Underneath the picture was a short message, either advising in favor or against the vacuum 

cleaner, άL ώŘƻ ƴƻǘϐ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊ ·¢-мллΦέ ¢ƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

picture is indeed a screenshot of a website with real reviews (which one would have to pay to read), I 

added two lines of a blurry looking text below the message (see Figure 11). 

 

 

 

Note. The figure displays the stimuli employed in Study 4. The images were self-designed and depicted the 

female communicator in either short or large spatial distance to the attitude object, a vacuum cleaner. 

Beneath the pictures of the woman and the vacuum cleaner participants could read a message which, 

depending on the assigned condition, represented some advice either in favor or against the vacuum cleaner. 

The blurry-ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘ ƭƛƴŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƴŜŀǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ 

website with actual test reports that could be found behind a paywall. 

A 

B D 

C 

Figure 11 Stimulus Material Employed in Study 4 Depicting the Four Distance and Message Conditions 

Stimulus Material Employed in Study 4 Depicting the Four Distance and Message Conditions 
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I 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 the blurry text lines. A question was 

automatically replaced by a new one as soon as participants had selected an answer option. The first 

four questions assessed the attitudes of participants toward the object (e.g., άHow do you like the 

ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊΚέ м Ґ not at all to 7 = very much; άIƻǿ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōǳȅ ǘƘŜ 

ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊΚέΣ м Ґ very unlikely to 7 = very likely). The order of these four questions was 

determined before the study and was the same for all participants. Together with the first question, a 

brief text appeared encouraging participants to trust in their intuition if they felt that the illustration 

did not provide them with sufficient information to answer the following questions. After participants 

had indicated their attitudes toward the object, they were asked to estimate the targetΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ 

regarding vacuum cleaners όŜΦƎΦΣ άIƻǿ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴϥǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊǎΚέΣ м Ґ 

no expertise to 7 = high expertise) as well as her liking of vacuum ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ άIn your opinion, how 

much does the woman enjoy occupying herself with vacuum cleaners?έΣ м Ґ not at all to 7 = very much) 

on each two items. The items in relation to the targetΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜǎ L ƘŀŘ ǳǎŜŘ 

in Studies 1, 2A, and 2B. The order in which the questions regarding the targetΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƪƛƴƎ 

were presented was randomized individually for each participant. 

The expertise items served as a manipulation check. To prevent the manipulation check from 

making the expertise manipulation salient (Fayant et al., 2017), I decided to administer the 

manipulation check after measuring attitudes. Manipulation checks bear the risk of increasing the 

accessibility of the queried construct (Bless & Burger, 2016; Kühnen, 2010). As a consequence, the 

manipulation check can either increase or reverse the effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable (Bless & Burger, 2016; Lombardi et al., 1987; Strack et al., 1993). Accordingly, 

incorporating the expertise items subsequently to the manipulation might have resulted in a more 

pronounced change in attitudes, due to eliciting expertise related thoughts, or in no measurable 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛƻƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘΦ 
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Next, participants saw pictures employed in Studies 1 ς 3 and were asked to select those that 

appeared familiar to them. This gave me the opportunity to identify those participants who had already 

participated in at least one previous study and, accordingly, had already been informed about the 

background of my research. At the end of the questionnaire, I thanked participants and provided them 

with a detailed explanation of the purpose of the study as well as the access to their payment. 

6.2 Results 

Initially, I averaged the items measuring participantsΩ attitudes to form a single index 

(/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ʰ = .84). Likewise, I formed an index for both, attributed expertise (Spearman-Brown ́  = 

.79) and liking (Spearman-Brown  ́ = .63). Table 10 lists participants' averaged assessments for 

attitudes, expertise, and liking as well as the according standard deviations, separately for each of the 

four condition levels. 

 

Table 10 Means and Standard Deviations for Attitudes, Expertise, and Liking 

Means and Standard Deviations for Attitudes, Expertise, and Liking 

 

Advice in favor Advice against 

Short Distance Large Distance Short Distance Large Distance 

 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 4.19  1.26 3.69  1.17 

Note. N = 119. The table shows means and standard deviations for participantsΩ attitudes toward the attitude 

object as well as ascribed expertise in and liking of vacuum cleaners to the communicator. Higher numbers 

represent more positive attitudes as well as higher expertise and liking ratings, respectively. All employed item 

scales ranged from 1 to 7. 

Variable 
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As a manipulation check, I submitted participantsΩ expertise 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 effect for distance did not reach statistical significance, F(1,115) = 2.12, p = .148, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ ΦлнΦ Moreover, the analysis returned no significant effect for advice, F < 1, p = .432, partial 

ʹч Ґ Φл1, and none for the interaction between distance and advice, F < 1, p = .554, ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 0. 

Accordingly, participants who were presented with a message in favor of the vacuum cleaner did not 

ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǎŀǿ ǘƘe opposite message. 

Moreover, there was no joint effect of distance and advice on ascribed expertise. 

 In order to test the influence of spatial distance on participantsΩ attitudes, I submitted spatial 

distance (short vs. large) and advice (in favor vs. against) as fixed factors and attitudes as the 

dependent variable to a univariate ANOVA. In line with the prediction, the analysis returned a 

significant interaction between distance and advice, F(1,115) = 4.39, p Ґ ΦлоуΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φлп (see 

Figure 12). Moreover, I found a significant main effect for advice, F(1,115) = 7.18, p Ґ ΦллуΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 

.06, but none for distance, F(1,115) < 1, p = .848Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ 0. The significant interaction confirms the 

prediction that the persuasion attempt is more successful when the communicator is spatially close to 

the attitude object. Interestingly, when the communicator was spatially distant from the attitude 

object, ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛǾŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƘŀŘ ƴƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ (see Table 10, row 3 or see Figure 

12). Expectedly, the manipulation of advice led participants to form significantly different attitudes as 

indicated by the significant main effect for advice. Accordingly, participants who had been presented 

with the advice in favor of the vacuum cleaner indicated on average more favorable attitudes toward 

the vacuum cleaner (Mfavor = 3.62 SDfavor = 1.07) than participants who had seen the advice against the 

vacuum cleaner (Magainst = 2.75 SDagainst = 0.97). Independent of the advice, ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǇatial 

distance from the attitude object had no effect on participantsΩ opinions on the vacuum cleaner. 

 The results of the mixed ANOVA were similar when all data except those from the double run 

of the one participant were included in the analysis. The results also showed a significant interaction 

between distance and advice, F(1,124) = 5.86, p = .017Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φл5, and a significant main effect 
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for advice, F(1,124) = 8.81, p = .004Σ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ʹч Ґ Φл7, but non for distance, F(1,124) < 1, p = .449, partial 

ʹч Ґ .01. 

 

 

A correlation analysis and moderated mediation provided further insight into the relationship 

between attitudes and expertise. The correlation analysis indicated a significant relation between 

attitudes and expertise, r = .28, p = .002. Thus, participants who reported favorable attitudes also 

attributed expertise to the communicator. The moderated mediation analysis (using PROCESS, Hayes, 

2018, Model 7) tested the conditional indirect effect of spatial distance on the relationship between 

advice and expertise mediated by attitudes (see Figure 13). The analysis revealed a significant 

moderated mediation, b = .31, 95% BCa CI [.02, .68]. The effect of advice on attitudes, the a-path in 

the mediation model, was moderated by the spatial distance, b = .79, p = .036Σ ҟR² = .10. This finding 

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

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ όǎƘƻǊǘ ǾǎΦ ƭŀǊƎŜύ ŀƴŘ  

advice (in favor vs. against). Participants indicated their attitudes on in total four items, lower 

values represent more negative attitudes. Error bars show 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure 12 Attitudes as a Function of Spatial Distance and Advice 

Attitudes as a Function of Spatial Distance and Advice 
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is consistent with the significant interaction between advice and distance reported in the ANOVA 

testing the main hypothesis. Accordingly, the indirect effect of advice on expertise via attitudes 

depended on the conditions of spatial distance. The conditional indirect effect was significant for the 

short spatial distance, b = .35, 95% BCa CI [-.67, -.11], but not for the large spatial distance, b = .04, 

95% BCa CI [.27, .15]. Thus, participants based tƘŜƛǊ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ 

expertise on their attitudes when the communicator was pictured spatially close to the object. 

Conversely, when the communicator was depicted spatially distant to the object, the advice had no 

effect on attitudes and consequently not on expertise. 

 

 

 

 

Note. N = 119. Model for the a-path R² = .10, F(3, 115) = 3.68, p = .014, Model for b-path ŀƴŘ ŎΩ-path R² 

= .11, F(2, 116) = 8.37, p < .001. 

** p < .05. 

 

Figure 13 Conditional Indirect Effects of Advice on Expertise via Attitudes at Short and Large Distance 

Conditional Indirect Effects of Advice on Expertise via Attitudes at Short and Large Distance 
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An additional univariate ANOVA with spatial distance (short vs. large) and advice (in favor vs. 

against) as fixed factors and liking as the dependent variable revealed no significant effects. More 

specifically, neither the main effects for distance, F(1, 115) = 3.82, p = .053, partial ẫ² = .03, and advice, 

F(1, 115) = 0.01, p = .928, partial ẫ² = 0, nor the interaction between distance and advice, F(1, 115) = 

.04, p = .845, partial ẫ² = 0, reached statistical significance. Accordingly, participants from the four 

differeƴǘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƭƛƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ 

represented by the attitude object. Moreover, there was no combined effect of distance and advice 

ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŀǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƭƛƪƛƴƎΦ 

Moreover, I computed a multiple regression analysis to test whether the liking of vacuum 

cleaners attributed to the woman predicted the attitudes of participants beyond ascribed expertise. In 

the first model, I included distance, advice, the interaction between both, and expertise as predictors 

of attitudes. In the second model, I added liking as an additional predictor. Correlation analyses prior 

to the multiple regression showed significant relations between liking and attitudes, r = .26, p = .004, 

as well as, between expertise and liking, r = .65, p < .001. Since the correlation between the predictors  

is below the threshold of r = .80, 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). 

The first regression analysis returned a significant effect for the overall model, R² = .20, F(4, 

114) = 7.03, p < .001. All variables, with the exception of distance, were significant predictors of 

attitudes (Table 11). The second regression including liking as an additional predictor showed no 

increase in explained variance, Rч Ґ ΦнмΣ ҟR² = .01, F(1, 113) = 1.03, p = .313. As indicated in Table 11, 

expertise, advice as well as the interaction between distance and advice were significant predictors of 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ liking was not, p > .05. ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŜŘ ʲ Ґ Φнр ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ implies 

that if the ratings for expertise increase by one standard deviation (SDexpertise = 1.28), ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

attitudes increase by .25 standard deviations. Advice is a dichotomous predictor with the reference 

value 0 representing the advice in favor of the attitude object and the value 1 representing the advice 
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ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŜŘ ʲ Ґ -.46 of advice means that if the persuasive 

ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǊŜŀŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜ ōȅ Φпс ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 

deviations. TƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŜŘ ʲ Ґ Φоо ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘeraction between distance and advice represents the 

difference in the effect of advice depending on the spatial distance. Accordingly, the success of the 

persuasion attempt increased by .33 standard deviations when the communicator was spatially close 

to (vs. distant from) the attitude object. It should be noted that the interpretation of each standardized 

 ̡is only true if the effects of the remaining predictors are held constant. 
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6.3 Discussion 

The present experiment demonstrates that a short spatial distance between the 

communicator and object has a functional equivalent effect as other from persuasion research 

notorious expertise cues. A short spatial distance significantly enhanced the success of the persuasion 

attempt, identical to, for example, presenting the communicator with an academic degree. Thus, 

participants expressed more positive attitudes, when the message read in favor of the attitude object 

and the communicator was depicted spatially close than distant to it. Conversely, participants showed 

more negative attitudes, when the message advised against the attitude object and the communicator 

stood spatially close to it. 

Moreover, attributed expertise but not liking proved to be a significant predictor of 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΦ Basically, if participants' expertise rating increased by one standard deviation, 

the rating of the attitude object was about a quarter of a scale point more positive. No such 

relationship was found for liking. !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ regarding the object 

ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ƭƛƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ 

The significant positive correlation between expertise and liking indicates a close relationship 

between both constructs. The more expertise participants ascribed to the target, the more they 

believed the target likes objects as the depicted. The link between expertise and liking seems plausible, 

as people need to devote considerable time and effort to become experts. Accordingly, the correlation 

might be the expression of a 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 single object associated with "theirέ 

domain. However, observers might still believe that experts like the domain as a whole. 

As is known, two correlated constructs share a common variance. Thus, the explained variance 

of attitudes may be prominently due to the common variance of expertise and liking. The contribution 

of liking alone does not provide any incremental validity and, therefore, does not constitute a 

significant predictor of attitudes beyond expertise. Even 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 to my expectation, the manipulation check showed no direct effect of spatial distance 

on perceived expertise. One possible explanation for this result could be that individuals tend to rely 

on highly accessible information as a basis for a judgment (for reviews see Förster & Liberman, 2007; 

Higgins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 1989). The processing of a stimulus can activate stored information 

or knowledge that becomes temporarily more accessible compared to other cognitive structures 

(Förster & Liberman, 2007; Higgins, 1989). Thus, highly accessible information is likely to influence an 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ appraisal (e.g., Bargh et al., 1986; Carlston & Skowronski, 1994; Decoster & 

Claypool, 2004; Fazio et al., 1983; Higgins et al., 1985; Xu & Wyer, 2008). 

 The procedure of the present experiment required participants to first state their attitudes and 

then to assess the communicatorΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ. !ǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ 

accessible when evaluating the expertise of the communicator, the attitudes could have served, at 

least in part, as a judgmental basis. The indirect effect of advice on expertise via attitudes supports this 

assumption. In case the persuasion attempt had failed, no such relation was evident. 

The findings of the study by Erb et al. (2007) can be construed, albeit with caution, as additional 

indication of the implied relationship between attitudes and evaluation of the communicator. Their 

experiment was set out to demonstrate that a persuasive argument can bias the processing of 

subsequent information, for example, regarding the communicator. Therefore, Erb et al. (2007) 

presented participants first with an either strong or weak argument in favor of an ostensible 

construction project in Rotterdam. Next, participants read a description of the communicator that 

provided vague evidence of the communicator's expertise related to the construction project. 

Afterwards, participants 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 processing, that is, 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ 
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expertise. Simply put, participantsΩ cognitive response to the persuasive argument served as the 

judgmental basis for their evaluation of the communicator's expertise. Similarly, the attitudes of 

participants of the present experiment could have influenced the subsequent judgment on the 

communicatorΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ  

 FestingerΩǎ (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance offers another, simple explanation for the 

ŎƭƻǎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ 

dissonance, an aversive psychological state, can also result from logical inconsistency. Positive 

attitudes on the one hand and the attribution of little expertise to the communicator on the other 

hand, represent such a logical inconsistency. After all, participants may have believed that it was the 

communicator who apparently successfully convinced them of the attitude object. Therefore, it could 

be assumed that participants ascribed the communicator with expertise in congruence to their positive 

attitudes (and vice versa) in order to avoid cognitive dissonance. 

Concluding the remarks on the manipulation check, reference should be made to Sigall and 

Mills (1998) and Fayant et al. (2017), who explain the limited power of manipulation checks in 

experimental studies. Both publications point out that a non-significant manipulation check does not 

constitute evidence against the hypothesis being tested. If an effect of the independent variable on 

the dependent variable could be determined as hypothesized 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 expected result. If the experimental conditions show no difference with regard to the 

conceptual independent variable (expertise in the case of the present experiment), this could also be 

due to the position of the manipulation check in the experiment. For example, if the manipulation 

check is only carried out after the dependent variable has been measured, it cannot be ruled out that 

the effect of the independent variable has already άevaporatedέ όCŀȅŀƴǘΣ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмтύΦ 

Study 4 illustrates the role of spatial distance in the persuasion process. Attitudes showed to 

be a function of (1) the spatial distance and (2) the message. Thus, the persuasion attempt was more 

successful, when the communicator was depicted spatially close to the object than distant from it. The 
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spatial distance effect was evident for both the recommendation for and against 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 

advertisers and marketeers. In order to increase the influence of an advertising figure, it is sufficient 

to reduce its mere spatial distance from the advertised product. For example, a hotelier might attract 

more tourists to her holiday domicile if the advertisement depicted a person spatially close to the 

accommodation as compared to spatially distant. 
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7 General Discussion 

When searching for reliable information, relevant advice, and helpful assistance, a reasonable 

strategy is to consult an expert. But how can individuals identify those they believe to be experts, that 

is, those who have acquired sufficient experience and knowledge? The present investigation provided 

empirical evidence in support of the central hypothesis: Individuals rely on the spatial distance 

between another person and an object as a cue to deduce that ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in the domain the 

object represents. The results of three studies showed that a person at a short spatial distance to an 

object is more likely to be perceived as an expert in the corresponding domain than a person spatially 

distant from the object. This supports ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 

represent valuable sources of information from which observers draw inferences about the 

relationship between both entities and thus the ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎs, in this case expertise (e.g., 

Chae et al., 2013; Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009). A fourth study spoke to the utility of 

spatial distance in an applied context, that is, persuasion. The results demonstrated that a short spatial 

distance between a communicator and an attitude object yield a successful persuasion attempt. 

Accordingly, participants indicated more positive or negative attitudes toward an attitude object when 

the communicator in favor of or against, respectively, was spatially close to it. Hence, a short spatial 

distance has effects on the persuasion process that are functionally equivalent to known cues of 

expertise, such as an academic title.  

 As hypothesized, Study 1 illustrated the negative relationship between perceived spatial 

distance and attributed expertise: The shorter the distance between a target (a woman) and an object 

(a pasta dish) appeared, the more expertise in relation to the object (food) was attributed to the target. 

However, the first study revealed only that there is a (negative) relationship between spatial distance 

and expertise. The following studies aimed to investigate the nature of this relationship.  

Studies 2A and 2B were based on an experimental approach, that is, the spatial distance 

between the target and object was systematically varied. In line with the hypothesis, both studies 

demonstrated that spatial distance and expertise are causally related. Across different targets and 
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divergent domains of expertise (e.g., cars, robots, nuclear waste), participants ascribed higher levels 

of expertise to a target spatially close to (vs. distant from) an object (a car, robot, barrel of nuclear 

waste). 

In Study 3, I tested the hypothesis that spatial distance is also a function of expertise. Instead 

of manipulating the spatial distance, as in the previous studies, I systematically varied the domains of 

expertise for the various targets in Study 3. As expected, Study 3 indicated a bidirectional link between 

spatial distance and expertise: Individuals derive the spatial distance between a target and an object 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ Across three trials, participants 

actively positioned an object that matched the target's expertise at a shorter spatial distance from the 

target than objects that did not reflect the target's expertise.  

Adopting the design of Studies 2A and 2B, Study 4 tested the spatial distance effect in a 

persuasion context. In support of the hypothesis, Study 4 revealed that a short spatial distance 

between a communicator and an object enhanced ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ attitude change in the direction of the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ persuasive message. The communicator at a short spatial distance to the attitude 

object exerted a greater influence on participants compared to one at a greater distance. 

Overall, the present research findings converged, indicating that the spatial distance between 

a person and an object is related to the expertise with regard to the object attributed to that person: 

A short spatial distance indicates that the person is familiar with and possesses expertise related to 

the object, whereas a large distance makes it less likely that the person will be perceived as an expert. 

Since the person at a short spatial distance from an object is considered to have expertise, this person 

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 expertise. To follow, I will first discuss the experimental 

paradigms applied in the studies, then I will provide a substantial discussion of the findings and their 

implications. 
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7.1 The Experimental Paradigms 

To test the hypothesis that the attribution of expertise is (causally) related to perceived spatial 

distance, I developed my own paradigms, as no suitable one existed. Using four different paradigms, I 

investigated the relationship between spatial distance and expertise correlative (Study 1), causally, and 

for both directions of effect (Studies 2A, 2B, and 3), as well as in the context of a persuasive message 

(Study 4). The designs of the present paradigms were inspired by studies on proxemics theory, the 

influence of spatial distance on product assessments, and object-based person perception (Chae 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 world, humans strive to make inferences about 

relationships between entities. Spatial distance is a valuable source of information allowing observers 

to deduce such relationships (e.g., Hall, 1969, 1973; Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978). According 

to proxemics theory, individuals utilize spatial distances to communicate interpersonal relationships 

(Hall, 1969, 1973). Generally, people maintain close distances from others with whom they are familiar, 

though perceptions and interpretations of spatial distance may vary across cultures (Sorokowska et 

al., 2017). Furthermore, interpersonal distance conveys to observers the relationship between the 

people involved. For example, participants tended to rate the relationship between two targets as 

closer the smaller the spatial distance between the targets appeared (Wellens & Goldberg, 1978). 

Conversely, individuals deduce other peopleΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΦ Lƴ [ƛǘǘƭŜΩǎ (1965) 

study, participants were 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 place the figures 

on a piece of cardboard. The findings showed that participants placed figures spatially closer to each 

other when they believed that the figures represented close friends compared to strangers.  

Many of the studies incorporating proxemics theory have comprised observational techniques 

and projective measures (Aiello, 1987; Harrigan, 2008; Hayduk, 1983). Hall (1968, 1969, 1973), for 

example, primarily used qualitative methods, such as interviews and the observation of people in 

naturalistic and laboratory settings. Other researchers have tried to gain insights into underlying 
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psychological processes by means of projective measures (for an overview see Aiello, 1987; see also 

Hayduk, 1983). άtǊƻƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƳōǊŜƭƭŀ ǘŜǊƳ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ including, letting 

participants place line drawings of people in a scene (Little, 1965) or freely associate an interpersonal 

relationship based on line drawings (Wellens & Goldberg, 1978). Commonly, the response format of 

projective measures requires participants to project their thoughts, feelings, and needs onto the 

stimulus material, denoted as the projective hypothesis (Frank, 1939). In proxemics research, 

participants project their personal notion of how close or far apart two interacting people are spatially, 

depending on their relationship, to abstract figures and arrange these figures accordingly (Aiello, 

1987). This task is somewhat challenging for participants, as they must first recall something that is 

probably not consciously accessible, that is, their spatial distance to other people in terms of their 

relationship. The spatial distance that people adopt from an interaction partner, such as a friend or 

acquaintance, is not the result of a conscious decision. Accordingly, people might find it difficult to 

reflect how far away their friend is to them in a conversation compared to an acquaintance. In a further 

step, participants must transfer their ideas about the spatial distance at which they or other people 

position themselves to each other to the stimulus material of the study. These 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 figures. Another potential methodological 

problem of projective procedures arises from one of the response formats often used, free association. 

This involves participants expressing any thoughts that come to their mind. These, in turn, have to be 

interpreted by experimenters, making the analysis susceptible to subjective biases. Accordingly, 

projective measures have psychometric flaws that can call into question the ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΩǎ reliability 

and validity (e.g., Catell, 1944; Lilienfeld et al., 2000).  

In summary, the research on proxemics theory did not offer a suitable paradigm for my 

investigation. The reasons for this were, on the one hand, the disadvantages of the methods chosen. 

On the other hand, perhaps more importantly, the research objects of studies on proxemics were quite 

different from that of my investigation: Studies on proxemics theory have investigated the spatial 
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distance between two or more targets, whereas I focused on the spatial distance between a target and 

an object. 

The second line of research I drew inspiration from to create my paradigms concerns the role 

of spatial distance in the evaluation of products. The experiment of Chae et al. (2013) demonstrated 

that spatial distance also serves as a useful cue for relationships between non-human entities. In the 

context of, for instance, a product and its purpose of use, spatial distance represents the link between 

cause and effect (cf. Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Rips, 2011; White, 2006). Hence, individuals might draw 

on the spatial distance of a product to its intended use to ƧǳŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ In fact, 

participants of Chae at al.Ωs (2013) study attributed higher effectiveness to products (e.g., an 

insecticide) depicted as spatially close to their purported effect (e.g., a dead cockroach) than to 

products at a large spatial distance. However, the stimulus material from Chae et al. (2013) was not 

suitable for my research purpose since the respective images either depicted two non-human objects 

or the images containing a personΩǎ ŦŀŎŜ either showed only half the face or contained 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 object-based person perception served as a source of design ideas for my 

paradigms. Studies on impression formation generally investigate a deeply rooted need in human 

nature: To understand other people, or even predict their behavior. To reach a judgment about 

another person, observers sometimes need to draw on the information available in the situation. For 

example, observers use objects in the personΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ to draw inferences about the 

characteristics of that person (e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020; Rentfrow 

& Gosling, 2006). Past studies have indicated that ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΨ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ 

based on tƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ (Naumann et al., 2009), bedroom or office furnishing 

(Gosling et al., 2002), or music preference (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006) were highly consistent with the 

targetΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ for the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John & Srivastava, 1999). A unique style of clothing 

(Naumann et al., 2009), a collection of diverse books and magazines, an uncommonly furnished 
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bedroom or office (Gosling et al., 2002), and music preferences (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006) were 

indicative of ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǘǊŀǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΣ ƻǇŜƴƴŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ, for example. The listed studies utilized 

no experimental setting, only real-world settings, in that participants were presented with photos of 

targets (Naumann et al., 2009)Σ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǘŜƴ ŦŀǾƻǊƛǘŜ ǎƻƴƎǎ (Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006), or 

ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ōŜŘǊƻƻƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎ (Gosling et al., 2002). Moreover, ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ assessments of 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ were compared with the ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ results of a 

personality tests. These investigations illustrated that people draw inferences about a person's 

characteristics from objects. 

In their experiment, Oh et al. (2020) investigated the clothing of a target as a possible 

indication of personal characteristics (competence in this case). Compared to the studies cited above 

on object-based person perception, Oh et al. (2020) systematically varied the targetΩs clothes and did 

ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ about the targetΩs competency with the targetΩs actual 

competency. The findings of Oh and colleagues (2020) also confirmed the general assumption of 

observers relying on objects to form an impression about another person: Participants ascribed a 

target dressed in expensive-looking clothes more competency than a target in cheap-looking clothes. 

The study design from Oh et al. (2020) seemed to best serve my research purpose. Yet, 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 people choose 

their clothes according to several factors, including how the material feels on the skin, the cut of the 

garment, or whether its production meets personal ethical and moral standards. Moreover, people 

select their clothing according to whether it is intended to serve as a means of fulfilling psychological 

motives and needs, such as to signal membership of a particular social group, or even to regulate mood 

(for an overview see Moody et al., 2010). Which clothes a person wears is, therefore, a very personal 

decision that can be based on a variety of reasons. From my perspective, however, clothing appeared 

to be an unsuitable object for testing my hypothesis, mainly because the realization of a large distance 
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between the (then undressed) target and their clothing would probably not have solely conveyed the 

targets lack of expertise in a certain domain.  

Overall, the research on object-based person perception served me mainly indirectly in the 

development of my paradigms by providing empirical evidence indicating that individuals deduce 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎ (Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 

2020). With regard to the methodological approach, only the experiment by Oh et al. (2020) seemed 

to be a suitable template for testing my hypothesis.  

Another component of my paradigms was questions about the ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ expertise. To obtain 

appropriate items measuring perceived expertise, I adopted items from research on the persuasive 

effect of experts as communicators on the attitudes of their recipients (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 

1994; Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et al., 2006). The advantage of this approach 

was that these items had already been empirically proven in numerous studies. 

As an interim summary, the paradigms used in the present studies represented a synthesis and 

advancement of stimulus materials from different lines and foci of research. In creating suitable 

paradigms for testing my general hypothesis, the relation between perceived spatial distance and 

expertise, I utilized to studies on proxemics theory (Hall, 1969, 1973; Little, 1965; Wellens & Goldberg, 

1978), the effect of spatial distance on ǘƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ (Chae et al., 2013), 

object-based person perception (Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020), and 

persuasion (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Heesacker et al., 1983; Petty et al., 1981; Tormala et 

al., 2006). To follow, I will describe the paradigms of the present investigation in detail and discuss 

their advantages and limitations. 

Study 1 ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ Here, I designed a picture that showed the spatial distance between the 

target and object as neither clearly short nor large. The rationale behind this design was to create 

ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴs of the spatial distance. After participants had been presented 

with the picture, they were asked to assess the distance between the target and pasta product, as well 
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as the taǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in food. The results indicated a link between participants' subjective 

impression of the target's distance from the object and their attribution of expertise in relation to the 

object to the target. Regarding the stimulus material, in addition to the critical object (a pasta product), 

other objects were depicted in the immediate vicinity of the target (a kitchen apron, vegetables, a 

cutting board). All these objects were connected to the domain that the critical object representedτ

food. However, the presence of the kitchen apron, vegetables, or cutting board was unlikely to affect 

the relationship between the perceived spatial distance of the target to the pasta product and the 

expertise ratings. For example, whether the target was wearing the kitchen apron should not have 

differentially affected the target's spatial distance from the pasta product as perceived by the 

observers. bƻƴŜǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ άǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

stimulus material, I 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 tested the hypothesis that attributed expertise is a function of spatial 

distance. The stimulus material used in these studies met my goal of showing a target and one object 

only όŜȄŎŜǇǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ άtŀƛƴǘƛƴƎέύ. In contrast to the picture utilized in Study 1, the illustrations used 

in Studies 2A and 2B systematically varied in terms of the spatial distance between the target and 

object. Pictures representing short spatial distance showed the target right next to the object, whereas 

pictures portraying a large spatial distance showed the target and object on opposite sides of the 

picture. {ƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ {ǘǳŘȅ мΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ н! ŀƴŘ н. ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ 

using several items. The results of both experiments demonstrated that the paradigm of visually 

presenting the target at either a short or large spatial distance from the object was suitable to convey 

that the target possesses (little) expertise. Hence, Studies 2A and 2B confirmed the hypothesized 

causal relationship between spatial distance and expertise: Targets at short spatial distances to objects 

are ascribed more expertise compared to targets at large spatial distances from these objects.  

In Study 3, I investigated the bidirectional link between spatial distance and expertise. 

Specifically, I tested the hypothesis that the expertise of a target in a certain domain leads participants 
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to actively place an object representing that domain spatially closer to the target than objects that do 

not match the respective domain. For this purpose, I employed a paradigm different from that used in 

Studies 1 to 4: I first presented participants with a picture of a target, along with a purported self-

description of that target. Afterwards, participants were asked to furnish a room using a selection of 

objects as they believed the target would do. Unlike all my other studies, in Study 3, participants 

created the spatial distance themselves. In addition to the one critical object, there were two to three 

different types of storage surfaces (e.g., a shelf or table) and three to four objects representing 

furnishing or decorative items (e.g., a bouquet of flowers or a framed picture). The distractor objects 

(all objects except the critical object) did not have any connection to the content of the alleged self-

descriptions in the experimental condition. In retrospect, there may have been too few objects. It 

seems unlikely that anyone (the targets) would own so few personal items. Potentially, more distractor 

objects might have increased the credibility of the cover story and better concealed the research goal. 

Nevertheless, the results suggested ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳΩǎ general effectiveness for investigating the 

hypothesis: Participants actively placed the critical object spatially closer to targets whose expertise 

was in a domain that matched the critical object compared to targets with expertise in an unrelated 

domain. 

In Study 4, I tested the prediction that a communicator's spatial distance from an attitude 

object influences the persuasion process equivalent to that of other cues of expertise known from 

persuasion research. I drew on the paradigm from Studies 2A and 2B in this experiment: I presented 

participants with pictures of the communicator at either a short or large spatial distance to an object 

(in this case, a vacuum cleaner). Afterwards, I asked participants to indicate their attitudes and judge 

ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ As expected, a communicator portrayed spatially close 

to the attitude object yielded more pronounced attitude change in the direction of the message in 

contrast with a spatially distant communicator.  

Contrary to my expectations, the manipulation check indƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦ However, mediation 
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analysis showed that the spatial distance indirectly influenced expertise through attitudes. This result 

can be explained by the fact that when people are asked to make a judgment, they are inclined to draw 

on highly accessible information (Higgins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 1989). The processing of stimuli 

can lead to certain information being temporarily more accessible than other information (Förster & 

Liberman, 2007; Higgins, 1989). Accordingly, answering questions about the object rendered 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ attitudes more accessible than other information, such as spatial distance. When 

participants subsequently rated ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΣ ǘƘŜy likely relied on their highly accessible 

attitudes as a judgment basis (Higgins, 1989, 1996; Wyer & Srull, 1989). Accordingly, obtaining a 

significant manipulation check result was missed since participants indicated their attitudes toward 

the object before the manipulation check (in this case, expertise) was measured. 

Another possible explanation for the nonsignificant result of the manipulation check can be 

derived from FestingerΩǎ (1957) cognitive dissonance theory. Cognitive dissonance arises from an 

ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ attitudes, and behavior. The state of cognitive dissonance is 

associated with a feeling of aversion, which motivates individuals to avoid or reduce cognitive 

dissonance. For example, people may feel cognitive dissonance when they book a flight to a faraway 

destination but also feel committed to a climate-friendly way of traveling and consumption. In Study 

4, positive attitudes toward the object but ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴƛŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ expertise (and vice versa) 

could have resulted in cognitive dissonance due to the logical inconsistency between, for instance, 

positive ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ όάL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘ.έύ ŀƴŘ low expertise ratings for the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊ όάL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻƳŀƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴȅ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊǎΦέύΦ 

Individuals can resort to different strategies to maintain or reestablish a balance between their 

cognitions and behavior and thus avoid or reduce cognitive dissonance. They can change their 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ όάL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻƳŀƴ has expertise in vacuum cleaners.έύΣ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ όe.g., by 

ticking a value on the expertise scale that represents high expertise), or add consonant cognitions όά{ƘŜ 

must be an expert in vacuum cleaners; otherwise, I would not think so positively about this vacuum 

cleaner."). In Study 4, ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
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attitudes toward the object. Accordingly, participants with positive attitudes attributed more expertise 

to the communicator, believing that only an expert could have convinced them of the value of the 

object. Participants with negative attitudes, on the other hand, ascribed little expertise to the 

communicator in consonance with their attitudes. tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ need to avoid cognitive dissonance could, 

therefore, explain why the manipulation check showed no (direct) effect of spatial distance on 

expertise ratings. 

Nonetheless, the fact that the manipulation check was not significant does not undermine the 

conclusion based on the hypothesis test (Fayant et al., 2017; Sigall & Mills, 1998). The results of Study 

4 indicated that, as predicted, a communicator at a short spatial distance was more likely to persuade 

participants than a communicator at a large spatial distance. Hence, the effect of a short spatial 

distance on the attitude change process is functionally analogous to the effect of an academic title, a 

cue of expertise frequently used in persuasion literature. 

Overall, my research findings prove that my stimulus material was adequate for its intended 

objective: demonstrating the (causal) relationship between spatial distance and expertise. The visual 

presentation of a target and an object at either short or large spatial distance proved to be an effective 

method to experimentally manipulate the attribution of expertise to targets. Moreover, a short spatial 

distance appeared to be equivalent to other common manipulations of communicator expertise used 

in persuasion research, such as an academic title. Hence, spatial distance represents another effective 

manipulation of expertise in that it conveys the impression of ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ expertise in domains 

in which academic titles do not exist. Altogether, the visual presentation of spatial distance has great 

potential as an effective manipulation of expertise in future experiments and applied settings, such as 

advertising and marketing. 

7.2 Discussion of the Studies 

7.2.1 Expertise and Spatial Distance 

The present investigation corroborates findings from previous research on person perception: 

Observers deduce another personΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎs (expertise in the current studies) from objects in 
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that person's environment (e.g., Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020; Rentfrow 

& Gosling, 2006). Moreover, the current studies indicate the relevance of spatial distance between 

entities as a judgmental basis for inferences about their relationship and properties (e.g., Chae et al., 

2013; Wellens & Goldberg, 1978). Extending the findings of prior studies, the results of the present 

research indicate that (1) individuals perceive non-egocentric spatial distances between entities in 

their social environment (i.e., between a person and an object) and (2) utilize these non-egocentric 

spatial distances as cues to infer the relationships between these entities. Additionally, the findings 

confirm the central hypothesis that (3) spatial distance is a relevant source of information about 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ for observers: A short spatial distance between a person and an object 

representing a certain domain leads observers to assume that the respective person possesses 

expertise in relation to the object. Therefore, communicators spatially close to an attitude object are 

ascribed expertise and are thus (4) more likely to persuade their recipients.  

In summary, attributing expertise within a particular domain to someone follows the same 

mechanism as ascribing any other characteristic to a person (Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 

2009), or even ascribing an abstract feature to an object (Chae et al., 2013). Expertise represents an 

attribute much like a personality trait, such as openness, or the property of a product such as its 

effectiveness. All three these examples involve attributes that cannot be determined directly or 

immediately from an entity. To draw inferences about the expression of a particular characteristic of 

a person or object, observers will often use information given in the situation. Observers interpret this 

information, such as a person's spatial distance from a particular object or a distinctively designed 

living space, as an indication of a person's expertise or openness to new experiences (Gosling et al., 

2002). For example, observers may infer the effectiveness of a product using its spatial distance from 

its intended use (Chae et al., 2013). I thus deduced that the attribution of properties to entities of the 

social environment (whether a person or an object) is based on a fundamental cognitive process.  

The present research enriches the literature on object-based person perception by 

demonstrating that expertise is an additional property that individuals attribute to another person 
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based on an object. Accordingly, participants ascribed a target with expertise in a domain (e.g., robots) 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ spatial vicinity (a robot). Therefore, the current results are 

congruent with previous research findings showing that participants ascribed a target with openness 

to new experiences based on the variety of books anŘ ƳŀƎŀȊƛƴŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ōŜŘǊƻƻƳ (Gosling et 

al., 2002). Studies 2A and 2B illustrated that the attribution of expertise is qualified by the spatial 

distance between the target and the object: Targets spatially close to an object are considered to 

possess more expertise than distant targets. In this respect, the present results are also consistent with 

those of Chae ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎΩ (2013) experiments on spatial distance as a judgmental basis for the 

attribution of abstract product properties. Specifically, Chae et al. (2013) showed that the effectiveness 

of a product (e.g., a cream to treat acne), depicted spatially close to a picture of its intended use (e.g., 

flawless skin), was rated higher than that of a spatially distant product. Moreover, the present 

investigation illustrates that spatial distance is equivalent to other known cues of expertise, such as an 

academic title, a white laboratory coat, and the like (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski & 

Thompson, 1999; Nguyen & Masthoff, 2007; Petty et al., 1981; Pierro et al., 2005; Ratneshwar & 

Chaiken, 1991). In Study 4, a short spatial distance between a communicator and an object had an 

ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ǘƛǘƭŜ on the attitude change process. That 

is, participants indicated more positive or negative attitudes toward the attitude object, respectively, 

when they were presented with a communicator spatially close to (vs. distant from) it. This pattern of 

results is similar to findings from studies showing that a communicator with an academic title is more 

persuasive than a communicator without one (e.g., DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Heesacker et al., 1983; 

Petty et al., 1981). Accordingly, placing a communicator at a short spatial distance to an attitude object 

increases the success of a persuasion attempt. 

Expertise can be conveyed using various cues, such an academic title, a white laboratory coat, 

a job certificate, the number of scientific publications in a certain domain, 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 cues of expertise. This is because in contrast to an academic title, for example, the 
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interpretation of spatial distance does not require individuals to possess culturally specific knowledge. 

Observers can only construe the meaning of a doctoral degree or the title of professor as cues of 

expertise if they possess relevant background knowledge. Furthermore, only in a few domains can an 

academic degree be obtained. An academic title is also nonspecific, that is, it does not usually refer to 

a particular domain. For example, there is no floristry degree program to my knowledge, and the 

designation "Dr. phil." only vaguely reveals the domain in which this title is acquired. The same applies 

to the white laboratory coat, which is also considered a sign of expertise but also only represents 

expertise in a few domains (e.g., medical doctor, laboratory assistant, dental technician). By means of 

ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ spatial distance to an object, however, observers can recognize experts where there 

is no formalized designation of expertise like an academic title or specific work attire. Accordingly, 

observers may infer from the person's short spatial distance to a pasta dish (Study 1) or a solar panel 

(Study 2A) that the person in question has expertise in food or solar panels, respectively. 

The strength of the present research results is shown in the fact thŀǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ 

from an object influences the attribution of expertise across diverse domains (in addition to the above, 

e.g., whales, nuclear waste, robots). Notably, the spatial distance effect cannot be reduced to a single 

domain of expertise. The findings of Study 4 also demonstrate that the domain of expertise does not 

necessarily have to be explicitly addressed for observers to recognize it: The attributed expertise in 

ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘ was evident 

ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀŎǳǳƳ ŎƭŜŀƴŜǊΦ That is, participants were more likely to adopt 

the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ, who was spatially close to the attitude object and, therefore, conveyed 

expertise in the related domain.  

The present research also illustrates the bidirectionality of the relationship between spatial 

distance and expertise. Hence, attributed expertise is not only a function of ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ spatial distance 

to an object representing a certain domainΤ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ spatial distance to an object is also a function 

of the ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise. Specifically, the findings of Study 3 provide empirical support for this 

assumption. In Study 3, targets were presented as experts in a certain domain. For instance, one target 
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was either described as a photographer or a pastry chef. !ŦǘŜǊ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ, 

participants were presented with a picture of the target standing in an empty room. Their task was to 

furnish the room using a selection of objects as they thought the target would do. As a result, 

participants actively placed the critical object spatially closer to the target only when it matched the 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ presumed domain of expertise. In the example with the photographer or pastry chef, 

participants placed a camera spatially closer to the target previously described as a photographer than 

to the target presented as a pastry chef. Hence, individuals infer from a person's expertise that objects 

corresponding to their domain of expertise can be found spatially close to the person. Possibly, placing 

objects spatially close to experts expresses individualsΩ belief that experts are close to objects from 

their domain. 

 As an interim summary, the present studies confirm that individuals draw conclusions about 

another person's expertise using spatial distance. Moreover, there is some empirical evidence 

suggesting that the relationship between expertise and spatial distance is bidirectional, meaning that 

a short spatial distance can also result impressions of expertise. Furthermore, the distance-based 

attribution of expertise is comparable to other cues of expertise in its effect on the persuasion process. 

More generally, research on spatial distance as a cue of the attribution of expertise represents a 

convergence and continuation, respectively, of two different lines of research: The object in a person's 

environment signals the category to which the property to be ascribed (here expertise) is related (e.g., 

Gosling et al., 2002; Naumann et al., 2009; Oh et al., 2020; Rentfrow & Gosling, 2006); the spatial 

distance signals the expression of this property (manifested in the extent of attributed expertise; cf. 

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

7.2.2 Construal Level Theory 

The core element of the CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010) is psychological distance. The 

term psychological distance refers to peopleΩs perception of how distant another person, object, or 

event appears to be in terms of space, time, social relations, or hypotheticality (Liberman & Trope, 

2014; Trope & Liberman, 2010). This body of literature encompasses many studies investigating 
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psychological distance in numerous contexts and its effect on a variety of psychological variables (e.g., 

Adler & Sarstedt, 2021; Maglio, 2020; Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

The present investigation extends the research on egocentrically perceived psychological 

distance (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), as it indicates that individuals also rely on non-egocentric 

distances to make a judgment. Whether it is the perceived distance of the self from a person 

(egocentric distance) or the perceived distance between a person and an object (non-egocentric 

distance), how large the distance appears to people influences how they perceive that person or 

object. For instance, individuals are likely to perceive other people who are (spatially) close to them as 

familiar (cf. Fujita, Henderson, et al., 2006; Williams & Bargh, 2008). The present research illustrates 

that observers attribute expertise to people they perceive to be within a short spatial distance to an 

object. From my perspective, there is no semantic difference between familiarity and expertise. By 

interpersonal familiarity, I understand that two people know each other well. Expertise means being 

knowledgeable about and experienced in a domainτin other words, being familiar with it (Chi, 2006a; 

Ericsson, 2006, 2017; Ericsson et al., 1993; Ericsson & Towne, 2010). Both terms thus refer to the same 

construct but are used differently: Familiarity is more commonly used in the context of interpersonal 

relationships, whereas expertise is more commonly used in the context of domains. I, therefore, 

conclude that a short egocentric distance and a small non-egocentric distance are associated with the 

perception of familiarity and expertise, respectively. 

There is also preliminary empirical evidence for a further commonality between egocentric 

and non-egocentric distance. That is, the relationship between (non-)egocentric distance and the 

mental representation of an entity seems to exist in the opposite direction as well: People may infer 

the distance between themselves and another person or the person and an object from their mental 

representation of the person. The study by Liberman and Förster (2009) provided results for egocentric 

distance. In their Experiments 3A to 3C, Liberman and Förster (2009) asked their participants to rate 

how close their relationship was with their family doctor (Experiment 3A), their roommate (Experiment 

3B), and their mother (Experiment 3C). A comparison of average ratings across the three experiments 
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illustrated that, probably unsurprisingly, participants rated their relationship with their mother as 

closer than their relationship with their roommate or family doctor. This result suggests that ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

mental representation of a person, and thus also the relationship they with this person, influences 

their assessment of the egocentric distance between them and the respective relationship partner.  

Study 3 of the present research showed that people infer ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ spatial distance to 

an object from the relationship of that person to the corresponding domain. In this experiment, 

participants were first presented with an ostensible self-description of a target and then asked to 

furnish a room that was empty except for the target. The results revealed participants actively placed 

ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ domain of expertise 

compared to when it did not. Hence, ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƛƴŦŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ In summary, there is an analogy between perceived 

egocentric and non-egocentric distance: The distance between the self and a person, as well as the 

distance between a person and an object, influences how this person is perceived. Conversely, how a 

person is perceived can influence how individuals assess the ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ distance to the self or an object. 

Despite the parallels, I believe that non-egocentric distance perception should not be 

understood as congruent with the egocentric perception of the CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010); 

rather, they should be considered complementary. The most obvious difference is that CLT focuses 

solely on egocentric distance perception and is based on other assumptions. Furthermore, to my 

knowledge, the CLT makes no predictions about the attribution of expertise to another person based 

on psychological distance. Therefore, I consider non-egocentric distance perception to be another 

psychological tool of human cognition that has certain parallels to the already known egocentric 

distance perception. 

The present investigation focused on the spatial dimension of non-egocentric distance 

perception, either measured (Studies 1 and 3) or manipulated (Studies 2A, 2B, and 4). Following the 

presumptions of the CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), however, individuals may draw inferences 

about ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŦǊƻƳ dimensions other than the spatial distance dimension as well. 
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The findings from Study 1 provide preliminary evidence suggesting a relationship between distance 

perception on the social, temporal, and hypotheticality dimensions and the attribution of expertise. In 

Study 1, participants were asked to assess the perceived distance between a target and an object (a 

pasta product) on the spatial, social, temporal, and hypothetical distance dimensions. Across 

dimensions, the perception of distance was significantly negatively correlated with the evaluation of 

expertise (for details see Subsection 2.2 Results). The stronger participants rated the target's 

identification with the product (social dimension), for example, the more expertise they attributed to 

the target. The significant negative correlation between distance and expertise across all four distance 

dimensions found was remarkable. This is because only the spatial distance between the target and 

object was operationalized openly. These preliminary results suggest that the attribution of expertise 

is also related to the perception of distance in dimensions other than the spatial dimension. Hence, 

individuals might infer the expertise of a person in relation to an object fromΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

temporal distance from the object. I will discuss how this hypothesis can be tested in more detail in 

Subsection 7.3 Limitations and Implications.

7.2.3 Proxemics Theory 

Following proxemics theory (Hall, 1969, 1973), spatial distance provides valuable information 

for inferring the relationship between two or more people. According to this approach, the spatial 

distance between people is determined by their social relationship. Although the perception and 

interpretation of spatial distance vary across cultures, individuals generally maintain spatial proximity 

to people who are familiar to them (Sorokowska et al., 2017). Therefore, observers are likely to assume 

that two people in spatial proximity share a close relationship and are familiar with one another. The 

research by Förster and Liberman (2007) supported the assumption that people hold specific 

expectations about different types of relationships. In their experiment, participants judged the 

relationship between a mother and her child as closer than the relationship between a family doctor 

and a patient. 
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¢ƘŜ άŜǎǎŜƴŎŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ that of the 

attribution of expertise in relation to an object: Observers attribute familiarity or expertise to a person 

who is spatially close to another person or an object, respectively. Depending on the context, the 

attributed familiarity is named differently: For interpersonal intimacy, it is uncommon to speak of 

members of a dyad possessing mutual expertise. In relation to a person's familiarity with an object or 

domain, on the other hand, it seems more common to speak of expertise. This context-dependent 

usage of familiarity and expertise, however, seems to be purely linguistic. They both denote the same 

thing: familiarity with something or someone. 

Indeed, the findings of the present research demonstrate that observers' inferences about a 

person's expertise, like those about interpersonal familiarity, are related to spatial distance: The 

shorter the spatial distance between a person and an object appears, the higher the observers rate 

the ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ familiarity with and expertise in the relevant domain (Study 1). Moreover, the relationship 

between spatial distance and expertise is causal: Observers are likely to ascribe expertise to a person 

ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ (Studies 2A, 2B, and 4). It can, therefore, be 

assumed that spatial distance represents an important indication for observers not only of the 

relationship between two or more people but also of the relationship between a person and an object. 

Perhaps, both attributions may even be based on the same psychological mechanisms.  

7.2.4 Does Attributed Expertise Generalize Across Abstraction Levels? 

In the present research, participants attributed expertise to a target using the category 

represented by the object, not just the particular object. Therefore, it appears that participants 

generalized the targetΩs expertise from the level of the specific object to the more inclusive level of 

objects of that type. For example, participants attributed a man spatially close to a solar panel 

expertise in solar panels (Studies 2A and 2B) and a woman spatially close to a vacuum cleaner expertise 

in relation to vacuum cleaners (Study 4). However, it remains unclear whether the attributed expertise 

extended so far as to include more abstract and inclusive category levels. For instance, is a woman 

spatially close to a horse perceived as having expertise in this particular horse, the horse breed, horses 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

110 

in general, hoofed animals, or even all animals? The results of the present studies suggest that 

expertise is not attributed to the individual object (this horse). Rather, they suggest that expertise is 

attributed according to the category represented by the object (horses). Therefore, the attribution of 

expertise is likely generalized to a certain extent. This effect can be due, at least in part, to the fact that 

individuals tend to categorize objects at an intermediate or basic category level (horses) rather than 

at a subordinate (this horse) or superordinate (mammals) category level (Murphy, 2002; Murphy & 

Brownell, 1985; Rosch et al., 1976). 

Subordinate and superordinate categories represent opposing poles of the levels of 

abstraction and inclusiveness. The basic category, located between these poles, is assumed to have 

two advantages: It provides individuals with the maximum information related to most category 

elements (Mervis & Rosch, 1981; Rosch et al., 1976). For instance, all horses have hooves, a mane, and 

nostrils; one can ride horses, usually with a bridle and a saddle (basic category). The subordinate 

category of άLǎƭŀƴŘƛŎ Ǉƻƴȅέ Ŏŀƴ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ŦŜǿ ƘƻǊǎŜǎ, as the Islandic pony is the only horse 

breed that is capable of two extra gaits, the tölt and pass. If the superordinate category of "mammals" 

is applied, only those characteristics that apply to all animals in this category would be relevant, such 

as that they suckle their offspring. Moreover, basic categories (e.g., horses) are highly differentiated 

and thus vary the most from categories of the same level of abstraction (e.g., cats, koalas).  

From my perspective, people also seem to rely on categories at an intermediate level of abstraction 

when categorizing other people under certain conditions. These categories contain information about 

the members of a certain social category, which are usually (supposedly) typical characteristics or 

behaviors (Dovidio et al., 2010; Hilton & Hippel, 1996; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). The most used 

social categories include gender, age, ethnicity, nationality, and profession. Which of the many 

possible categories is retrieved and applied to a person depends, among other things, on the cues 

given in the situation (Brewer, 1988/2014; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). These may include objects in the 

perǎƻƴΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ attributes from the person's appearance (e.g., their hairstyle or skin color). 
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Similar to basic categories for non-human entities, basic social categories offer the advantage of 

making meaningful information about another person accessible to observers.  

Combining the notions about non-human and human entities, it seems plausible to assume 

that observers intuitively choose a domain representing a basic category level when attributing 

expertise. That is, the object in a person's environment invokes a basic category that is applied to the 

person. This category is likely to be at an intermediate level of abstractness, providing observers with 

much information associated with that category. In a further step, spatial distance qualifies the 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅΥ hbservers interpret spatial proximity as an indication of a close 

relationship and thus as an indication of the person's expertise in relation to the basic category or 

domain, respectively. By means of the basic category, observers can obtain a more precise idea of what 

ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise might beΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘΩǎ potential characteristics and skills, as 

well as objects associated with the domain. 

To this point, I have not systematically tested the generalization of attributed expertise across 

different levels of abstraction. However, I obtained preliminary evidence suggesting that attributed 

expertise can be generalized from basic to more inclusive category levels. That is, participants ascribed 

a target next to a pasta product expertise in food (Study 1) and another target spatially close to a whale 

carcass expertise in marine animals (Study 2B). In these specific cases, I referred to more inclusive 

categories (food and marine animals, respectively) than those depicted by the respective objects 

(pasta dishes and whales, respectively) when asking participants to judge the targetsΩ expertise. The 

fact that participants ascribed both targets with a significant extent of expertise can be interpreted in 

favor of a generalization. But how far does attributed expertise generalize? 

It can be assumed that the likelihood of attributed expertise being generalized to more 

abstract and inclusive levels gradually decreases, possibly to the extent of decreasing similarity 

between the prototypes of the respective levels of abstraction (cf. Glaser, Dickel, et al., 2015; Linne et 

al., 2020; Shook et al., 2007). Prototypes share the most characteristics with other members of the 

same category and the least characteristics with members of other categories (Rosch & Mervis, 1975; 
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Rosch et al., 1976). Therefore, prototypes represent the most characteristic specimen of a given 

category. As the level of abstraction increases and categories become more inclusive, the 

characteristics of the respective category level prototype also change (Rosch et al., 1976). At higher 

category levels, prototypes may have only a few features in common with most of the many members 

of that category level (Rosch et al., 1976). Accordingly, the characteristics of a prototype at a 

subordinate category level potentially show only a few overlaps with the characteristics of a prototype 

at a superordinate category level.  

The similarity between prototypes of different category levels may also affect the 

generalization of attributed expertise. Perhaps the generalization of expertise from basic to more 

abstract category levels may even depend on how many features the prototypes of each category level 

have in common. The more characteristics categories of different abstract levels share, the more 

knowledge and experience an expert will be able to apply from one category level to another. In this 

ŎŀǎŜΣ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ be generalized across categories with different 

levels of abstractness. If the prototype of the next, more abstract category level has only a few or no 

features in common with the prototype of the more exclusive category, generalization might stop. Less 

expertise would then be attributed to the person at this more abstract and inclusive category level 

than at the previous category level. For example, a person at a short spatial distance to (as opposed to 

a large spatial distance from) a shark might be attributed expertise in sharks, somewhat less expertise 

related to marine animals (e.g., other fish, whales, octopodes), and even less expertise in animals in 

general (e.g., amphibians, insects, birds). Observers can assume that experts in the characteristics and 

peculiarities of sharks can transfer their knowledge and experience to other marine animals, at least 

to some extent. This is because most marine animals share certain characteristics, such as adaptions 

to living underwater or preferences for certain water temperatures. However, much less of the shark 

expertΩs knowledge would be applicable to land-living animals. Members of this latter category share 

fewer characteristics with members of the previous categories of sharks or marine animals. It can, 

therefore, be assumed that the generalization of attributed expertise decreases with the degree of 
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abstraction of category levels. Further, the attribution of expertise at more abstract category levels 

might depend on the (dis)similarities in the various ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΩ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜǎ. Testing the 

generalization of expertise may thus be a research objective for future investigations. 

If the target is spatially close to another person, however, I do not necessarily assume a 

generalization effect of ascribed familiarity. As outlined by proxemics theory, people communicate 

interpersonal relationships based on their position in space to each other (Hall, 1969, 1973). My 

understanding is that this concerns mainly relationships between two people. In this vein, I assume 

that observers attempt to understand how two people in a given scene are related. Therefore, I expect 

observers to believe that two people who are in close spatial proximity to one another know each 

other well. Possibly, a person at a short spatial distance to a small group of people will be attributed 

familiarity with those people. However, I do not expect observers to assume that this person is also 

familiar with people who can be categorized into a broader social category or the category of humans 

in general. 

My assumption is based primarily on the size of the most used social categories, such as age, 

gender, ethnicity, or profession. These social categories include so many members that observers are 

unlikely to assume that a person has an interpersonal relationship with all other members. For 

instance, individuals are unlikely to believe that an elderly person would be familiar with all elderly 

people. Therefore, I assume that attributed familiarity generally cannot be generalized across 

members of the same social category. Prospective studies can explore the perception of familiarity as 

a function of spatial distance and ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΩs generalization. 

7.2.5 Further Attributions as Functions of Spatial Distance 

Research has also suggested a relation between spatial distance and (attributed) liking. For 

instance, individuals tend to like other people who are spatially close to them (Kahn & McGaughey, 

1977; Shin et al., 2019; Sorokowska et al., 2017). Moreover, individuals are likely to believe that a 

person moving toward an object also likes this object (van Dessel et al., 2018; Zogmaister et al., 2023). 

Against this background, I assume that ascribed liking is a function of spatial distance, similar to 
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ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎΣ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ ǊŀǘŜ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ liking for an object as higher if the spatial distance between 

the target and the object is short rather than large.  

In Study 4, I measured attributed liking and attributed expertise. Specifically, I asked 

participants to indicate to what extent they thought the target likes objects such as the one pictured 

(in this case, vacuum cleaners). Notably, the communicator was arguing for or against this particular 

vacuum cleaner in the picture next to her, but the question about liking (and expertise) referred to the 

category of άvacuum cleanersέ. Unexpectedly, the data did not confirm the hypothesized relationship 

between spatial distance and liking. That is, whether the communicator was pictured close to or far 

from the object had no significant effect on attributed liking. Possibly, the category itself lends a 

possible explanation for this finding. Most observers will not assume that a person has a particular 

liking for an object with a negative valence, or objects that most people would reject or evaluate 

negatively (cf. Dan-Glauser & Scherer, 2011; Kurdi et al., 2017; Lang, P. J., Bradley, M. M., & Cuthbert, 

B. N., 1997). For instance, I am convinced that most people do not like corpses and, therefore, would 

not assume that a person seen standing next to a corpse likes corpses. However, I do not assume that 

a vacuum cleaner would be rated as negatively as a human corpse, but it may be reasonable to assume 

that vacuum cleaners are not particularly liked. One might speculate that most 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 vacuum. Correspondingly, most of the {ǘǳŘȅ пΩǎ participants may have held 

negative attitudes toward this object category because it is closely related to the (sometimes 

unpleasant) task of cleaning. Participants may have projected their negative attitude toward vacuum 

cleaners onto the target in the picture, in the broadest sense of a false-consensus effect (Ross et al., 

1977). The false-consensus effect describes a cognitive bias that leads individuals to believe that a large 

number of other people behave similarly to themselves or make similar judgments (Marks & Miller, 

1987; Mullen et al., 1985; Ross et al., 1977). Accordingly, participants may have mistakenly assumed 

that the target also dislikes vacuum cleaners if they do. However, these are speculative explanations, 

as I did not ask participants to indicate to what extent they themselves liked vacuum cleaners. In line 
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with previous research, I remain convinced that ascribed liking depends on spatial distance (Kahn & 

McGaughey, 1977; Shin et al., 2019; Sorokowska et al., 2017; van Dessel et al., 2018; Zogmaister et al., 

2023). Given the results of my own study, I must assume that this relationship is determined by the 

valence of the object category, but this assumption needs to be tested in future research. 

7.2.6 Expertise in the Context of Persuasion 

Expertise as a communicator characteristic has been a central and frequently studied variable 

in persuasion research. For this reason, it was consequential to test the effect of expertise signaled by 

spatial distance in a persuasion context. Furthermore, this effect had to be compared with the effects 

of cues of expertise commonly used in persuasion research. 

A plethora of studies has consistently demonstrated how communicators perceived as experts 

can ŜȄŜǊǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; 

DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Hovland et al., 1953; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). 

The first scholars to systematically investigate the influence of a communicatorΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ on the 

persuasion process were Hovland et al. (1953). Drawing on a learning theoretical perspective, Hovland 

et al. (1953) conceived attitude change as the result of a learning process. Specifically, Hovland et al. 

(1953) proposed that ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ 

incentives (e.g., the prospect of developing the "right" attitude, receiving approval from others, gaining 

a financial benefit, or improving their own health; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Accordingly, experts are 

more persuasive than non-experts because adopting the opinion of an expert, a respected and high-

status communicator, is associated with greater rewards for recipients (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).  

In persuasion research, the learning theory approach has become less important. Instead of 

learning processes, the two theoretical approaches that have dominated persuasion research to date, 

the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b) and HSM (Chaiken et al., 1989), postulate cognitive and 

motivational processes used to account for attitude change. Both models describe how recipients 

adopt one of two qualitatively different routes to arrive at an attitude. In situations where people have 

sufficient cognitive resources and are motivated, they are likely to follow the central (ELM) or 
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systematic (HSM) route and engage in a careful and thorough scrutiny of issue-relevant information. 

If, however, ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ cognitive ability or motivation is constrained, their attitudes will be the result 

of the less effortful and less demanding peripheral (ELM) or heuristic (HSM) route (Chaiken et al., 1989; 

Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b). In the latter case, recipients might rely on peripheral or heuristic cues, such 

as the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ expertise.  

A third model, the unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999), on the other hand, postulates a 

single route from the information given in a persuasion attempt to the recipientsΩ judgment (Erb et al., 

2003). According to the unimodel, the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ expertise, as well as any other information, can 

serve as evidence if recipients consider the respective information (expertise of the communicator) to 

be relevant to the judgment (Erb et al., 2003; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). Whether the 

communicatoǊΩǎ expertise is regarded as evidence depends on the recipientsΩ background knowledge 

and the meaning they derive from this evidence (Erb et al., 2003). Therefore, contrary to the 

assumption made in the dual-process models (ELM and HSM), the communicator's expertise does not 

necessarily have an effect functionally different from a substantial argument on the persuasion process 

(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999).  

 The theoretical approaches for explaining the persuasion process and the variables that affect 

it have changed considerably. Nonetheless, throughout decades of research on attitude change, 

expertise as a communicator variable has continued to be a focus of scholars (to date, as this 

dissertation demonstrates). The conceptualization of experts as knowledgeable and competent in their 

domain represents a generally shared assumption. This is evident from the fact that the questions 

assessing perceived communicator expertise have been similar across studies. Often, a 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ expertise is imparted by an academic title or the coƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ 

academic institute (e.g., Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et al., 

1981; Pierro et al., 2005; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991; Wallace et al., 2020). Repeatedly, expert 

communicators are also found to be more effective at changing ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ attitudes (Bohner et al., 
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2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; DeBono & Harnish, 1988; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty et 

al., 1981).  

 Study 4 of the present investigation illustrated that a ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ 

attitude object can create the perception of expertise and thus increase the likelihood of attitude 

change. As hypothesized, when the communicator is spatially close to the attitude object, there is a 

greater attitude change in the direction of the message than when the communicator is spatially 

distant. From the results of Studies 1 to 2B, it can be inferred that participants in Study 4 attributed 

expertise to the communicator at a short spatial distance to the object. This, in turn, caused them to 

develop correspondingly more positive or negative attitudes in accordance with the communicator's 

recommendation. Hence, the spatial distance effect occurred irrespective of whether the 

communicator gave a recommendation for or against the attitude object. However, when the 

communicator was depicted as being at a large spatial distance to the object, the message below the 

picture had no effect ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΦ Accordingly, Study 4 revealed a short spatial distance 

to be functionally equivalent to the other cues of expertise used in persuasion research to date. 

Specifically, the present results are consistent with those of the many studies on the influence of 

communicator expertise on the persuasion process: Experts (those spatially close) are more persuasive 

than non-experts (those spatially distant). Irrespective of the spatial distance, unsurprisingly, a 

recommendation in favor of the vacuum cleaner resulted in more positive attitudes compared to the 

opposing recommendation. Accordingly, the present experiment was also a successful replication of 

previous studies on attitude change. To increase the effectiveness of a persuasion attempt, it is, 

therefore, beneficial to reduce the spatial distance between the communicator and the attitude object. 

This simple strategy is particularly interesting for designers of advertisements who need to place an 

advertising character spatially close to the product being promoted. Accordingly, a person promoting 

a novel beverage might convince more consumers to try this product if the person is spatially close to 

it.  
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 In conclusion, the research reported in this dissertation confirms that individuals rely on non-

egocentric spatial distances between entities within their social environment (a person and an object) 

to draw inferences about the relationships among these entities. More importantly, the present 

investigation yields empirical evidence supporting the central hypothesis: Observers draw on the 

ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

the object. Specifically, a short spatial distance suggests that the person is likely an expert in the 

domain represented by the object. Finally, I demonstrated that spatial distance is functionally 

equivalent to other cues of expertise in the persuasion process, such as an academic title or a white 

laboratory coat. This relates to the numerous studies that have demonstrated communicators with an 

academic background are more persuasive than communicators without one (e.g., Heesacker et al., 

1983; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991). The 

present investigation illustrates that spatial distance has the same effect on the success of a persuasion 

attempt as an academic title. That is, communicators who are spatially close to an attitude object are 

ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ who are spatially distant.  

7.3 Limitations and Implications  

The studies reported in this dissertation provide empirical evidence indicating that spatial 

distance is a relevant cue for the attribution of expertise. In addition to confirming the hypotheses, the 

studies yield new insights into person perception and offer starting points for future research. 

One important issue relates to the underlying psychological processes accounting for the 

attribution of expertise based on spatial distance. I assume that the psychological mechanism 

resembles a two-step process. In the first step, observers assign the person to a meaningful category 

activated by the object (Brewer, 1988/2014; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Classifying other people into 

social categories makes available information about these people that goes beyond what is actually 

given in the situation (Asch, 1946; Bruner, 1957). This activated knowledge enables observers to form 

a first impression of the person and draw inferences about ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊǎ 

(Allport, 1954; Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Medin & Rips, 2005; Solomon 
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et al., 1999; Tajfel, 1969). FoǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ŀ ŦƛǊŜǘǊǳŎƪ ƛƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ άŦƛǊŜŦƛƎƘǘŜǊέΦ In the second step, observers deduce the relationship between the person and 

the object based on the spatial distance between the two entities. Here, a short spatial distance 

between the person and the firetruck implies a strong relationship. Hence, observers are more likely 

to believe that the person is an expert in firefighting. The inference about a person's expertise drawn 

from spatial distance might result from a learning process. It seems reasonable to assume that over 

the course of their lives, people have internalized the fact that spatial distance is an indication of the 

strength of the relationship between two entities (Chae et al., 2013). For example, throughout their 

lives, people have repeatedly observed experts (e.g., firefighters) spatially close to objects that reflect 

their domain of expertise (protective gear, fire truck, water hose, all representing the domain of 

firefighting).  

For the process resulting in the attribution of expertise to be initiated, the following 

prerequisite must be met: For an object to activate a corresponding (basic) category or domain of 

expertise, the object must be recognized as a representation of a certain category. For concrete 

domains of expertise (e.g., solar panels or whales), the objects are specific and closely linked to the 

respective categories (e.g., a solar panel or a whale). In the case of abstract domains (e.g., 

administrative law), the objects emblematically symbolize the corresponding category. A book on the 

domain in question, for example, is likely to be a suitable symbol. Accordingly, a person spatially close 

(vs. distant) to a book on administrative law is likely to be ascribed expertise in the domain of 

administrative law. Experiences from daily life suggest that books are a suitable sign of expertise: In 

interviews, experts usually stand or sit in front of a bookshelf, either one in their home or one in their 

office or a university library. The spatial distance to a (symbolic) object may, therefore, be a useful 

indication of a person's expertise in a variety of domains, including both abstract and concrete 

domains. 

I believe that the attribution of expertise resulting from a short spatial distance is a default: 

Observers perceiving a person at a short spatial distance to an object will intuitively assume that this 
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person possesses expertise in relation to the object. However, there may be information that discredits 

spatial distance as an indication of expertise or even suggests the opposite: ignorance. This information 

may include attributes of the person, such as a young age. For instance, a child near an open fire would 

certainly not be considered an expert in firefighting. On the other hand, would a domain represented 

by an object possibly also speak against the expertise of a person close to it? Regarding the domain of 

expertise, I am not entirely convinced that certain aspects of it preclude the attribution of expertise 

altogether. On the one hand, a person close to a hazardous material might be perceived as lacking 

expertise and, therefore, as being unaware of the threat. On the other hand, observers might believe 

that the person is an expert for this very reason: Due to the person's expertise, the person can reliably 

estimate that it is safe to approach the object at this short distance. Accordingly, a person spatially 

close to a bomb, for example, might be regarded as either ignorant or an expert in bombs. Therefore, 

the attribution of expertise may be influenced by ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ background knowledge. Without 

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 from it. In my view, the 

example of the dangerous domain does not contradict the general hypothesis of expertise being a 

function of spatial distance. I still presume that observers generally intuitively infer expertise rather 

than ignorance from short spatial distanceτif there is no evidence that obviously and unambiguously 

contradicts this (as in the case of the child near the fire) or they possess expertise themselves. 

However, these are mere assumptions. Future research is needed to explore the boundary conditions 

of perceived expertise based on spatial distance. 

Future studies can also examine the general processes underlying the spatial distance effect in 

more detail. These mechanisms include the categorization of the target based on the object. One 

Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ŀ ǇǊƛƳing paradigm and to 

test the accessibility of the category and its content. Following the assumptions of associative network 

models (Anderson, 1983; Anderson & Bower, 1979; Bower, 1981; Collins & Loftus, 1975), the structure 

and representation of memory content resemble a network of nodes, each reflecting a certain concept, 
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such as an object, action, or event. The bidirectional links among the nodes map the strength of their 

connections. That is, closely related concepts share a strong association. The activation of one node 

spreads along the connections to adjacent nodes and renders them accessible (Anderson & Bower, 

1979; Bower, 1981; Collins & Loftus, 1975; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). That is, the presentation of 

a priming stimulus triggers the activation of one node. This activation then spreads through the links 

to the nodes of closely related concepts. Connectionist models, such as parallel distributed processing 

(Rumelhart, Hinton, & McClelland, 1986; Rumelhart, Smolensky, et al., 1986), conceptualize the mental 

construal of any stimulus object as being based on a pattern of activated units. Each unit carries 

information that, with the other activated units, results in a meaningful representationτcomparable 

to the functioning of a display. Only the interplay of numerous pixels, which in themselves convey a 

limited amount of information, results in a meaningful and complex picture (Bodenhausen et al., 2012). 

Concepts that are similar to each other are based on similar activation patterns, as they partly comprise 

the same units (Smith, 1996). Accordingly, the priming stimulus and objects related to it should yield 

to similar activation patterns. Regardless of how information is stored and represented in memory, 

activating one piece of content should increase the likelihood that a closely related piece of content 

will also be activated. For example, colorful leaves on trees would activate closely related concepts 

belonging to the same category, such as 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 the lexical decision task, participants are first presented with a priming stimulus. Subsequently, 

a string of letters appears on the screen, and participants are asked to decide whether this target 

stimulus is a word or not as quickly as possible. Target stimuli that represent words are either 

associated with the priming stimulus or not. Notably, the priming stimulus enhances the accessibility 

of related concepts. Accordingly, reaction times toward words semantically associated with the 

preceding prime are shorter than reaction times toward non-associated words.  
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Extensive literature has demonstrated the utility of the lexical decision task as a measure of 

the effects of semantic priming (Carr 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; Sperber et al., 1979). In a prospective experiment, participants are first presented with the 

picture of a target and an object (e.g., a bicycle). Assuming that the spatially close target and object 

are assigned to the same category, the target should serve as a prime for the category represented by 

the object. Therefore, participants are likely to identify words that are congruent with the category 

(e.g., cycling, bicycle helmet, pedal) significantly faster than words that are incongruent with the 

category (e.g., reading, lipstick, cat). 

Another line of research includes the identification of conditions under which the effect of 

spatial distance is eliminated. As discussed above, this can include information about the person, such 

as a young age. Moreover, additional information discounting the informational value of spatial 

distance as a cue of expertise is also likely to undermine the attribution of expertise. This idea 

originates from a study by Schwarz et al. (1991) that examined the judgmental basis of the availability 

heuristic. The researchers demonstrated that people base their assessment of the frequency or 

probability of events on the subjectively perceived ease with which related information can be 

retrieved from memory. In their study, participants rated themselves as more assertive if they had 

been asked to generate six rather than 12 examples of this type of behavior. Conversely, participants 

rated their assertiveness as lower if they provided six examples of non-assertive behavior compared 

to participants who were asked to list 12 example situations. The subjective ease with which 

participants named six example situations in which they exhibited (un)assertive behavior led them to 

believe that these situations were likely to occur frequently. Consequently, participants considered 

themselves to be (un)assertive. In their third experiment, Schwarz et al. (1991) introduced a condition 

that rendered ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ perceived ease of recall apparently irrelevant to the judgment in question. 

According to the researchers, the ease of recall should have no informative value and thus no effect 

on ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƧǳŘƎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ attribute their feelings to a source other 
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than their own assertiveness. To test this hypothesis, Schwarz et al. (1991) asked their participants to 

list either six or 12 examples of (un)assertive behaviors while listening to music. One half of participants 

were informed that the music was intended to facilitate the retrieval of autobiographical memories, 

whereas the other half of participants 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 of the music (facilitating or impeding retrieval, respectively), the diagnosticity of the subjective 

ease of retrieval was discredited. Under this condition, participants who were asked to list 12 examples 

of assertive behavior, for example, showed higher assertiveness ratings than those who gave only six 

examples. This is because participants attributed the ease of retrieval to the music instead of to 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 the judgment in question. With the availability heuristic, the subjective 

ease of retrieving information from memory can be understood as a cue from which individuals deduce 

the frequency or probability of an event. ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ expertise, observers draw 

on spatial distance as a cue to arrive at a judgment. A short distance can give observers the impression 

that the respective person has knowledge, experience, and expertise in a particular domain. In my 

opinion, the informative value of spatial distance can be discredited just like, for example, the 

subjective perception of ease of recall can. In this vein, providing observers with a plausible alternative 

interpretation of why a target is spatially close to an object should render the attribution of expertise 

less likely. For example, the excavator operator who accidentally discovered a bomb during 

construction work is probably not considered to have any expertise in connection with bombs. The 

investigation of those conditions under which spatial distance has no influence on the attribution of 

expertise represents an interesting extension of the current research. Undermining the distance effect 

using a suitable alternative explanation for the spatial proximity of a person to an object is another 

preliminary idea for further research. The challenge in implementing this idea in an experiment, 

however, may be to develop a design that is also falsifiable. 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

124 

A further research objective is to expand the theory of non-egocentric distance to dimensions 

other than the spatial dimension. The focus of the investigation reported in this dissertation was on 

spatial distance. Concentrating on the spatial dimension throughout my research, however, did not 

exclude the possibility of observers also relying on other distance dimensions to infer another ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

expertise. Based on the postulates of the CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), I believe that these may 

include the temporal, social, and hypotheticality distance dimensions. Accordingly, I hypothesize that 

the attribution of expertise is (causally) related to a short distance on any of the dimensions. I also 

assume that the two-step process, (1) categorizing and (2) inferring expertise, apply to distance 

dimensions other than the spatial dimension. Notably, compared to the spatial dimension, distances 

on the other three dimensions cannot be visualized in pictures but must be described. The general 

process underlying the attribution of expertise is likely to be the same for any dimension. Naming the 

object (e.g., horse) activates the relevant social category (e.g., equestrian), step one of the process. 

¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ άȅŜǎǘŜǊŘŀȅέ ǾǎΦ άƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊέύ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴship 

between the person in question and the object, step two of the process. My reasoning about the 

second step is based on the rationale that Chae et al. (2013) set out in their paper. The researchers 

argued that individuals transfer their experiential knowledge of mechanical causal relationships, that 

is, a close proximity between cause and effect in space and time (Michotte, 1963), to abstract contexts. 

Based on their observations of mechanically linked events, people also infer an abstract relation to be 

strong if the cause and effect are close. For this reason, individuals consider a product to be more 

effective when it is depicted as spatially close to its purpose of use (Chae et al., 2013). Following this 

reasoning, I suppose that a short distance on any dimension signals a close relationship between a 

person and an object. The impression of a close relationship, whether on the spatial, temporal, social, 

or hypotheticality dimension, then leads observers to attribute expertise to the person.  

The present investigation provides preliminary results showing a correlation between ascribed 

expertise and perceived distance on all four dimensions: spatial, temporal, social, and hypotheticality. 

SpecificallyΣ {ǘǳŘȅ м ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǇŜǊǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ in other 
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dimensions than the spatial dimension. However, Study 1 operationalized the spatial distance 

dimension only. In specific, Study 1Ωǎ ǎǘƛƳǳƭǳǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŘŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘΣ ŀ pasta 

product, but did not contain information about, for example, when the target last prepared 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 hypotheticality dimensions leads to the attribution of high (vs. 

low) expertise is yet to be tested. To close this gap, each dimension needs to be operationalized and 

experimentally manipulated. This can be achieved by presenting participants with texts that describe 

a targetΩǎ distance to an object as either short or large on one of the respective dimensions. Afterward, 

participants can be asked to assess ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘΦ For instance, 

participants learn that 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 horse-riding lesson (vs. is unsure whether to book one at all; hypotheticality 

dimension). Future results may support the notion of egocentric and non-egocentric distance 

perception representing complementary cognitive tools: If participants draw on different non-

egocentric distance dimensions to ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ, this idea will be supported. 

Possibly, the experiences that observers associate with perceptions of their own psychological 

distances to objects in their environment influence their attribution of expertise to 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 environment (Glaser, 

Lewandowski, & Düsing, 2015). In this regard, I am convinced that individuals probably know the 

personality traits and interests of people close to them quite well. Furthermore, they are aware of the 

details of objects in their immediate environment, such as the cap type of a water bottle right in front 

of them. Based on their own experiences, observers might, therefore, interpret that a short spatial 

distance between another person and an object is an indication that the person is likely to possess 

knowledge of and is familiar with the object. Therefore, observers will attribute expertise in relation 
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to the object and in the domain it represents to the person. That is, people may transfer their own 

experiences with objects close to them to another person close to an object. However, this does not 

necessarily mean that observers use their own perceived distance from the specific object to judge 

another person's expertise. The egocentric experience of spatial distance and the resulting feelings 

may complement the learning experience during which people learned that experts are usually in close 

contact with objects related their domain. 

Another interesting outlook for future studies is to examine the relationship between spatial 

distance and the attribution of liking a domain. It seems likely that observers intuitively assume that 

another person spatially close to an object also likes the object and the domain it represents. However, 

the results of Study 4 of the present dissertation do not confirm the hypothesis that ascribed liking is 

a function of spatial distance in 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., 2023). From my 

perspective, the most obvious explanation for the inconsistent results regarding the relationship 

between spatial distance and ascribed liking is that the attribution of liking depends on the valence of 

the domain. Perhaps unsurprisingly, observers are unlikely to believe that a person in the vicinity of an 

object representing a negatively connoted domain also likes this domain. Notably, the valence of an 

object is not necessarily a decisive factor that observers use to infer another person's liking of a 

domain. Observers may be convinced that a person likes a certain domain, even if the object 

representing it has a clearly negative valence. For instance, a person spatially close to a whale carcass 

would likely be considered to like whales. Crucially, the basic category (in this example, whales) does 

not have a negative connotation. With regard to expertise, however, the valence of the domain does 

not affect the attribution. A person spatially close to an object is ascribed expertise in the related 

domain, irrespective of whether its valence is positive or negative. Results from Study 2B support this 

notion, as they do not indicate that 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 person for an abstract domain but not for 

the concrete object results in a further difference between liking and expertise. Specifically, I suspect 

that attributed expertise can be generalized from the subordinate category level (this specific object) 

to the more abstract and inclusive basic category level (objects like the one depicted) to the even more 

abstract and inclusive superordinate category level (concepts that encompass objects of different 

categories). I do not expect a comparable generalization pattern for ascribed liking, though. The 

ascribed liking of an object or objects of one type is not a prerequisite for the person liking the more 

abstract domain related thereto, as illustrated by the example of the whale carcass: Observers may 

not believe that a person spatially close to the whale carcass likes this specific dead whale, but they 

may believe that this person likes whales or even marine animals in general. Forthcoming experiments 

can systematically test the conditions under which attributed liking is a function of spatial distance. 

They can provide further insights into the potential differences and commonalities in the attribution 

of expertise and liking. 

In addition to attributed expertise (and liking), observers are likely to draw inferences about 

other characteristics of another person who is at a short spatial distance to an object. The findings of, 

for example, Gosling et al. (2002), Naumann et al. (2009), and Oh et al. (2020) illustrated that objects 

in a personΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ can be used to deduce various personality traits, such as extraversion, 

openness to new experiences, or competency. Accordingly, a person spatially close to an object may 

be ascribed other attributes, in addition to expertise, that are related to the represented domain. For 

instance, a person next to a bicycle may be considered to be athletic, and even someone who enjoys 

a health-conscious lifestyle. Conversely, a large spatial distance between the person and the bicycle 

renders these attributions less likely. In my studies, I only ŀǎƪŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƧǳŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΩ 

expertise in a particular domain. In Studies 2A and 2B, however, I also included randomly selected 

traits that had no obvious connection to the object or domain, which were presented as filler items. In 

line with the ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘǎΩ cover story, participants were asked to rate the targetsΩ personality based 

on these filler items. In the exploratory analysis, none of the items showed a significant effect of spatial 
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distance on participants' judgments (the results can be found 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 characteristics. However, a systematic test of the hypothesis that observers infer further 

characteristics of a person that are associated with the invoked domain from the ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ spatial 

distance to an object is yet to be conducted. 

The further investigation of spatial distance in the persuasion context is another promising 

route for future research. An interesting approach to this would be to test the effect of the 

communicator's spatial distance from the attitude object on ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ attitudes in the presence of 

additional information or arguments. The message depicted in Study 4 contained only a concise 

recommendation for or against an object, a vacuum cleaner όάI [do not] recommend the vacuum 

cleaner XT-мллΦέ). However, does the spatial distance still have an influence on the persuasion process 

if recipients received more information about the object of judgment?  

From the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b) and the HSM (Chaiken et al., 1989), the following 

general hypothesis can be derived: The peripheral or heuristic cue (in this case, inferred communicator 

expertise) Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ a persuasive message. This effect is likely 

to occur when recipients are sufficiently motivated and have ample cognitive resources to thoroughly 

analyze the requisite arguments (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Petty & Wegener, 1998). Within the 

framework of the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b; Petty & Wegener, 1998), peripheral cues may serve 

as an additional argument or bias the information processing. The HSM (Chaiken et al., 1989) posits 

that heuristic cues may bias the processing of arguments, especially when the arguments are 

ambiguous and allow for different interpretations (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Erb et al., 2007). 

Accordingly, recipients think more positively about an issue when a message that allows for different 

interpretations is presented by an expert compared to a non-expert (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994). 

The predictions for the influence of peripheral or heuristic cues on the persuasion process are 

similar from both the ELM and HSM perspectives. Petty and Wegener (1998) reasoned that peripheral 

cues make one out of many equally likewise interpretations of attitude-relevant information seem 
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more likely to recipients. Chaiken and Maheswaran (1994) argued that the portrayal of a 

communicator as an expert generates the expectation in recipients that the arguments put forward 

are valid and sophisticated. Several studies have lend credence to the notion that peripheral or 

heuristic cuesΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΣ Ŏŀƴ bias reciǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

relevant to the attitude object (Bohner et al., 2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Tormala et al., 

2007).  

The unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) also postulates the possibility of biased 

processing. However, it does not differentiate between the type of biasing information. Rather, the 

unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999) suggests that the cue or argument can bias the processing 

of subsequent information (Erb et al., 2007). The underlying mechanism is assumed to be that the 

evaluative implications of any foregoing information can influence the interpretation of subsequent 

information (Higgins, 1989, 1996; Higgins et al., 1977; Wyer & Srull, 1989). That is, according to the 

outlined persuasion theories, biased processing necessitates that one piece of information precedes 

another. Furthermore, these theories indicate that the cognitive response to the first piece of 

information may influence the interpretation and evaluation of any subsequent information. From 

this, I deduce that the spatial distance of the communicator to the attitude object may bias the 

subsequent processing of ambiguous issue-relevant information. In particular, a short (vs. large) spatial 

distance leads to participants arriving at a more (vs. less) favorable interpretation of the arguments 

put forward and showing greater attitude change.  

Previous studies on biased processing have provided a suitable template for such an 

experiment (Bohner et al., 2002; Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Erb et al., 2007). The design of this 

study can be as follows: Participants are informed at the beginning that they will have to give detailed 

reasons for their answers at the end of the study (Tetlock, 1985, 1992). This is to ensure that 

participants are sufficiently motivated to process the stimulus material in depth. The subsequent 

course of the study will then promote the sequential processing of the spatial distance and persuasive 

message. Accordingly, participants will be initially subjected to spatial distance manipulation, involving 
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a picture showing the communicator and the attitude object either at a small or large spatial distance. 

Participants will then be asked to rate the communicator's expertise to make the expertise cue salient 

(Bohner et al., 1995; Bohner et al., 2002). Next, participants will be presented with information whose 

implications for the judgment of the attitude object are open to interpretation. Following Erb et al. 

(2007), I will utilize the thought-listing procedure (Cacioppo et al., 1982/2014; Greenwald, 1968) to 

differentiate biasing from a direct effect of spatial distance. An indirect effect of spatial distance on 

attitudinal judgments via cognitive responses should be shown by (1) recipients' thoughts reflecting 

the implication of spatial distance and (2) thoughts biased by spatial distance influencing attitudes (Erb 

et al., 2007). The thought-listing procedure involves participants reporting all thoughts that they had 

while perusing the message. After data collection is complete, independent raters will evaluate the 

thoughts and determine whether they are issue-relevant or issue-irrelevant. Relevant thoughts will be 

further categorized as favorable, neutral, or unfavorable with respect to the attitude object, following 

which they will be combined into an index. At the end of the experiment, ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ will 

be assessed. Cognitive responses significantly mediating the relationship between spatial distance and 

attitudes will confirm the hypothesis.  

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 result in biased 

processing. Due to the reading direction in German (or English) being from top to bottom, participants 

are likely to first process the spatial distance as a cue of expertise and then the persuasive message 

presented underneath.  

Another hypothesis can be derived from the ELM (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b), HSM (Chaiken et 

al., 1989), and unimodel (Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999): Expertise, conveyed by spatial distance, 

influences ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ attitudes independently of and thus additively to the persuasive message. That 

is, both ǘƘŜ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǳŀǎƛǾŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΦ 

Accordingly, reŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ will be more favorable if the communicator presenting the 

persuasive message in favor of the attitude object is spatially 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 processing. Second, that the persuasive message is unambiguous and consistent 

with the ŎǳŜΩǎ valence (in this case, an expert presenting strong arguments). If the ambiguous message 

is replaced by an unambiguous message with strong or weak arguments, the additivity hypothesis can 

be tested using the experiment described above to study biased processing. Both lines of future 

research, that of biased processing by and the additive effect of spatial distance, may add to the 

empirical evidence implicating spatial distance as functionally equivalent to other cues of expertise. 

That is, a short spatial distance conveys expertise and is thus likely to enhance the success of a 

persuasion attempt. Prospective studies may also reinforce the recommendation to advertisers to 

consider spatial distance in their designs or endorsers of a certain position to place themselves spatially 

close to an appropriate cue. 

Finally, another research objective is to experimentally test the assumptions of the proxemics 

theory (Hall, 1969, 1973) by drawing on the newly developed paradigms. To my knowledge, Wellens 

and Goldberg (1978) were the only researchers to investigate ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŦerences about the 

relationship between two people based on the spatial distance between them. Their participants 

assessed each coupleΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ using six items, each of which was rated on a seven-point semantic 

differential. Wellens and Goldberg (1978) reported that they adapted these items from Osgood and 

Suci (1955). Additionally, the selected items represented the three dimensions described by Osgood 

and Suci (1955), namely evaluation, potency, and activity, but which items Wellens and Goldberg 

(1978) specifically selected for their research were not mentioned. An examination of the 50 word 

pairs that Osgood and Suci (1955) studied, however, suggested that hardly any of them are suitable 

for describing an interpersonal relationship (e.g., beautiful ς ugly, hot ς cold, good ς bad).  

Moreover, past investigations of interpersonal distance can be methodologically improved 

(see Subsection 7.1 The Experimental Paradigm, p. 72 f.). For example, many studies have relied on 

projective measures, which require participants to freely associate in response to a question. The 
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ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ answers (for an overview see Hayduk, 1983). 

However, this method of data collection is susceptible to the experimenterΩs subjective biases.  

In particular, the experimental paradigm used in Studies 2A and 2B of the present investigation 

is a good alternative to projective measures. Only minimal adjustments to the paradigm are required 

to make it suitable for examining the influence of spatial distance on observers' inferences about the 

familiarity of individuals. These include replacing the object with a person so that the target is now 

depicted next to another person instead of an object. Furthermore, the question about the target's 

expertise needs to be changed to one about the target's familiarity with the other person. This is 

because in the context of interpersonal relationships, it is more appropriate to ask about how familiar 

people are with each other. As mentioned earlier, I see expertise and familiarity as basically equivalent 

terms used in different contexts. Similar to contexts with a single target and an object, I expect for two 

human targets observers to ascribe the targets who are spatially close to each other more familiarity 

compared to spatially distant targets. Closely related to familiarity might be the ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΩǎ assumption 

that two spatially close persons also like each other. Accordingly, I expect observers to infer more 

mutual liking for spatially close targets than for spatially distant targets. Notably, with respect to two 

targets reciprocity in familiarity and liking can be assumed, even though a 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 are familiar with each other to a similar degree. In conclusion, 

future studies can use this paradigm to demonstrate ascribed familiarity and mutual liking between 

two people as a function of their spatial distance from each other. 

I want to conclude this section with a brief discussion of the practical implications of the 

present investigation. The research reported in this dissertation provides insights into the mechanisms 

of social cognition, that is, how people come to an understanding of their social environment. The 

social world is complex and making sense of it requires resources that people have in limited supply. 

To overcome this challenge, the cognitive system has developed adaptive strategies, such as relying 
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on heuristics. These allow individuals to find a satisfactory explanation for an observed scene without 

much cognitive effort and the time-consuming scrutiny of all details (Sherman & Corty, 1994; Tversky 

& Kahneman, 1974). Drawing on heuristics usually leads to accurate judgments. Sometimes, however, 

these judgments may not correspond with objective facts because, for example, information about the 

situational context is disregarded (Jones, 1979; Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Ross, 1977). 

From my perspective, the spatial distance between one person and an object represents a 

valuable cue that helps observers to arrive at an understanding of this person. A short spatial distance 

signals a close relationship between this person and the object. Based on this cue for a close 

relationship, ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ in the domain the object represents. Since 

experts are commonly considered to provide accurate information, individuals are likely to adopt 

ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΦ Oftentimes, spatial distance is a valid indication of another person's 

expertise, comparable to other cues of expertise. However, the present investigation not only 

contributes to basic research, but also illustrates the utility of spatial distance in applied contexts. For 

example, people can take advantage of the spatial distance effect when they want to present 

themselves as experts in front of an audience or in a job application process. Applicants can prompt 

the attribution of expertise in a certain domain by positioning themselves spatially close to a suitable 

object. Moreover, spatial distance is relevant for the advertising and marketing industry. That is, to 

convince consumers or potential customers of the merits of a product or service, the advertising figure 

can be placed spatially close to the object in question.  

8 Conclusion 

The Latin expression Experto credite recommends believing those who have experienced. 

Occasionally, people find themselves in situations where they lack the knowledge and skills to make a 

judgment, reach a decision, or perform an action. In such circumstances, it is sensible to ask for advice 

or assistance from a person who possesses knowledge about, experience in, and thus expertise in the 

relevant domain. True to the ancient expression.  
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Expertise is reflected in extraordinary performance (Ericsson & Charness, 1997; Ericsson & 

Lehmann, 1996). In general, those who excel and surpass most others in a domain are considered to 

be experts. The superiority of experts over non-experts can be objectively measured and quantified. 

The Elo rating (Elo, 1978), for example, is such an objective measure and reflects the skill level of chess 

or Go players. However, very few people will test others before asking them for advice. Rather, 

expertise is usually in the eye of the beholder. As with other social constructs, expertise represents a 

label that individuals assign to others whom they believe to be knowledgeable and experienced 

(sometimes even irrespective of these peopleΩs actual competency). In this respect, people seem to 

have an intuitive notion of what distinguishes experts from non-experts in a particular domain 

(Ericsson & Charness, 1997). Depending on the domain, it may be more common to refer to an expert 

by a synonymous term, such as an άauthorityέ, άmasterέ, άprofessionalέ, άspecialistέ, or the like. Not 

only can the designations of expertise differ from domain to domain, but the domains themselves can 

also be differentiated. Some domains, referred to as formal domains, relate to an occupation (e.g., 

urban development), whereas others, termed informal domains, represent a hobby (e.g., hiking) (Chi, 

2006b). Moreover, domains can be distinguished according to whether they can be represented by a 

concrete object (concrete domains, e.g., cooking) or a suitable symbol because no concrete object 

exists (abstract domains, e.g., psychology). An examination of the body of literature on ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΩ 

superior performance shows that seeking the opinion of an expert is a sensible strategy (for an 

overview, see Ericsson et al., 2018). Across domains, experts exceed non-experts in, for instance, 

recalling domain-related information (e.g., Chase & Simon, 1973; de Groot, 1978; Gorman et al., 2013; 

Kalakoski & Saariluoma, 2001; Webb et al., 2016) or finding the best solution to a problem (e.g., de 

Groot, 1978; Drai-Zerbib et al., 2012; Hershey et al., 1990; Jarodzka et al., 2010). Since experts 

represent a source of valid information and advice, how can people recognize them? Common cues of 

expertise are, for instance, an academic title, a job certificate, or attire. However, which other cues 

can individuals draw on when these symbols are not present in a given situation or do not even exist 
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for the relevant domain? The answer to this question is: individuals rely on spatial distance to identify 

experts.  

The present investigation marks the beginning of research into a hitherto unnoticed 

phenomenon: The influence of perceived spatial distance on the attribution of expertise. The studies 

reported in this dissertation indicate a relationship between spatial distance and expertise (Study 1) 

that is causal (Studies 2A and 2B). Accordingly, the closer the target appeared to participants, the more 

expertise they ascribed to the target. Moreover, the attribution of expertise was shown to be a 

function of spatial distance. Specifically, targets were attributed more expertise in a domain when they 

were spatially close to an object representing that domain than when they were distant from it. These 

results confirm the general hypothesis that observers rely on spatial distance as a cue to infer another 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩs expertise. The current investigation also provides empirical evidence suggesting that this 

relationship can be bidirectional (Study 3). For instance, if an object reflected the expertise of a target, 

participants placed this object spatially closer to the target than an object representing a different 

domain of expertise. Hence, individuals deduce that a short spatial distance between a person and an 

object illustrates the pŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ Finally, the present research demonstrates the possible 

application of spatial distance in the context of persuasion and advertising (Study 4). A short spatial 

distance between a communicator purporting a message and an attitude object was functionally 

equivalent to other cues of expertise used in persuasion research (e.g., an academic title). Specifically, 

the communicator at a short spatial distance to the attitude object is more effective at changing 

recipientsΩ attitudes than when located at a greater distance from the object. This effect was evident 

both for a message in favor of and a message against the attitude object. To convey the impression of 

expertise and thus enhance the likelihood of attitude change, classic cues of expertise are not required; 

reducing the spatial distance to a corresponding object is sufficiently effective. Overall, my studies 

provide convergent empirical evidence indicating that spatial distance is a relevant source of 

information that individuals use to ŘŜŘǳŎŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ aȅ research on spatial distance 
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as a cue, therefore, also contributes to the understanding of social cognition in general and person 

perception in particular. 

The current findings can also explain why, for instance, a journalist reporting on the passing of 

a bill by the Bundestag in a news program is usually placed in front of the Reichstag building in Berlin. 

His short spatial distance to the parliament building leads most viewers to ascribe him expertise in 

federal politics. If, on the other hand, the correspondent were seen in front of the Elbphilharmonie 

concert hall building in Hamburg, the expertise attributed to him would be less. Such phenomena can 

be found in other examples of everyday life. For example, a person recommending a place of an 

accommodation, activity, or product is likely to be perceived as having more expertise when the person 

is portrayed as being spatially close to a representation of the related domain. This is because a short 

spatial distance indicates experience, knowledge, and, ultimately, expertise.  

 The ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ findings confirm the assumption that observers rely on spatial 

ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŦŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ. Moreover, the research reported in this thesis provides 

intriguing starting points for prospective studies. These include, for instance, examining the 

psychological mechanisms underlying the effect and role of perceived distance in richer persuasion 

contexts. As mentioned in the beginning of this conclusion, the present research can be considered 

the beginning of a multifaceted and promising line of research.  
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Appendix A: Additional Figures and Tables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. N = 94. The figure displays the mean expertise and similarity ratings for the targets of the 

three critical trials. As can be seen, the difference between perceived expertise and similarity 

ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛŀƭ ά{ƻƭŀǊ ǇŀƴŜƭέ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ǘǊƛŀƭǎΣ ǿƘƛŎh is 

likely to account for the significant interaction effect. Error bars show 95 % confidence intervals. 

The item scales ranged from 1 (low expertise) to 7 (high expertise) and 1 (not at all similar) to 7 (very 

similar), respectively. 
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Figure 1A 

Averaged Expertise and Similarity Ratings Across Critical Trials of Study 2A 
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Table 1A 

Results of Independent-Sample t-Tests for Distractor Items Utilized in Study 2A 

Item t 

Bonferroni 

corrected p-value 

Solar panel   

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

In your opinion, how independent 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   

How helpful do 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 man is 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 

How conscientious do you think this woman is? .49 1 

Note. N = 94. The table lists the t-values and Bonferroni-adjusted p-values of the independent-samples t-test 

across all distractor items with distance (short vs. large) as the independent variable. All items were measured 

on a seven-point 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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Table 2A 

Results of Independent-Sample t-Tests for Distractor Items Utilized in Study 2B 

Item t 

Bonferroni 

corrected p-value 

Car   

How helpful do you think this man is? 1.57 1 

How independent do you consider the man? 0.71 1 

In your opinion, how responsible is the man? 1.57 1 

How interested 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 you think 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 woman is? 1.15 1 

In your opinion, how caring do you think this woman is? 1.09 1 

How do ȅƻǳ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ōƻŀǊŘ 

games? 
0.44 1 

How well does the woman know modern literature? 1.50 1 

Whale carcass   

How adventurous does this woman 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 interested in interior 

design? 
1.31 1 

Note. N = 98. The table summarizes the t-values and Bonferroni-adjusted p-values of the independent-samples 

t-test across all distractor items with distance (short vs. large) as the independent variable. Participants had to 

rate each item on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 representing a low manifestation of the 

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



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

172 

Note. N = 120. The table displays the averaged Euclidian distances between targets and all furnishing items 

except for the critical objects and the pieces of furniture which serve only as a placing option. Distances were 

measured in pixels, higher numbers represent larger distances. Standard deviations in parentheses. 

 

 

Table 3A 

Averaged Euclidian Distances Between Target and all Furnishing Items Except Critical Object Across  

Stimuli 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Object Expertise 

 Matching Non-matching 

Camera   

Binoculars 376.91 (123.26) 385.28 (129.44) 

Globe 370.45 (120.71) 384.88 (147.68) 

Flowers 424.35 (118.43) 374.68 (140.11) 

CDs 419.03 (125.53) 425.36 (134.16) 

Average over all 396.89 (71.67) 392.55 (74.32) 

Dog    

Bag 367.70 (149.13) 340.93 (167.38) 

Lamp 281.53 (133.57) 283.90 (133.73) 

Brushes 439.17 (108.61) 407.81 (135.62) 

Yoga mat 420.36 (163.48) 401.57 (187.54) 

Average over all 377.19 (64.39) 358.55 (65.67) 

Bass guitar   

Picture 304.30 (123.20) 278.56 (127.66) 

Cat 323.61 (152.84) 339.45 (174.79) 

Basket 330.70 (184.52) 322.58 (184.92) 

Chess board 271.44 (136.68) 285.87 (141.92) 

Average over all 
330.70 (184.52) 322.58 (184.92) 
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Appendix B: Materials  

 

Following you will find the research materials I 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 manipulation of 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 Ihre Prolific-ID? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Weiter 

 



8% ausgefüllt 
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Auf der folgenden Seite präsentieren wir Ihnen ein Bild der Webseite von Julia Lehmann, einer Food-Bloggerin. 

Neben eigenen Rezeptideen stellt sie auf ihrer Webseite auch immer wieder einzelne Zutaten oder Fertigprodukte 

vor, die in Supermärkten erhältlich sind. Julia Lehmann testet diese Produkte und teilt ihre Bewertungen mit ihrem 

Publikum. In ihren Rezensionen nutzt sie Bilder, kurze Texte und Videos. 

 

!ǳŦ ŘŜǊ !ōōƛƭŘǳƴƎ ƛǎǘ Wǳƭƛŀ [ŜƘƳŀƴƴ Ƴƛǘ ŘŜƳ αtǊƻŘǳƪǘ ŘŜǊ ²ƻŎƘŜά Ȋǳ ǎŜƘŜƴΣ ŜƛƴŜǊ mediterranen Nudelpfanne aus 

dem Kühlregal. Bitte sehen Sie sich die Abbildung an. Der "Weiter"-Button erscheint nach wenigen Sekunden 

automatisch. 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Weiter 
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Bevor Sie mit der Studie beginnen, möchten wir Sie auf folgende Hinweise aufmerksam machen: 

 

Freiwilligkeit. Ihre Teilnahme an dieser Untersuchung ist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnen zu jedem Zeitpunkt 

dieser Studie frei, Ihre Teilnahme abzubrechen, ohne Angabe von Gründen und ohne dass Ihnen daraus 

Nachteile entstehen. IndŜƳ {ƛŜ ǳƴǘŜƴ ƭƛƴƪǎ ŀǳŦ ŘŜƴ .ǳǘǘƻƴ α!ōōǊŜŎƘŜƴ ǳƴŘ ŀƭƭŜ !ƴƎŀōŜƴ ƭǀǎŎƘŜƴά 

klicken, können Sie die Befragung verlassen. 

 

Anonymität. Ihre Daten werden selbstverständlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter Form 

erhoben und nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. Demographische Angaben wie Alter oder Geschlecht lassen 

keinen Rückschluss auf Ihre Person zu. 

 

Fragen. Falls Sie noch Fragen zu dieser Studie haben sollten, können Sie uns über die unten verlinkte E-

Mailadresse kontaktieren. 

 

Hiermit bestätige ich, dass ich mindestens 18 Jahre alt bin sowie die Einverständniserklärung gelesen und 

verstanden habe. 

 

 

 

  Nein (Nicht an der Studie teilnehmen) 

  Ja 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Weiter 
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Julia Lehmann ist Food-Bloggerin. Neben eigenen Rezeptideen stellt sie auf ihrer Webseite auch immer wieder 

einzelne Zutaten oder Fertigprodukte vor, die in Supermärkten erhältlich 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 Julia Lehmŀƴƴǎ ²ŜōǎŜƛǘŜΦ !ǳŦ ŘŜǊ !ōōƛƭŘǳƴƎ ƛǎǘ ǎƛŜ Ƴƛǘ ŘŜƳ αtǊƻŘǳƪǘ 

ŘŜǊ ²ƻŎƘŜάΣ ŜƛƴŜǊ ƳŜŘƛǘŜǊǊŀƴŜƴ bǳŘŜƭǇŦŀƴƴŜ ŀǳǎ ŘŜƳ YǸƘƭǊŜƎŀƭΣ ŀōƎŜōƛƭŘŜǘΦ .ƛǘǘŜ ǎŜƘŜƴ {ƛŜ ǎƛŎƘ ŘƛŜ !ōōƛƭŘǳƴƎ 

an. Der "Weiter"-Button erscheint nach wenigen Sekunden automatisch. 
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Weiter 
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Nun möchten wir von Ihnen erfahren, welchen Eindruck Sie von Julia Lehmann gewonnen haben. Uns interessiert 

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

wahrgenommen haben. 

 

Wir sind uns bewusst, dass man aus einer einzelnen Abbildung nicht viel über eine Person erfahren kann. Bei der 

Beantwortung der folgenden Fragen können Sie daher gern auch auf ihr Bauchgefühl oder spontane Empfindungen 

zurückgreifen. Es gibt auf die folgenden Fragen keine richtige oder falsche Antwort. Uns interessiert Ihre 

persönliche Einschätzung. 

 

 

 

weit entfernt von 

Julia Lehmanns 

Wohnort 

in der Nähe von 

Julia Lehmanns 

Wohnort 

 

Der Ort, an dem die Nudelpfanne                                                                 
hergestellt wird, liegt.... 

 

 

in ferner Zukunft sehr bald 

 

Wann wird Julia Lehmann die                                                                 
Nudelpfanne noch mal  

zubereiten? 

 

 

überhaupt nicht 

nahe 

 

sehr nahe 

 

Inwiefern steht Julia Lehmann                                                                 
diesem Produkt in gewisser Weise 
nahe? 

 

 

Weiter 
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vor langer Zeit vor kurzer Zeit 

 

 

Wann hat Julia Lehmann die                                                                 
Nudelpfanne getestet? 

 

 

 

 

sehr unähnlich 

sind 

 

sehr ähnlich sind 

 

Die Nudelpfanne kommt bei                                                                 
Menschen gut an, die Julia 
Lehmann... 

 

 

 

 

sehr 

unwahrscheinlich 

 

sehr 

wahrscheinlich 

 

Für wie wahrscheinlich halten Sie                                                                      
es, dass Julia Lehmann selbst die 

Nudelpfanne als Testprodukt 
ausgesucht hat? 
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Weiter 
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sehr 

unwahrscheinlich 

sehr 

wahrscheinlich 

 

Für wie wahrscheinlich halten Sie                                                                      
es, dass Julia Lehmann die  
Nudelpfanne und deren Inhaltsstoffe 
umfassend geprüft hat? 

 

 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr stark 

 

 

Wie sehr identifiziert sich Julia                                                                 
Lehmann mit dem Produkt? 

 

 

 

 

weit entfernt von 

Julia Lehmanns 

Wohnort sind 

 

in der Nähe von 

Julia Lehmanns 

Wohnort sind 

 

Die Nudelpfanne ist in Regionen                                                                
sehr beliebt, die... 
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Weiter 
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gar nicht 

kompetent 

sehr kompetent 

 

Für wie kompetent halten Sie Julia                                                         

Lehmann, wenn es darum geht 
Lebensmittel zu beurteilen? 

 

 

 

 

keinerlei 

Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise                                                            

von Julia Lehmann bezüglich 
Lebensmittel ein? 

 

 

 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

 

Wie gut kennt sich Julia Lehmann                                                             

mit Lebensmitteln aus? 
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Zuletzt möchten wir gern von Ihnen erfahren, wie Ihnen die Abbildung gefallen hat. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 

ansprechend 

sehr 

ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend                                                             

finden Sie die Abbildung? 
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Weiter 
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  Liebe Teilnehmerin, lieber Teilnehmer, 

wir möchten Ihnen ganz herzlich für Ihre Unterstützung danken! In der experimentellen Forschung ist es oftmals 

notwendig, Probandinnen und Probanden erst nach Abschluss der Untersuchung über deren Hintergrund genauer 

zu informieren. 

 

Ziel dieser Studie ist es herauszufinden, welchen Einfluss die Distanz zwischen Person und Produkt darauf hat, 

inwieweit der dargestellten Person Expertise über das entsprechende Produkt zugeschrieben wird. Wir nehmen 

an, dass eine als kurz wahrgenommene Distanz mit größerer Expertise, eine als groß wahrgenommene Distanz mit 

geringerer Expertise zusammenhängt. Hätten wir Ihnen zuvor unsere Vermutungen mitgeteilt, hätte das 

möglicherweise Ihr Antwortverhalten beeinflusst. 

 

Wir möchten uns hierfür bei Ihnen entschuldigen und bitten Sie um Ihr Verständnis! Dipl.-Psych. S. 

Friedrich & Dr. R. Linne 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Weiter 
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Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme! 

Wir möchten uns ganz herzlich für Ihre Mithilfe bedanken. Sollten Sie noch Fragen oder 

Anmerkungen haben, kontaktieren Sie gern Scarlett Friedrich (s.friedrich@hsu-hh.de). 

 

Über den folgenden Link gelangen Sie zu Prolific: 

  https://app.prolific .co/submissions/complete?cc=5CEE08AC 

 

Ihre Antworten wurden gespeichert, Sie können das Browser-Fenster nun schließen. 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 
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Study 2A 

 

 

 

Liebe Teilnehmerin, lieber Teilnehmer, 

 

vielen Dank für Ihr Interesse an dieser Untersuchung! 

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

Bild von unseren Mitmenschen machen zu können? Nicht selten kommt es vor, dass wir uns 

einen Eindruck über jemanden gebildet haben, ohne mit dieser Person überhaupt gesprochen zu 

haben. In dieser Studie beschäftigen wir uns mit Fragen zur Personenwahrnehmung, die wir mit 

Ihrer Unterstützung näher untersuchen möchten. Hierfür präsentieren wir Ihnen einige 

Abbildungen von unterschiedlichen Personen und stellen Ihnen im Anschluss jeweils einige 

Fragen. 

Das ist Ihre Chance zu zeigen, wie gut Ihre Menschenkenntnis ist. Wir haben das Material, das wir 

Ihnen gleich zeigen, bereits psychologischen Sachverständigen vorgelegt und sie um ihre 

Einschätzung der dargestellten Personen gebeten. Nach Abschluss der Befragung vergleichen wir 

Ihre Antworten mit denen der geschulten Fachleute und prüfen, wie groß die Übereinstimmung 

ist. 

 

Am Ende der Befragung haben Sie die Möglichkeit, an der Verlosung von insgesamt 5 Gutscheinen 

im Wert von jeweils нл ϵ teilzunehmen 

 

Die Teilnahme dauert ca. 20 Minuten. 
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Freiwilligkeit. Ihre Teilnahme an dieser Untersuchung ist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnen zu jedem 

Zeitpunkt dieser Studie frei, Ihre Teilnahme abzubrechen, ohne Angabe von Gründen und ohne dass 

Ihnen daraus Nachteile entstehen. Indem Sie unten links auf den Button α!ōōǊŜŎƘŜƴ und alle 

Angaben ƭǀǎŎƘŜƴά klicken, können Sie die Befragung verlassen. 

 

Anonymität. Ihre Daten werden selbstverständlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter 

Form erhoben und nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. Demographische Angaben wie Alter oder 

Geschlecht lassen keinen Rückschluss auf Ihre Person zu. 

 

Fragen. Falls Sie noch Fragen zu dieser Studie haben sollten, können Sie uns über die mit unseren 

Namen unten verlinkten E-Mailadressen kontaktieren. 

 

Hiermit bestätige ich, dass ich mindestens 18 Jahre alt bin sowie die Einverständniserklärung gelesen 

und verstanden habe. 

 

 

 

Nein (Nicht an der Studie teilnehmen) 

Ja 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Weite

r
Abbrechen und alle Angaben 

löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

188 

 

Möglicherweise werden Sie bei den folgenden Abbildungen das Gefühl bekommen, nicht genügend 

Informationen über die dargestellten Personen zur Verfügung zu haben. 

 
Die Ergebnisse bisheriger Forschung legen allerdings nahe, dass Menschen nicht viele Anhaltspunkte 

benötigen, um sich einen Eindruck über ihr Gegenüber zu verschaffen. Dabei scheinen Menschen die äußere 

Erscheinung 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 Foto, 

einem historischen Gemälde oder einer Comiczeichnung, scheinen hierbei keine Rolle zu spielen ς 

Menschen sind stets in der Lage, Informationen wie Eigenschaften oder gar Interessen über die dargestellte 

Person herauszulesen. 
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Auf der folgenden Seite beginnt die Untersuchung. Bitte schauen Sie sich die präsentierten 

Abbildungen an und nehmen sich hierfür gern einen Augenblick Zeit. Jede Abbildung wird zunächst 

für 5 Sekunden dargeboten. Danach erscheinen hintereinander einige Fragen zu einer der dargestellten 

Personen, bei denen wir Sie um Ihre Einschätzung bitten. Hierbei können Sie auch gerne auf Ihr 

Bauchgefühl oder spontane Empfindungen zurückgreifen. Bei der Beantwortung dieser Fragen gibt es 

keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten. Es geht uns um Ihre persönliche Einschätzung. 

 

Damit Sie eine Vorstellung über den weiteren Ablauf entwickeln können, beginnt die Untersuchung mit 

einem Probedurchlauf, der nicht gewertet wird. Sie werden auf den folgenden Seiten automatisch nach 

der Beantwortung der einzelnen Fragen zur nächsten Seite weitergeleitet. Sollten Sie die Befragung an 

einem Smartphone bearbeiten, bitten wir Sie, das Gerät waagerecht bzw. quer zu halten, damit die Inhalte 

bestmöglich dargestellt werden. 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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gar nicht 
risikofreudig 

sehr 
risikofreudig 

 

Wie risikofreudig ist der Taucher Ihrer 

Meinung nach? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

 

Für wie groß halten Sie die 

Naturverbundenheit des Tauchers? 
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gar nicht 
aufgeschlossen 

sehr 
aufgeschlossen 

 

Für wie aufgeschlossen gegenüber neuen 

Erfahrungen halten Sie den Taucher? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Taucher mit                          

Kitesurfen aus? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse des 

Tauchers an Filmen und Serien ein? 
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gar nicht aktiv sehr aktiv 

 

 

Für wie aktiv halten Sie den                            
Taucher? 
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gar nicht 
ängstlich 

sehr ängstlich 

 

Für wie ängstlich halten Sie den                            
Taucher? 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

198 

 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 
verantwortungsvoll 

sehr 
verantwortungsvoll 

 

Für wie verantwortungsvoll halten Sie den 

Taucher? 
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Welche Eigenschaften man einer Person zuschreibt, hängt insbesondere davon ab, wie ähnlich diese Person einem 

selbst erscheint. Um Ihre Beurteilung über die präsentierten Personen besser einschätzen zu können, hilft es uns zu 

wissen, wie Sie die Ähnlichkeit jeweils bewerten. 

 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen der Taucher?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Sie haben soeben den Probedurchgang absolviert. Auf der nächsten Seite beginnt die eigentliche Untersuchung. 

Ähnlich wie beim Probedurchgang werden Sie auch auf den folgenden Seiten automatisch nach der Beantwortung der 

einzelnen Fragen weitergeleitet. 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 
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Condition level: short distance 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
zufrieden 

sehr zufrieden 

 

Wie zufrieden war der Mann in dem 

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnahme 

entstanden ist? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
gesellig 

sehr gesellig 

 

Für wie gesellig schätzen Sie den                            
Mann ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des Mannes 

bezüglich Modelleisenbahnen ein? 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

206 

 

 

 

 

 

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
humorvoll 

sehr humorvoll 

 

Für wie humorvoll halten Sie den                            

Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
pflichtbewusst 

sehr 
pflichtbewusst 

 

Für wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie den                           
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
aufbrausend 

sehr 
aufbrausend 

 

Wie aufbrausend ist der Mann Ihrer                         
Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
mitfühlend 

sehr mitfühlend 

 

Für wie mitfühlend halten Sie den                           
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                            
Gartenarbeit aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann im grünen Pullover in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen der Mann?                       

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

212 

 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                            
Aktien aus? 
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sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                            
Mann? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des Mannes 

bezüglich Basketballs ein? 
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gar nicht vielseitig sehr vielseitig 

 

Wie vielseitig sind die Interessen des 

Mannes Ihrer Meinung nach? 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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gar nicht 
selbstsicher 

sehr 

selbstsicher 

 

Für wie selbstsicher halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Basketball aus? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse des 

Mannes an Literatur ein? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Musik aus? 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

226 

 

 

 

 

sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Autos aus? 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse                             

des Mannes an Fußball ein? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des                          

Mannes bezüglich Autos ein? 
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gar nicht 
hilfsbereit 

sehr hilfsbereit 

 

Für wie hilfsbereit schätzen Sie den                         
Mann ein? 
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gar nicht 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

sehr 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

 

Für wie durchsetzungsfähig halten                            
Sie den Mann? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                         

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Segeln aus? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß ist Ihrer Meinung nach das 

Interesse des Mannes an Kultur? 
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gar nicht 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

sehr 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

 

Für wie durchsetzungsfähig halten                             
Sie den Mann? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Für wie groß halten Sie die 

Naturverbundenheit des Mannes? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des Mannes 

bezüglich Fotografie ein? 
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gar nicht 
aufgeschlossen 

sehr 
aufgeschlossen 

 

Für wie aufgeschlossen gegenüber neuen 

Erfahrungen halten Sie den Mann? 
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gar nicht aktiv sehr aktiv 

 

Für wie aktiv halten Sie den Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
kommunikativ 

sehr 
kommunikativ 

 

Wie kommunikativ ist der Mann Ihrer 

Meinung nach? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse                             

der Frau am Verreisen ein? 
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Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

248 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

sehr 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

 

Für wie durchsetzungsfähig halten                             
Sie die Frau? 
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gar nicht 
ehrgeizig 

sehr ehrgeizig 

 

Für wie ehrgeizig schätzen Sie die                             
Frau ein? 
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gar nicht 
pflichtbewusst 

sehr 

pflichtbewusst 

 

Für wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Ballett aus? 
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gar nicht 
optimistisch 

sehr optimistisch 

 

Für wie optimistisch halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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gar nicht kreativ sehr kreativ 

 

Für wie kreativ halten Sie die Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
zufrieden 

sehr zufrieden 

 

Wie zufrieden war die Frau in dem                             

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnahme 

entstanden ist? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

 

 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des Jungen 

bezüglich Programmiersprachen ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Jungen? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
vertraut 

sehr vertraut 

 

Wie vertraut ist der Junge mit dem Mann in 

der Mitte mit der beigen Hose? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

er kennt ihn 
überhaupt nicht 

er kennt ihn sehr 
gut 

 

Wie gut kennt der Junge den Mann in der 

Mitte mit der beigen Hose? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Junge mit 

Dinosauriern aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
ängstlich 

sehr ängstlich 

 

Für wie ängstlich halten Sie den                             
Jungen? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
gesellig 

sehr gesellig 

 

Für wie gesellig schätzen Sie den                             
Jungen ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                             
Jungen? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Jungen im roten T-Shirt in der rechten Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Junge?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

269 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse der Frau 

am Kochen ein? 
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gar nicht 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

sehr 
durchsetzungs- 

fähig 

 

Für wie durchsetzungsfähig halten                             
Sie die Frau? 
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gar nicht 
gebildet 

sehr gebildet 

 

Für wie gebildet halten Sie die Frau?                       
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Robotern aus? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise der Frau 

bezüglich Roboter ein? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Tennis aus? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 

 

 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

280 

 

 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 
verantwortungs- 

voll 

sehr 
verantwortungs- 

voll 

 

Für wie verantwortungsvoll halten Sie                             
die Frau? 
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gar nicht 
hilfsbereit 

sehr hilfsbereit 

 

Für wie hilfsbereit schätzen Sie die                           
Frau ein? 
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gar nicht 
risikofreudig 

sehr 
risikofreudig 

 

Wie risikofreudig ist die Frau Ihrer                             
Meinung nach? 
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gar nicht 
humorvoll 

sehr humorvoll 

 

Für wie humorvoll halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Politik aus? 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

285 

 

 

 

 

 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Hunden aus? 
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gar nicht 
aufgeschlossen 

sehr 
aufgeschlossen 

 

Für wie aufgeschlossen gegenüber                             

neuen Erfahrungen halten Sie die 

Frau? 
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gar nicht 
unabhängig 

sehr unabhängig 

 

Für wie unabhängig halten Sie                             
die Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Pflanzen aus? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise der Frau 

bezüglich Gemälden ein? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                             
Gemälden aus? 
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gar nicht kreativ sehr kreativ 

 

Für wie kreativ halten Sie die Frau?                       
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sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit gesunder 

Ernährung aus? 
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gar nicht 
pflichtbewusst 

sehr 

pflichtbewusst 

 

Für wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie                             
die Frau? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
ehrgeizig 

sehr ehrgeizig 

 

Für wie ehrgeizig schätzen Sie den                             
Mann ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
zufrieden 

sehr zufrieden 

 

Wie zufrieden war der Mann in dem                             

Augenblick, in dem die Aufnahme 

entstanden ist? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
gebildet 

sehr gebildet 

 

Für wie gebildet halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Heimwerken aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
kommunikativ 

sehr 
kommunikativ 

 

Wie kommunikativ ist der Mann Ihrer                             

Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
mitfühlend 

sehr mitfühlend 

 

Für wie mitfühlend halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des                             

Mannes bezüglich Skisports ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht aktiv sehr aktiv 

 

Für wie aktiv halten Sie den Mann?                       
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann mit den Rauten auf dem Oberteil in der linken 

Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 

 

 

 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

 

       

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des Mannes 

bezüglich Aufforstung ein? 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit Aufforstung 
aus? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Wandern aus? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Für wie groß halten Sie die                             

Naturverbundenheit des Mannes? 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse                             

des Mannes an Architektur ein? 
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sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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gar nicht 
mitfühlend 

sehr mitfühlend 

 

Für wie mitfühlend halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

 

Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 

 

 

 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit                           
Klettern aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
aufbrausend 

sehr 
aufbrausend 

 

Wie aufbrausend ist die Frau Ihrer                             

Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
humorvoll 

sehr humorvoll 

 

Für wie humorvoll halten Sie                             
die Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
unabhängig 

sehr unabhängig 

 

Für wie unabhängig halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
risikofreudig 

sehr 
risikofreudig 

 

Wie risikofreudig ist die Frau Ihrer                             

Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
optimistisch 

sehr optimistisch 

 

Für wie optimistisch halten Sie                             

die Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse                             

der Frau an Lyrik ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht vielseitig sehr vielseitig 

 

Wie vielseitig sind die Interessen der                             

Frau Ihrer Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau am Fenster in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen die Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             

Elektrotechnik aus? 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

337 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             

neuerer deutscher Geschichte aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

er kennt ihn 
überhaupt nicht 

        er kennt ihn       
sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt der Mann den Mann in                             

der grauen Jacke? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

gar nicht 
hilfsbereit 

sehr hilfsbereit 

 

Für wie hilfsbereit schätzen Sie den                             
Mann ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

gar nicht 
gesellig 

sehr gesellig 

 

Für wie gesellig schätzen Sie den                             
Mann ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
vertraut 

sehr vertraut 

 

Wie vertraut ist der Mann mit dem                             

Mann in der grauen Jacke? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf den Mann in der blauen Jacke. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
pflichtbewusst 

sehr 
pflichtbewusst 

 

Für wie pflichtbewusst halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
kommunikativ 

sehr 
kommunikativ 

 

Wie kommunikativ ist die Frau Ihrer                             
Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht vielseitig sehr vielseitig 

 

Wie vielseitig sind die Interessen der Frau 

Ihrer Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
gebildet 

sehr gebildet 

 

Für wie gebildet halten Sie die Frau?                       
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
mitfühlend 

sehr mitfühlend 

 

Für wie mitfühlend halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise der Frau 

bezüglich Handarbeiten wie Stricken ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
selbstsicher 

sehr 

selbstsicher 

 

Für wie selbstsicher halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse der Frau 

an Nordic Walking ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau im gestreiften T-Shirt in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 

 

 

 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich die Frau mit 

Inneneinrichtung aus? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse der Frau 

am Erlernen neuer Sprachen ein? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht kreativ sehr kreativ 

 

Für wie kreativ halten Sie die Frau?                       
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

sie kennt sie 
überhaupt nicht 

sie kennt sie sehr 
gut 

 

Wie gut kennt die Frau die Frau im                             
Kleid? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

gar nicht 
aufbrausend 

sehr 
aufbrausend 

 

Wie aufbrausend ist die Frau Ihrer                             
Meinung nach? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
vertraut 

sehr vertraut 

 

Wie vertraut ist die Frau mit der Frau                             
im Kleid? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie die                             
Frau? 
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Die folgenden Fragen beziehen sich auf die Frau in der schwarzen Jacke in der linken Bildhälfte. 

 

überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen diese Frau?                       
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gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden Sie die 

Abbildung? 
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Condition level: large distance 

 

 

Condition level: short distance 
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sehr gering sehr groß 

 

Wie groß schätzen Sie das Interesse                             

des Mannes an Gesellschaftsspielen 

ein? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Solaranlagen aus? 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der Mann mit                             
Mathematik aus? 
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überhaupt nicht 
freundlich 

sehr freundlich 

 

Für wie freundlich halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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keinerlei 
Expertise 

große Expertise 

 

Wie schätzen Sie die Expertise des                             

Mannes bezüglich Solaranlagen ein? 
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gar nicht 
unabhängig 

sehr unabhängig 

 

Für wie unabhängig halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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sehr 
unsympathisch 

sehr 
sympathisch 

 

Für wie sympathisch halten Sie den                             
Mann? 
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gar nicht 
ehrgeizig 

sehr ehrgeizig 

 

Für wie ehrgeizig schätzen Sie den                             
Mann ein? 
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überhaupt nicht 
ähnlich 

sehr ähnlich 

 

Wie ähnlich ist Ihnen dieser Mann?                       

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 

mailto:friedrsc@hsu-hh.de


EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

377 

 

 

 

 

 

 

gar nicht 
ansprechend 

sehr 
ansprechend 

 

Wie ästhetisch ansprechend finden                             

Sie die Abbildung? 
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Nun bitten wir Sie um einige Angaben zu Ihrer Person. 

 

 

 

 

Wie alt sind Sie? 

 

 

 

Welchem Geschlecht fühlen Sie sich zugehörig? 

 

 weiblich 

 männlich  

 divers 

 keine Angabe 

 

 

 

Ist Deutsch Ihre Muttersprache? 

 

 Ja  

 Nein 
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An dieser Stelle haben Sie die Möglichkeit, uns eine Rückmeldung zu der Studie zu geben. Wenn Sie keine Angaben 

machen möchten, können Sie das Feld freilassen und auf Weiter klicken. 

 

 

 

 

Hatten Sie an einer Stelle der Befragung Probleme oder war Ihnen etwas unklar? 
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Haben Sie möglicherweise bereits an Studien von uns teilgenommen? Wir haben vor kurzem beispielsweise eine 

Untersuchung durchgeführt, bei der sehr ähnliche Abbildungen verwendet wurden wie bei dieser hier. 

Wenn Ihnen eine oder mehrere Abbildungen bekannt vorkommen und Sie sie schon einmal vor der aktuellen Studie 

gesehen haben, dann markieren Sie bitte die entsprechende Abbildung, indem Sie auf das Kästchen links daneben 

klicken. 

(Die dritte Option enthält drei Abbildungen, da in der dazugehörigen Studie Teilnehmer*innen nur eine der drei 

Varianten gesehen haben.) 
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Zum Schluss bitten wir Sie, einen persönlichen Code zu erstellen. Der Code ermöglicht es uns, Ihre Daten zu 

identifizieren, wenn Sie sich mit diesem bei uns melden, z.B. wenn Sie Ihre Daten einsehen möchten oder wollen, dass 

sie gelöscht werden. Wir erheben lediglich den Code, keine Namen oder sonstigen persönlichen Informationen. 

 

Ihr persönlicher Code setzt sich aus der Kombination folgender Angaben zusammen: 

» Die letzten beiden Ziffern Ihres Geburtsjahrs. (z.B. 1990) 

» Der erste und der letzte Buchstabe Ihres Geburtsortes. (z.B. Berlin) 

» Die ersten beiden Ziffern des Geburtstags Ihrer Mutter. (z.B. 04.01.1961) 

 

Beispielcode: 90BN04 

 

Bitte tragen Sie Ihren persönlichen Code in das Eingabefeld 

 

 

 

 

An dieser Stelle haben Sie außerdem die Möglichkeit, Ihre E-Mail-Adresse anzugeben, wenn Sie an den 

untenstehenden Optionen interessiert sind. Dieser Fragebogen ist so programmiert, dass Ihre E-Mail-Adresse nicht 

mit Ihren Angaben aus der Untersuchung zusammengeführt werden kann. 

Wenn Sie sich für eine der beiden Optionen entscheiden, willigen Sie ein, dass Ihre E-Mail-Adresse bis zur Ziehung der 

Gewinner bzw. Erhebung der nächsten Studie gespeichert wird. Diese Einwilligung können Sie jederzeit widerrufen. 

Ihre Angaben in dieser Befragung bleiben weiterhin anonym, Ihre E-Mail-Adresse wird nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. 

 

 Ich will am Gewinnspiel teilnehmen. 

 

 

 Ich bin daran interessiert, an weiteren Studien teilzunehmen und möchte über zukünftige Untersuchungen 
benachrichtigt werden. 
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Eine letzte Frage, dann haben Sie es geschafft! 

 

 

 

 

Mit welchem Gerät haben Sie an dieser Untersuchung teilgenommen? 

 

 

 Smartphone 

 Tablet 

 PC/Laptop 

 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2021 

Weiter 

Abbrechen und alle Angaben löschen 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

384 

 

 

 

Falls Sie über die Plattform "Survey Circle" an dieser Studie teilgenommen haben: Survey Circle Code: X7DF-1TT9-

R11B-DVMR 

Survey Code mit einem Klick einlösen: https://www.surveycircle.com/X7DF-1TT9-R11B-DVMR 
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Liebe Teilnehmerin, lieber Teilnehmer, 

 

wir möchten Ihnen ganz herzlich für Ihre Unterstützung danken! In der experimentellen Forschung ist es oftmals 

notwendig, Proband*innen erst nach Abschluss der Untersuchung über deren Hintergrund genauer zu informieren. 

Ziel dieser Studie ist es herauszufinden, inwieweit die wahrgenommene Nähe bzw. Entfernung einer Person zu einem 

Gegenstand oder einer anderen Person sich darauf auswirkt, welche Eigenschaften dieser Person zugeschrieben 

werden. Wir vermuten beispielsweise, dass eine als groß wahrgenommene Nähe einer Person zu einem bestimmten 

Gegenstand dazu führt, dass dieser Person Wissen über dieses Objekt zugeschrieben wird. 

 

Dipl.-Psych. R. Linne und Dipl.-Psych. S. Friedrich 
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Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme! 

Wir möchten uns ganz herzlich für Ihre Mithilfe bedanken. 

Ihre Antworten wurden gespeichert, Sie können das Browser-Fenster nun schließen. 
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Study 2B 

 

 

 

   Wie lautet Ihre Prolific-ID? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Scarlett Friedrich, Helmut-Schmidt-Universität ς 2022 

Weiter 

 



EXPERTISE RELATES TO SPATIAL DISTANCE 

388 

Bevor Sie mit der Studie beginnen, möchten wir Sie auf folgende Hinweise aufmerksam machen: 

 

Freiwilligkeit. Ihre Teilnahme an dieser Untersuchung ist freiwillig. Es steht Ihnen zu jedem Zeitpunkt 

dieser Studie frei, Ihre Teilnahme abzubrechen, ohne Angabe von Gründen und ohne dass Ihnen daraus 

bŀŎƘǘŜƛƭŜ ŜƴǘǎǘŜƘŜƴΦ LƴŘŜƳ {ƛŜ ǳƴǘŜƴ ƭƛƴƪǎ ŀǳŦ ŘŜƴ .ǳǘǘƻƴ α!ōōǊŜŎƘŜƴ ǳƴŘ ŀƭƭŜ !ƴƎŀōŜƴ ƭǀǎŎƘŜƴά 

klicken, können Sie die Befragung verlassen. 

 

Anonymität. Ihre Daten werden selbstverständlich vertraulich behandelt, in pseudonymisierter Form 

erhoben und nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. Demographische Angaben wie Alter oder Geschlecht lassen 

keinen Rückschluss auf Ihre Person zu. 

 

Fragen. Falls Sie noch Fragen zu dieser Studie haben sollten, können Sie uns über die mit dem 

untenstehenden Namen verlinkte E-Mailadresse kontaktieren. 

 

Hiermit bestätige ich, dass ich mindestens 18 Jahre alt bin sowie die Einverständniserklärung gelesen und 

verstanden habe. 

 

  Nein (Nicht an der Studie teilnehmen) 

  Ja 
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Im Verlauf der Untersuchung präsentieren wir Ihnen Abbildungen wie die folgenden 

Beispielbilder und stellen Ihnen einige Fragen zu den jeweils dargestellten Personen. 
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Möglicherweise werden Sie bei den Abbildungen das Gefühl bekommen, nicht genügend Informationen über die 

dargestellten Personen zur Verfügung zu haben. 

 

Die Ergebnisse bisheriger Forschung legen allerdings nahe, dass Menschen nicht viele Anhaltspunkte benötigen, 

um sich einen Eindruck über ihr Gegenüber zu verschaffen. Menschen scheinen zudem die äußere Erscheinung der 

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 historischen 

Gemälde oder einer Comiczeichnung, scheinen hierbei keine Rolle zu spielen ς Menschen sind stets in der Lage, 

Informationen wie Eigenschaften oder gar Interessen über die dargestellte Person herauszulesen. 
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Jede Abbildung wird zunächst für 5 Sekunden dargeboten. Danach erscheinen unterhalb des Bildes hintereinander 

Fragen zu einer der dargestellten Personen, bei denen wir Sie um Ihre Einschätzung bitten. Bei der Beantwortung 

dieser Fragen können Sie auch gerne auf Ihr Bauchgefühl oder spontane Empfindungen zurückgreifen. Es gibt auf 

die Fragen keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten. Es geht uns um Ihre persönliche Einschätzung. 

 

Nachdem Sie eine Antwortoption angeklickt haben, erscheint automatisch die nächste Frage oder Sie werden 

automatisch zur nächsten Seite weitergeleitet. 

 

Damit Sie sich schon einmal mit dem Ablauf vertraut machen können, beginnt die Untersuchung auf der folgenden 

Seite mit einem kurzen Probedurchlauf, der nicht gewertet wird. 
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überhaupt nicht sehr gut 

 

Wie gut kennt sich der                                                                                                                                                                                                

Taucher mit Kitesurfen 

aus? 
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