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Abstract

Research on people’s accuracy in perceiving other people’s
states, traits, and social atiributes has existed for over 100
years. In the past few decades, however, it has exploded into a
vibrant, interdisciplinary, and international pursuit with rele-
vance to all areas of social, interpersonal, and intrapersonal life.
However, researchers typically work within narrowly defined
traditions within the field. The present volume brings these
areas together to describe method, theory, and findings for
seven content domains (Judging emotions, thoughts and feel-
ings, truth versus lie, personality, social atiributes, others’
views of self, and group attitudes). Correlates at the group,
individual, and situational levels are discussed, as well as the
basic question: how accurate are people in judging other people?
The strengths, weaknesses, and gaps in this field are discussed,
and directions for future research are offered.

» One of the most ubiquitous activities in daily life - a compulsion, even ~ is
: to figure our the people one knows, meets, or simply passes on the street.
. Every day, a person makes countless inferences about others’ states and
= traits, background, attitudes — in fact any characteristic they may have.
- People might wonder who the leader is of a group they observe as an
outsider, whether the person they just met at a party is involved with the
person standing right next to them, whether they believe their teenager’s
claims about not drinking alcohol at a party, or whether their new colla-
borator has the motivation to see a project through. Think of how many
‘strangers, coworkers, friends, and family members one interacts with in a
typical day. Add to this the people seen or heard in media — in movies,
television, interviews, news programs, social networking sites, or adver-
tisernents in video or print. Every time, the person viewing or listening is
wing inferences about those people. Regardless of whether perceivers
éware of drawing inferences, or are even aware of noticing those
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people, perceivers are still constantly processing information about those
people’s physical characteristics, their clothing and adornments, how
they talk, what they say, and a myriad of nonverbal cues_conveyed by
their faces, postures, movement style, gazing patterns, voice, and even
how they smell if proximity permits. .

There are few things about a person that people do not pay attention to,

consciously or nonconsciously, though some of these features or beha-
viors are more relevant to some judgment goals than others, and dif'ferent
perceivers may pay attention to different things. But, paying -atte.nnon to
each other and trying to figure out others is an irresistible inclmanor}, and
for a good reason: how could complex social life exist if people did not
engage in these activities? ]

Sometimes, noticing is an end in itself. It is better to have noticed a
friend’s size before heading for the clothing store to buy that friend a
sweater. Much of the time, however, noticing things about others A.their
appearance, behavior, attitudes, preferences, or whatever — leads to judg-
ments and inferences. What are they feeling? Where do they come from?
How old are they? Are they sexually available? Are they conscientious,
intelligent, good-natured? Do they hate members of my social group? .

Of course, the study of person perception and impression formation 1s
well developed, as are many other research traditions relating to how
people think about, and draw inferences about, each other (for example,
correspondent inference theory; Jones & Harris, 1967). The present
volume concerns a very specific aspect of person perception that has not
previously been discussed in a unified way: interpersonal accuracy. The
study of interpersonal accuracy is about whether a social perception or
inference about another person {or persons} is correct. The authors of the
chapters ask whether people are accurate in the conclusions they draw,
either in general or in terms of individual, group, or situational factors,
and what the correlates and processes of accuracy are.

The questions that researchers have asked about accuracy are numer-
ous and many studies have been done. Thus, there is a rich literature, Yet,
even though this literature could be — should be — integrated as a coordi-
nated, comprehensive field, this has not happened yet. Researchers pur-
suing the many different strands of accuracy research have proceedc?d
largely in isolation from each other. Researchers tend to be interested in
just one kind of accuracy, for example identifying emotions from facial
expressions, and often they have a preferred method of measurement.
Sometimes the traditions and habits that grow up are not well rooted in
theoretical considerations: for example, in the study of how personal
dominance or power correlates with interpersonal accuracy, virtually
the entire literature is based on accuracy in detecting emotion — yet rarely
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does any researcher give a reason why detecting emotion is more relevant
to the perceiver’s dominance or social power than other kinds of accuracy.
In our opinion there is so much fragmentation that most researchers do
not think of themselves as belonging to a general field of “interpersonal
accuracy research”; rather, they study accuracy in a specific social context
and operationalize accuracy in ways that are specific to their questions,
and sometimes they choose their measurements out of convenience or in
ignorance of what instruments and approaches are available, or theoreti-
cally justified. Furthermore, accuracy researchers in different fields or
subfields may not communicate with each other or even be aware of each
other’s work.

The goal of the present book is to summarize numerous large and
diverse research traditions, done by many different kinds of researchers
and for a wide variety of theoretical and practical purposes. We hope the
book serves the research community and any reader who wishes to learn
more about interpersonal accuracy. In the remainder of this chapter, we
provide background and framework for the rest-of the volume, Of course,
individual chapters provide much more detail on some of the issues we
talk about in general terms here. And, even though the book covers a lot of
ground, ntot all strands of research are represented and certainly not all of
the (often fascinating) accuracy topics that have been taken up over the
years can be described.

What is accuracy and how is it measured?

For a general definition, we think of interpersonal accuracy as accurate
judgment about any verifiable characteristic of a person or about the
group that a person belongs to. Mostly in the present volume, this
accuracy is based upon people (called perceivers, judges, or decoders)
witnessing the behavior and/or appearance of other people (also called
encoders or targets) and either making an inference based on the behavior
and/or appearance {the most common task) or being asked to remember
aspects of the behavior or appearance.’ The term “witnessing” means

'_ that the perceiver has direct exposure to the target person through some
medium, which could be live (physically present, on the telephone, or
“'seen via an electronic interface} or not live (recorded as on videotape,
- “audiotape, photographs, or in a written transcript of the target person’s
"W(')rds). In one chapter {on accuracy of knowing others’ attitudes), the

; ;[_' Alr.hough clearly a kind of accuracy, identity recognition and eyewitness research (being

able 1o say whether a face, voice, or whole person has been seen or heard at an earlier time)

/- is not included in the present volume, except in Chapter 11.
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accuracy concept is extended to include success in judgments about
whole groups of people (¢.8.; wormen). o .

To measure accuracy, a defensible criterion for determining what 1s a
correct Versus incorrect response must be established (Ickes, 1997; West
& Kenny, 2011). One common criterion is a state or message t?le target
people were instructed to display (for example, a pamcul?\r emotion), or a
kind of situation they are imagining themselves to be in (.for example‘:,
acting out talking to a lost child or asking someone for forgweness); this
kind of criterion is often used with tests of judging emotion or affect.
Another approach is to gather factual information abouE the target peo-
ple. In personality judgment, this is usually the targets se?f—ratmgs' on
personality scales. As other examples of using docume-n‘table information,
the criterion for judging the winner of a cOmpennon could l?e Fhe
researcher’s knowledge of who was the actual winner, and the criterion
for judging intelligence could be some kind of cognitilve test Lhatl the target
person has taken. Similarly, the criterion for detecting deception xjvould
be the researcher’s knowledge of whether the target person was lying or
not. Sometimes the criterion is the circumsiances that occur -at the
moment the recordings are made, as in the slide-viewing parac.:hgm of
Buck (1979) where the target people’s faces are recorded while they
watch emotionally evocative photographs or videos. Another commonly
used criterion is the target person’s retrospective report of v.vha.t they were
thinking or feeling at a particular moment during an earyer interaction
that they are watching now in replay (Ickes, 1997). Sometimes the criter-
ion is simply the consensus of a group of observers; if most of thexc‘n s.ay,”fqr
example, that the person appears to be showing pride, then prlld.e- is
declared to be the correct answer. Consensus can be a debatable criterion
(Kruglanski, 1989).

Obviously having a defensible criterion is important, a.nd resea?chers
often go to considerable lengths to obtain convergent information .to
bring the criterion as close.to the “rruth” as possible (such as personality
ratings from friends or family of the targets, not just from the targer
themselves; Funder, 1995). In every case, “aceuracy” is limited Fo What is
operationally defined by the researcher when establishing th.e criterion. It
is important for researchers to keep in mind that accuracy 18 an absFract
construct that is always, and necessarily, instantiated in an operational
definition. Almost every operationally defined criterion has limitations,
and it is desirable for researchers to develop measurements that employ
different operational definitions. For example, you wouiq ]:ike to know
whether results from a test that measures emotion recognition accuracy
are the same if the criterion is the emotion a target intended to convey
versus the emotion a group of viewers consensually says it conveys.
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Sometimes one hears statements such as “You aren’t measuring accuracy —
you are just measuring self-other agreement.” Whoever might say this is
forgetting that accuracy can only be glimpsed through the lens of opera-
tionally defined criteria, of which self-other agreement is one (for example,
whether perceivers “see” the same personality traits in the targets as the
targets claim to have). Therefore, if the researcher has defined accuracy
operationally as self-other agreement, then that researcher is entitled to
claim that their test measures accuracy, keeping in mind that it is only one
possible operational definition of the concept. It is good if researchers
debate the merits of different criteria and then compare them.

The domain of accurate judgment can be anything about a person for
which a defensible criterion can be provided, yet there is plenty of room
for debate. Sometimes entwined with the choice of criterion is the ques-
tion of how the stimuli are produced in the first place. The field of
emotion recognition has a prevailing paradigm for both — the criterion is
the target’s intentions, while the production method is deliberate posing —
but there is room for debate about intentions per se as a criterion and
about posing as a good source of emotional expressions. In yet other
domains, there might be even more doubt about what the criterion should
be. An example would be pain judgment: should the criterion be the
target’s self-reported pain, or physiological measuremnents, or facial dis-
plays? Any of these could have significant shortcomings or strengths. One
way to overcome the limitations of any one criterion assessment method is
to combine different methods. For instance, to determine the criterion for
the judgment of facial expressions of emotion, the poser’s intention could
be combined with a more objective coding of the activated facial muscles
(FACS coding; Cohn, Ambadar, & Ekman, 2007) and eventually even
~ with consensus judgments; or as is sometimes done, personality reports
. from multiple respondents could be combined in the criterion. Finally,
©." researchers might wonder if any measurable criterion can be found — as
" with judging very transitory mental states during ongoing interaction —
because the researcher either cannot “get inside” the heads of target
people or cannot do so in a timely way. Researchers have limits on the
resources they can expend in getting to the “truth™ about people in order
‘to. establish acceptable criteria for the kinds of accuracy they wish to
measure, and this is one reason why they often fall back on low-cost
micthods such as instructing target people to pose various emotions.

Terminology

We believe the field, regardless of the details of criterion and measure-
ment, needs a general term, and the one we advocate is tnterpersonal
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accuracy. There is value in having a general term, not only for buﬂdigg a
sense of commonality among researchers, but also for the very practical
reason that conducting online searches for accuracy studies is extremely
difficult when there is no common terminology. Specific terms that are
appropriate to a specific accuracy concept or type of measurement are, of
course, still useful within the general concept of interpersonal accuracy.

Here we list terms that are used commonly and why we think they are
not suitable as a general term. .

Interpersonal sensitivity. Though often used to describe interperso-
nal accuracy (e.g., Hall & Bernieri, 2001}, this term is ambiguous. As
noted by Bernieri (2001), this term could encompass both accurate
perception of others as well as wise, tactful, or otherwise appropriate
behavior toward them, as in the observation that someone responded
very “sensitively” to her friend’s distress. For that reason, we do not
advocate this as a synonym for interpersonal accuracy.

Nonverbal sensitivity, This term has the same ambiguity as the
preceding one and is, mMotreover, descriptive only of responses 10 nonver-
bal cues (e.g., facial expressions, gestures, postures, voice guality)
‘(Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979). However, being
accurate is often based on interpretation of linguistic as well as nonverbal
cues. Therefore this is not a useful general term.

Emotion recognition, or emotion recognition ability. This is the
most widely used term because emotion recognition is the most com-
monly studied kind of accuracy (mostly involving photographs of posed
facial expressions). Because it focuses solely on emotions, this is not a
useful general term.

Decoding ability. This term has two shortcomings as a possible
general term. One is that it is too broad; a bibliographic search for
“decoding ability” or “decoding accuracy” results in countless references
to unrelated topics (how people read, etc.). It is also too narrow, in that it
implies only accuracy defined as inference, whereas our definition of
accuracy also includes the noticing/recalling process described earlier.

Inferential accuracy (versus recall accuracy). These terms have
been used to distinguish between the two kinds of accuracy mentioned
earlier: drawing an inference (making a judgment) abouta person’s states,
traits, or other characteristics and noticing/recalling something about a
person (Hall, Carter, & Horgan, 2001). Though in a given context they
are useful terms, they do not convey the “interpersonal” notion of one
person being accurate about another person.

Empathic accuracy. This widely used term was created by Ickes
(1997) to describe the method of asking perceivers Lo guess what target
people were thinking and feeling at specific moments during an
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interaction. This method differs from many other established paradigms
because it includes inferences about both affect and cognition, and it is
based on spontaneous (not posed or rehearsed) target behavior.
Unfortunately, many researchers use the term “empathic accuracy” as a
general term for any kind of measured interpersonal accuracy, thus blur-
ring the distinction between the specific methodology for which Ickes
chose the term and a wide range of other measurement approaches. We
urge researchers to use this term in its correct methodological context and
not as a general term.

Mind reading. This term has been used by Ickes (2003) as a synonym
for empathic accuracy. However, in the popular imagination the term
“mind reading” generally implies psychic powers, which is not what Ickes
was suggesting. It is therefore a potentiaily confusing term.

Mental states attribution. Used by Frith (1997) and others, this
term is often used in conjunction with the “theory of mind” concept
(Baron-Cohen et al., 1999) to refer to ability to make correct inferences
about others’ thoughts, knowledge, and intentions. This, like some of the
other terms listed above, has relevance for a limited range of interpersonal
accuracy tasks.

Aeccuracy at zero acquaintance, and first impression accu-
racy. These terms are suitable for judgments made of strangers or
of people whom one has just met. These are not suitable as general
terms because accuracy can be measured between people who are
acquainted.

Judgmental accuracy. To our knowledge this term is used almost
exclusively by researchers who study accurate personality judgment
(Colvin & Bundick, 2001; Funder, 1995). The shortcoming we see with
this term is that the term “judgmental” connotes judgmentalism, that is,
being too quick to form moral judgments of others, which is not its
.. intended meaning. Thus the term is not transparent.

. As we have said, for different purposes, each of these terms can be
appropriate. Qur point is that a general term that can subsume all of these
‘18 also desirable.

Burgeoning of the accuracy field

-Th‘e study of interpersonal accuracy is extremely active. A search for
. “emotion recognition” on PsycINFO found an astonishing trend in
nitries over the past decades (Table 1.1). Despite likely undercounting
‘in'the earlier decades because the exact term “emotion recognition” was
_notused as consistently as it is now, the explosion of recent research is still

r_'r'_lfé\zing, especially considering only half of the current decade has past.
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Tabie 1.1 Number of citations to “emotion
recognition” on PyycINFO, 1950- 2015

1050s 1
19605 4

19705 6

1080s 26
1990s 89
20005 681
2010-15 1,964

The appearance of meta-analyses within a field is testament to the
field’s maturation. We located over 50 published mera-analyses on inter-
personal accuracy, which are listed at the end of this chapter.
Undoubtedly, there are meta-analyses that we did not locate, but even
without these it is obvious that there is a great deal of published research

o1 gecuracy.

History

"The once-popular field of accuracy in personality judgment was derailed
for decades in part because of stringent critiques of the measurement
methods then used (Cronbach, 1955; Gage & Cronbach, 1955; Funder,
20013, The critiques pointed out that accuracy scozes necessarily needfed
10 be decomposed into different components (termed a “componential
approach™). Cronbach originally proposed decomposing scores at the
level of the perceiver, across targets and judgments (Cronbach, 1955;
for a review of modemn componential approaches see Kenny, West,
Malloy, & Albright, 2006). Not until the 1990s did persor}ality research-
ers adopt different methods, based on correlations across items Or across
targets {see Kenny et al., 2006, for a review).

Researchers in adjacent fields, however, continued studying accuracy.
Most work was focused on judgments of affect and emotion. Most of this
research has used methods that, fortunately, allow researchers to under-
stand better why perceivers were accurate (e.g., they used multiple tar-
gets, and often multiple emotions or affective states expressed by tl?e
targets, which allows one to test whether perceivers were accurate in
reading particular targets or targets in general), and they utilized multiple
methods (e.g., multiple choice, rating scales, self-report recall) to assess
cross-methodological consistency. Ekman and Friesen (197 1) and Izard
(1971) were highly invested in research on the correct identification of
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emotions from facial expressions, asking group-comparison questions
such as whether cultures differ in their accuracy. Actually, the path back-
ward for emotion recognition research is long, with studies emerging early
in the twentieth century (Adams, 1927; Feleky, 1914; Langfeld, 1918;
Ruckmick, 1921) and a review appearing by mid-century (Taft, 1955).
Robert Rosenthal can be credited with starting the tradition of measur-
ing accuracy via standardized, validated instruments — a tradition that is
strong to this day though better represented for some content domains
(e.g., interpretation of affective cues) than others. His instrument, the
Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS test; Rosenthal et al., 1979),
measures the ability to infer affective states within situational context,
based on face, body, and nonverbal vocal cues. Developed originally to
explore individual differences in the receptivity to interpersonal expec-
tancy effects {e.g., whether a pupil will pick up and be influenced by a
teacher’s cues signaling their beliefs about the pupil), the PONS became a
staple for researchers measuring individual differences in accuracy. Many
other tests have since been validated and adopted widely (e.g., Diagnostic
Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy or DANVA; Nowicki & Duke, 1994),
and others continue to be developed (e.g., Geneva Emotion Recognition
Test or GERT; Schlegel, Grandjean, & Scherer, 2014). In addition,
many stimulus sets, mainly of facial expressions, have been used for
measuring accuracy even though they were not specifically developed
nor systematically validaied as psychometric tests; the most prominent
of these is the Pictures of Facial Affect (Ekman & Friesen, 1976). (For
comparisons of these and other instruments, see Castro, Cheng,
Halberstadt, & Grithn, 2015, and Hall, Bernteri, & Carney, 2005.)
Another major topic in accuracy is lie detection, pursued primarily by
researchers in communication sciences. Research on this topic has been
going on, though steadily rising, for many decades. As reviewed in the
- chapter by Burgoon and Dunbar, one major area of focus has been on
© training perceivers to become more accurate in judging whether targets
- are lying or speaking the truth. As the authors of that chapter conclude,
however, lie detection training is quite difficult, as there are no universal
-’indicators of truth and lie telling that perceivers can rely on; accurate lie
‘detection is a complex interaction between perceiver and target traits, the
relationship between the perceiver and target, the social context, and the
modality of communication.
- Finally, research on accuracy in judging characteristics of people and
'their social relationships started to blossom only since the 2000s, though
in.the late 1980s a standard test called the Interpersonal Perception Task
{(IPT; Costanzo & Archer, 1989) included some item content of that sort
€., whether two people were in a romantic relationship or not). Studies
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of accuracy in judging sexual orientation represent th-e most recently
developed theme in terms of judging social characteristics (e.g., Rule &

Ambady, 2008).

Methodologies for studying accuracy

An earlier edited volume covered some methodologies in detail -(.Hall &
Bernieri, 2001), and individual chapters in this volume descr;be the
methodologies used in specific research contexts. Herf: we offer an over-
view, first discussing general methodological distinctions and then dis-
cussing different ways of calculating accuracy $cOres.

General methodological distinctions. Most assessments of accu-
racy are concerned with a single domain to be judged, tl_lough there may
be much variation within that domain (for example, different m:lrnbers
and types of emotions in different emoticn recognition ta?ks, or different
types and circumstances of lying in different lie detection tasks). The
most commonly studied domains are emotion and affect (though W%lat
counts under this heading is not agreed on), lie detection, and personality.
Other domains are group memberships and social attributes (e.g., sexual
orientation, religion/ethnicity}, interpersonal reladons (e.g._, strangers or
not), attitudes (e.g., racial attitudes), intelligence, and dominance/status,
though this list is certainly not exhaustive. One well-known test, the PT
mentioned earlier, is unusual in encompassing five distincﬂy different
domains of judgment (deception, competition, kinship, intimacy, and
status). _

There are two basic paradigms for measuring accuracy: the testing
approach, in which perceivers view, hear, or read a standard _set of st}mu}l
and make judgments about them (thus enabling many percevers to judge
the same stimuli), and the in ¥fzo approach, in which perceivers ma!ke
judgments about others with whom they interact or at least have live
contact (most commonly, this is done in dyads).

There are many methodological factors that can influence the deg.ree to
which perceivers are accurate and what mechanisms can .be studied to
understand how interpersonal accuracy is achieved. Stimuli can vary on a
number of dimensions, such as cue modality (e.g., face, body, paraverbal
cues, linguistic cues), whether expression was posed/rehearsed or the
expression occurred in a relatively spontaneous manner, and whetkller
the instrument for assessing accuracy has been validated by prior
researchers or was developed for a particular study. Researchers may
show representative stimuli (for example, all of the instanceF of lying

and truth telling they gathered), or they may show stimuli selegted
through pretesting to have a desired degree of difficulty or other desired

Accurate interpersonal perception 13

characteristics. For example, in a study of judging the sexual orientation
based on a set of target faces, Stern and colleagues (Stern, West, Jost, &
Rule, 2013) intentionally chose stimuli that varied in how masculine or
feminine the target faces were on a continuum of masculinity. Roughly
equal numbers of feminine gay and straight faces, and masculine gay and
straight faces, were chosen.

There are many additional factors that are important to consider, such
as the age, gender, and ethnicity of target persons, as well as the culture of
the target persons and the culture of the individuals making the judg-
ments. All of these factors could potendally influence perceivers’ levels of
accuracy and the information they utilize in making judgments.

Another consideration is to determine the most appropriate method for
gathering perceivers’ responses to the stimuli, There are a number of ways
of collecting judgments {which will influence how accuracy scores can be
calculated), including rating scales, binary decisions (e.g., truth/lie for lie
detection), and multiple-choice options. In some cases, such as in the
empathic accuracy paradigm {Ickes, 1997), free responses are recorded
and then coded by researchers for how well they match the criteria,

Calculating accuracy, An earlier chapter on methodology (Flall et
al., 2005) as well as the book mentioned earlier (Hall & Bernieri, 2001)
included some discussion on scoring options and their implications, and
individual chapters in the present volume give more detail. Here, we
highlight some key conceptual issues when it comes to calculating accu-
racy scores.

As reviewed in a number of places in this chapter, several approaches
have been utilized in calculating accuracy scores. One approach is to
- calculate accuracy scores for each person, either by creating an average
. across many judgments and the same average across those items for the
- truth criterion and correlating them, or calculating a mean difference
~“score. For example, participants may report on how much they think
i certain people (e.g., women, political in-group members) agree with 23
- different atidtude statements {e.g., guns should be legal in the United
- States, women and men should have equal pay). Truth criterion data
‘would alse be obtained for these same statements. For the correlational
‘approach, each participant receives an accuracy score (perhaps in the
: _fOrm of a Z score) that represents their overall accuracy; for the mean
“difference approach, each participant receives a mean difference score
that represents the extent to which they thought individuals agreed more
(or less) with those statements on average. These idiographic scores can
~then be used as predictors or outcome variables in other models.
~Another approach is a nomothetic approach, in which accuracy is
stimated not for individual perceivers but for a whole group of
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participants. For example, West and Kenny’s Truth and Bias model
estimates accuracy using 2 regression-based approach in which the judg-
ment is regressed on the truth criterion, and accuracy (the cruth force}
conceptually represents how strongly the judgment is being pulled toward
the truth, estimated as a regression coefficient. Renefits of this @pproach
include examining multiple forms of accuracy in one model (e.g., direc-
tional bias and the truth force in the Truth and Bias model). When
repeated MEASUTes data are collected, the random effects of accuracy
can be estimated in a multitevel modeling framework, which allows one
to examine whether there are within-person correlations between truth
and bias (e.g., if Tam biased, am I accurate?). With dyadic data, within-
dyad correlations can be estimated, which allow one to examine questions
such as, “1f 1 am accurate is my partner accurawe?”

Another important methodological consideration is how many targets
each perceiver judges. When each perceiver judges many targets (and
these targets differ across perceivers), a componential analysis can be
used to decompose judgments into theoretically relevant sources of var-
iance, such as perceiver, target, and relationship, for both the judgments
and the truth criteria. By correlating judgment components with truth
criteria compoInents, one can estimate accuracy at different levels. For
example, dyadic accuracy assesses how accurate perceivers are at judging
particular targets (e.g., is Tom particularly accurate in his judgments of
Bob), and generalized accuracy assesses how accurate perceivers ate in
general (.8, is Tom accurate in his judgments of everyone in his group;
see Kenny & Albright, 1987, for more details).

In some cases, perceivers judge the same set of targets, for example,
when making ratngs of a set of stimuli, such as 30 different faces.
Variance due to target stimuli should be estimated in these models, as it
allows scholars to determine 1f accuracy across a set of stimuli is due to
one particular target stimulus. For example, in reading the sexual orien-
tation of 10 target faces, it may be the case that one target face is
particularly easy to read, and that target face is driving all of the accuracy
effects. Estimating variance due to stimuli is an important methodological
step when scholars are initially developing a set of stimuli to insure that
particular targets in the stimuli are not driving accuracy effects in the data.

Another important methodological decision is to determine how bias is
best operationalized. As many scholars have argued, bias does not neces-
sarily imply error, or inaccuracy (Funder, 1995), and bias might actually
contribute to accuracy (West & Kenny, 2011). There are many theore-
tical and conceptual models that distinguish bias from error, and provide
guides of how to best conceptualize bias in a model. Some of these
models, such as the Truth and Bias model, provide guidelines of how to
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eStimfate how much accuracy is achieved “indirectly” through bias by
treating bias as a mediator of the effect of the judgment on the truth
criterion. Some investigators use signal detection methods for separating
sensitivity from bias.

How different themes and traditions are represented
in this book

The ﬁrst half of the book focuses on specific domains of accuracy, from
very traditional ones such as judging emotions {Binziger), judgingJ truth
and lie (Burgoon and Dunbar), and judging personality (Back and
Nestler) to more recently pursued ones such as judging thoughts and
feelings- (Ickes), meta-perception accuracy (Carlson and Barrant), jud-
ging attitudes (West), and judging social attributes (Alaei and Rule). The
second half focuses on different classes of correlates. Many themes appear
in more than one chapter. In general, assessing a social interaction partner
accurately is necessary for navigating many types of social relationships
(as exemplified in the chapters by Hodges and Wise, and by Schmid Mast
ar‘ld Latu). As we said earlier, there is not much connection between the
different research fields because researchers in one field typically stick to
one Lype of interpersonal accuracy assessment, and there has been limited
theorizing about how different types of accuracy are related. The chapters
by Boone and Schlegel and by Murphy both represent broad views of the
field in order to bridge these gaps.
: Schm.id asks how proximal (cognitive, emotional, situational) circum-
. stances increase or decrease interpersonal accuracy. Other chapters take
*on various group and individual differences pertaining to gender (Hall,
-~ Gunnery, and Horgan), age (Isaacowitz, Vicaria, and Murry), psycho-
: _pathology (Griffiths and Ashwin), clinicians (Ruben), prosociality
(Hodges and Wise), and culture (Luckman and Elfenbein). The effects
F:)f'-. short-term training programs to increase interpersonal accuracy are
summarlzed by Blanch-Hartigan, Andrzejewski, and Hill.

Challenges for the study of interpersonal accuracy

;x_‘l_.__ec_i_iting this volume, we identified many challenges and future
:d_});ec_uons for the study of interpersonal accuracy, many of which are
__'d{g;_usse@ in detail in Murphy’s concluding chapter. Murphy focuses
n;:the importance of developing new methods to better understand
the f.mechanisms of accuracy, and to work toward a more nuanced
._.um_i_grstanding of the question “how accurate is accurate?” We have

isciissed throughout the present chapter that scholars need to




16 Fudith A. Hall et al.

develop a cross-cutting theoretical framewor.k of interpcrsonal accu—l
racy, and one major chaltenge in doing so is developing conceptus

and methodological approaches 1o interpersonal accuracy that can be
universally applied. Such an approach would help schgﬂars c}evelop 3
thorough understanding of how interpersonal accuracy 1s achieved an1

what it in turn predicts. It would also allow scholars o ‘t.)roady
construe categories of outcome variables that fail- under d1ffel_“ent
theoretical umbrellas — for example, behaviors rf?qulred fo_r relauon.—
ship maintenance, or behaviors that help perceivers achieve domi-
nance. What particular kinds of interpersonal accuracy matter most
for these different kinds of outcome? Our hope is that this edited
volume is an initial step toward building an integrated approach to

studying interpersonal accuracy.
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Tanja Bdanziger

Abstract

This chapter proposes an overview of research conducted in
recent vears on emotion recogaition accuracy (ERA). The focus
is on ouilining the main methods and findings, and also the com-
plexity of the processes involved. Emotion recognition is multi-
modal (several interpersonal communication channels are
involved, such as face, voice, body postures, and gestures) and it
is probably as dependent on contextual and social cues as itis on
individual skills. The chapter discusses issues related to what
accurate emotion recognition is and how it can be estimated.
The constructs involved in major studies of emotion recognition
and the main processes involved in judging emoticns are also
addressed.

Fudging emotions based on another person’s nonverbal behavior 1s a com-
petence that is crucial for social functioning and has been related to
psychological health and well-being. Accurately judging emotional
expressions is a component of interpersonal sensitivity — a broader construct
described by Hall, Andrzejewski, and Yopchick (2009) — and has also
. been described as an essential component of emorional intelligence (ET; see,
e.g., the definition by Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003). The
ability to correctly infer the emotional state of other people has been
investigated by many researchers in a large variety of contexts and in
“relation to numerous research gquestions.

. This chapter outlines a perspective that reflects the most prevalent
‘approaches in research on nonverbal communication of emotion and
that is also directly coupled with classical behavioral studies of emotional
expression and emotional communication. The most widespread
approaches to the assessment of emotion recognition accuracy (ERA) are
presented first. This description is then followed by an overview of the
main findings in this field, which have largely shown that emotion recog-
nition can be fairly accurate, also cross-culturally, but that accuracy may
ry depending on the communication channels or the emotions consid-
ted. The ensuing and final sections develop various aspects related to the
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