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ABSTRACT

THE COGNITIVE COST OF INTERPERSONAL CLOSENESS IN DECISION
MAKING

Ugurlar, Nesibe Pinar
PhD., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer
Co-Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Ann-Christin Posten

January 2018, 105 pages

Prior research has consistently demonstrated that prosocial behavior, cooperation,
and trust increase with interpersonal closeness. This dissertation suggests a
cognitive computational cost as an explanation for prosocial preferences driven by
interpersonal closeness. Current hypothesis is based on the inclusion of other in
the self approach suggesting that the overlap between the mental representations
of the self and the other increases by closeness, which, in turn, makes it difficult
to differentiate between the self-concept and the close other. I argue that people
require a distinct and separate self-concept in order to process any self-related
information during a decision making process, and closeness interferes with
retrieving the self-concept from memory. Based on these assumptions, closeness
is expected to interfere with the cognitive processing of information. The decision
making process should be more cognitively demanding when the decision
incorporates information cues related with both the self and the close other. The
studies of this dissertation were, thus, concerned with the cognitive performance
during decision making. Time taken to complete decision tasks, response
accuracy, and self-reported task difficulty were measured in decision tasks. In
eleven experiments and one correlational study, I tested how the cognitive
performance during interpersonal economic exchange decisions differs depending
on the closeness to the given interaction partner. Five of the studies supported the

hypothesis that closeness indeed impairs cognitive performance. The findings are
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the first to demonstrate how interpersonal decision processes are not only
motivationally driven but also driven by a cognitive computational cost resulting

from the self-other overlap.

Keywords: Interpersonal Closeness, Self-Other Overlap, Decision Making.
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KISILER ARASI YAKINLIGIN KARAR VERME UZERINDEKI BiLiSSEL
MALIYETI

Ugurlar, Nesibe Pinar
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Siimer
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Ann-Christin Posten
Ocak 2018, 105 sayfa

Gecmis arastirmalar kisiler aras1 yakinligin 6zgeci davranis, isbirligi ve giiveni
artirdi@ini tutarl ve tekrarli bicimde gostermektedir. Bu doktora tezi, kisiler arasi
yakinligin 6zgeci tercihler iizerindeki bu etkisini yakinligin bilissel bir maliyeti
oldugu onermesi ile agiklamaktadir. Bu aragtirmanin temel hipotezi baskasini
kendi benligine dahil etme yaklagimina dayanmaktadir. Bu yaklasima gore,
benligin ve diger bir kisinin zihinsel temsilleri arasindaki Ortiismenin derecesi
kisiler aras1 yakinlik ile artmakta ve bu da sonugta kisinin kendisini, yakin olan
digerinden ayirabilmesini giiclestirmektedir. Bu tez g¢alismasinda, karar verme
stirecinde kendilige iliskin bilgileri islemleyebilme kapasitesinin ayr1 ve belirgin
bir benlik kavrami gerektirdigini ve bilgi isleme siirecinde kisiler aras1 yakinligin
bu ayr1 benlik temsilini hafizadan ¢agirmay: etkiledigini 6ne siirmekteyim. Bu
varsayimlar temelinde, kisiler aras1 yakinligin biligsel siireci etkilemesi ve bir
karar kisinin kendisi ve yakin oldugu biriyle ilgili bilgilerin karsilagtiriimasini
gerektirdiginde karar verme siireci biligsel olarak daha zahmetli olmali
beklenmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bu tezde yer alan ¢alismalar karar verme siirecindeki
biligsel performansi incelemektedir. Bir karar verme surecinde, karar gdrevlerini
tamamlama siiresi, tepki dogrulugu ve kisinin farkindalik diizeyinde
deneyimledigi zorlanma Ol¢iilmiistii. On bir deneyden ve bir korelasyonel
caligmadan olusan bu tezde, kisilerarasi ekonomik degisim kararlarindaki biligsel

performansin etkilesimde bulunulan kisiye yakinliga bagl olarak nasil farklilagtig
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incelenmistir. Caligmalarin besinde yakihigin bilissel performansi etkiledigi
hipotezi desteklenmistir. Bu tezin bulgulan ile ilk kez, kisiler arasi karar
stireclerinin  yalnizca motivasyonlarla degil, ayni zamanda benlik-digeri
ortiisgmesinin sonucu olan biligsel bir maliyet tarafindan da belirlendigi

gosterilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisiler Aras1 Yakinlik, Benlik-Digeri Ortiismesi, Karar

Verme.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Before responding to the proposal of his cousin, Charles Darwin made a
list of pros and cons of marriage. To him, marriage had several benefits such as
female chit-chat and a constant companion, but also costs like loss of time and
being forced to visit relatives. After carefully studying his list, Darwin concluded
that the benefits of marriage, disregarding the positive aspects of his cousin,
outweigh its costs. This is how he decided to marry Emma Wedgwood. Love was
not blind for Darwin. From a modern romantic perspective on love, the way
Darwin chose to give his decision may be questionable or even criticized.
However, the more interesting concern for the current research is that Darwin, to
some extent, calculated the costs and benefits of his decision in a close
relationship context. In this dissertation, I invite you to question people’s ability to
engage in such analyses when they are interacting with a person who is close to
them. Close relationships fundamentally benefit human lives by providing a social
context based on trust and collaboration. However, this communal pattern of
interaction bares its own risks. This dissertation investigates the impact of
closeness on cognitive processes. Is it always cognitively easy to identify and
compute the costs and benefits to the self when the decision process involves
close others? What if interpersonal closeness alters the cognitive ability of an
individual to comprehend and calculate the costs and benefits during an
interpersonal transaction? Whether and to what extent interpersonal closeness
impacts the cognitive performance of a person during the decision making process
if there are self- as well as other-related outcomes of that decision is the matter of
current inquiry. More specifically, I explore the extent of the cognitive ability of

an individual to analyze costs and benefits of economic decisions when the



decision making process involves information about a close or a distant other as
well as about the self.

1.1. Closeness Influences Social Behavior

Closeness influences social behavior and it particularly increases trust and
cooperation with others. Literature has consistently and repeatedly demonstrated
that prosocial behavior, cooperation, and trust increase with interpersonal
closeness. In typical cooperation studies that use the dictator game, where the
participant takes decisions over the allocation of a fixed amount of resources
between herself and another passive subject, participants against all odds share on
average 28% of their resources with unknown others (see Engel, 2011 for a
review), even though there are no obvious costs for not giving any share at all.
Importantly, however, the allocated amount significantly increases when people
give to a close other: people allocate on average 50% more to their friends
compared to strangers (e.g., Brafias-Garza et al., 2010; Lieder, Mobius, Rosenblat,
& Do, 2009). For instance, in one study Jones and Rachlin (2006) first asked
participants to make an imaginary list of 100 people based on the extent of
closeness. Participants, then, imagined playing a dictator game with other people
from this list. More specifically, in a series of resource allocation rounds,
participants indicated how much money they would forgo to allocate a certain
amount of money to the other person. Results showed that participant gave less to
the other person if the person was distant from themselves. Favoring close others
over distant ones is prevalent among 10 to 12-year-old children (Goeree,
McConnell, Mitchell, Tromp, & Yariv, 2010): among these children, the amount
of allocated resources is determined by the level of interpersonal closeness. Even
subtle manipulations that amplify perceived closeness can increase the amount of
donations a person receives in a dictator game. For example, people give more by
being exposed to a photo of the receiver prior to the decision (Burnham, 2003).
This tendency to give more to close others is not influenced by whether or not the
other is assumed to know the decision maker’s allocation choices (Aron, Aron,
Tudor, & Nelson, 1991).These studies indicate that the tendency to give more to
close others is prevalent across various situational contexts. Moreover, people do
not only give more to close others, but people who tend to give more to others
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also perceive others as closer to themselves (Cornelissen, Dewitte, & Warlop,
2011).

Group membership is one of the aspects of human interaction in which
interpersonal similarity and closeness are inherently associated. As in the case of
minimal group paradigms, even cues of shared identity can increase cooperation
among strangers (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). In a study on the
effects of group membership on trust (Foddy, Platow, & Yamagishi, 2009),
participants were offered a choice to receive unknown outcomes allocated by an
in-group or an out-group member. In the condition where participants were
ostensibly told that the allocator had been informed about the group to which the
participant belongs, participants dominantly chose the in-group allocator over the
out-group allocator. This in-group preference was dominant even when the
stereotype of the in-group was relatively more negative than that of the out-group.
These findings demonstrate that people do not only allocate more to close others
but they also expect others to allocate more to them as a function of closeness.

As one special instance of cooperation, past findings on trust games have
also demonstrated a higher level of trust among close others than among strangers
(e.g., Binzel & Fehr, 2013). Different from a dictator game, in a trust game both
players have an effect on the final outcome of a resource distribution (see Rilling
& Sanfey, 2011). In a trust game, an investor sends a certain amount of money to
a receiver (i.e., the trustee). Before this money is transferred, the amount that the
investor has sent is multiplied by a factor (e.g., twice) by the researcher. The
trustee (i.e., the receiver) receives this multiplied amount. For example, imagine
that the investor has $50 in total. If they decide to send $20 to the trustee, then the
trustee receives $40 (if multiplied by 2, $20 x 2). The receiver then can choose to
send any amount, up to entire sum of the multiplied money (i.e., $40), back to the
investor, or may decide to keep the entire amount for themselves. In this game,
both parties win when decisions are based on trust and reciprocity. The
association between closeness and trust is consistently replicated in various
experimental settings. Even subtle cues of closeness such as facial similarity
(DeBruine, 2002; 2005), or consuming similar foods (Woolley & Fishbach, 2016)
have been shown to increase trust. Facial similarity, manipulated through
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morphed faces, also leads to higher attributions of trustworthiness (DeBruine,
2005). The association between similarity and trust is bilateral. Not only does
similarity effects trustworthiness, but people also perceive the faces of trustworthy
interaction partners as more similar to one’s own face than those of untrustworthy
interaction partners (Farmer, McKay, & Tsakiris, 2014). In sum, past studies have
provided support for a strong positive relationship between interpersonal
closeness, cooperative behavior and trust. This relationship is highly robust and
has been consistently and repeatedly demonstrated. People are particularly
generous towards close others.

A number of accounts have been offered to explain why people favor close
others in trust- and cooperation-related decisions. The vast majority of arguments
in this arena have stemmed from the social exchange approach (Thibaut & Kelley,
1959) that focuses primarily on the benefits of closeness in interpersonal
interaction (e.g., Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Molm, 2010; Vanyperen &
Buunk, 1991). Considering the typically repetitive and long-lasting nature of close
relations and the likelihood of future reciprocity, humans should benefit more
from giving to a close other than to a distant one in the long term. This is in line
with the central idea of the social exchange approach which suggests that people
are motivated to obtain a maximum level of rewards at the lowest possible costs
(Colquitt et al., 2014, Vanyperen & Buunk, 1991). From this perspective, humans
would adopt the type of behavior which provides a higher benefit to cost ratio.
Note that, material gain is only one of the domains that people could benefit from
giving more to close others. There can also be psychological benefits such as
satisfying the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Baumeister and Leary
argued that the drive to form and maintain lasting, positive, and significant
interpersonal relationships stimulates people to perform goal-directed behavior
and develop interpersonal contacts to a point where a minimum level of
relatedness has been achieved. Giving more to close others can thus be seen as a
strategic tool to fulfill goals including the satisfaction of belongingness needs.
What seems to be typical in these motivational views, summarized above, is a
tendency to relate cooperation or trust to its “rational” purpose of maximizing
some sort of benefit, either material or psychological. Taken together, these
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approaches explain social behavior in favor of close others with the simple
argument that giving more to close others pays off.

The accounts that have been offered to explain why people favor close
others in trust- and cooperation-related decisions do not only focus on the causes
that lead humans to be motivated to give more to close others. They also focus on
causes that lead humans to be implicitly inclined to do so. Similar to the
motivational explanations above, evolutionary approaches including kin selection,
group-based models, and reciprocal altruism relate to the adaptive advantages of
cooperation with close others (Caporael & Brewer, 1995; Kerr & Levine, 2008).
The kin selection theory (Hamilton, 1964) proposes that traits that increase the
fitness of relatives have been favored through natural selection processes, because
a close relative also transfers part of one’s own genes to the next generation
(Kurzban, Burton-Chellew, & West, 2014). Accordingly, cooperation and social
bonds are means of contributing to the reproductive success of a kin. Second, the
group selection hypothesis proposes that groups that cooperate within the group
and compete with outgroups have an increased survival potential (Sober &
Wilson, 2011). Hence, cooperation among close others is advantageous (Kerr &
Levine, 2008). Lastly, the reciprocal altruism perspective suggests that the high
probability of reciprocity between in-group members (i.e., the probability that
group members will reciprocate to altruistic behaviors) decreases the initial costs
of altruistic behaviors and increases the chance of the individual’s survival (see
Kurzban et al., 2014). This evolutionary reasoning about adaptive benefits has
been influential on many researchers (e.g., Rand et al., 2014; Zaki & Mitchell,
2013) who tend to explain the intuitive nature of trust and prosocial behavior in a
broader view as well.

In summary, the body of literature discussed above approaches the
phenomenon of giving more to close others from an instrumental perspective by
suggesting increases in personal benefits in the long run as a driving factor behind
the effects of closeness on behaviors. Notice that all explanations above assume
that humans have the capacity to calculate or intuitively perceive the costs and

benefits of a transaction to the self, also while interacting with close others.



1.2. Closeness: A Source of Confusion for the Self

Closeness does not only influence behavioral choices in a social context,
but it also mirrors a particular cognitive structure that has effects on the self and
self-related judgments. The inclusion of other in the self approach (Aron & Aron,
1986, 1996; Aron et al., 1991) suggests that the mental representation of the self
highly overlaps with the mental representation of close others: the closer the other
person is, the higher the overlap of the two mental representations. According to
this view, judgments about the self and close others are at least partially driven by
the extent of the overlap between the knowledge structures of close others and the
knowledge structure of the self. The key determinant of closeness is, thus, the
amount of the shared cognitive elements (Mashek, Aron, & Boncimino, 2003).

In line with this argument, several studies showed that people are more
likely to confuse the information related to the self with the information about a
close person compared to the information about a distant person. For example,
people take more time to make decisions and make more errors when they
compare personality traits of the self with a close other compared to with a distant
other (Aron et al., 1991). According to these findings, when asked to make
“me/not me” decisions for several personality traits it takes a longer time for
people to complete the task, while also making more errors when asked to
compare between traits of the self and a close other than when the comparison is
in between the self and a distant other (Aron et al., 1991). These results support
the argument that interpersonal closeness mirrors the mental overlap of cognitive
representations of the self and other people. In another series of experiments
Mashek and colleagues (2003) asked people to rate different lists of personality
traits for the self and for a close or a distant other. There were two groups of
participants. One group rated lists of personality traits for themselves and a close
other. The other group rated personality traits for themselves and a distant other.
Results showed more confusion in the memory of personality traits for the self
and close others than there was for distant others: in a following recall task people
confused the source of the rating (the self vs. a close or a distant other) more often
for traits rated for the self and close others compared to traits rated for the self and

distant others. Thus, closeness defines as a greater overlap of the cognitive
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structures seems to lead to more confusion. A similar self-other confusion is also
observed when recalling past actions. People, for instance, are more likely to
misremember having performed actions themselves which they have merely
observed if the actual actor is an in-group compared to an out-group member
(Linder, Schain, Kopietz, & Echterhoft, 2012).

If the mental representation of self-other overlap is higher when the other
person is close compared to when they are distant; then thinking about close
others should activate similar brain regions as self-referential thinking does, while
close and distant others should activate different brain regions. Consistent with the
inclusion of other in the self approach, recent social neuroscience studies provide
support for this assumption when focusing on the similarity dimension of
closeness: mentalizing similar others activates the same brain regions that
menatilizing the self does, while mentalizing dissimilar others activates different
brain regions (Mitchell, Banaji, & Macrae, 2005; also see Jenkins & Mitchell,
2011, for a review). Mitchell, Banaji, and Macrae (2005) compared brain regions
that were activated when mentalizing about similar others to the regions activated
when mentalizing about dissimilar others. In this study, participants underwent
fMRI scanning while judging a series of faces. Following the completion of the
scanning phase, researchers showed participants each photograph one more time.
Participants were then asked to rate the degree of similarity between themselves
and the people in the photos. Analyses revealed a correlation between the ratings
of similarity and the activity in the ventral mPFC. Importantly, the ventral mPFC
area has been repeatedly suggested as the neural basis of self-referential
processing (e.g., Gusnard, Akbudak, Shulman, & Raichle, 2001; Macrae, Moran,
Heatherton, Banfield, & Kelley, 2004). Taken together, neuroscientific findings

also point to a greater mental self-other overlap with increased closeness.
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Figure 1.Self-Other Disassociation Process

Figure 1 illustrates the extent of cognitive overlap depending on two levels
of interpersonal closeness, and the cognitive process of the self-other
disassociation. The circles were originally used by Aron, Aron, and Smollan
(1992) to demonstrate the inclusion of other in the self. The circles in this figure
illustrate cognitive elements of the self and of another person. In line with the
arguments made in the inclusion of other in the self approach (Aron et al, 1992),
the higher the intersection between the self and another person, the greater the
amount of shared cognitive elements. What is particularly important here is the
process that takes place between the representation of the extent of the self-other
overlap and the disassociation of the self from the other. Because of the greater
amount of mental overlap, this process should be cognitively more demanding
when the other person is a close person compared to when the other person is a
distant one.

My first assumption is that people require a distinct and separate self-
concept to process any self-related information during a decision making process.
That is, knowing what is good and what is bad for the self necessitates knowing
the self. In other words, processing self-related information requires retrieving the

self-concept from memory as a separate entity. I argue the mental representation



of the self as a separate and bounded construct is a prerequisite to efficiently
calculate self-related costs and benefits during interpersonal transactions.
Whenever a person needs or wants to find a choice that satisfies their goal,
independent of their motivation, they would need to be able to identify their
bounded “self”. My primary focus here is, therefore, on the decision-maker’s
ability to retrieve the cognitive representation of the self as a separate entity.
Slightly more complex, but a closely related task is inserting others into this
equation. My second assumption is that closeness interferes with retrieving the
self-concept from memory as a distinct entity. If the mental self-overlap is high
when the other person is a close one, then it should be more confusing to draw the
lines separating the self from the other, which in turns hinders disassociating the
self from the other. Thus, when a person has to give a decision that necessitates
processing information of the self and another person, the decision making will be
cognitively more or less demanding depending on how close the other person is.

These arguments lead to the following hypothesis. If humans need a
separate self-construct to be able to calculate the self-related costs and benefits
efficiently, and if separating the self from a close other is cognitively more
demanding, then closeness will hinder the processing of any decisions that involve
information about the self and a close other. In short, interpersonal closeness
should interfere with the cognitive processing of information in interpersonal
transactions during the decision making processes.

1.3. Closeness Has a Cognitive Cost

I argue that interpersonal closeness brings with it a cognitive cost which
operates on an automatic level. More specifically, 1 argue that decisions that
incorporate processing of self- and other-related information should necessitate
more cognitive effort when the interaction partner is a close person compared to a
distant person. I reason that whenever a decision involves information about the
self and also about another person, it should be more cognitively demanding to
disassociate the self-related information when the other person is a close other. In
other words, the same self-related information should be more distinct and easily
accessible when the interaction partner is a distant other compared to a close
other. Accordingly closeness should, in turn, decrease the cognitive performance
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in processing information about self-related decisions. This leads to the following
predictions. During an interaction with a close other (1) optimizing a decision
should require more time and cognitive effort; and (2) when there is a cognitive
constraint, such as time limit, closeness should lead more errors. These
predictions are in line with the arguments of bounded awareness (see Chugh &
Bazerman, 2007) which suggests that humans are also limited in their capacity to
see, seek, use or share information which is highly relevant for decision making
and which is easily-accessible and readily-perceivable. I suggest that interpersonal
closeness acts as a source imposing a cognitive computational limit which
prevents humans from focusing on easily observable and self-relevant data. Thus
interpersonal closeness causes cognitive difficulty, longer response times, and
more errors in self-related decision making process.

I expect the proposed differences in the information search process while
making decisions to be particularly situated on an automatic level, because the
cost of closeness in the cognitive process should diminish once the self is
disassociated from the other. The closeness as a cognitive cost hypothesis, thus,
lies in the area of the dual mechanisms approach (e.g., Kahneman, 2003; Zaki &
Oschner, 2011) which argues for a difference between intuitive processes and
deliberate thinking, both following different paths in information processing. Dual
process models suggest that in the intuitive mode, judgments and decisions come
to mind rapidly, automatically, effortlessly, and without much reflection. The
deliberate process is structured by cognitively demanding reflective thinking,
operates much slower, and is more controlled. 1 suggest the cognitive cost of
closeness to be observed under circumstances that foster intuitive processing, such
as when people are in lack of time to deliberate their decisions, or when they
hesitate to do so and instead decide according to their gut feelings. Thus, it is
plausible to argue that interpersonal closeness is expected to impact decision
making during implicit information processing beyond conscious awareness.

In line with this reasoning, recent studies have indeed demonstrated that
closeness leads to cooperation particularly on an automatic level. Two prior
studies (Acar-Burkay, Fennis, & Warlop, 2014; Cornelissen et al., 2011) have
provided evidence supporting the automaticity hypothesis. In a dictator game,
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people allocate more to the close other compared to the distant other only when
the decisions are based on automatic judgments (Study 3, Cornelissen et al.,
2011). Moreover, people transfer more money to the close other in an investment
game only when the decision time is limited (Study 4); or when they are asked to
go with their initial gut decisions instead of carefully considering all possible
aspects of the issue (Study 5, Acar-Burkay et al., 2014). The positive effect of
interpersonal closeness on the amount sent to the other person disappears when
people are given a chance to deliberate their decisions. The primary concern of
these studies was not to explain why the effects of closeness on behaviors (i.e.,
trust and cooperation) varies by time or by cognitive load per se, but instead to
demonstrate how social value orientation (Cornelissen et al., 2011) and need for
closure (Acar-Burkay et al., 2014) interact with closeness on decision making.
While these findings are currently interpreted in terms of needs and motivations,
they are also what the hypothesis of this dissertation would predict without
needing to make any assumptions concerning needs and motivations. I predict that
once the self is disassociated from the other through deliberation, the cognitive
cost of closeness should decrease or disappear, allowing people to be capable of
computing costs and benefits for the self.

In light of the theoretical reasoning and empirical findings discussed, this
dissertation aims to test the following hypothesis: Closeness interferes with the
decision-making process on the automatic level when the decision involves
information about the self and a close other. The cognitive difficulty in the
decision making process generated by closeness is the cognitive cost of closeness.
The closer we perceive ourselves and others to be, the harder it is to differentiate
between the self and the other, and the more likely we are to confuse self- and
other-related information. This, in turn, creates cognitive difficulty while
calculating the costs and benefits in interpersonal transactions. In this dissertation
the focus exceeds a normative position, which might emphasize the self-interested
choices as the most efficient basis of decisions. Instead, omitting motivations, I
suggest the cognitive cost of closeness as a simplified alternative explanation of
why we cooperate more with close others when decisions are taken under time
constraint or cognitive load. Note that, in contrast to earlier approaches, the
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cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis is founded on the idea that deliberate
thinking about the costs and benefits of a transaction for the self is possible only
when people can retrieve their self-concept as a separate and distinct entity.
Whether and to what extent the decision making process indeed becomes more
cognitively demanding as a result of the level of interpersonal closeness is a
matter for the current inquiry.

1.4. The Present Research

The cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis proposed in this dissertation is
a novel argument. Importantly, the focus of this argument is on the cognitive
performance during decision making (i.e., cognitive difficulty in completing the
task, response times, and errors) rather than the decision preferences (i.e., the
behavioral outcome such as the extent of cooperation).In contrast the classic
economic games, such as the trust game or the dictator game, are concerned with
measuring behavioral outcomes. Testing the effect of self-other confusion on the
reasoning processes necessitated the development of a new tool (1) that would
examine cognitive performance in the reasoning process by comparing the
response times as well as response errors in different interpersonal closeness
contexts; and (2) in which cognitive performance is linked to the capacity to
differentiate between self- and other-related information. Integrating these two
aspects into one tool led to the development of a two-person economic problem
solving game called the “Me/Other Game”. Instead of asking people to give a
decision, the me/other game asks participants to find a clearly correct answer in a
two-person resource allocation game frame. Thus, the me/other game is not
concerned with decision preferences. It measures the cognitive performance in
finding solutions to decision problems by employing the predefined decision

rules.
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Me Other

Option 1 10 50
Option 2 40 20
Option 3 10 20
Option 4 40 50

Figure 2. The Me/Other Game: An Example

Figure 2 presents an example of a me/other game round. Participants
imagine that they and another person —a close versus a distant other- will receive
the resources in the game. In this game, participants are presented with several
resource allocation alternatives. In the example above, for instance, Option 1
offers ten to the participant and 50 to the other person, whereas in the second
option the offer is 40 for the participant and 20 for the other person, and so on.
Importantly, the task of the participant is to find a clearly correct solution that
satisfies a predefined decision rule. The two predefined decision rules in the game
are (1) the self-interested rule: self-benefitting and other-harming option and (2)
the altruistic rule: self-harming and other-benefitting option. In the self-interested
rule participants are asked to find the option that maximizes their payoff and
minimizes the other person’s payoff. In the altruistic rule participants asked to find
the option that minimizes their payoff and maximizes the other person’s payoff.
For example, when the predefined rule in a particular round is the altruistic rule,
in Figure 2, participants should click on Option 1. In Option 1, not only does the
participant (i.e., “Me”’) receive the amount that minimizes her payoff, but the
other person also receives the amount that maximizes his payoff (i.e., “50”).
Therefore, according to the altruistic rule Option 1 is the correct solution. In this
game, participants are not asked to decide based on their own preferences, but to
find the clearly correct solution that the predefined decision rule necessitates. It is
hypothesized that the cognitively demanding nature of closeness is independent of
a specific goal or motivation and arises automatically. I incorporated two
contrasting rules into the me/other game to control for the effect of any likely

matching between a social context and a relational motivation.
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To solve the allocation problem participants would need to disassociate the
self- and other-related information (i.e., allocation outcomes for each recipient)
and apply the predefined decision rule. I measure the cognitive performance in
finding the correct resource allocation option. I expect solving the me/other game
to be cognitively more demanding when the game includes a close other and the
self compared to a distant person and the self. There are two specific predictions.
When the decision problem includes the self and a close other (1) solving the
problem should take more time and require more searching for cues; and (2) if
there is a time limit, the solutions of the me/other game should be less accurate,
and the task itself should be perceived as more difficult. Thus, depending on the
design of the me/other game, several cognitive performance measures including
task completion time, the number of informational cues searched, self-reported
task difficulty, and accuracy were used to assess the extent of cognitive effort.

I tested the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis in twelve studies. The
first eleven studies were experimental studies and all compared the cognitive
performance in decision making process between a close and a distant other
condition. In the last study, I tested the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis in a
correlational design. The me/other game was the basic research paradigm of all
the current studies. However, various versions of the me/other game were used
depending on the type of the cognitive performance measure under examination.

In Chapter 2, I discuss the five experiments that displayed the me/other
game in an information search paradigm. Chapter 3 discusses five more
experiments which were conducted with the recall (memory) version of the
me/other game. Chapter 4 presents another experiment that was based on the
me/other game within the information search paradigm, but with a specific focus
on error rates as a cognitive performance measure. Chapter 5 describes a
correlational study that suggested independent self-construal type as a proxy for
dispositional closeness to others and explored self-construal types’ link to
cognitive performance. In Chapter 6, I discuss the findings in general and make

suggestions for future studies.
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CHAPTER 2

THE COGNITIVE COST OF CLOSENESS: INFORMATION SEARCH
EXPERIMENTS

The first group of experiments tested the cognitive cost of closeness
hypothesis within an information search paradigm. There were five studies. The
design of the information search version of the me/other game is as follows.
Participants are presented all the allocations options of a me/other game trial on
one screen (see Figure 3 for a display example). Information regarding the options
(and recipients) is presented behind closed boxes. Participants have to move their

mouse over a box or click on a box to see the hidden information.

-l
L=

Figure 3. A Display Example of the Me/Other Game.

I used the MouselabWEB software (MouselabWEB, Willemsen, &
Johnson, 2008) to design the information search version of the game.
MouselabWEB is a process tracing tool which helps monitor information search
processes of people by recording mouse movements during an online (and also

offline) task. This software collects various types of data including the reaction
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times, the number of information cues searched to complete a task, and the
information search routes. To design the experiments, first, I constructed
MouselabWEB pages of each separate part of the experiments (e.g., consent form,
me/other game trials, demographic questions, etc.) by using the Designer tool of
the MouselabWEB (http://www.mouselabweb.org/designer/index.html). After I
extracted the php files from the Designer tool, I created a web-site named social-
lab.org to run the experiments and collect data online. Then I uploaded the
MouselabWEB php files into the database of this web-site. In order to randomly
assign participants to experimental conditions, the links to the conditions were
embedded in Qualtrics. Thus, participants were first directed to Qualtrics and then
followed the link for the social-lab.org web-site.

Five experimental studies were conducted to test the cognitive
performance in the me/other game by measuring the task completion time (Study
1), the number of information cues searched (Study 2), the perceived task
difficulty and (Study 3) and the response accuracy (Study 3, 4, & 5). Interpersonal
closeness was manipulated in the same way in all experiments. Participants played
the game with either a close or a distant other. These five studies, thus, test
closeness as a cognitive cost argument by manipulating the closeness to the
interaction partner and measuring the cognitive performance.

2.1. Study 1

In Study 1, I investigated whether solving the me/other game requires
more time when the me/other game involves a close versus a distant person. Thus,
response time was used as a proxy for cognitive performance. Faster response
times indicated better cognitive performance. Closeness was manipulated by
asking participants to imagine playing the me/other game with a close versus a
distant other. I predicted that solving the me/other game would take more time
while interacting with a close other.

2.1.1. Participants

Two hundred fifty-four U.S.-based participants (116 female) recruited

through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for monetary

compensation ($1.00). The study took about 10-15 minutes.
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2.1.2. Method

Practice Session. After offering their informed consent, participants played
a practice session to get familiar with the me/other problem solving task. The
practice session explained the me/other game with two examples. The detailed
explanations of the correct answers were presented. In order to avoid
manipulating interpersonal closeness at the practice stage and to make participants
focus on the logic of the problem solving of the game instead of the characteristics
of the recipients, practice trials allocated resources between Person A and Person
B instead of the self and a close (vs. a distant) other.

Closeness Manipulation. Interpersonal closeness was manipulated by
adapting the manipulation used by Jones and Rachlin (2006). Participants were
first asked to imagine a list of a hundred people they know to varying degrees (1 =
the closest other, 100 = someone only met once). Then, they wrote down the
initials of that person into a text field on the screen (see Appendix A for
instructions). Participants simulated interacting with the person at the first place
(close other condition) or the one at the 100" place (distant other condition) on
this list. Closeness was a between-subjects factor.

Me/Other Game - Search Version. All allocation options in the me/other
game were displayed on the screen in a fixed closed display format (see Figure 4).
There were four allocation options in every trial. The allocated amounts in the
options were embedded behind closed boxes. Every option presented a payoff
value for the participant and for a close (or a distant) other. Fixed columns
represented recipients: the first column presents the participant’s payoffs (i.e.,
Me) and the second column presents the other person’s payoffs (i.e., #1 vs. #100).
There were four rows for four different allocation options. Participants moved
their mouse over closed boxes to reveal the hidden payoff information. When the
participant moved the mouse to another box, the previous box was closed again.
Thus, the pairs of the recipient (i.e., “me” or “the close/distant person”) and the
payoff amount were not shown simultaneously. In this game payoff amounts were
easy to compare. I avoided a difficult game structure to make it possible for

participants to solve games correctly.
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Note. Figure 4 presents a fixed closed display. Information is hidden behind closed boxes.
Participants move the mouse to reveal the payoff information of each recipient.
Recipients are located into fixed columns. The second column is represented by #1 in the

close and by #100 in the distant other condition.

Figure 4. The Display of the Me/Other Game in Study 1.

The me/other game was consisted of 20 trials. The first round with ten
trials were for the self-interested rule (i.e., “find the option that maximizes your
and minimizes other person’s payoff”) and the second round with the other ten
trials were for the altruistic decision rule (i.e., “find the option that minimizes
your and maximizes other person’s payoff”). In the first round, thus, participants
were asked to find the option that provided the highest amount for themselves and
the lowest amount for the other person. In the second round they did the opposite:
they were asked to find the option that offered the lowest amount for themselves
and the highest amount for the other person. To clarify those rules, participants
were asked to restate the rule in a text field (see Appendix B for instructions).
Participants were asked to clearly state each of the conditions
(maximize/minimize the payoff of the self/other) of the decision rules at the
beginning of each round (i.e., self-interested and altruistic rounds).

The task of the participant was to find the correct solution according to the

predefined decision rules. Participants stated the correct option by clicking on the
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relevant button next to options. They were asked to be as fast and accurate as they
could while performing the task. Subsequent trials began when the participant was
ready to continue.

After the me/other game, participants were asked several demographic
questions as well as an open-ended question for further comments. At the end a
completion code to receive the compensation was provided.

2.1.3. Results and Discussion

An independent samples t-test was conducted to test whether people take
more time to complete the me/other game when the other person in the game is a
close versus a distant other. Interpersonal closeness was a between-subjects factor.
The mean response time measured in milliseconds was higher in the close other
condition (M = 5386.33, SD = 3483.19) than in the distant other condition (M=
4595.22, SD= 1341.14), t(252) = 2.34, p = .021, d = 0.29. However, as is
common procedure to account for outliers, response times were transformed by
log 10 transformation (Ratcliff, 1993). As the hypothesis predicted, identifying
the correct solution took more time in the close other condition (M = 3.69, SD =
0.17) than in the distant other condition (M= 3.64, SD= 0.13), t(252) =2.52, p=
.012,d=0.32.

The findings of Study 1 provided initial support for the cognitive cost of
closeness hypothesis. Participants took a longer time to solve me/other tasks when
the interaction partner was a close compared to a distant other. Remember that the
performance in the me/other game is linked to the capacity of disassociating the
self- and other-related information.

2.2. Study 2

Study 1 showed that people took more time to solve the decision problem
when a close other was involved. Study 2 explored the same cognitive cost
hypothesis by focusing on another measure of cognitive performance. If people
confuse self- and other-related information more when they are interacting with a
close other compared to a distant other, then they would need to study decision
cues to a greater extent in the close other condition. Study 2 was designed to test
whether people search decision problem cues more often to solve the task when

the decision problem involves the self and a close other than when it involves the
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self and a distant other. To do so, Study 2 measures the number of information
cues searched in the me/other game as an indicator of cognitive performance,
which is argued to result from the self-other confusion. I expected that the number
of information cues searched is higher when the interaction partner is a close vs.
distant other.

Study 2 was also designed with the information search version of the
me/other game. [ made several adaptations to the previously used version in Study
1. First, in Study 2, participants were required to click on closed boxes to reveal
recipients and payoff amounts instead of simply moving the mouse over boxes. In
Study 1 the measure was response times. Accordingly, mouse movements (i.e.,
mouse over and mouse out to open and to close a box) provided a more sensitive
measure of timing. However, mouse movements hinder accurately calculating the
number of information cues searched. In the mouse movement option, participants
could open boxes even though they did not intend to look for the hidden
information, because they could also open boxes while simply moving the mouse
from one box over another box. Replacing the mouse movement option to a
mouse click option solved this problem. Furthermore, in order to induce more
confusion into the me/other game, (1) I hid also the information of recipients
behind closed boxes as well as the payoff amounts and (2) increased the number
of options in games.

Interpersonal closeness was manipulated in the same way as in Study 1.
The measure of cognitive performance was the number of information boxes
searched in the me/other game.

2.2.1.Participants

Two hundred one U.S.-based participants (86 female, Mage = 34.78)
recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($1.25). The study took about 10-15 min.

2.2.2. Method

Practice session. After offering their informed consent, participants

completed a practice session which was similar to the practice session of Study 1

to get familiar with the me/other game.

20



Closeness Manipulation. Closeness was manipulated in the same way as it
was in Study 1. Participants played the me/other game with the person who was
either at the 1% or the 100™ place on their imagined list. Closeness was a between-
subjects factor.

Me/Other Game - Search Version. The basic structure of the me/other
game was the same as in Study 1 with some exceptions. Different from Study 1,
in Study 2, all allocation options of the me/other game were presented by a
random closed display of information boxes (see Figure 5). The amounts in the
options as well as the recipients of the amounts (i.e., “me” or “other”) were
embedded behind closed boxes. Different from Study 1, the initials of the first or
the 100" person were used in the game to represent the close or the distant person
as reported by the participant, instead of the symbols “#1” or “#100”.

In every option the places of the recipient randomly changed between columns.
For example, in the first option the first column could present the amount that the
participant (i.e., “Me”) receives whereas in the second option the first column
could present the amount that the other person receives.

Each trial consisted of six options instead of four. Importantly, in contrast to
Study 1, participants had to click on a box by mouse to reveal the hidden
information. When participants clicked on a closed box, the box revealed both the
recipient and the payoff amount. When the participant moved the mouse over
another box, the previous box was closed. Two information boxes could not be
opened at the same time. I decreased the total number of the me/other game trials
to ten to reduce the overall duration of the experiment. The first five trials
followed the self-interested rule (i.e., “find the option that maximizes your and
minimizes other person’s payoff”) and the other five used the altruistic rule (i.e.,
“find the option that minimizes your and maximizes other person’s payoff”). As
in the first study, to clarify the rules, participants were asked to restate the rule in

a text field.
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Note. Random closed display. Information is hidden behind closed boxes. Participants

move the mouse to reveal the payoff information of each recipient. In each row,

recipients are randomly located into one of the two columns.

Figure 5. The Display of the Me/Other Game in Study 2, 3, and 4.

Participants were asked to find and state the correct solution and to be as
fast and accurate as they could. The next trial started when the participant was
ready to proceed. Participants were then asked several demographic questions as
well as an open-ended question for further comments. At the end a completion
code to receive the compensation was provided.

2.2.3. Results and Discussion

In Study 2, the number of information cues searched (i.e. the number of
boxes opened) was the indicator of cognitive performance. The hypothesis
predicted that people would search for more information, and therefore would
open more boxes, to solve the same decision problem when the other person in the
me/other game is a close compared to a distant other. Among 200 participants
who completed the study, 197 participants clicked on at least one information box
to search for information. An independent samples t-test analysis was conducted
with 197 participants. Findings showed no significant difference on the total
number of information cues searched between close (M = 14.84, SD = 4.28) and

distant other (M = 14.59, SD = 4.12) conditions, t(195) = 0.42, p = .678.

22



The results of Study 2 did not support the hypothesis. However, the mean
number of information searches showed that the design of the me/other game in
Study 2 was not effective enough in creating confusion. To be more specific,
participants had to open at least 12 boxes to reveal all the hidden information in
order to be able to solve the decision problem. There were 12 closed information
boxes in the game. However, as the results showed, the average number of opened
boxes was only 14.72. That is, on average, participants opened only two or three
more boxes in addition to the number of boxes they had to open to see every
option at least once. It, thus, seems that this design was ineffective to grasp any
potential impact the closeness manipulation could have on the number of
information cues searched.

2.3. Study 3

Study 3 focused on the second part of the prediction: when there is a time
limit, the solutions of the me/other game should be less correct and the task itself
should be perceived as more difficult. That is, if disassociation from a close other
requires more cognitive effort on an automatic level, then people should perceive
this interaction as more difficult and should make more errors, because the
capacity to retrieve the separate self-concept from memory is limited by the time
constraint. Study 3 tested whether interacting with a close versus a distant other
would lead to more errors in finding the correct solution and higher levels of self-
reported difficulty. Closeness was manipulated by asking participants to imagine
playing the me/other game with a close versus a distant other. To foster intuitive
judgments relying on automatic processes, the information search time was
limited and the task was designed to be particularly difficult.

2.3.1. Participants

Two hundred three U.S.-based participants (103 female, Mage = 34.85)
recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($0.75). The study took about 8-10 min.

2.3.2. Method

Practice Session. After approving informed consent, to get familiar with
the me/other game, participants completed a practice session which was similar to
the practice session of Study 2.
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Closeness Manipulation. Closeness was manipulated in the same way as it
was in Study 1 and Study 2. Participants played the me/other game with either the
first or the 100™ people on their imagined list. Closeness was a between-subjects
factor.

Me/Other Game - Search Version. The design and the display of the

me/other game were the same as in Study 2 with some exceptions. First, in Study
3 the time for every trial was limited to six seconds. Second, information boxes
were revealed by mouse movements instead of mouse clicks. There were two
rounds, one with the self-interested rule and the other with the altruistic rule, each
of which with five trials.
The six second time limit was for the information search. Participants could not
see any more hidden information after the time limit ran out. However, they still
had time to click on the options to state their solutions. Participants stated their
solutions by clicking on the relevant button next to the options. They were asked
to be as fast and accurate as they could when completing the games. The next trial
started when the participant was ready to proceed.

Task Difficulty. After the me/other game, participants were asked to state
how difficult they perceived the task. They stated the task difficulty on a 10-point
Likert scale (1 = Very Easy, 10 = Very Difficult).

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments. At the end a completion code for
receiving the compensation was provided.

2.3.4. Results and Discussion

The hypothesis in Study 3 predicted that in the me/other game people
would make more errors and would perceive the task to be more difficult when
the game includes a close compared to a distant other. To compare the accuracy
and the perceived difficulty between the close and distant other conditions, two
separate independent samples t-tests were conducted. In each trial, correct
answers were coded as “1” and incorrect answers as “0”. The first independent
samples t-test revealed that the mean of correct answers in the close other
condition (Mciose = 0.55, SD¢lose = 0.22) did not significantly differ from the distant
other condition (Maistant = 0.58, SDuistant = 0.22), 1(201) = 1.07, p = .286.
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The second independent samples t-test was conducted with 198
participants who responded to the task difficulty question. The results showed that
participants who were matched to a close other (Mciose =7.58, SDclose = 2.42)
perceived the game marginally more difficult than participants who were matched
to a distant other (Mdistant = 6.97, SDudistant = 2.33), 1(196) = 1.90, p = .060, d = 0.27.

The findings of Study 3 did not support the expected accuracy difference
in the me/other game. However, there was a marginally significant effect on the
second dependent variable, i.e., the perceived task difficulty. Under the same time
limit and with the same accuracy performance, people who solved the me/other
game in the close other condition perceived the problem as marginally more
difficult than the participants in the distant other condition. This marginal effect
was in line with expectations. The results provided partial support for the
cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis by demonstrating that the same decision
problem task could be perceived as cognitively more demanding when the
decision involves a close other compared to a distant other.

In the current version of the me/other game it appears that the six second
time limit might be too short to open twelve hidden information boxes. In this
version, the time limit was used to increase cognitive load in order to prompt
participants to go with their gut decisions when solving the game. However,
excessive guessing as a result of the difficulty was also a likely outcome. If this is
the case, then extreme guessing might have the potential to overshadow any likely
effect of closeness on the game performance.

2.4. Study 4

Study 1 and Study 3 provided partial support for the cognitive cost
hypothesis by using response time and perceived task difficulty as measures of
cognitive performance. In Study 4, I aimed to focus particularly on the accuracy
differences as a measure of cognitive performance. Study 4 was designed to test
the assumption that people would be less accurate in the me/other game when the
game includes a close compared to a distant other. One likely problem of Study 3
was that participants might be depending on excessive guessing in their responses.
In Study 4, in order to increase the motivation to find the correct answers,
participants were given an incentive in the form of a bonus payment for each
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correct answer. In addition, considering the possibility of running underpowered
studies, I increased the sample size in Study 4. The experimental design was
similar to the one in Study 3.
2.4.1. Participants
Four hundred and one U.S.-based participants (205 female, Mage = 35.77)
recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($0.75) and a bonus payments for each correct answer
($0.02). The study took about 8-10 min.
2.4.2. Method
Practice trial. After offering their informed consent, participants
completed a practice session which was similar to the practice session of Study 3
in order to get familiar with the me/other game.

Closeness manipulation. Closeness manipulation was the same as in Study

Me/Other Game - Search Version. The design and display of the me/other
game were the same as in Study 3.

Importantly, in Study 4 participants were asked to define a nickname for
themselves. They were asked to write this nickname into two text fields, one was
in the experiment at the end of the game, and the other was found in the MTurk
page. This nickname was then used to match each participant’s information in the
experiment to their Amazon MTurk accounts anonymously. This matching
allowed me to pay the bonuses.

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments. At the end a completion code to
receive the compensation was provided.

2.4.3. Results and Discussion

The response time was limited. An independent t-test was conducted to
test whether people make more errors in the me/other game when the game
incorporates a close other compared to a distant other. Findings did not show any
significant difference in the mean accuracy of responses between the close (M =
0.58, SD = 0.21) and distant other (M = 0.58, SD = 0.21) conditions, t(399) = 0.05,
p=.957.
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The findings did not provide supporting evidence for the hypothesis. Two
alternative explanations could explain these findings. One is that, if the prediction
is in fact correct, incentivizing participants to find correct answers might override
the expected effect of closeness on cognitive performance. The second
explanation is related to the nickname that participants defined for themselves.
The cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis suggests that closeness has a cognitive
cost on the processing of self-related information because closeness hinders the
ability of retrieving the self-concept from memory as a distinct unit. However, in
Study 4, the nicknames participants chose for themselves (e.g., “bookworm” and
“Redbeard”) were potentially associated to self-concepts. This, in turn, implies
that by asking participants to choose a nickname for themselves, the study might
allow participants to retrieve their self-concept from memory. Importantly, they
decided on the nicknames before they started the experiment. Asking for a
nickname, thus, could override the effect of closeness by activating the separate
self-concept that closeness would be expected to hinder.

2.5. Study 5

Study 3 and Study 4 failed to provide evidence for the prediction that
closeness leads to more errors in the decision problem task when under a time
limit. The designs of Study 3 and 4 had problems that might have weakened the
effectiveness of the manipulation. Study 5 aimed to develop a better design
paradigm by again adapting the earlier experimental designs of the me/other game
to measure accuracy more effectively.

The me/other game is concerned with measuring the cognitive capacity to
disassociate the self from the other person. The basic assumption of this game is
that its structure requires participants to match payoff amounts (i.e., allocation
options) to recipients (“Me” or “The close/distant other). Nevertheless, the open-
ended questions in the earlier experiments indicated that to solve the me/other
game, participants follow alternative strategies that are not necessarily based on
recipient-payoff matching. For example, instead of pairing the recipient to the
payoff, some participants calculated the differences between the payoff amounts,
without considering the recipient, and thus estimated the correct option based on

the highest or lowest payoff gaps. Study 5 aimed to overcome this problem.
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2.5.1. Participants

Four hundred U.S.-based participants (218 female, Mage = 35.43) recruited
through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for monetary
compensation ($1.00). The study took about 8-10 min.

2.5.2. Method

Practice trial. After offering their informed consent, participants
completed a practice session which was similar to the practice session of Study 4
to become familiar with the me/other game.

Closeness Manipulation. Closeness was manipulated in the same way as in
Studies 2, 3 and 4.

Me/Other Game - Search Version. The design and the display of the
me/other game were the same as in Study 3, with three exceptions. First of all,
considering that six seconds might be too short to search, I increased the time
limit of each trial to seven seconds. Second, payment amounts were openly
displayed on information boxes, but the receiver information was hidden behind
closed boxes (see Figure 6). Participants were openly seeing payment values, but
they were required to move their mouse over closed boxes to learn the recipient’s
identity. Third, although the allocation options were kept the same, the allocation
was not always between themselves (“Me”) and a close (versus distant) other in
each option. In some options, to confuse the participant, both columns included
“Me” information as the recipient. The option that included only “Me”s as
recipients was definitely wrong. However, I expected that participants would not
be able to use shortcuts to guess the correct answers, because they likely could not
find the right answer by considering only one of the columns in an option. This
change was made to prevent estimations without checking all information cues in

a game.
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Option A
‘ﬁ Option B
Option C
‘ﬁ Option D
QOption E

ME Option F

Note. Random closed display. Information is hidden behind closed boxes. Participants

move the mouse to reveal recipients information.

Figure 6. The Display of the Me/Other Game in Study 5.

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question for further comments. At the end a completion code to receive the
compensation was provided.

2.5.3. Results and Discussion

An independent t-test was conducted to test the hypothesis that people are
less accurate in solving the me/other game under a time limit when the game
incorporates a close other compared to a distant other. Findings did not show any
significant difference in the mean accuracy of responses between the close (M =
0.50, SD = 0.25) and distant other (M = 0.50, SD = 0.24) conditions, t(398) = 0.13,
p=.894.

Study 5, too, did not provide support for the hypothesis: the accuracy
levels did not differ among conditions. The design of Study 5 also failed to
improve accuracy: the mean of accurate answers was even lower than the earlier
studies.

2.6. Analysis of the Merged Data

Although the expected effect of closeness was found related to the time
taken to complete the game in Study 1, and on difficulty in Study 3, no supporting

evidence was found for the effect of closeness regarding the amount of correct
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answers given when time for the task was limited in the me/other game. One
alternative explanation for this may be that individual studies were underpowered.
Also, there were several design issues in studies. To see the overall pattern for
accuracy, | combined the data across studies and ran an independent t-test on the
combined data. Although the display patterns of the me/other game were
different, Study 2, 3, 4, and 5 used the same me/other game trials with the same
option structures. This similarity allowed me to merge the data files. The merged
data file included a total of 1205 participants. I conducted another independent
samples t-test to explore the effect of closeness on accuracy levels in the
aggregate data file. This additional test demonstrated a significant difference:
participants were less accurate in finding the correct option when the task
incorporated a close (M = 0.58, SD = 0.26) compared to a distant other (M = 0.61,
SD = 0.26), t(1203) = 2.02, p = .044, d = 0.11. Although the effect size in this
analysis is very small, the result is in line with the expectations for the individual
studies. This finding implies that it might be the specific individual designs or the
sample sizes of individual studies which had been inefficient at grasping any
likely effects of closeness on the accuracy levels.

2.7. Discussion on Findings of the Information Search Experiments

Five experiments tested the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis in the
information search paradigm. All of the experiments manipulated interpersonal
closeness on two levels. Participants solved a decision problem called the
me/other game with either a close or a distant other. The cognitive performances
in finding the predefined solutions in the me/other game were compared. Study 1
showed that it took more time to find the solution in the me/other game when the
game involved a close versus a distant other. In Study 2, the aim was to test the
differences in cognitive performance by comparing the number of information
cues searched while finding the answer in the me/other game. However, in this
study, participants did not search for a sufficient number of information cues, at
least to the extent that was intended by the design. Study 2 failed to design a
me/other game that could effectively test the number of information cues
searched. Study 3 showed that people perceived the same decision problem as
more difficult when the problem incorporated a close compared to a distant other.
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Study 2, Study 4, Study 5, and partially Study 3 did not show any significant

differences between close and distant other conditions.
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CHAPTER 3

THE COGNITIVE COST OF CLOSENESS: MEMORY EXPERIMENTS

A second group of experiments was created aimed at replicating the
findings of the information search experiments in a different experimental setting.
Furthermore, they were developed to provide a new experimental design structure
that might be more efficient at testing the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis
than the information search versions was. Specifically, the time limit, which
initially was intended to have participants go with their gut decisions in the
information search version of the me/other game, seems to lead to estimation-
based solutions instead. That is, people might have answered without having
enough time to see the problem solving cues; i.e., the recipient and payoff
information. In the memory version, participants were first presented all options
and, then, were asked to recall the correct option. Recall time as well as recall
accuracy were, therefore, included as two variables in the memory version of the
game. A combined measure of recall time and accuracy was used to account for
the variation in those two cognitive performance measures at once.

I used the Qualtrics software to design the recall version of the games. The
basic design structure of the recall version of the me/other game is as follows:
Participants are provided with all the allocations options of the me/other game on
consecutive screens for short times. Following the presentation of options
participants are asked to recall the correct solutions. Recall performance is
measured as a proxy for cognitive performance. Five studies tested the cognitive
cost of closeness hypothesis with the memory version of the me/other game. In
Studies 6, 7, and 8, participants were presented allocation options used in Study 2
(and also in Studies 3, 4, and 5) on consecutive screens and asked to recall the
correct solution. The time taken to recall the correct option was measured by
dividing the response time by the percentage of accurate responses. Study 9 and
10 tested the hypothesis in a within-samples design. Study 9 presented allocation
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options similar to the earlier experiments. In the me/other game in Study 10,
recipients (i.e., “Me”, “Close other”, or “Distant other”’) were matched to objects
instead of numbers and participants were asked to solve some decision problems
based on the recalled information.

3.1. Study 6

Study 6 aimed to test whether people require more time to accurately solve
the me/other game in the close other condition than in the distant other condition.
Closeness was manipulated and cognitive performance was measured by
calculating the time taken to recall the correct option in the close versus distant
other condition.

3.1.1. Participants

One hundred ninety-eight U.S.-based participants (70 female, Mg =
35.55) recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($0.50). The study took about 10 min.

3.1.2. Method

Closeness Manipulation. Closeness was manipulated in the same way as it
was in the first five experiments. Participants imagined a list of hundred people
and stated the initials of the first or the 100" person in that imagined list. Those
initials were then used in the problem solving task to identify close or distant
others. Closeness was a between-subjects factor.

Me/Other Game— Recall Version. The game consisted of a problem
solving tasks in a two-person resource allocation games. There were ten trials:
five trials using the self-interested rule (i.e., “find the option that maximizes your
and minimizes other person’s payoff’) and the another five trials using the
altruistic rule (i.e., “find the option that minimizes your and maximizes other
person’s payoff”). Participants played the game with a close or a distant other. To
strengthen the manipulation, participants were asked to write the initials of the
first (or the 100™) person in a text field on the computer screen. The initials were
then used in the me/other game to represent close or distant others.

There were six allocation options in each trial. Every option was presented on
consecutive screens for two seconds. After the presentation of the options,

participants were asked to recall the correct option as well as the payoff values of
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the correct option. Additionally, in order to increase participants’ focus on
recipient-payoff matching, two randomly chosen payoffs among the incorrect
options were presented to the participants on a separate screen. Cognitive
performance was measured by calculating the recall time for the correct option
and of the correct payoff values. To do this in accordance with the procedure used
by Todd, Forstmann, Burgmer, Brooks, and Galinsky (2015), the mean for the
task completion time of all trials was divided by the percentage of accurate
answers, which results in the processing cost.

Before playing the me/other game, participants were first instructed about
the predefined decision rule and then asked to state the decision rule (among four
options) that they were going to apply in the me/other game (see Appendix C for
instructions). They were asked to state the correct rule two times, one time for the
self-interested rule round and one other time for the altruistic rule round.

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments. At the end a completion code to
receive the compensation was provided.

3.1.3. Results and Discussion

An independent t-test was conducted to test the prediction that people take
more time to recall the correct solution in the me/other game when the game
incorporates a close as opposed to a distant other. The response times were
transformed by log 10 transformation (Ratcliff, 1993). The time taken to complete
the task was divided by the percentage of correct answers, following the
processing cost calculations of Todd, Forstmann, Burgmer, Brooks, and Galinsky
(2015). An independent samples t-test demonstrated that the processing cost, 1.e.,
the time taken to recall the correct option, in the close other condition (Mclose=
0.029, SDclose = 0.069) was significantly longer than that of in the distant other
condition (Mgistant= 0.015, SDgistant= 0.018), t(196) =2.11, p=.037,d = 0.28.

In additional to the results above, the difference between close and distant
other conditions on the response time was also significant without taking the
differences of accuracy levels into account. The mean response times measured in
milliseconds were higher in the close other condition (M = 111.76, SD = 94.09)
than in the distant other condition (M= 95.88, SD= 47.57), t(196) = 2.04, p =
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042, d = 0.29. The pattern also stayed the same when the response times were
transformed by log 10 transformation (Ratcliff, 1993): solving the decision
problems took more time in the close other condition (M = 2.00, SD = 0.21) than
in the distant other condition (M= 1.95, SD= 0.17), t(196) = 2.20, p =.029,d =
0.31.

Study 6 showed that people took more time to recall the correct options
when the interaction partner is a close other versus a distant other. The findings
replicated the findings of Study 1 and provided additional support to the cognitive
cost of closeness hypothesis in another experimental setting.

3.2. Study 7

Study 7 aimed to replicate the findings in Study 6 with a larger sample
size. In Study 7, the same experimental procedure was followed as in Study 6,
with one exception. In Study 6, in order to increase the participants’ focus on
receiver-payoff matching, there were two questions on a separate screen which
were about two randomly chosen payoffs among the incorrect options. To reduce
the time taken to complete the experiment, those two questions were removed
from the design in Study 7.

3.2.1. Participants

Four hundred U.S.-based participants (185 female, Mage = 35.13) recruited
through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for monetary
compensation ($0.75). The study took about 10 min.

3.2.2. Method

Closeness Manipulation. The manipulation was the same as in Study 6.

Me/Other Game — Recall Version. The task was the same as in Study 6
except one difference. There were no recall questions about incorrect options.

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments. At the end a completion code to
receive the compensation was provided.

3.2.3. Results and Discussion

Among the 400 participants who completed the study, 391 participants had
accuracy values different than “0”; a mathematical prerequisite to calculate the
processing cost (i.e., time/percentage of accuracy). Therefore, an independent
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samples t-test with 391 participants compared the processing costs of both
closeness conditions. Results did not show any difference regarding the time taken
to recall the correct answers, i.e., processing cost, between the close (M = 0.04,
SD = 0.05) and distant other (M = 0.05, SD = 0.09) conditions, t(389) = 1.24, p =
216.

Although the experimental procedure was not exactly the same, Study 7
had been designed to replicate the findings of Study 6. However, the expected
replication was not observed. Nevertheless, Study 7 did not include the questions
about the incorrect options that were meant to make participants focus on
recipient-payoff pairings. Further research is required to understand why and to
what extent the change in the design of Study 7 had influenced the task
performance.

3.3. Study 8

Study 8 was designed to replicate the findings in Study 6 in a lab
experiment instead of in an online study and also by using a different
interpersonal closeness manipulation. One of the aims of Study 8 was to shed light
on the reason for the failed replication in Study 7. The other reason was to test the
effect of closeness with a potentially stronger manipulation. Also, in the
previously conducted experiments in this project, interpersonal closeness was
manipulated by asking people to imagine other people they know. Study 8
developed a closeness manipulation that could eliminate some alternative
explanations driven by this specific type of manipulation. For example, an
alternative explanation might be that people have more information about others
who are closer to themselves. If this is the case then part of the impact of
closeness on cognitive performance might be related to the level of information
complexity; the extent of information stored in memory for a close versus a
distant other could lead to a difference in cognitive processing. In Study 8,
participants completed the me/other task which always incorporated themselves
and a stranger. The closeness to the other person in the game was manipulated
experimentally. The other person in the game was ostensibly presented as a
person who 1is either similar or dissimilar to the participant. Cognitive
performance was measured in the same way as it was in Study 6.
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3.3.1. Participants
One hundred thirteen students from University of Cologne (43 female,
Mage = 24.13) completed this study in return for course credits. The study took
about 10-15 min.
3.3.2. Method
Closeness Manipulation. A novel closeness manipulation was developed
for this study. Closeness was manipulated based on similarities in aesthetic
preferences. Participants were ostensibly told that they would play an economic
game which incorporated another person who was also present in the lab.
Participants could see the other person during the experiment session. This other
person was either another participant or a confederate. Participants were told to
first assess several pairs of drawings and indicate which one they liked more.
There were a total of 15 pairs of paintings that participants had to evaluate.
Participants were asked to lift their arms when the painting assessment task was
finished so that the experimenter knew they completed the first aesthetic
preferences task. The experimenter then ostensibly compared the answers of the
participant to the answers of another participant in the room. Participants were
then informed about whether they and the other person in the room had similar
(i.e., close other condition) or dissimilar (i.e., distant other condition) aesthetic
tastes. Closeness was a between-subjects factor.
Me/Other Game — Recall Version. The task was the same as in Study 6.
Manipulation Check. Following the completion of the me/other game,
participants were asked how close they had felt to the other participant in the
room. They indicated the extent of their perceived closeness on a scale ranging
from values 0 (i.e., not close at all) to 100 (i.e., very close). The sample included
students from the same university, thus, the extent of closeness prior to the
experiment was also measured by a similar scale from 0 to 100.
Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments.
3.3.3. Results and Discussion
First, an independent samples t-test was conducted to test whether the
feedback regarding the similarity versus dissimilarity of their preferences had
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changed the perceived closeness to the other person. Results indicated that the
feedback on aesthetic preferences failed to manipulate the perception of
interpersonal closeness: there were no significant difference on the perceived
closeness between the participants who were told that the other person was similar
to them (M = 10.84, SD = 17.07) and the participants who were told that the other
person was dissimilar to them (M =9.54, SD = 16.24), t(111) = 0.41, p = .680.

The closeness manipulation did not work. Findings on the processing cost
(i.e., the time taken to complete the task / percentage of accuracy) also showed no
difference between close (M = 0.02, SD = 0.02) and distant other (M = 0.02, SD =
0.03) conditions, t(111) = 0.20, p = .843.

Because the manipulation did not work in the expected way, Study 8 was
not informative in testing the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis.

3.4. Study 9

As previously mentioned, the structure of the me/other game is focused on
measuring the capacity to disassociate the self from the other person. In the
me/other game, it is crucial that participants actively try to match receivers (“Me”
or “The close/distant other”) to the payoffs amounts. However, in the information
search paradigm as well as during the recall version of the game used in Studies 6,
7, and 8, participants could still focus on memorizing the highest and the lowest
payoff values instead of pairing receivers and payoff amounts. Study 9 aimed to
develop a game that could solve the problems associated with a lack of attention
to the matching, and tested the cost of closeness hypothesis in a within-subjects
design. Different from all the previous experiments, in Study 9, participants were
presented payoff values of three people (i.e., themselves, a close other, and a
distant other) in each option. Also, before the games started, the predefined
decision rules (i.e., self-interested and altruistic) were not told to the participants.
Instead, participants first studied the options and then were randomly asked to
recall the option that would satisfy the self-interested or the altruistic rule. Thus,
during the presentation of options participants needed to attend all information
and to match receivers and payoffs in order to be able to correctly solve the tasks.

In Study 9, it was predicted that participants would take more time to
recall the correct answer (i.e., higher processing cost) when they were asked to
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make comparisons between themselves and a close other than between themselves
and a distant other.
3.4.1. Participants

One hundred seventy-three U.S.-based participants (96 female, Mage =
35.82) recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($1). The study took about 15-20 min.

3.4.2. Method

Closeness Manipulation. Different from earlier studies, closeness was a
within-subjects factor. Participants imagined a list of 100 people they know to
varying degrees (1 = the closest other, 100 = someone only met once). Then, they
wrote down the initials of the person at the first (i.e., close other) and at the 100"
(i.e., distant other) places into two different text fields provided on a screen. The
initials were then used in the me/other game to represent other people.

Me/Other Game— Recall Version. Within. In Study 9, the me/other game
consisted of resource allocation options for three people (i.e., “Me”, “Close”, and
“Distant”). Participants played the game with an imagined close and a distant
other. There were 16 trials in total. Each trial involved two options (see Figure 7
for an example). Each option was presented on consecutive screens for four
seconds. After the presentation of options, participants were asked to recall the

option as well as the amounts in that option that satisfies one of the two decision

rules.
Option A
Me Close | Distant
8 3 7
Option B
Me Close | Distant
5 4 9

Figure 7. Display of the Options in the Me/Other Game, Study 9.

In contrast to earlier studies, participants were not given any predefined

rules before the presentation of the options. They were randomly asked to recall
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the option that either maximizes their and minimizes close or distant other’s
outcome (self-interested rule); or minimizes their and maximizes close or distant
other’s outcome (altruistic rule). They were asked to either compare (a)

themselves and a close person, or (b) themselves and a distant person.

| 16 Trials |
[
‘ _1,
8 Trials, Order: 8 Trials, Order:
Me-Close-Distant Me-Distant-Close
\ \
4 Trials, Recall: 4 Trials, Recall: 4 Trials, Recall: 4 Trials, Recall:
Me-Close Me-Distant Me-Close Me-Distant
— 1 R
2 Trials, Rule: 2 Trials, Rule: 2 Trials, Rule: 2 Trials, Rule:

| self-Interested Self-Interested

| Self-Interested

‘ | Self-Interested

| 2 Trials, Rule:
Altruistic

2 Trials, Rule:
Altruistic

2 Trials, Rule:
Altruistic

2 Trials, Rule:
Altruistic

Note. Second row: order of the recipient display; Third row: comparison groups; Fourth

and fifth rows: decision rules.

Figure 8. The Me/Other Game Option Structures in Study 9.

Figure 8 presents the structure of the me/other game in Study 9. There
were eight different allocation trials in the me/other game. There were two blocks
of the same eight trials, with each block presenting recipients in different orders.
In one block, the order of the recipients was “Me -Close Other - Distant Other”
whereas in the other block the order was “Me - Distant Other - Close Other”. The
order of the recipients was counterbalanced in two blocks to avoid any memory
performance differences that might be driven by the closeness to the "Me". The
effect of closeness on the recall performance was expected to be independent of
the degree of spatial distance from “Me”.

The recall questions were also counterbalanced. Every block consisted of
eight trials: within every block four of the trials (and the recall questions) were
about comparing the self and a close other; whereas the other four were about

comparing the self and a distant other. Among those four questions, two were
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asking participants to recall the option that maximizes the participant’s outcome
and minimizes the other person’s outcome (i.e., self-interested rule); and the other
two were asking participants to recall the option that minimizes the participant’s
outcome and maximizes the other person’s outcome (i.e., altruistic tule).

Cognitive performance was measured by the time taken to recall the
correct option, i.e., the processing cost.

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question asking for further comments. At the end a completion code to
receive the compensation was provided.

3.4.3. Results

A dependent sample t-test analysis showed that there were no significant
differences between the processing cost in the close (M = 0.02, SD = .01) and
distant other (M = 0.02, SD = 0.01) conditions, t(172) = 0.57, p = .570.

The findings did not provide support for the cognitive cost of closeness
hypothesis. However, in the open-ended question part some participants
mentioned that the game was too difficult and instead of memorizing the options
they wrote down the numbers of the options during the task. For example, one of
the participants reported the following about the experiment: “I could not
memorize the options that quickly. In general, | don't remember numbers well at
all. I eventually began writing them down.” Because this was an online study,
there was hardly any possibility to control the way participants completed the
task. The fact that the participants had four seconds to study each option might
provide them with enough time be able to note down the information they had
been asked to memorize.

3.5. Study 10

In all experiments, participants were required to match recipients to payoff
values. The results of Study 9 indicated that this matching was particularly
difficult. Therefore, in Study 10, instead of numbers, participants were asked to
match recipients with images of daily objects such as an umbrella or a ball.
Incorporating objects into the me/other game instead of numbers was expected to
improve the recall performance. Study 10 was also different than the previous
experiments because the self-interested and altruistic rules that had been used as
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recall questions in the earlier studies of this dissertation project, were replaced
with a new line of questions. Participants were presented many object-recipient
pairings and after the presentation, they were asked to answer some inference
questions that required accurate recall of the pairs.

In Study 10 participants played the me/other game with a close and a
distant other as was the case in Study 9. Recall accuracy was measured.

3.5.1. Participants

One hundred seven U.S.-based participants (43 female, My = 34.74)
recruited through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for
monetary compensation ($ 0.5). The study took about 8-10 min.

3.5.2. Method

Closeness Manipulation. Participants were asked to imagine that they were
playing a game that incorporated themselves, a person who is close to them, and
another person whom they do not know. As in the earlier studies, they wrote the
initials of the closest person in a text field. However, the distant person in this
game was a stranger who was presented as "KPE". Thus, in the games were “Me”,
“Close other” and “KPE”. The aim of including a stranger that the participants did
not know instead of asking them to choose a distant other was to increase the
perceived distance between close and distant others. Closeness was a within-
subjects factor.

Me/Other Game— Object - Recall Version. Participants were told that they
were going to play a memory game. They were presented the images of various
daily objects (e.g., umbrella, lamp, pen, etc.) on consecutive screens, each for
three seconds. They were asked to imagine that either they, their closest other or
KPE received the objects. Each object and the person who receives the object
appeared on the screens automatically. Participants were shown a total of 21
object-recipient pairings. There were seven objects paired with each of the
recipients. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two versions of the
game (see Figure 9). The two versions were created in order to counterbalance the
objects paired with the close or the distant other. Both of the versions paired the

same objects with the participant (i.e., “Me”). However, the objects which were
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paired with the close and the distant other were interchanged between the two

versions.
Version 1
ME Close Distant
Basketball | Guitar Comb
Trash bin Tennis ball Football
Tea pot Fork Couch
Mug Spoon Camera
Car Umbrella Bicycle
Picnic basket | Lamp Tool kit
Pen Pot Running Shoe
Version 2
ME Close Distant
Basketball | Comb Guitar
Trash bin Football Tennis ball
Tea pot Couch Fork
Mug Camera Spoon
Car Bicycle Umbrella
Picnic basket | Tool kit Lamp
Pen Running Shoe | Pot

Figure 9. The Me/Other Game Object-Recipient Pairings, Study 10.

After the presentation of all object-recipient pairs, participants were asked
recall questions. Participants were first told that every object could be used only
by the person who received it. Then they were asked to imagine that three of them
(i.e., themselves, the close person and KPE) needed to perform several simple
tasks. They were explicitly told that the aim of the game was to match the person
and the task. A total of ten questions were asked to the participants. The questions
were about making inferences based on the recalled object-recipient pairs (e.g.
“There is a problem in the sink. Who should fix it?”; see Appendix D for the
complete list of questions).

Participants were asked several demographic questions as well as an open-
ended question for further comments. At the end the completion code to receive

the compensation was provided.
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3.5.3. Results

A dependent sample t-test analysis showed that there were no significant
difference of the accuracy level between the close (M = 0.65, SD = 0.33) and
distant other (M = 0.68, SD = 0.32) conditions, t(106) = 0.91, p =.367.

The findings did not provide support for the hypothesis that the cognitive
performance is better when the decision problem involves a distant compared to a
close other. However, certain strategies that participants followed to solve the
object-recipient pairing version of the me/other game indicated that the
experimental procedure has several important problems. Incorporating concrete
objects instead of abstract numbers did in fact help participants to remember
information related to close other better. For instance, one participant answered
the open-ended question at the end of the game as following:

“Everything was clear and easy to understand. | had certain ways of
remembering things. For example MG and | like to go camping and | always
have to bring a fork and spoon for her, so | kind of remembered that SHE would
be the one to bring it this time. She always told me recently she needs a foldable
umbrella - so that was easy to associate with her. | just bought a new car, so |
had no trouble remembering that I had the car.”

If the example above is true for many participants, then the ease of
associating close others to specific objects as a result of previous experiences
might have confounded the expected effect of closeness on cognitive
performance. In fact, there were other participants who had mentioned examples
of memory strategies which were based on associating real-life experiences to the
recipients. Below is another example from the open-ended answers of Study 10:

“In case you are wondering my memorization technique, i try to put all
things together, for instance the first three things for me were a trash can, a
teacup, and a basketball. i just kept repeating "l drink trash while playing
basketball. and i added to it i imagined we were at a picnic and i drove and
brought the basket while KDE took pictures and AD brought the cookware and
played guitar. etc. not sure if this helps your research but thought you ought to

’

know.’
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Notice that extent of previous experiences with a close person, in the case
above, might have made it easier to associate the close with a specific object.
Thus, previous experiences was a confounding factor in this design.

3.6. Discussion on Findings of the Memory Experiments

Five experiments tested the cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis in the
recall version. All the experiments manipulated interpersonal closeness. In the
first three experiments participants solved the decision problem that included a
close or a distant person. In the last two experiments, closeness was a within-
subjects factor. Participants were asked to solve a me/other game which
incorporated a close other, and a distant other. Cognitive performance in recalling
the information in the me/other game was measured. Study 6 showed that when
the decision problem (i.e., the me/other game) included a close compared to a
distant other, it took more time for the participants to recall the correct the
solution (i.e., high processing cost). The rest of the experiments did not lead to
any significant differences between close and distant other conditions.

The results of the memory/recall version of the me/other game
experiments indicated the importance of conducting this version of the study in
the lab instead of collecting data online for several reasons. The most important
problem related to the online data collection was the lack of control on the
experimental process. In the recall version, it was particularly important to make
participants memorize the options. However, some participants informed us that
they were writing down the options while completing the recall version of the
me/other game. In Study 6, where a difference for processing cost was found,
each option was shown only for two seconds. I increased the presentation time to
let participants study the options more carefully in Study 9 and 10, however, the
additional time might have created enough space for participants to note down the

options.
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CHAPTER 4

ACCURACY UNDER TIME LIMIT

4.1. Study 11

The two key measures that were used in this dissertation research
were response times and response accuracy, both of which are sensitive to
distractions. Although online experiments were easier to implement and less
costly, they are open to various kinds of distractions. Moreover, the recall
versions of the me/other game experiments that were discussed in the previous
chapter emphasized the importance of the control on the experimental process.
Thus, a lab study was required. The only study that was conducted in the lab
(Study 8) failed to manipulate closeness. Study 11 tested the same cognitive cost
of closeness hypothesis in the lab again, with a particular focus on accuracy as a
measure of cognitive performance. I made some changes on both the closeness
manipulation and on the structure of the me/other game. Firstly, in prior
experiments of this research (except Study 8) participants were asked to play the
me/other game with a close or a distant other that they know in person. In Study
11, participants were instead asked to play with a stranger who might be a person
who is similar (close) or dissimilar (distant) to them. This closeness manipulation
follows the same logic with the one used in Study 8, but this time participant were
allowed to define what makes them and another person similar or dissimilar.
Secondly, Study 11 focused on the accuracy dimension of the cognitive
performance. Participants were provided with a fixed time and asked to complete
as many trials as accurately as they could within this fixed time limit. I then
counted the number of tasks completed. One other difference of the me/other
game in Study 11 was that the games could have more than one correct answer. In
the previous experiments there was always only one correct answer. Considering
that participants might be focusing on only one of the two criteria in the decision
rules (max/min your payoff or min/max other’s payoff), different options that
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satisfied each of the criteria in the predefined rule set were created separately.
Both of these answers were counted as accurate. Thus, this time, there were
different options in the game that satisfied one of the conditions of the decision
rule. The dependent variable was the number of tasks completed correctly in the
me/other game.
4.1.1. Participants

One hundred thirty one participants from Germany studying at the
University of Cologne (89 female, Mage = 23.65) were recruited and completed
this study in the laboratory in return for course credit. The study took about 10
min.

4.1.2. Method

Closeness manipulation. Participants were asked to imagine that they were
going to play a game with an unknown person whose initials are A.K. They wrote
five things that could make them consider A.K. as someone similar (close) or
dissimilar (distant) to themselves. Similarity was used as a proxy for interpersonal
closeness to a stranger. Closeness was a between-subjects factor.
Me/Other Task —Search Version. The game was similar to the one used in the
information search versions (e.g., Study 2) with some exceptions. Firstly, all
information about the options was displayed in an open format (see Figure 10).
Second, there were one or more correct answers in accordance with one of the two
conditions of predefined decision rules: maximizing (minimizing) the self versus
minimizing (maximizing) the other. Both were coded as accurate. Participants
were asked to find as many correct solutions as possible within 3 minutes in each
of the two rounds (i.e., self-interested and altruistic rounds). In each round the
number of trials (i.e., 45 per round) was more than could be completed in 3
minutes. Lastly, to boost participants’ attention on the recipient-payoff matching,
some trials involved random initials that were different than “Me” (“Ich” in

German) and “A.K.”.
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AK. 18 Ich 20
AK.3 Ich 30

1 Ich5 AK.70
2 AK.12 [Ich15

3 Ich9 AK. 14
4 Ich3 AK. 1
5

6

Note. Random open display. Information is open and participants can see the payoff and
the recipient information on the screen openly. Recipients are located into the columns

randomly as in the Study 2.

Figure 10. The Display of the Me/Other Game in Study 11

After completing the me/other game, participants were asked a
manipulation check question to measure the change in perceived closeness. They
rated The Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (I0S, (Aron, Aron, & Smollan,
1992)) which measured the perceived closeness to the stranger in the game (i.e.,
A.K.). The IOS scale involves seven pairs of circles that intersect to varying
degrees representing the extent of mental overlap of the self and the other person.
The experiment ended with several demographic questions and an open-ended
question asking for further comments.

4.1.3. Results and Discussion

First, an independent samples t-test was conducted to test whether the
perceived closeness (measured by the IOS scale) had increased due to the
similarity manipulation. The manipulation led to significant differences in
perceived closeness: participants in the close other condition (M = 3.12, SD =
1.74) perceived the stranger in the game closer to themselves than participants in
the distant other condition (M = 1.98, SD= 1.05), t(129) = 4.51, p<.001,d =0.79.

A second independent samples t-test was conducted to test the prediction
that people would make more errors in the me/other game when the interaction
partner was a close versus a distant person. In line with this prediction,

participants completed less tasks accurately in the close other condition (Mciose =
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18.82, SDclose= 5.85) than in the distant other condition (Mdistant= 21.89, SDdistant=
7.26), 1(129) =2.67, p=.009,d = 0.47.

Study 11 provided further evidence to the cognitive difficulty while
interacting with a close person hypothesis. In this study, the cognitive cost of
interpersonal closeness was tested and supported by using accuracy as the
measure of cognitive performance. Importantly, this study tested the impact of
closeness by experimentally manipulating the perceived closeness to a stranger.
Thus, current findings also provide support for the argument that the effect of
closeness on cognitive performance was not driven by the extent of information
one has about a close other, or by the extent of shared experiences one has with a

close other.
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CHAPTER 5

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDEPENDENT SELF AND
COGNIVE PERFORMANCE

5.1. Study 12

The key argument in this dissertation is that interpersonal closeness has a
cognitive cost, because closeness hinders the disassociation of the self from
others, which in turn, makes it difficult to retrieve the self-concept as a separate
entity and to match any self-related decision information to the self. Individuals
differ according to the extent that others are included in the self-construct (see
Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing, 2011; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). If the self is
structured as a more separate construct, then the disassociation of the “self” from
the other person should be cognitively less demanding. In the last study, the link
between the level of an independent self-construct and cognitive performance was
examined. I argue that a more independent self-construct would necessitate less
cognitive effort to disassociate the self from the other person and to calculate the
costs and benefits to the self.

Two types of self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), independent and
interdependent, have the potential to identify interpersonal differences of the
construction of the self. An independent self constitutes a bounded, autonomous,
and unique entity, whereas an interdependent self is relational, contextual, and
socially situated. I expected participants with a more separate and autonomous
self-construct to perform better at identifying the costs and benefits of
transactions. To test this, the link between one’s self-construal types and their
cognitive performance recognizing and recalling correct solutions in the me/other
game was examined. It was predicted that people who construct their selves as
more independent should be faster in recalling the correct answers that involve

self- and close other-related information.
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Interdependent self-construal is a construct under discussion; various sub-
types of interdependence were suggested in the literature (see Cross, Bacon, &
Morris, 2000). Two major interdependent self-construal types are the collectivist
and the relational- interdependent self-construal (Cross et al., 2000; Gabriel &
Gardner, 1999), with the latter focusing on close and significant others. This study
explored the link between cognitive performance and interdependent self-
construal subscales as well.

5.1.2. Participants

Two hundred U.S.-based participants (91 female, Mage = 36.53) recruited
through Amazon MTurk completed this online study in return for monetary
compensation ($0.85). The study took about 10 min.

5.1.2. Method

Me/Other Game — Recall Version. The task was the same as in Study 6.
There were six allocation options in each trial. Each option was presented for two
seconds on a consecutive screen. After the presentation of all the six options
participants answered two sets of questions. They were asked to recall the correct
option and the amounts presented in the correct option. Additionally, to increase
the participants’ focus on the recipient-payoff matching, I also asked about two
randomly chosen payoffs given among the incorrect options on a separate screen.
I measured cognitive performance by measuring the mean time taken to recall the
correct option (i.e., the processing cost).

Self-construal measures. Following the me/other game, participants rated
nine items that measure self-construal types. A shortened version of the scales
was used. There were three items to measure each self-construal types (see
Appendix E). Six items were taken to measure the independent and the collectivist
self-construal from Gudykunst and Lee (2003) and three items to measure the
relational-interdependent self-construal from Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000).
The highest loading items were chosen based on their loading factors on the
relevant construal.

Participants answered one multiple choice attention check question, some

basic demographic questions, as well as an open-ended question about further
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comments. At the end we provided them with a completion code to receive the
compensation.
5.1.3. Results and Discussion
Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all
measures. Reliability analyses for the three self-construal scales showed
Cronbach's alpha values a = .72 for the independent, o = .78 for the collectivist-
interdependent, and a = .84 for the relational self-construal scales. Those values

indicate an acceptable level of internal consistency for all scales.

Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations

Variable M SD 1 2 3
1. Processing cost 0.04 0.04
2. Independent Self-Construal 5.57 1.05 -.19%*
3. Collectivist-Interdependent Self-Construal 472 1.15 -03 -.09
4. Relational-Interdependent Self-Construal 5.08 1.33 -09 .02 47%**

*p<.05 ** p< .01 *E* p< 001

The analysis was conducted with 180 participants who were successful in
the attention check question. To examine whether the scores in self-construal
scales predict the processing cost (i.e., time taken to accurately complete the task),
a multiple regression was performed on the data. In the statistical analyses, log
transformed values of the task completion time were used (Ratcliff, 1993) to
account for skewed response times. The overall regression was significant, F(3,
195) = 2.91, p = .036. Importantly, independent self-construal, B = -.19, p = .008,
negatively predicted the processing cost. Two of the interdependent self-construal
types, collectivist, B = -.01, p = .903, and relational, B = -.08, p = .300, self-
construal did not predict the cognitive performance.

The results of Study 12 were in line with the assumption that people who
construct their self-concept more independently need less time to identify and
recall self- and other- related information. The improved cognitive performance
predicted by independent self-construal in the me/other game provides further

support for the hypothesis that disassociating the self from the other person is
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linked to cognitive performance. This study demonstrates the positive link
between the independence of the self-concept (a distinct and autonomous self-
construct) and the performance in recalling the correct option in the me/other
game. An Independent self was the only self-construal type that predicted

cognitive performance.
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This dissertation suggested increased cognitive computational costs as an
explanation for the effects of closeness in the decision making process, and
eventually on the resulting decisions. The cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis is
based on the argument that the mental representations of close others highly
overlaps with the mental representations of the self, making it harder to
differentiate between the concept of the self and the other. The current research
argues that: (1) the high overlap between the mental representations of the self
and a close other hinders accessing the self-construct as a separate entity; (2) a
separate self-construct is a prerequisite for a cost-benefit calculation of self-
related decisions; and (3) therefore, closeness hurts cognitive performance during
decision making when the decision involves information about the self and
another person. It was predicted that when a decision problem incorporates the
self and a close other, solving the problem should (1) take more time and (2)
require more searching for decision problem cues. Furthermore, when there is a
time limit, the solutions of the me/other game should be (3) less accurate and the
task itself should be (4) perceived as more difficult. To test these predictions a
novel, two-person economic game (i.e., the me/other game) was developed. This
game measures the extent of cognitive performance in the capacity to differentiate
between the self- and other-related information. Instead of asking people to give a
decision, participants find a clearly correct answer in a two-person resource
allocation game frame. In this dissertation research, twelve studies tested the
cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis by incorporating the me/other game as the

measure of cognitive performance.
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6.1. Discussion and Contribution of the Present Research

In this dissertation research, out of 12 studies, four experiments (one with
marginal significance) and one correlational study yielded support for the
cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis. The direction of the effect was consistent
among these studies. In the experiments, closeness to another person was
manipulated. Participants played a two-person resource allocation problem
solving task (i.e., the me/other game) with a close or a distant other. Half of the
participants solved a me/other game which incorporated the self and a close other
as the recipients of resources. The other half solved a me/other game that
incorporated the self and a distant other. The cognitive performances between two
groups of participants were compared. All four experiments demonstrated that
solving a two-person decision problem is cognitively more demanding when the
interaction partner is a close other. The studies employed various forms of
cognitive performance and closeness manipulations. Study 1 demonstrated that
people took more time to find the solutions of the me/other game in the close
other condition. Study 3 showed that under a time limit finding correct responses
was marginally more difficult when the me/other game involved a close person
compared to a distant person. Study 6 replicated the findings of Study 1 in a
different experimental setting, and demonstrated that participants took more time
to recall the correct options in the me/other game. Study 11 showed that under a
time limit, participants completed less of the me/other games correctly when the
interaction partner in the game was a close other compared to a distant other. In
addition to those experimental findings, Study 12 tested the correlational link
between the tendency to represent the self as a separate unit and the cognitive
performance in the me/other game. The results showed that the more of an
independent-self a person has, the less time they need to recall the correct options.
Overall, the link between closeness and cognitive performance in self-related
decisions has been demonstrated and the effect has been tested with both
experimental and correlational designs using various measures of cognitive
performance (i.e., response time, perceived task difficulty, and accuracy).

There were studies yielding non-significant effects of closeness on

cognitive performance. No study showed the reverse effect (i.e., the close other
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condition leading to a better cognitive performance). More specifically, among the
12 studies conducted in this dissertation, five of them provided support to the
cognitive cost of closeness hypothesis whereas the rest of the experiments did not
show any effect. Part of the reason why some studies did not show any impact of
closeness on cognitive performance may be related to ineffective designs. For
example, in Study 2 the aim was to measure the number of information cues
searched as a proxy for cognitive performance. However, the results showed that
participants did not search as many information cues as the study aimed to
prompt. It seems that the structure of the me/other game was not appropriate to
foster the search for information cues. A future study can provide a better
understanding for the impact of closeness on the number of information cues
searched by incorporating more outcome information cues (i.e., more options) or
more confusing information cues among the options in a me/other game.

Another study that resulted in non-significant findings was Study 8. In
Study 8, the feedback about one’s similarity to the other person did not function
effectively as a closeness manipulation. That is, the closeness manipulation failed.
There was no difference on perceived closeness between the participants who
were told that the other person in the game was someone who had similar
aesthetic tastes to their choices and the participants who were told that the other
person in the game was someone who had different tastes. Thus, Study 8 failed to
differentiate closeness levels in the close versus distant conditions in the first
place.

Except Study 11, all of the studies were conducted online. Although online
studies offer several practical advantages, they can cause confounding factors,
particularly when the measures are cognitive (i.e., reaction times, accuracy, etc.)
as it was in the current dissertation research. For example, in the memory version
of the me/other game, participants were to recall from memory (e.g., Study 9).
However, there were participants who said that they had written down the
information presented in the me/other game options. The lack of control over the
experimental procedure was an important limitation, particularly when the study
was concerned with memory performance. Importantly, further analysis on the

merged data set, consisting of the data from the individual studies that failed to
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show any effect on accuracy in the information search version, demonstrated a
significant difference between closeness conditions. Participants in the close other
condition were less accurate than the participant in the distant other condition.
Although it would be misleading to draw any conclusion regarding the hypothesis
from this aggregated data, this secondary analysis indicated that the me/other
paradigm or the sample sizes can be improved in order to measure accuracy in a
more efficient way.

Nevertheless, studies with null results were particularly informative in
improving the me/other game. This dissertation research has focused on
developing a new paradigm, the me/other game, as well as testing a novel
hypothesis about the cognitive cost of closeness. Trials and errors have been an
inevitable part of the process of developing this new game. As a methodological
conclusion, the design of Study 11 can be suggested as the most effective way of
conducting the me/other game experiments. In Study 11, different from other
studies of this dissertation (i.e., Study 3, 4, & 5) the time was not limited per trial.
Instead, participants were given a total time for all the trials (i.e., 3 min.), thus,
were allowed to study on the individual trials to the extent that they needed.
Therefore, counting the number of accurate answers in a limited total time enabled
combining two dimensions of cognitive performance, i.e., accuracy and reaction
time, in the same design. This design seems to be less sensitive to speed/accuracy
trade-off. However, the next studies may develop new versions and research
designs of the game so that the analysis can be based on more established
approaches such as the diffusion decision model (Ratcliff & McKoon, 2008).

In the me/other game, participants need to disentangle the information
regarding the self and another person and then make computations to find the
solutions. Importantly, two different predefined decision rules were used in this
game: a self-interested rule (finding the maximum reward for the self and the
minimum reward for the other) and an altruistic rule (finding the minimum reward
for the self and the maximum reward for the other). The findings are thus
independent of one specific type of decision preference and decision making
process. The structure of the me/other game allows arguing that the effect of
closeness on the cognitive processes is beyond the explanation of certain
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relational schemes of the corresponding social roles (Fiske, 1991). Following the
logic of the relational schemes approach (Fiske, 1991; Fiske & Haslam, 1996),
people should be faster in solving the resource allocation problems under the self-
interested rule when matched with the distant other and under the altruistic rule
when matched with the close other. However this was not the case in the findings
of this dissertation. Incorporating two of the rules into the game strengthens this
dissertation’s argument that the effect of cognitive cost is not influenced by a
specific motivation. Further designs man also incorporate predefined decision
rules that tap into other motivational arguments such as inequity aversion. Other
alternative predefined decision rules can be finding equally benefiting or finding
equally harming options for both of the recipients.

The findings of this dissertation provide an overarching explanation for
several prior research findings that were primarily focused on the motivational
basis of behavioral differences caused by closeness. Among them is a study
showing that people focus more on the total benefit than individual outcomes in
an allocation game when the partner is a close compared to a distant other (Tu,
Shaw, & Fishbach, 2015). Although this study suggests a motivation to increase
the total benefit instead of individual gains when the receiver is a close other as a
reason for the finding, the findings of this dissertation suggest that this might not
be the only explanation. It might as well be that in close relationships it is easier
to focus on the total benefit because calculating individual costs and benefits
requires more cognitive effort when the interaction partner is a close other.
However, further research is needed to explore how much of this effect can be
explained by the cognitive cost, and how much by the intentions and purposes in
the total benefit focus. Additionally, Xue and Silk (2012) found that people follow
their friends’ decision making process in an economic game less carefully than
that of strangers. They explained this effect from a motivational perspective. Their
argument was that people are not motivated to follow information regarding the
friend because they trust them. The findings of this dissertation suggest the
cognitive difficulty in following a close other’s decisions could be an alternative
explanation. The cognitive cost of interpersonal closeness hypothesis is about

what occurs at an automatic level and can be integrated with motivational
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explanations of prior studies. This dissertation is the first to show that cognitive
costs as well as motivation could be explanations of the trust and cooperation with
close others. Further research should focus on disentangling the effects of
motivations from the cognitive ability to perform the behavior.

Study 12 showed the link between independent self-construal and the
cognitive performance. This result is comparable to the results of Fiedler,
Glockner, Nicklisch, and Dickert (2013) which showed that the deviation in
social-value orientations from individualistic behavior was related to increases in
decision time, the number of fixations, and the proportion of information cues
inspected. Their study showed that people classified as cooperators or competitors
take more decision time for a money allocation tasks than people classified as
individualistic or altruistic. Fiedler and colleagues argued that competitors and
cooperators would take more time because they consider both themselves and the
other person. Besides the differences in individual motivations or orientations,
part of the reason why deviations from individualistic behavior were linked to
increased cognitive effort could also be explained by the cognitive cost of
closeness approach. If, as shown in this dissertation’s results, the independent
self-construal is linked to more efficient cognitive processing during self-related
decisions, and if individualistic people have also higher scores for independent
self-construal, then one can expect the cognitive overlap of the mental
representations of the self and others to cause longer reaction times.

In different studies the display of the me/other game was altered to test
various indicators of cognitive performance. One of the basic assumptions was
that the cognitive cost of closeness should manifest itself at an automatic level. |
limited the time for individual trials in Studies 3, 4, and 5, and for a whole set of
trials in Study 11, which allowed measuring the extent of confusion between the
self-related and other-related information when participants were required to go
with their gut decisions. Study 11 fully and Study 3 partially supported the
assumption. When a time limit is present people make more errors and find the
game more difficult when interacting with a close other. From a broader
perspective, the automaticity hypothesis fits well and corroborates studies
suggesting that intuitive processes in general promote prosocial behavior
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(Righetti, Finkenauer, & Finkel, 2013; also see Rand et al., 2014, for a review),
and real life examples (Rand & Epstein, 2015). In contrast, reflection and
deliberation during the decision making process leads to more selfishness (Rand
& Nowak, 2013). It has also been shown that prosocial behaviors show
characteristics of automaticity such as fast response times and robustness to
distraction (Zaki & Mitchell, 2013). Although, as the findings of this dissertation
research show, it is cognitively more demanding to disassociate the self from the
close other, there should be still some cognitive effort required to disassociate the
self from others. An extension of this work can investigate how the cognitive
process of disassociating the self from the others in general affects the
automaticity of prosocial behavior.

6.2. Future Studies

Whenever people need to calculate the self-related costs and benefits of a
decision that involves both themselves and another person, their ability to do so
should be influenced by the level of closeness. A critical next step is to examine
how closeness influences decision making in various social contexts. One of the
relevant research areas is on joint-decision making processes. In a study, Cicirelli
(2006) observed the progress of the decision making process for individuals
depending on the relational context. The author found that during the joint
decision making processes of mother-adult children pairs, instead of following
logical evaluations (i.e., the analysis based on rational-analytic approaches), these
pairs came to a decision mostly based on automatic and intuitive responses.
Further research can test whether the decision process itself is affected by the
cognitive cost of closeness as discussed in this dissertation. An extension to that
would be testing the decision process during the collective decisions of groups
composed of different closeness levels.

Closeness can be an inherent part of an interaction as in the mother-child
relation. Most interesting, closeness can also be induced such as in a typically
neutral context as in buyer-seller interactions. The cognitive cost of closeness
could lead to negative outcomes for the one whose interaction partner tends to
take advantage of closeness. Schwartz, Luce, and Ariely (2011) found that the
long-term relationship with a particular dentist increases out-of-pocket expense
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for patients who receive routine procedures and that this relationship is
independent of the quality of the treatment. As in this example, the behavioral
outcomes of interpersonal closeness, such as trust and cooperation, also present
risks because there is always the possibility of deception. I do not argue that trust
and cooperation with close others is good or bad per se. Trust is certainly one of
the most desired relationship qualities. It is one of the key determinants of
developing personal relationships (e.g., Holmes & Rempel, 1989) and a core
component of social capital in a society (Coleman, 1988) which improves
individual and societal welfare (Rahn, Yoon, Garet, Lipson, & Loflin, 2009).
However, in interpersonal relationships, trust that emerges from bounded
awareness may also increase the likelihood of deception and abuse, if the trustee
tends to take advantage. Consider sellers who can use closeness as a strategy. A
future study can test whether consumers are less likely to calculate costs and
benefits of a transaction efficiently when the seller first positions herself as a close
person. Buyer-seller interactions are only one example. What might be no less
interesting is to examine the role of closeness bias in a politician-voter context.
For example, is it cognitively more demanding for the voters to judge a
politician’s arguments when she uses “we” language?

The theoretical frame of this research has been particularly concerned with
trust and cooperation related decisions. The cognitive cost of closeness can, at
least partially, explain why humans trust and cooperate more with close others.
Prior studies demonstrated that cooperation is particularly strong when automatic
information prevails (Rand et al., 2014), and that deliberate processing reduces
the positive effect of closeness on cooperation (Cornelissen et al., 2011).
Further studies can explore whether and to what extent the cognitive cost of
closeness explains the level of trust and cooperation. The findings of this
dissertation indicate that closeness to an interaction partner should increase the
difficulty of computing the personal costs and benefits of a transaction. Different
from motivational explanations, such as expected reciprocity from an economic
viewpoint, or altruistic tendencies from an evolutionary perspective, these

findings support the cognitive computational cost as an explanation for the effect
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of closeness on social behavior. Further research will have the potential to add a
motivation-independent, cognitive explanation for cooperation with close others.

Moreover, in this dissertation the key assumption was that retrieving the
self-concept as a separate mental construct is a prerequisite to process any self-
related information. A body of literature discusses why the self-concept might
have evolved in human history (e.g., Baumeister, 2011). One argument focuses on
the potential role of the self-concept in humans’ capacity to engage in self-related
decision making processes. More specifically, the self-concept might have
allowed humans to project themselves into the future and consider oneself in
alternate times and circumstances as possible selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986).
Such mental time travel, which might be related to episodic memory (Suddendorf,
Addis, & Corballis, 2009), is particularly important because this critical ability
might have enabled human beings to not only make short-term, but also long-term
future plans with reference to wants, desires, intentions, beliefs, and emotions.
Thus, the self-concept might contribute to the effectiveness of decision making by
creating a motivation to maximize one’s outcomes and engage in behaviors that
match one’s personal goals (Sedikides & Skowronski, 1997). Humans, with the
ability to monitor and control their own behavior in the distant future might have
become more flexible and complex in terms of decision-making and planned
behaviors such as cooperation and deception (Focquaert & Platek, 2007). Those
evolutionary arguments, which explicitly point out the link between the self and
decision making, are thoughtful and inspiring, but lack empirical evidence. By
approaching interpersonal closeness as a barrier to retrieve the separate and
distinct self-concept, the findings in this dissertation have provided indirect
evidence for the role of self in decision making performance. Further research can
directly test the role of self-concept in cognitive performance. Also it is important
to explore whether activating the distinct sense of self through self-activation
manipulation could improve the cognitive processing.

The last study in this dissertation showed that a high independent self-
construal is linked to better cognitive performance in solving self- and other-
related decision problems. I reasoned that the more independent the self-construct

is, the easier it is to retrieve the self-concept as a separate and distinct construct,
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and therefore, the better the performance when disassociating the self from the
other. Importantly, self-construal is a dimension that is used to differentiate
between cultures. Differentiating between independent (typically western) and
interdependent (typically eastern) cultures has been a powerful tool to predict
judgment, decision-making, and behavior (see Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing,
2011 for a review). A future study can follow the cross-cultural literature that uses
country as a proxy for self-construal and compare countries with high independent
and interdependent self-construal levels on how they identify the self-other related
costs and benefits of an interpersonal transaction. Moreover, social identities can
be natural triggers for social closeness, and thus interacting with in- vs. out-group
members may lead to differences in cognitive performance. Political membership,
profession, national identity or gender might be approached as examples of social
categories which could alter the perceived social distance among the group
members, and thus could lead to cognitive costs when the interacting parties are
in-group members.

6.3. Concluding Remarks

Closeness as a cognitive cost in the decision making process is a simple
and elegant alternative explanation to the evolutionary and motivational
explanations of interpersonal behavior. I suggested that closeness has a
computational cognitive cost. The findings are the first to demonstrate how self-
interested and altruistic behaviors are not only motivationally driven, but also
driven by a cognitive computational cost resulting from the self-other overlap.
Closeness to the interaction partner is likely to interfere with the self-other
differentiation and hinder computing the self-interested benefits of a transaction.
Existing motivational or evolutionary approaches implicitly ascribe people the
capacity to calculate the short- or long-term benefits of a transaction for the self.
Different from those approaches, I predicted and the findings supported that the
decision itself is more difficult to the judge if it involves a close rather than a

distant other. It seems that close relationships may come with its cognitive cost.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Instructions: Closeness Manipulation

Close Other Condition

Imagine that you have made a list of the 100 people closest to you in the
world ranging from your dearest friend or relative at position #1 to a mere
acquaintance at #100. The person at #1 would be someone you know well and is
your closest friend or relative. The person at #100 might be someone you
recognize and encounter but perhaps you only know her/his name. You do not
have to physically create the list, just imagine that you have. Now again please

write down the person's name initial who may be the #1 in your list.
[Text field entry]

In the following games you will be asked to choose options for you and for
this person, the columns are named as "Me" and "#1" (, respectively. Whenever
you see "#1" please think of the person you mentioned here. In the following
games you receive the amounts in the first column and #1 receives the amounts in

the second column.

Please continue to learn the new rule of the game. Games of the second

round of the study will start afterwards.
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Appendix B: Instructions: Predefined Decision Rule

RULE
In the following games please find the option that:
MINIMIZES Y our payoff and
MAXIMIZES #1's payoff.

Please memorize and rewrite the rule in the text fields below to be sure that you
learned who will get the maximum and who will get the minimum amount.

Please find the option that:

[Text field entry] Your payoff and

[Text field entry] #1's payoff.

Get ready for the second round of the game and start!
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Appendix C: Instructions: Self-Interested Rule in Study 6
RULE

In the following games you will be asked to choose options for you and for the
person you mentioned, represented as "Me" and "[Close/Distant Other Initials]",
respectively. Whenever you see the initials please think of the person you have
mentioned.

In the following games please find the option that:
- MAXIMIZES Your payoff (Me) and
- MINIMIZES #1's / #100’s ([Close/Distant Other Initials]) payoff.

Please memorize the rule.

Indicate the correct option below to be sure that you learned who will get the
maximum and who will get the minimum amount.

The rule is to find the option that:

e MAXIMIZES my payoff and MAXIMIZES [Close/Distant Other
Initials]'s payoff

e MINIMIZES my payoff and MAXIMIZES [Close/Distant Other Initials]'s
payoff

e MAXIMIZES my payoff and MINIMIZES [Close/Distant Other Initials]'s
payoff

e MINIMIZES my payoff and MINIMIZES [Close/Distant Other Initials]'s
payoff
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8.

9.

Appendix D: The Me/Other Game Questions In Study 10

There is a problem in the sink. Who should fix it?

There is a tournament for basketball shooting. Who should join this

tournament?

An old person needs help to travel to another city. Who should drive this

person to the city?

A web-site asks for new photos of some objects. Who should take the

photos?
There is a running competition in the city. Who should run?

Your group needs to buy a newspaper from the corner of the street but it is

raining outside. Who should buy the newspaper?
For the dinner some potatoes should be boiled. Who should do this?
Someone asks for help to style her hair. Who should help this person?

A small child needs help to learn biking. Who should help this child?

10. For a house party, some live music is needed. Who should play the music?

Answer options for each question is as follows:

Me
[Close Other Initials]
KPE
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Appendix E: Self-Construal Scales — Short Form

Please state to what extent the following statements describe yourself.

1 2 1314 5|6 7
Strongly | 2 | 3 | (4 | (5 | (6 | Strongl

Disagree | ) ) ) ) ) y
(1) Agree

(7)

I prefer to be self-reliant

rather than depend on o QO OO0 O Q
others. (1)
I respect decisions made

) QO O 0|0 O )

by my group. (2)

I will sacrifice my self-
interest for the benefit of ) QO O 0|0 O )
my group. (4)

When I feel very close to
someone, it often feels to
me like that person is an ) QO O 0|0 O Q
important part of who I
am. (5)

In general, my close
relationships are an

important part of my self- Q Q101901010 Q
image. (6)

It is important for me to
act as an independent ©) O 00|00 O Q
person. (7)

I maintain harmony in the

groups of which [ am a Q Q O 0|0 O Q
member. (8)

I enjoy being unique and
different from others. (9) O O 00 0 0 Q

My close relationships are
an important reflection of ©) O 00|00 O Q
who I am. (10)
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Appendix G: Turkish Summary/Tiirk¢e Ozet

KiSILERARASI YAKINLIGIN KARAR VERMEDEKI BiLiSSEL
MALIYETI

Giris

Giinliik hayat ¢esitli konularda alinan kararlarla doludur. Bu kararlarin
onemli kism1 hem kendimizi hem de bize yakin olan ya da uzak olan baska biri ya
da birileri ile ilgili bilgiler ve digerlerini de etkileyen sonuglar barindirir. Bu
caligma, verilecek olan bir karar (6rn., belirli bir finansal kaynagin kisiler arasinda
dagitilmasi), hem kisinin kendisiyle hem de baska biriyle ilgili sonuglar
icerdiginde, diger kisiye yakinligin karar verme siirecindeki biligsel performansi
nasil etkiledigini incelemektedir. Daha agik olmak gerekirse, bu tez dahilinde
yapilan calismalarda, bir kisinin aldig1 ekonomik kararlar kendisine yakin ya da
uzak olan bagka biriyle ilgili bilgiler icerdiginde, karar vericinin biligsel
performansinin nasil degistigi arastirilmaktadir.

Kisileraras1 yakinligin giliven, isbirligi ve 0zgeci davranmis {izerindeki
olumlu etkisi literatiirde tekrar tekrar ve tutarl bir sekilde ortaya konulmustur.
Isbirligini 6lgmek icin sikca bagvurulan araclardan biri diktatér oyunudur. Bu
oyunda katilimci sabit bir kaynagi kendisi ve oyunda pasif olan baska birisi
arasinda paylastirir. Diktator oyununun kullanildigi bu ¢alismalarda katilimcilar
digerlerine kaynaklarinin ortalama olarak yiizde 28'ini gondermektedirler (bkz.,
Engel, 2011). Bu oran kaynagin paylasildig1 diger kisi yakin biri oldugunda ytizde
50 oraninda artmaktadir (6rn., Brafias-Garza ve ark., 2010; Lieder, Mobius,
Rosenblat ve Do, 2009). Diktatéor oyunundan once oyundaki diger kisinin
fotografinin  katilimciya gosterilmesi gibi algilanan yakmligin ortiilk olarak
manipiilede edilmesi bile kaynak paylasimini Onemli Olglide artmaktadir
(Burnham, 2003). Giiven iizerinde yapilan ¢alismalarda da kisileraras1 yakinligin
etkisi goriiliir (6rn., Binzel ve Fehr, 2013). Kisinin kendi ylizii ve digerinin yiizii
arasindaki benzerlik (DeBruine, 2002; 2005) ya da diger kisiyle benzer
yiyecekleri tiilketmek (Woolley ve Fishbach, 2016) gibi yakinliga iliskin belirsiz
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ipuglar1 bile giiveni artirmaktadir. Ozetle, gecmis c¢alismalarda kisileraras
yakinlik ve isbirligi ve giiven arasinda giiglii bir bagin oldugu ortaya konmus ve
bu iligkinin tutarliligr farkli baglam ve bi¢imlerde yapilan calismalarda tekrar
tekrar gosterilmistir. Insanlar dzellikle kendilerine yakin olan digerlerine karsi
daha comerttirler.

Insanlarin kendilerine yakin olan digerlerine neden daha fazla giivendigi
ve onlarla neden daha fazla isbirligi kurdugu konusundaki tartigmalarin biiyiik bir
cogunlugu, kisileraras1 etkilesimde yakinlhigin sagladigi ek faydalara odaklanan
sosyal takas yaklasimindan hareket etmektedir (6rn., Cropanzano ve Mitchell,
2005; Molm, 2010; Vanyperen ve Buunk, 1991). Buna gore, yakin iligkilerin
tekrarli ve uzun siiren etkilesim igeren dogasi ve verilen bir kaynagin karsiliginin
gelecekte alinma ihtimalinin yakin iligskilerde daha fazla olmasi, insanlarin uzun
vadede yakin olduklar1 digerlerinden daha fazla fayda saglayabilecegine isaret
etmektedir. Bu perspektife gore, insanlar maliyet/fayda oran1 daha yiiksek olana
yonelimlidirler ve yakin iliskilerdeki yogun isbirligi de bu amaca hizmet eder.
Yukarida ele alinan yaklagimlar, yakin olan digerlerine yonelik daha fazla kaynak
ayirmak gibi olumlu sosyal davranislar1 yakin iliskilerin bir bi¢gimde kisinin
kendisine daha fazla fayda sagladigi temel varsayimindan hareketle izah
etmektedirler. Bu motivasyonel agiklamalara benzer sekilde, akraba se¢ilimi, grup
temelli modeller ve karsilikli fedakarlik da dahil olmak iizere One siiriilen
evrimsel yaklagimlar, yakin kisilerle isbirliginin sagladigi adaptif avantajlari
tartismaktadirlar (Caporael ve Brewer, 1995; Kerr ve Levine, 2008). Tiim bu
yaklagimlarin temel savi, yakin iliskilerde isbirliginin ¢esitli sebeplerle bireyin
iireme ve hayatta kalma becerisini artirdigi, dolayisiyla insanlarin yakin iligkilerde
daha verici oldugudur (6rn., Kerr ve Levine, 2008. Kurzban ve ark., 2014).
Ozetle motivasyonel ve evrimsel argiimanlar yakinlarrmza daha fazla
giivenmemis ve onlarla daha fazla igbirligi kurmamizi bu eylemlerin aragsal
ozellikleri ¢ercevesinde ele almaktadirlar.

Kisileraras: yakinlik yalnizca sosyal davraniglart farklilagtiran bir faktor
degildir. Ayn1 zamanda kisinin kendi benligini ve kendisiyle ilgili yargilarim
etkileyen bir biligsel yapilanmay1 yansitmaktadir. Digerini benlige dahil etme
yaklagimi (Aron ve Aron, 1986, 1996; Aron ve ark.,, 1991) benligin ve
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baskalarinin zihinsel temsillerinin yakinlik derecesiyle orantili olarak biliste
ortiistiigiinii 6ne siirmektedir: bagka bir kisi ne kadar yakinsa zihinsel temsiller
arasindaki Ortiisme de bir o kadar fazladir. Bu goriise gore benlik ve yakin olan
digerlerine iligskin yargilar, kismen de olsa, benlige ve digerine iliskin bilisteki
enformasyon yapilanmalarinin ~ Ortiisme  derecelerinden  etkilenmektedir.
Yakinligin temelinde de paylasilan biligsel unsurlarin derecesi yer almaktadir
(Mashek, Aron ve Boncimino, 2003). Bu argliimani destekler bigimde, yapilan
caligmalarin bulgulari kisilerin kendileri ve yakin olan digerleri arasindaki kisilik
Ozelliklerini karsilastirirken daha fazla zaman harcadiklarim1 ve daha fazla hata
yaptiklarin1 ortaya koymaktadir (Aron ve ark.,, 1991). Buna gore, biligsel
yapilanmalardaki ortiigmenin fazla olmasi karisikliga neden olmaktadir.

Benlige iliskin bilgilerin biliste yakin olan diger bir kisinin bilgileriyle
ortiismesi kisilerarasi etkilesimlerin yakinliktan nasil etkilenecegini agiklamada
onemli bir noktadir ve bu tezin dayanagini olusturan temel teorik ¢erceveyi sunar.
Bu tezdeki en kritik varsayimim insanlarin kendilerine iliskin herhangi bir bilgiyi
analiz edebilmek igin, ilk olarak belirgin ve ayr1 bir benlik kavramina ihtiyag
duyacaklar olmalaridir. Yani, kisinin kendisine dair neyin i1yi neyin koétii olacagini
belirleyebilmesi ve Oniindeki secenekler igerisinden kendisine uygun olan
secebilmesi i¢in Oncelikli olarak benligine iligskin bilgiye ulasabilmesi gerekir.
Burada bahsedilen siireg, kisinin hafizasindan benlik kavramini diger seylerden
ayr1 bir biligsel yap1 olarak ¢agirabilmesidir. Bir kisi ne zaman kendisi ile ilgili bir
karar vermek isterse bu karar verme siirecini baslatabilmek i¢in, amacindan ya da
motivasyonundan bagimsiz olarak, oncelikle kendi i¢inde biitiinliiklii ve diger
seylerden bagimsiz bir benlik kavramina ulasabilmesi gerekir. Kisilerarasi
yakinlikla birlikte bilisteki ben-digeri temsillerinin  Ortiismesinin  arttigi
bulgusundan hareketle, ikinci varsayimim yakin olan biriyle etkilesim
esnasindayken benlik kavramina ayri bir biligsel yap1 olarak ulasmanin daha gii¢
oldugudur. Bu iki varsayimdan hareketle su hipotezi one siirmekteyim. Bir kisi
kendisi ve bir bagka kisiyle ilgili bilgilerin analiz edilmesini gerektiren bir karar
siirecindeyken, diger kisi yakin biri oldugunda, karar verme siireci daha fazla

bilissel kaynak gerektirecektir. Ciinkii yakin iligkilerde var olan biligsel
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temsillerdeki Ortiisme benlik kavramina ayr1 bir yap1 olarak ulagsmay1
engellemektedir.

Bu tez caligmasi kisileraras1 yakinligin bilissel bir maliyeti oldugunu 6ne
siirmektedir. Burada bahsi gegen sliregler farkindaligin disinda, otomatik olarak
isleyen biligsel stlireglerdir. Bu hipotez c¢ercevesinde iki Onerme ileri
stiriilmektedir: Etkilesim partneri yakin biri oldugunda (1) uygun karar1 bulmak
daha fazla biligsel ¢aba ve dolaysiyla daha fazla zaman gerektirecek ve (2)
zamanin kisitlanmasi gibi bilissel isleyisin sinirlandirildigt durumlarda karar
verme siireci daha fazla hatayla sonug¢lanacaktir. Bu 6nermeler siirli farkindalik
yaklagiminin (bkz., Chugh ve Bazerman, 2007) perspektifiyle ayn1 dogrultudadir.
Bu yaklagima gore, insanlar kolaylikla ulagilabilen ve halihazirda algilanabilir
olan bilgiyi gérme, arama, kullanma veya paylasma kapasiteleri bakimindan da
smirhidirlar. Bu tezde kisileraras1 yakinligin bilginin farkindaligma iligkin bu
tirden bir sinirlandirict etken olusturdugunu o6ne siirmekteyim. Kisilerarasi
yakinlik, dolayisiyla, benlikle ilgili karar verme siireclerinde biligsel zorlanmaya,
karar verme siiresinde uzamaya ve kararda daha fazla hataya yol acacaktir. Bilgi
isleme stireclerindeki yakinliga bagl farklilagsmaya iliskin bekledigim bu etki
otomatik seviyede gerceklesecektir.

Bu tezde tartisilan yakinligin bilissel bir maliyeti oldugu hipotezi yeni bir
argiimandir. Bu argiimanla test edilmek istenen nihai karar tercihleri (igbirligi
derecesi gibi davramigsal neticeler) degil, karar verme siirecinde ortaya ¢ikan
biligsel performanstir (bir karar gorevini tamamlamak i¢in harcanan siire, hata
sayist ve biligsel zorlanma). Kisileraras: etkilesimleri test etmek ve davranigsal
egilimleri 6lgmek i¢in literatiirde kullanilan diktator ya da gliven oyunlar1 gibi
tipik ekonomi oyunlar1 bu tezin hipotezini test etmek i¢in uygun degildir. Bundan
dolay1, bu tez kapsaminda muhakeme siirecinde ben-digeri Ortiismesinden ve
karisikligindan kaynaklanan biligssel performansi test edebilmek icin yeni bir
deneysel paradigmaya ihtiyag duyulmus ve bu dogrultuda “Ben/Digeri Oyunu”
ad1 verilen bir ekonomik problem ¢6zme oyunu gelistirilmistir. Bu oyunun
gelistirilmesinde hipotezin testini olanakli kilabilmek icin iki amag¢ gdzetilmistir:
Oyun (1) benlik ve diger bir kisiye iliskin bilgiler icermeli ve oyunu ¢ozebilmek
benligi digerinden ayirabilmeyi gerektirmelidir ve (2) kisilerarast yakinliktan
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kaynakli gérevi tamamlama zamani ya da hata oran1 gibi bilissel 6l¢iimleri almaya
izin vermelidir.

Gelistirilen ben/digeri oyunu sdyledir. Katilimct iki kisi arasinda yapilan
farkli kaynak dagilimi segenekleri igerisinden belirli kurallara gére dogru olan
secenegin bulmaya c¢alisir. Bu oyunda katilimcidan kendi tercihini belirtmesi
istenmez. Amag belirli bir kurali karsilayan dogru se¢enegi bulabilmektir. Oyunda
iki farklr kural kullanilmistir: bencil ve 6zgeci kural. Bencil kurala gore katilimet
oyundaki secenekler igerisinde kendi ¢ikarmin en yiiksek oldugu, digerinin
¢ikarinin en diisiik oldugu secenegi bulur. Ozgeci kurala gore ise katilime1 kendi
cikarmin en diislik, digerinin ¢ikariin ise en yiiksek oldugu secgenegi bulur.
Birbirinin tersi olan bu iki kuralin oyuna dahil edilme sebebi bu oyundaki
performansin kuraldan bagimsiz oldugunu gostermektir. Oyunda katilimcinin
dogru secenegi ararken ortaya koydugu biligsel performans olgiiliir. Bu oyunu
cozmenin oyundaki kaynak dagilimi katilimcinin kendisi ile yakin oldugu birisi
arasinda yapildiginda, katilmcinin kendisi ile uzak oldugu birisi arasinda
yapildigi duruma gore daha zor olmasi beklenmektedir. Buna gore ben/digeri
oyunu yakin olunan birini i¢erdiginde (1) oyunun sonucunu bulmak daha uzun
zaman alacak ve daha fazla bilgi aramay1 gerektirecek ve (2) karar verme siiresi
kisitlandiginda oyunda daha fazla hata yapilacak ve oyunun kendisi daha zor
olarak algilanacaktir. Ben/digeri oyununun tasarimina bagli olarak, biligsel
cabanin seviyesini degerlendirmek i¢in gdrev tamamlama zamani, aranan bilgi
sayis1, gorevin algilanan zorluk derecesi ve dogru ¢6ziim seviyesi gibi gesitli
biligsel performans 6lgiimleri kullanilmistir.

Bu tez caligmasi yakinligin biligsel bir maliyeti oldugu hipotezini 12
calisma ile test etmektedir. Ilk 11 ¢aliyma deneysel diizende tasarlanmis ve
hepsinde karar verme siire¢lerinin oyundaki diger kisi yakin biri ya da uzak biri
oldugunda nasil degistigi karsilagtirilmistir. Son ¢alismada ise, yakinligin biligsel
maliyeti hipotezini korelasyonel bir desende test edilmistir.

Yakinhgin Biligsel Maliyeti: Bilgi Arama Deneyleri

Yakinligin biligsel maliyeti hipotezini test etmek igin tasarlanan birinci
grup deneylerde ben/digeri oyununun bilgi arama versiyonu kullanilmistir. Bu
paradigma ile bes tane calisma gergeklestirilmistir. Ben/digeri oyununun bilgi
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arama versiyonu su sekildedir: Katilimcilar ben/digeri oyununun her bir turunda
biitiin kaynak dagilimi segeneklerini bilgisayarda tek bir ekranda goriirler.
Seceneklere iliskin bilgiler kapali bilgi kutularinin ardinda sunulur. Yani se¢enek
bilgileri ilk asamada goriiniir degildir. Katilimcilarin kapali kutularin ardina
gizlenmis bu bilgileri gorebilmeleri i¢in bilgisayar farelerini bu kutularin {izerine
getirmeleri ya da fareyle kutularin iizerine tiklamalar1 gerekmektedir.

Bes deneysel ¢alisma ile ben/digeri oyununda biligsel performans, oyunun
tamamlanma siiresi (Calisma 1), oyunu ¢6zmek icin aranan bilgi sayis1 (Calisma
2), oyunun algilanan zorlugu (Calisma 3) ve oyundaki dogru cevap orani (Calisma
3, 4 ve 5) kullanilarak ol¢tlmiistiir. Kisilerarast yakinlik her calismada ayni
bicimde degisimlenmistir. Bu bes c¢alisma yakinligin biligsel maliyeti hipotezini
etkilesim partnerini degisimleyip oyup performansinda buna bagli olarak ortaya
c¢ikan biligsel performansi 6lgerek test etmektedir.

Calisma 1

Birinci ¢aligmada ben/digeri oyununu ¢dzmenin oyun yakin olan birini
icerdiginde uzak olan birini icerdigi duruma gore daha fazla zaman alip almadig
aragtirllmistir. Oyunu tamamlama siiresi, biligsel performans Olgiitii olarak
kullanilmigtir. Tamamlama siiresinin kisa olmas1 biligsel performansin daha iyi
oldugunu gostermektedir. Kisilerarasi yakinligir degisimlemek i¢in katilimcilardan
ben/digeri oyununu yakin olduklar1 ya da uzak olduklar1 biriyle oynadiklarini
hayal etmeleri istenmistir. Ben/digeri oyununun ¢oziilmesinin yakin digeri
kosulunda daha fazla zaman alacagi beklenmistir.

Katihmcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’'nde yasayan 254
katiimcr (116 Kadm) calismayi ticret (1$) karsiligt tamamlamistir. Caligma
ortalama olarak 10-15 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Deneme oturumu. Calisma ile ilgili bilgilendirme yapilip onay alindiktan
sonra, katilimcilara ben/diger oyunundaki gorevi Ogrenmek icin bir deneme
oturumu sunulmustur. Bu oturumda ben/digeri oyunu iki o6rnek iizerinden

katilimciya aciklanmastir.
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Yakinlik manipiilasyonu. Kisileraras1 yakinlik Jones ve Rachlin (2006)
tarafindan gelistirilmis bir manipiilasyon teknigi adapte edilerek degisimlenmistir.
Katilimcilardan farkli derecelerde tanidiklar1 100 kisiden olusan bir liste
hazirladiklarin1 diistinmeleri istenmistir. Bu listedeki birinci kisinin kendilerine en
yakin olan kisi, yiiziincii kiginin ise sadece ismen bildikleri, daha 6nce en fazla bir
kez karsilagsmis olduklar1 biri olacagi sdylenmistir. Daha sonra da bu listedeki
birinci ya da yiiziincii kisinin isminin bas harflerini bilgisayar ekranindaki bir
kutucuga yazmalar1 istenmistir. Katilimcilar oyunu bu listedeki birinci (yakin
digeri) ya da 100. (uzak digeri) kisiyle oynamislardir. Kisileraras1 yakinlik
denekler aras1 degiskendir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu — Arama Versiyonu. Ben/digeri oyununun her bir
turundaki biitlin  kaynak dagilim segenekleri aymi ekranda katilimciya
sunulmustur. Her turda toplam dort segenek vardir. Bu segenekler dort satirda
sunulmustur. Seceneklere ait bilgiler, her bir alic1 i¢in (kisinin kendisi ya da diger
kisi) belirli bir siitunda, kapali kutular ardinda sunulmustur. Birinci siitundaki
degerler katilimcinin kendisinin alabilecegi miktarlari, ikinci siitundaki degerler
ise oyundaki diger kisinin (yakin olan diger ya da uzak olan digeri) alabilecegi
miktarlar1 géstermektedir. Katilimcilarin kapali kutularin ardina gizlenmis dagilim
miktarlarim1  6grenebilmek i¢in bilgisayar farelerini ilgili kutunun {stiine
getirmeleri gerekmektedir. Katilimc1 fareyi bir kutunun iistline getirdiginde,
farenin bir Onceki asamada actigt deger yeniden gizlenmistir. Dolayisiyla
katilimct her durumda sadece bir bilgiyi agik sekilde gorebilmektedir. Oyundaki
miktarlar karsilastirmasi kolay (6rn. onluk ya da beslik) sayilar icermektedir.
Calisma 1°deki oyun iki elden ve 20 turdan olusmustur. Birinci eldeki on turda
katillmcilardan bencil kurala (“kendi kazanimimizin en yiiksek, digerinin
kazaniminin en diisiik oldugu secenegi bulunuz”) gore, ikinci eldeki on turda ise
ozgeci kurala (“kendi kazanimimizin en diisiik, digerinin kazaniminin en yiiksek
oldugu secenegi bulunuz”) gore dogru segenegi bulmalar istenmistir.
Katilimcmin gorevi kendisine onceden belirtilen kurala goére dogru olan cevabi
bulmasi ve belirtmesidir. Katilimcilar segeneklerin yaninda bulunan cevap
kutucuklarin1 isaretleyerek cevaplarin1 belirtmislerdir. Bu oyun esnasinda
olabildigince hizli cevap vermeleri ve dogru cevaplart belirtimleri istenmistir.
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Oyunun turlar1 arasindaki ge¢is katilimcinin kontroliindedir. Kendini hazir
hissettiginde bir sonraki tura gegebilmektedir.
Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Katilimcilarin yakin digeri kosulunda ben/digeri oyununu tamamlamak
icin daha fazla zaman harcayip harcamadiklarini test etmek icin bagimsiz
orneklemler icin t-testi analizi yapilmistir. Kisileraras1 yakinlik denekler arasi
degiskendir. Siire milisaniye cinsinden 6l¢iilmiistiir. Sonuglara gore cevap verme
stiresi yakin digeri kosulunda (M = 5386,33, SD = 3483,19) uzak digeri kosuluna
(M=4595,22, SD=1341,14) gore daha uzundur, t(252) =2.34, p=,021, d=0,29.
Ancak cevap verme siiresi Ol¢iimlerinde genel olarak dnerildigi ve yapildigi tizere
(Ratcliff, 1993) bu siireler log 10 ile doniistliriilerek analize sokulmuglardir.
Logaritmik doniisiim sonrast degerlerde de tekrar goriildiigii gibi cevap verme
stireleri yakin digeri kosulunda (M = 3,69, SD = 0,17) uzak digeri kosuluna (M=
3,64, SD=0,13) gore daha uzundur, t(252) = 2,52, p=,012,d=0,32.

Bu deneyin sonuglar1 hipotezle ayn1 dogrultudadir ve yakinligin bilissel
maliyeti hipotezine ilk destegi saglamistir. Katilimcilar ben/digeri oyununu
tamamlayabilmek i¢in yakin digeri ile eslestirildikleri kosulda daha fazla zamana
ihtiya¢ duymaktadirlar.

Calisma 2

Birinci c¢alisma insanlarin kendilerine iliskin bilgilerle birlikte yakin
olduklar1 diger bir kisiyle ilgili bilgileri i¢eren bir problem ¢6zme oyununda —
kendilerine uzak olan biriyle iliskili bilgileri iceren oyuna gore - daha fazla
zamana ihtiya¢ duyduklarin1 gdstermistir. Calisma 2 yakinligin biligsel maliyeti
hipotezini farkli bir biligsel performans Ol¢liimii kullanarak arastirmistir. Eger
kisiler kendileri ve bagkasina ait bilgileri kisileraras1 yakinlik kosulunda daha
fazla karistirtyorlarsa, ben/digeri oyununu ¢ozebilmeleri i¢in oyunda sunulan
bilgiler lizerinde daha fazla calismalar1 gerekecektir. Calisma 2 bu beklentiyi test
etmistir.

Katilimcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 201
katilimc1 (86 Kadin) ¢alismayi iicret (1,25%) karsiligi tamamlamistir. Calisma
ortalama olarak 10-15 dakika siirmiistiir.
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Yontem

Deneme Oturumu. Calisma ile ilgili bilgilendirme yapilip onay alindiktan
sonra, katilimcilar ben/diger oyunu gorevini 6grenmek i¢in Caligma 1’deki gibi
bir deneme oturumu tamamlamislardir.

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Kisileraras1 yakinlik Calisma 1’dekine benzer
bicimde degisimlenmistir. Katilimcilar ben/digeri oyununu hayali olarak
olusturduklart 100 kisilik listeden birinci (yakin digeri) ya da yiiziincii (uzak
digeri) kisi ile oynamislardir. Yakinlik denekler arasi faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu-Arama Versiyonu. Ben/digeri oyununun temel yapisi
Calisma 1’dekiyle benzerlik gostermektedir. Calisma 1°den farkli olarak Caligma
2’de kaynak dagilimi secenekleriyle ilgili bilgilerle birlikte kaynaklari alan
kisilerin (katilimecinin kendisi ve yakin ya da uzak olan diger kisi) bilgileri de
kapal1 kutular ardina gizlenmistir. Yine Calisma 1’den farkli olarak kaynaklarin
alicilarinin bilgilerinin hangi silitunda olacagi rastgeledir. Yani, ilk segenekte
birinci stitun katilimecimnin kendisine dair miktari, ikinci siitun diger kisiye dair
miktar1 gosterirken, diger bir secenekte bunun tam tersi olabilmektedir.
Dolayisiyla katilimcir yalnizca bir siitundaki kapali kutular1 agarak belirli bir
alicinin bilgisine ulasamaz.

Yine Caligma 1’den farkli olarak her tur dort yerine alt1 secenekten olusmustur.
Katilimcilarin kapali kutularin ardindaki bilgileri gorebilmek i¢in bu ¢alismada
fareyle kutunun {stiine gelmeleri yeterli degildir, kutular ancak {izerlerine
tiklandiginda agilmistir. Boylece katilimeinin kapali kutularin ardindaki bilgileri
kac defa gormek istedikleri daha net 6lciilebilmistir. Deney siiresini kisaltmak icin
Calisma 2’de tur sayis1 on ile smirlandirilmistir. Ik bes tur bencil kurala gore,
ikinci bes tur ise 6zgeci kurala gore dogru secenegin bulunmasini istemistir.
Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Calisma 2’de bilissel performansin gostergesi olarak aranan bilgi sayisi,
yani agilan kutu sayisi, Ol¢iilmiistiir. Hipoteze gore insanlar yakin digeri
kosulunda, uzak digeri kosuluna gore, daha fazla bilgi arayacaklardir. Calismaya
katilan 201 kisiden 197’si en az bir kapali kutuya tiklamis ve analizler bu 197 kisi
iizerinden yapilmistir. Bagimsiz orneklemler igin t-testi analizi sonucglarina gore
yakin digeri (M = 14.84, SD = 4.28) ve uzak digeri (M = 14.59, SD = 4.12)
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kosullar1 arasinda aranan bilgi sayis1 bakimindan anlamhi bir farklilik
gozlenmemistir, t(195) = 0.42, p = .678.

Calisma 2’nin sonuglar1 hipoteze destek saglamamistir. Ancak, bu
caligmada ortalama olarak aranan bilgi yani a¢ilan kutu sayisi Calisma 2’deki
ben/digeri oyununun tasariminin katilimcilar {izerinde yeterince karisikliga yol
acmadigin1 gostermektedir. Daha acik olmak gerekirse, bu oyunda en az 12
kutunun dogru secenegin bulunmasi icin acilmasi gerekmekteydi. Sonuglara gore
ortalama olarak agilan kutu sayis1 14,72 oldu. Bu say1 asgari agilmasi gerekenden
yalnizca 2-3 birim fazla. Dolayisiyla, bu ¢alismada kullanilan oyun hedeflenen
zorlugu saglayamamistir.

Calisma 3

Calisma 3, temel Onermenin ikinci kismina odaklanmaktadir: oyunu
tamamlama zamani kisitlandiginda katilimcilar yakin kisilerle etkilesimde daha
fazla hata yapacak ve oyunun kendisi daha zor olarak algilanacaktir. Acacak
olursak, eger yakin olan bir kisiden benligi ayirmak otomatik seviyede biligsel
olarak daha zor ise, insanlar bu ayrimi gerektiren ben/digeri oyununda zaman
simirt  altindayken etkilesim partneri yakin olan biri oldugunda daha c¢ok
zorlanacak ve daha fazla hata yapacaklardir. Calisma 3 oyun yakin ya da uzak
olan digerini igerdiginde hata oraninin ve kisinin kendisinin degerlendirdigi
zorluk derecesinin nasil degistigini test etmektedir. Kisileraras1 yakinlik dnceki iki
caligmadakine benzer bi¢imde degisimlenmistir. Otomatik siire¢lere dayanan
sezgisel yargilar ortaya ¢ikarmak i¢in oyundaki bilgi arama siiresi sinirlandirilmig
ve oyun Ozellikle zor olarak tasarlanmustir.

Katihmcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 203
katiimcr (103 Kadin, My, = 34,85) calismayr tcret (0,758) karsiligi
tamamlamistir. Calisma ortalama olarak 8-10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Deneme Oturumu. Calisma ile ilgili bilgilendirme yapilip onay alindiktan

sonra, katilimcilar ben/diger oyunu gorevini 6grenmek i¢in Calisma 1 ve 2’deki

gibi bir deneme oturumu tamamlamislardir.
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Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Kisileraras1 yakinlik Calisma 1 ve 2’dekine
benzer bigimde degisimlenmistir. Katilimeilar ben/digeri oyununu hayali olarak
olusturduklart 100 kisilik listeden birinci (yakin digeri) ya da yiiziincii (uzak
digeri) kisi ile oynamislardir. Yakinlik denekler arasi faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu-Arama Versiyonu. Ben/digeri oyununun tasarimi ve

sunumu Calisma 2’dekiyle su noktalar disinda aymidir. Ilk olarak, Calisma 3’te
ben/digeri oyununun her bir turunda bilgi arama siiresi alti saniye ile
sinirlandirilmistir.  ikinci olarak, kapali olan secenekler bilgisayar faresinin
tiklanmasiyla degil farenin kutunun iizerine getirilmesiyle acilmaktadir. Calisma
3’te de toplam on tur vardir, bunlardan besi bencil kurala, digeri 6zgeci kurala
gore yapilandirilmigtir.
Ben/digeri oyunundaki alt1 saniye kisitlamasi bilgi arama siiresi icindir. Siire
dolduktan sonra katilimcilar kutularin ardina gizlenmis bilgileri daha fazla
gorememektedirler. Ancak, dogru secene8i belirtmek igin zamanlari
bulunmaktadir.

Oyunun Zorluk Derecesi. Ben/digeri oyunu bittikten sonra katilimcilara
oyunu ne derece zor bulduklart sorulmustur. Oyunun zorlugu 10’luk Likert
6lceginde (1 = Cok basit, 10 = Cok zor) degerlendirilmistir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Calisma 3’iin hipotezini test etmek i¢in iki tane bagimsiz 6rneklemler i¢in
t-testi analizi yapilmustir. Ik analizde yakin ve uzak digeri kosullarinda verilen
cevaplarin dogruluk oranlar1 karsilastirilmistir. Bunun i¢in her turda verilen
cevaplar dogru ise “1”, yanhs ise “0” olarak kodlanmis, daha sonra bunlarin
ortalamas1 hesaplanmistir. Sonuglara gore, dogru cevaplarin ortalamasi yakin biri
kosulu (Myakin = 0,55, SDyakin = 0,22) ve uzak biri kosulu (Muzak = 0,58, SDuzak =
0,22), arasinda anlamli bir fark yaratmamistir t(201) = 1,07, p =,286.

Oyunun zorluguna iligskin soruya toplamda 198 katilimci yanit vermistir.
Bu katilimecilar lizerinden yapilan ikinci bir bagimsiz orneklemler i¢in t-testi
sonuclarina gore yakin biri kosulundaki katilimeilar (Myakin =7,58, SDyakin = 2,42)
uzak biri kosulundakilere gore (Muzak = 6,97, SDuzak = 2,33), ben/digeri oyununu
marjinal olarak daha zor olarak degerlendirmislerdir, t(196) = 1,90, p = ,060, d =
0,27.
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Calisma 3’iin sonuglar1 ben/digeri oyununda ortaya c¢ikmasi beklenen
yakin kisiyle etkilesimde uzak kisiyle etkilesime gore daha az dogru cevap
verilecegi beklentisine destek saglamamstir. Ote yandan, oyundaki zaman siirin1
(alt1 saniye) oyunu fazla zorlastirmis ve sonuclarin biiylik oranda tahmine
dayanmasina sebep olmus olabilir. Bununla birlikte oyunun algilanan zorluguna
iligkin beklenen farklilik marjinal olarak anlamli bir destek bulmustur. Ben/diger
oyunu kisinin kendisiyle birlikte yakin olan birine dair bilgileri icerdiginde,
etkilesim partneri uzak olan biri oldugu duruma gore, daha zor olarak
algilanmustir.

Calisma 4

Calisma 1 ve Calisma 3 yakinligin biligsel maliyeti hipotezine ben/digeri
oyununun tamamlama siiresi ve oyunun algilanan zorlugu ile 6lciilen bilissel
performans iizerinden ilk destekleri saglamislardir. Calisma 4 yakinligin biligsel
maliyetinin testinde ben/digeri oyunundaki dogruluk oranina odaklanmistir. One
stiriilen hipoteze gore yakinlik derecesi bu bilissel performansi etkileyecegi ve
etkilesim partneri yakin iligki i¢inde olunan biri oldugunda ben/digeri oyununda
daha fazla hata yapilacagi ongoriilmektedir. Bu argiimani ilk olarak test eden
Calisma 3’te katilimcilarin oyuna yeterince odaklanmamis ve cevaplarin daha ¢ok
tahmine dayanmis olmasi miimkiindii. Bu olas1 problemin iistesinden gelebilmek
icin Calisma 4’te katilimcilarin verdigi dogru cevaplar bonus 6demeleri yoluyla
odiillendirilmis  ve  bdylece katilimcilarin dogru  cevaplart  bulmada
motivasyonlarini artirmak hedeflenmistir. Ayrica, dnceki c¢alismanin agiklama
giiciiniin de diisiik olabilecegi diisliniilerek caligmanin 6rneklem biiyiikligi
artirllmistir. Calisma 4°iin deneysel deseni Calisma 3’e oldukca benzerdir.
Katilimcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 401
katitlimer (205 Kadin, My, = 35,77) calismayr icret (0,758) karsilig
tamamlamistir. Caligmada ayrica her dogru cevap i¢in ayrica bonus odemesi

verilmistir (0,02$/dogru cevap). Calisma ortalama olarak 8-10 dakika siirmiistiir.
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Yontem

Deneme Oturumu. Calisma ile ilgili bilgilendirme yapilip onay alindiktan
sonra, katilimcilar ben/diger oyunu gorevini 6grenmek i¢in Calisma 3’teki gibi bir
deneme oturumu tamamlamislardir.

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Kisilerarasi yakinlik Calisma 3’tekine benzer
bicimde degisimlenmistir. Yakinlik denekler arasi faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Arama Versiyonu. Ben/digeri oyununun tasarimi ve
sunumu Calisma 3’tekiyle aynidir.

Calisma 3’ten farkli olarak deneye Calisma 4’te deney baslamadan once
katilimeilar kendilerine bir takma ad belirlemis ve bu takma adi hem Amazon
MTurk sayfasindaki hem de deneyin girisindeki metin alanlarma yazmiglardir.
Bunu yapmaktaki amac¢ bonus ddemeleri icin katilimci bilgilerini anonim bir
bi¢imde birlestirebilmektir.

Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Yakin ve uzak digeri kosullarinda verilen cevaplarin dogruluk oranlarinm
karsilastirmak i¢cim bagimsiz 6rneklemler i¢in t-testi analizi yapilmistir. Bunun
icin her turda verilen cevaplar dogru ise “1”, yanlis ise “0” olarak kodlanmis, daha
sonra bunlarin ortalamasi hesaplanmistir. Sonuglara gore, yakin biri kosulu (M =
0,58, SD =0,21) ve uzak biri kosulu (M = 0,58, SD = 0,21) arasinda verilen dogru
cevaplarin ortalamasi iizerinde anlamli bir farklilik gézlenmemistir, t(399) = 0,05,
p=,957.

Calismanin bulgulart hipotezi desteklememistir. Bu sonuglarla ilgili iki
alternatif aciklamadan bahsedilebilir. Bunlardan birincisi, katilimcilart bonus
O0demeleriyle odaklanmaya tesvik etmek olast olan yakinlik etkisinin
baskilanmasina ve gegersiz kalmasina sebep olmus olabilir. Bir diger agiklama ise
katillmcilara deneyden Once takma isim yazdirmanin kendisi yakinlhigin
performans {izerindeki roliinii etkilemis olabilir. Bu tezin temel 6nermesine gore
kisileraras1 yakinlik biligsel performansi etkilemektedir ¢linkii yakin olan digeri
benlik kavramina ayri bir yap: olarak erisilmesini giiglestirmektedir. Ote yandan
takma isimlerin segimleri esnasinda benlik kavraminin aktive edilmis olmasi

olasidir. Bu durumda yakinligin etkisinin gecersizlesmesi miimkiindiir.
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Calisma 5

Calisma 5, deney desenine bagli Calisma 3 ve 4’te goriilen problemlerden
bazilarin1 ¢6zmeyi hedefleyerek bu caligmalardaki hipotezi tekrar test etmek icin
tasarlanmistir.  Onceki calismalardaki onemli olast problemlerden biri
katilimeilarin -~ ben/digeri oyununda kaynaklardaki degerlerle kaynaklarin
alicilarin1 eglestirerek problemleri ¢ézmek yerine farkli stratejiler izlemis olma
ihtimalleridir. Ornegin, agik uglu sorularda oyun seceneklerinde sunulan
miktarlarin arasindaki farklara odaklanarak dogru segenegi bulmaya calistigini
sOyleyen katilimcilar olmustur. Calisma 5 6zellikle bu kaynak-alic1 eslesmesine
odaklanilmasini saglayabilmek iizere sekillendirilmistir.

Katihmcilar

Amazon MTurk ilizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 400
katilimcer (218 Kadin, My, = 35,43) calismayi iicret (1$) karsiligi tamamlamistir.
Calisma ortalama olarak 8-10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Deneme Oturumu. Onceki ¢alismalardaki gibi bir deneme oturumu
tamamlanmustir.

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Kisileraras1 yakinlik Calisma 4’tekine benzer
bicimde degisimlenmistir. Yakinlik denekler aras1 faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Arama Versiyonu. Ben/digeri oyununun tasarimi ve
sunumu Calisma 3 tekiyle su farkliliklar disinda aynidir. 11k olarak, zaman limitini
biraz daha esnetebilmek igin siire alt1 saniyeden yediye ¢ikarilmustir. Ikinci olarak,
bu sefer katilimcinin kendisine ve diger kisiye dagitilan kaynak miktarlar
seceneklerin tizerinde agik bir sekilde belirtilmis ancak o miktar1 kimin alacagi
kapal1 kutularin ardina gizlenmistir. Ugiinciisii, alicilar her segenekte katilimcinin
kendisi (“Ben”) ve digeri degildir. Ornegin rastgele bazi1 segeneklerde iki siitunda
da alic1 olarak “Ben” goriinebilmektedir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Ben/digeri oyununun yakin ya da uzak olan diger birini i¢erdigi kosullarda
farkl1 dogruluk oranlarina neden olup olmadigin1 incelemek igin bagimsiz
orneklemler i¢in t-testi analizi yapilmistir. Sonuclara gore, yakin biri kosulu (M =
0,50, SD = 0,25) ve uzak biri kosulu (M = 0,50, SD = 0,24) arasinda verilen dogru
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cevaplarin ortalamasi iizerinde anlamli bir farklilik gézlenmemistir, t(398) = 0,13,
p=,894.

Calisma 5°te de cevaplardaki dogruluk oranlari arasinda yakin ve uzak
kisilerle oynanan oyunlarda bir farklilik bulunmamistir. Diger yandan, Calisma
5’te dogruluk oranlar1 ortalamalar1 bir 6nceki ¢alismanin dahi altinda kalmisti.
Birlestirilmis Veri Analizi

Ben/digeri oyununun bilgi arama versiyonu ile yapilan ¢aligmalarda
dogruluk oranlar1 karsilagtirmasinda beklenen farklilik bulunmamistir. Bunun
sebebinin ¢alisma desenlerindeki eksikliklerden kaynaklanip kaynaklanmadigi
merak konusudur. Bunu incelemenin bir yolu olarak ayni secenek diizenlerini
paylasan Calisma 2, 3, 4 ve 5’in veri seti birlestirilmis ve bu birlestirilen veri
iizerinde kisilerarasi yakinligin dogru cevabi bulma performansi tizerindeki etkisi
topluca test edilmistir. Sonuglar beklenen yondedir. Yakin olan digeriyle oynanan
oyundaki dogru cevaplarin ortalamasi (M = 0,58, SD = 0,26), uzak olan digeriyle
oynana oyundaki dogru cevaplarin ortalamasindan (M = 0,61, SD = 0.,6) anlaml
bi¢imde distiktiir, t(1203) = 2,02, p =,044, d = 0,11. Her ne kadar birlestirilmis
veri iizerindeki bu analiz dogrudan hipotezin kendisinin testi i¢in uygun bir analiz
yontemi olmasa da, dogru cevap miktar1 {zerinde beklenen etkinin
gozlenmemesinin bireysel calismalarin zayifligindan kaynaklaniyor olabilecegi

iddiasini giiclendirmektedir.

Yakinhgin Bilissel Maliyeti: Hafiza Deneyleri

Ikinci grup calismalar ile ben/digeri oyununun farkli bir versiyonu
kullanilarak yakinhigin bilissel maliyeti hipotezi tekrar test edilmistir. ilk grup
deneylerde ben/digeri oyunundaki segeneklerin aranmasima iliskin performans
Ol¢timleri alinmaktaydi. Fakat bu ¢aligmalardan bazilarinda ben/digeri oyunundaki
problemi ¢6zebilmek icin gerekli zamanin katilimcilara taninmamis olmasi ve bu
oyundaki cevaplarin ¢ok fazla tahmine dayanmis olmasi muhtemeldir. Bu ikinci
gruptaki deneylerde 6nemli degisikliklerden birisi ben/digeri oyunundaki biitiin
seceneklerin oncelikle katilimeiya sunulup biligsel performans 6l¢iimlerinin daha
sonra hatirlama sorulartyla alinmasidir. Ben/digeri oyununun hafiza versiyonunda
biitlin kaynak dagilimi secenekleri birbirini izleyen ekranlarda kisa siirelerle
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sunulmus, daha sonra dogru cevabin ne oldugu segenekleri izleyen ekranda ayrica
sorulmustur. Bu hatirlama gorevinde hatirlama zamani ve dogru hatirlanan
cevaplarin orani Ol¢iilmiis ve bu iki dlglimden birlesik bir biligsel performans
Ol¢limii olusturulmustur.

Ben/diger oyununun hatirlama versiyonu ile bes deney yapilmistir.
Calisma 6, 7 ve 8’de Calisma 2’de kullanilan kaynak dagilimi segenekleri birbirini
izleyen ekranlarda katilimcilara sunulmus ve daha sonra katilimcilardan dogru
secenegi hatirlamalari istenmistir. Dogru cevabi hatirlamak i¢in gegen siire dogru
cevap ylizdesine boliinmiis ve farkli yakinlik derecelerindeki bilissel performans
karsilastirilmistir. Calisma 9 ve 10’da ise yakilhigin biligsel maliyeti hipotezi
denekler-ici desende test edilmistir.

Calisma 6

Calisma 6’da insanlarin yakin digerleri kosulunda uzak digerleri kosuluna
gore ben/digeri oyununu dogru olarak ¢ézmek i¢in daha fazla zaman harcayacagi
hipotezi ben/digeri oyununun hatirlama versiyonu ile test edilmistir.

Katihimcilar

Amazon MTurk ilizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 198
katilimcr (70 Kadin, Myas = 35,55) ¢aligmayi ticret (0,58) karsiligi tamamlamastir.
Calisma ortalama olarak 10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Yakinhik  Manipiilasyonu.  Kisilerarast ~ yakinhk  daha  onceki
caligmalardakine benzer bicimde degisimlenmistir. Katilimcilar degisen yakinlik
derecelerinde tanidiklar1 100 kisiden olusan bir listeyi zihinlerinde olusturmuslar
ve daha sonra bu listedeki birinci (yakin digeri) ya da yiizlincli (uzak digeri)
kiginin isimlerinin bag harflerini bilgisayara yazmislardir. Yakinlik denekler arasi
faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Hatirlama Versiyonu. Oyun daha 6nceki ¢aligmalarda
oldugu gibi iki kisi arasinda kaynak dagilimi yapan segenekler icerisinden dogru
olanin bulunmasinin istendigi bir ekonomik problem ¢ézme gorevidir.
Katilimeilar oyunun bes turunda bencil kurala, diger bes turunda da 6zgeci kurala

gore dogru cevabi bulmaya ¢alismiglardir.
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Oyunun her turunda alt1 tane kaynak dagilimi segenegi sunulmustur. Her bir
secenek birbirini takip eden ekranlarda ikiser saniyelik sunumlarla gdsterilmistir.
Seceneklerin sunumunun ardindan izleyen ekranda verilen kurala uygun olan
dogru segenegin ve bu secenekteki kaynak dagilim miktarlarinin ne oldugu
sorulmustur. Baska bir ekranda ise katilimcilarin oyuna odaklanmasini artirmak
icin dogru olmayan rastgele diger segeneklerden bazi miktarlarin kimlere ait
olduklar1 sorulmustur. Biligsel performansi karsilastirmak i¢in Todd, Forstmann,
Burgmer, Brooks ve Galinsky (2015) tarafindan da onerildigi gibi dogru cevabi
bulmak i¢in harcanan zamanin dogru cevap yiizdesinde boliinmesi ile igsleme
maliyeti hesaplanmistir. Isleme maliyetinin yiiksekligi bilissel performansin
diisiikliigiine isaret etmektedir.
Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Katilimcilarin yakin digeri kosulunda ben/digeri oyununu dogru olarak
tamamlamak icin daha fazla zaman harcaylp harcamadiklarini, yani isleme
maliyetinin daha yiiksek olup olmadigini test etmek icin bagimsiz 6rneklemler
icin t-testi analizi yapilmistir. Kisilerarast yakinlik denekler arasi degiskendir.
Isleme maliyeti hesaplanmadan 6nce oyunu tamamlama siiresi log 10 ile
donitistirilmiistir (Ratcliff, 1993). Sonuglara goére isleme maliyeti yakin digeri
kosulunda (Myakn= 0,029, SDyun = 0,069), uzak digeri kosuluna gore (Muyzak=
0,015, SDyzak= 0,018), anlamli bi¢imde daha yiiksektir, t(196) = 2,11, p=,037,d =
0,28.

Calisma 6’nin sonuglar1 hipotezi desteklemis ve Caligma 1’de bulunan
sonuglar1 baska bir desende tekrarlamistir.
Calisma 7

Calisma 7’nin amact bir Onceki ¢alismanin bulgularini daha genis bir
orneklemle tekrar test etmektir. Calisma 7, bir onceki c¢alismadaki desenin
aynisint kullanmakla beraber tek bir noktada Calisma 6’dan ayrilmaktadir.
Calisma 7’de deney siiresini kisaltmak amaciyla bir 6nceki calismadan farkli

olarak deneydeki yanlis segeneklerle ilgili rastgele sorular sorulmamugtir.
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Katilimcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 400
katilimcr (185 Kadin, My, = 35,13) calismayr tcret (0,758) karsiligi
tamamlamistir. Calisma ortalama olarak 10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Yakinlhik  Manipiilasyonu. Calisma 6’daki manipiilasyonun aynisi
kullanilmistir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Hatirlama Versiyonu. Calisma 6’daki oyunun
aynisidir. Yalmizca yanlis seceneklere iliskin soru ekram1i bu g¢alismada yer
almamugtir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Calisma 6’daki gibi, katilimcilarin yakin digeri kosulunda ben/digeri
oyununu dogru olarak tamamlamak i¢in daha fazla zaman harcayip
harcamadiklarini, yani isleme maliyetinin daha yiliksek olup olmadigini, test
etmek icin bagimsiz Orneklemler igin t-testi analizi yapilmistir. Sonuglara gore
isleme maliyeti yakin digeri kosulu (M = 0,04, SD = 0,05), uzak digeri kosulu (M
= 0,05, SD =0,09), arasinda anlaml1 bir farklilik yoktur, t(389) = 1,24, p =,216.

Calisma 7’nin sonuglar1 bir 6nceki ¢alismanin bulgularini tekrarlamamis
ve iki kosul arasinda igleme maliyeti acisindan anlamli bir fark bulunmamaistir. Bu
da demektir ki Calisma 7’nin tasarimindan c¢ikarilan yanlis cevaplara iliskin
rastgele sorularin etkisini test etmek i¢in yeni ¢aligmalar yapilmasi gerekir.
Calisma 8

Calisma 8’in amact Calisma 6’y1 laboratuvar ortaminda test etmek ve bunu
yaparken aynm1i zamanda farkli bir kisileraras1 yakinlik manipiilasyonu
kullanmaktir. Bu ¢alismanin yapilmasinin diger bir amaci da Calisma 7°nin neden
Calisma 6 ile ayni sonucu bulmadigini1 daha 1yi anlamaktir.

Katihimcilar

K&ln Universitesi’nde egitim goren 113 6grenci (43 Kadim, Myss = 24,13)

calismayr ders kredisi karsiligi tamamlamistir. Calisma ortalama olarak 10-15

dakika stirmiistiir.
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Yontem

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Bu ¢alisma icin yeni bir yakinlik manipiilasyonu
gelistirilmistir. Birbirine yabanci olan iki kisi arasindaki yakinlik derecesi bu
kisiler arasindaki estetik tercihlerin benzerligine iliskin verilen geribildirim ile
degisimlenmistir. Laboratuvarda ikiser olarak calismayi tamamlayan katilimcilar
once c¢esitli resimleri ne kadar begendiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Daha sonra
deneyci katilimcilara estetik begenilerinin diger katilimciyla benzedigini (yakin
digeri kosulu) ya da benzemedigini (uzak digeri kosulu) sdylemistir. Yakinlik
denekler-arasi1 faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Hatirlama Versiyonu. Calisma 6’daki oyunun
aynisidir.

Manipiilasyon Kontrolii. Katilimcilar ben/digeri oyununu tamamladiktan
sonra odadaki diger katilimciya ne derece yakinlik hissettiklerini 0 (hi¢ yakin
hissetmedim) — 100 (¢cok yakin hissettim) arasinda degisen bir Olcekte
degerlendirmislerdir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Oncelikle manipiilasyonun isleyip islemedigini test etmek icin bir
bagimsiz Orneklemler igin t-testi uygulanmistir. Buna gore diger katilimciyla
benzer estetik tercihlere sahip olduklar1 sdylenen kisiler (M = 10,84, SD = 17,07)
ve farkli estetik tercihlere sahip olduklar1 sdylenen kisiler (M = 9,54, SD = 16,24)
arasinda diger katilimciy1 kendine daha yakin gérme {izerinde anlamli bir farklilik
bulunmamistir, t(111) = 0,41, p = ,680. Dolayisiyla bu calismada arzulanan
manipiilasyon islememis, iki deney grubu olusturulamamastir.

Isleme maliyeti {iizerinde yapilan bagimsiz orneklemler igin t-testi
sonuclarina gore isleme maliyeti yakin digeri kosulu ile (M = 0,04, SD = 0,05),
uzak digeri kosulu (M = 0,05, SD = 0,09), arasinda anlamli bi¢cimde fark
olusturmamistir, t(389) = 1,24, p =,216.

Kisileraras1 yakinlik anlamli bi¢imde manipiile edilemedigi i¢in bu
caligmanin sonuglar bilgilendirici degildir.

Calisma 9

Calisma 9, oyunun onceki versiyonlarinda alict ve kaynak eslestirme

gorevinin vurgusunun zayif kaldigr diisiiniilerek, oyunu ¢6zmede alici-kaynak
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eslestirmesini daha kritik bir 6neme getirmek iizere tasarlanmistir. Onceki
caligmalardan farkli olarak Calisma 9’da oyun igerisinde iki kisiye degil ti¢ kisiye
(katilimeinin kendisi, yakin digeri ve uzak digeri) ait kaynak dagilim secenekleri
sunulmustur. Dolayisiyla kisilerarasi yakinlik denek-igi faktor olarak oyuna dahil
edilmistir. Calisma 9, Calisma 6, 7 ve 8’de test edilen isleme maliyeti farkliligini
yeni bir deney diizeninde test etmektedir.

Katilimcilar

Amazon MTurk iizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 173
katilimct (96 Kadin, My,s = 35,82) calismayi iicret (1$) karsiligi tamamlamstir.
Calisma ortalama olarak 15-20 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Diger caligsmalardan farkli olarak yakinlik denek-
ici faktordiir. Calisma 6°da oldugu gibi yine katilimcidan 100 kisilik bir liste
hazirlamalar1 istenmis ve ama bu sefer hem birinci hem de yiizlincli kisinin
isimlerinin bag harflerinin yazilmasi istenmistir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Hatirlama Versiyonu — Denek-I¢i Diizen. Calisma
9’daki ben/digeri oyunu katilimcinin kendisi, yakin oldugu birisi ve uzak oldugu
birisi arasinda yapilan kaynak dagilimi segeneklerini igerir. Toplamda 16 tur
oynanmistir. Bu turlar ben-yakin digeri ve ben-uzak digeri karsilastirmalarini ayni
seceneklerle ve sunum sirasindan bagimsiz hesaplayabilmek tizere diizenlenmistir.
Ayrica diger ¢alismalardan farkli olarak dogru secenegi bulabilmek i¢in
kullanilmas1 gereken kural (bencil ya da 6zgeci kural) oyunlardan 6nce degil, her
bir turda secenekler goriildiikten sonra rastgele olarak verilmis ve katilimcilardan
bu kurallara uygun dogru se¢enegi hatirlamalar1 istenmistir.

Calisma 9°’da ben/digeri oyununda her tur iki segenekten olusur. Segenekler
birbirini izleyen ekranlarda tiger saniye ile sunulmustur.
Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Isleme maliyeti iizerinde yapilan bagimli &rneklemler igin t-testi
sonuclarina gore isleme maliyeti yakin digeri kosulu ile (M = 0,02, SD = ,01),
uzak digeri kosulu (M = 0,02, SD = 0,01), arasinda anlamli bi¢cimde fark
olusturmamistir, t(172) = 0,57, p =,570.
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Bu ¢alismanin sonuglar1 hipotezi desteklememistir. Ote yandan, ¢alisma
sonucunda belirtilen degerlendirmelerde, bu oyunu ¢ok zor buldugu i¢in oyundaki
secenekleri hatirlamak yerine not aldigini ifade eden katilimcilar olmustur. Deney
sonuglar1 iizerinde karistirict etkisi olabilecek bu durumun ne derece yaygin
oldugu ve olast etkinin ortaya c¢ikmasini engelleyip engellemedigi tartisma
konusudur.

Calisma 10

Bu tezde simdiye kadar aktarilan biitiin ¢calismalarda katilimcilarin belirli
kaynak dagilimi miktarlar1 ile alicilar1 eslestirmeleri gerekmekteydi. Calisma 9’un
sonuclart ozellikle ben/digeri oyununun hatirlama versiyonunda bu goérevin ¢ok
zorlayict olduguna isaret etmistir. Bu problemi azaltmak i¢in Calisma 10’da
katilimcilardan belirli sayilarla alicilar1 eslestirmek yerine bazi giindelik objelerle
alicilan eslestirmeleri ve bu eslestirmelerden hareketle bazi ¢ikarimlar yapmalari
istenmistir. Kisileraras1 yakinlik denek-i¢i faktordiir.

Katihmcilar

Amazon MTurk tizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 107
katilimcr (43 Kadin, Myas = 34,74) ¢alismayi ticret (0,58) karsiligi tamamlamstir.
Calisma ortalama olarak 8-10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Yontem

Yakinhik  Manipiilasyonu.  Yakinlik  denek-igi  faktordiir.  Yine
katilimcilardan 100 kisilik bir liste hazirlamalar1 ve Calisma 9°dan farkli olarak
sadece birinci kisinin (yakin digeri) bas harflerini yazmalar istenmistir. Uzak olan
diger bu oyunda bas harfleri “KPE” olan bir yabancidir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu —Hatirlama Versiyonu — Denek-I¢i Diizen. Katilimcilara
bir hafiza oyunu oynayacaklar1 sdylenmistir. Daha sonra katilimcilar birbirini
takip eden ekranlarda kendileri, yakin olan digeri ya da KPE ile eslestirilen
toplamda 21 adet giindelik esya gormiislerdir. Bu sunumdan sonra omlardan
beklenen bu eslestirmelerden hareketle kimin hangi isi yapmasi gerektigi ile ilgili
bazi ¢ikarim sorularina cevap vermeleridir.

Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Isleme maliyeti iizerinde yapilan bagimli &rneklemler icin t-testi

sonuglarina gore isleme maliyeti yakin digeri kosulu ile (M = 0,65, SD = 0,33),
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uzak digeri kosulu (M = 0,68, SD = 0,32), arasinda anlamli bigimde fark
olusturmamaistir, t(106) = 0,91, p = ,367.

Calismanin sonuglar1 hipotezin beklentilerini karsilamamstir. Ote yandan
bu c¢aligmanin agik uglu sorularinda bazi katilimeilar yakin olduklar diger bir kisi
ile ilgili daha once yasadiklar1 deneyimlerin belirli giindelik objeleri o kisilerle
eslestirmeyi kolaylastirdigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu c¢alismanin deseninin onceki
hatiralarin ben/digeri oyunundaki hafiza {izerinde, etkilesimde olunan yakin bir
kisi oldugunda, olumlu etkisinin olabilecegi diisliniilmektedir. Bu da karistiric1 bir

unsurdur.

Zaman Sinirlamasi Altinda Dogruluk Orani

Cahsma 11

Bu tezin temel iki bilissel dlgiimii (cevaplama siiresi ve dogruluk orani)
dikkati dagitic1 unsurlardan etkilenmeye agik dl¢liimlerdir. Calisma 8 harig, biitlin
deneyler deney prosediirii izerindeki kontroliin yetersiz oldugu ¢evrimici ortamda
gerceklestirilmistir. Calisma 11, laboratuvar kosullarinda bu hipotezi test etmeyi
ve bunu yaparken de farkli bir kisilerarasi yakinlik manipiilasyonu gelistirmeyi
hedeflemistir. Kisileraras1 yakinlik, katilimcilarin tanimadiklar1 birine hissettikleri
benzerlik degisimlenerek manipiile edilmistir. Calisma 11°deki bir diger
degisiklik ben/digeri oyununun segenekleri ve dogru cevap sayisidir. Calisma
11°de bencil kuralin ve 6zgeci kuralin igerdigi iki farkli kosulu karsilayan farkli
secenekler oyuna dahil edilmis ve her iki kosulu ayr1 ayr karsilayan cevap
secenekleri dogru olarak kabul edilmistir.
Katihmcilar

Ko6In Universitesi’nde egitim géren 131 dgrenci (89 Kadin, Myss = 23,65)
caligmay1 ders kredisi karsilig1 tamamlamistir. Calisma ortalama olarak 10 dakika
surmustur.
Yontem

Yakinlik Manipiilasyonu. Bu ¢alisma i¢in yeni bir yakinlik manipiilasyonu
gelistirilmistir. Birbirine yabanci olan iki kisi arasindaki yakinlik derecesi bu
kisiler arasindaki benzerlik ile degisimlenmistir. Katilimcilardan oyunu A.K isimli
biriyle oynadiklarini hayal etmeleri ve oyuna baslamadan 6nce A.K. ve kendileri
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arasinda benzer olabilecek (yakin diger kosulu) ve farkli olabilecek (uzak digeri
kosulu) noktalarin neler olabilecegini yazmalar1 istenmistir. Yakinlik denekler
aras1 faktordiir.

Ben/Digeri Oyunu — Arama Versiyonu. Oyun su farkliliklar disinda
Calisma 2’dekiyle benzerdir. ilk olarak kaynak dagilimi segenekleri agik olarak
katilimeilara sunulmustur, Calisma 11°de kapali kutular yoktur. Ikinci olarak
bencil kurala ve 6zgeci kurala gore cevaplanan iki elin her biri {i¢ dakika ile
siirlandirilmig, katilimeilardan bu {i¢ dakika boyunca miimkiin olan en yiiksek
saylda oyunu dogru olarak ¢ozmeleri istenmistir.

Manipiilasyon Kontrolii. Oyundan sonra katilimcilarin A.K.’ye ne kadar
yakinlik hissettiklerini 6l¢mek i¢in Digerini Benlige Dahil Etme Olcegi’ni (108,
(Aron, Aron ve Smollan, 1992)) cevaplamalari istenmistir.

Sonuglar ve Tartisma

Manipiilasyonun isleyip islemedigini test etmek icin yapilan bagimsiz
orneklemler i¢in t-testi analizine gore A.K.’nin katilimcinin kendisine benzer
olarak distiniildiigii kosulda (M = 3,12, SD = 1,74) farkli olarak diisiiniildigi
kosula (M = 1,98, SD= 1,05), t(129) = 4,51, gore A.K. daha yakin biri olarak
algilanmistir, p<,001, d = 0,79, Dolayisiyla manipiilasyon hedefine ulasmstir.

Ikinci bir bagimsiz &rneklemler igin t-testi ile verilen dogru cevaplar
karsilastirilmistir. Buna gore, yakin digeri kosulunda (M = 18,82, SD = 5,85) uzak
digeri kosuluna gore (M = 21,89, SD= 7,26), daha az sayida oyun dogru olarak
tamamlanmustir, t(129) = 2,67, p =,009, d = 0,47.

Calisma 11°in sonuglart hipotezin bekledigi gibidir. Katilimeilar yakin
olan bir kisi ile etkilesim halinde olduklarinda zaman sinirlamasi altinda daha az
sayida gorevi dogru olarak tamamlamislardir. Bu tezin 6nceki ¢alismalarindaki
anlamli bulgularla ayn1 dogrultuda olan bu sonuglar, hipotezin laboratuvarda test

edilerek desteklenmesi bakimindan da onemlidir.

Bagimsiz Benlik ile Bilissel Performans Arasindaki Tliski
Calisma 12
Bu tezdeki kilit varsayim yakinligin, benligin digerlerinden ayristirilmasin
ve dolayisiyla benlige ayr1 ve biitiinliiklii bir biligsel yapil olarak ulasilmasini
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engellemek yoluyla bilgi isleme siirecini giiglestiriyor oldugudur. Calisma 12 ile
benligin bagimsiz bir yap1 olarak ele alinmasinda goriilen kisilerarasi farkliligin
ben/digeri oyunundaki performansi nasil etkileyecegini test etmektir. Hipoteze
gore beklenen benlik insas1 ne kadar bagimsiz ise ben/digeri oyunundaki
performansin o kadar yiiksek olacagidir.

Literatiirde benligin bagimsiz ve bagimli benlik-ingalar1 ile olusturulma
derecelerinin kisiler ve kiiltiirler arasinda degistigi ortaya konulmustur (bkz.,
Cross, Hardin, ve Gercek-Swing, 2011; Markus ve Kitayama, 1991). Bagimsiz
benlik-ingas1 benligin biitlinliiklii, otonom ve 6zgilin olarak ele alinma yOniini,
bagimli benlik-ingasi ise benligin iliskisel ve baglamsal olarak ele alinma yoniinii
ifade eder. Calisma 12’de bagimsiz benlik-insasi ile birlikte, {izerine tartismalarin
devam ettigi ve farkli boyutlarimin tartisildigi (bkz., Cross, Bacon ve Morris,
2000; Gabriel ve Gardner, 1999) bagimli benlik-insas1 iki boyutuyla ol¢iilmiis
(iliskisel ve kolektivist) ve bunlarin bilissel performansla iliskileri incelenmistir.
Katihmcilar

Amazon MTurk tizerinden Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nde yasayan 200
katilimer (91 Kadin, My, = 36,53) calismayu iicret (0,858) karsiligi tamamlamistir.
Calisma ortalama olarak 10 dakika siirmiistiir.

Yontem

Ben/Digeri Oyunu — Arama Versiyonu. Oyun Calisma 6’dakinin aynisidir.
Biitiin katilimeilar ben/digeri oyununu yakin olduklar biri ile oynamislardir.

Benlik-fnsas: Olgiimleri. Benlik-insalarini ilgili dlgeklerin iicer maddelik
kisaltilmis formlar1 kullanilarak Ol¢iilmiistiir. Bagimsiz ve kolektivist benlik
ingalarinin maddeleri Gudykunst ve Lee (2003)’den, iliskisel benlik-insasinin
maddeleri ise Cross, Bacon ve Morris (2000)’ten alinmis, bu c¢alismalarda ilgili
yapiya en yiiksek oranda yiiklenen maddeler secilmistir.

Sonuclar ve Tartisma

Analiz calisma esnasindaki dikkati 6lgmek i¢in sorulan soruyu dogru
yanitlayan 180 katilimer lizerinde gergeklestirilmistir. Benlik-yapilarinin isleme
maliyetini tahmin edip etmedigini test etmek i¢in coklu regresyon analizi
gergeklestirmistir. Sonuglara goére yalnizca bagimsiz  benlik-insas1 isleme
maliyetini anlamli bicimde tahmin etmektedir, B = -.19, p = .008. Buna gore bir
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kisinin benlik-insas1 ne kadar bagimsizsa ben/digeri oyunundaki bilissel
performanst o kadar yiiksektir. Bu sonu¢ bu calismanin beklentisiyle ayni
yondedir.

Genel Tartisma

Bu tez 12 calisma ile yakinligin bilissel bir maliyeti oldugu argiimanini
test etmistir. Bu calismalar i¢in ben/digeri oyunu adi verilen bir ekonomik
problem ¢ézme oyunu gelistirilmis ve bu oyundaki performans biligsel maliyeti
O0lgmede kullanilmistir.

Tartisma ve Calismanin Katkilari

Bu tez kapsaminda ii¢ deney anlamli bi¢imde yakinligin bilissel maliyeti
hipotezini desteklemistir. Bu c¢alismalarda kisinin kendisi ve digeri ile ilgili
bilgilerin analizini gerektiren ekonomik bir problem ¢6zme gorevinde yakin olan
birisi ile etkilesim icinde olmanin problemi ¢ézme performansini etkiledigi,
oyunun daha fazla zamanda ¢oziildiigii ve zaman kisitlandiginda da oyundaki
cevaplarin daha hatali oldugu goriilmiistiir (Calisma 1, 6 ve 11). Dordiincii bir
deneyde ise ekonomik problemi (ben/digeri oyunu) ¢dzmede ayni performansi
sergileyen kisiler arasinda, oyunda yakin biriyle eslestirilen katilimcilarin oyunun
kendisini daha zor buldugu goriilmiistiir, bu fark marjinal olarak anlamlidir
(Calisma 3). Besinci bir ¢alismada ise benlik temsilleri daha bagimsiz olan
kisilerin ben/digeri oyununda genel olarak daha iy1 oldugu bulunmustur (Calisma
12). Bu sonuglarla yakinligin biligsel maliyeti hipotezine ilk kez destek
saglanmistir.

Bu tezdeki diger yedi deneyde yakin olan kisiler ya da uzak olan kisilerle
eslestirilmek ben/digeri oyununda anlamli bir fark yaratmamistir. Bu deneylerin
bazilarinda yakin ve wuzak kisilerle eslestirilme kosullarini olusturmada
manipiilasyon yetersiz kalmis (Calisma 8), ben/digeri oyununun versiyonu
yeterince karmasik olarak tasarlanamamis (Calisma 2) ya da ¢ok zor bir oyun
tasarlanmistir (6rn., Calisma 9). Bu tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda ben/digeri oyunun
gelistirilmesi ve hangi kosullarda bu oyunun g¢esitli biligsel performans
gostergelerini Olcebilecegi de arastirma sorularindan biri olmustur. Yapilan
deneyler sonucu Calisma 11°de kullanilan yontemin, yani problemleri ¢6zmek
icin belirli bir zaman verip bu zaman siiresince ¢oziilen toplam dogru oyun
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sayisinin bilissel performans gostergesi olarak kullanilmasinin diger yontemlere
gore daha az problemli oldugu goriilmektedir.

Bu caligma birbirinden farkli iki kurali, yani bencil ve 6zgeci kural,
ben/digeri oyununa dahil ederek bu oyunda o6l¢iilen bilissel performansin belirli
motivasyonlara ya da sosyal rollere (bkz., Fiske, 1991) uygun davranislarda
bulunmaktan kaynaklanmadigimni gostermektedir. Bu oyun bagka sosyal
motivasyonlara karsilik gelebilecek esitlik¢i kural gibi farkli kurallarin da dahil
edilmesiyle ilerleyen c¢alismalarda genisletilebilir. Yine de, bu sonuglar 6zgeci
davranis, isbirligi ya da giiven konularinda yakin olan digerine yonelik daha
olumlu davranislarin agiklanmasinda yalnizca sosyal tercihlerin (6rn., Fiedler,
Glockner, Nicklisch ve Dickert, 2013) ve motivasyonlarin (6rn., Tu, Shaw ve
Fishbach, 2015) degil ama yakinligin sebep oldugu bilissel sinirlamanin da goz
onilinde bulundurulmasi gerektigine isaret etmektedir.

Gelecekte Yapilabilecek Calismalar

Insanlar, baskalarina ait bilgilerin de siirece dahil oldugu kararlarda, ne
zaman kendileriyle ilgili bir maliyet/fayda analizi yapmalar1 gerekse bu karar
stireclerindeki performanslar diger kisiye yakinligin derecesinden etkilenecektir.
Bir sonraki asamada bagka biriyle ortak kararlar almanin bu biligsel maliyetten
nasil etkilenecedi arastirilabilir. Ornegin Cicirelli (2006) anne ve yetiskin
cocuklar: birlikte bir karar alirken, karar siire¢lerinin daha az analitik ve daha az
mantiksal oldugunu gozlemlemistir. Bu tez tek bir kisinin aldig1 kararlara iliskin
performans:  dlgmiistiir. Ilerleyen calismalarda ortak kararlardaki bilissel
performansin yakinlik derecesine gore nasil sekillendigi arastirilabilir. Ayrica,
kisileraras1 yakimligin belirli bir ama¢ dogrultusunda manipiile edilebilecegi
durumlarda (6rn,, satict - misteri iliskisi) bu biligsel sinirliligin tercihler ve
kararlar iizerinde nasil etki yaratabilecegi ve bu smirliligin cesitli stratejilerle
asilip asilamayacagi test edilebilir. Bu tezin sonuclarindan hareketle
calisilabilecek bir diger konu, benlik temsillerinin genel olarak daha digerlerinden
bagimsiz oldugu (tipik olarak bati toplumlari) ya da bagimli oldugu (tipik olarak

dogu toplumlar1) toplum arasinda biligsel performansin karsilastirilmasidir.
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Appendix H: Tez Fotokopisi izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstittisi I:I

Deniz Bilimleri Enstittsi

YAZARIN

Soyadi: Ugurlar
Adi : Nesibe Pinar
Boliimii : Psikoloji

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : The Cognitive Cost of Interpersonal Closeness
in Decision Making

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi aliabilir.

Tezimden bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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