
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 69 (2017) 121–129

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology

j ourna l homepage: www.e lsev ie r .com/ locate / j esp
Who do we think of as good judges? Those who agree with us about us
Jinseok S. Chun a,⁎, Daniel R. Ames a, Jose N. Uribe b, E. Tory Higgins a

a Columbia University, United States
b University of Michigan, United States
⁎ Corresponding author at: Management Division, Colu
University, 3022 Broadway, Uris Hall, New York, NY 1002

E-mail address: jsc2203@columbia.edu (J.S. Chun).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.008
0022-1031/© 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Article history:
Received 2 February 2016
Revised 12 July 2016
Accepted 27 July 2016
Available online 28 July 2016
The present research consideredwhat leads perceivers to evaluate someone as a good or poor judge of people. In
general,we found a substantial role for agreement: perceivers evaluated another person as a good judgewhen he
or she agreed with their perception of someone's characteristics. Importantly, the effect of agreement depended
onwho this “someone”was.We found that perceivers' evaluation of another individual as a good judgewasmore
heavily shaped by agreement about their own characteristics than by agreement about a third-party target's
characteristics. This effect emerged across a range of samples and research designs, including multi-rater evalu-
ations among developing business professionals, experimentally controlled settings, and a survey in which US
adults reported on existing relationships. Moderation analyses suggested that the effect of agreementwas partic-
ularly strong in situations where the agreement could more effectively satisfy perceivers' motives to (a) feel re-
lational connectedness and (b) verify the accuracy of their perception.
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1. Introduction

While answers to the question of “who is a good judge” have been
accumulating (e.g., Ambady, Hallahan, & Rosenthal, 1995; Bruner &
Tagiuri, 1954; Letzring, 2008; Rees, Rothman, Lehavy, &
Sanchez-Burks, 2013; Vazire, 2010), a related question appears to
have received little attention: Who do people think is a good judge? In
the present paper, we address this question. Our research focuses on
good-judge evaluations, which we define as the extent to which a focal
person is believed by someone else to accurately assess people's charac-
teristics such as personalities, mental states, abilities, and attitudes. Re-
search has found that such good-judge evaluations have meaningful
real-world effects, including shaping behaviors surrounding relation-
ship formation and development, as well as interpersonal exchange
and collaboration (Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Hofmann, Lei, & Grant, 2009).

The extent to which people evaluate another person as a good judge
likely has many sources. We focus here on how agreement in social per-
ception shapes good-judge evaluations. Researchhas shown that people
are motivated to (a) experience relational connectedness with others
and (b) feel confident in their perception of the reality. Importantly, it
has been demonstrated that reaching agreement with others in social
perception can satisfy both of these motives (Echterhoff, Higgins, &
Levine, 2009; Hardin & Higgins, 1996). We predict that the satisfaction
of these twomotiveswill in turn lead people to perceive another person
mbia Business School, Columbia
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who is agreeing with them (i.e., who is satisfying these motives) in a
positive light, believing that the person is a competent judge of people.
In short, we expect that people's good-judge evaluations will be posi-
tively affected by the extent to which the judge agrees with their per-
ception of a target individual's characteristics.

Not all kinds of agreement are equal, however. Previous research has
differentiated between the self and a third party as the bases of agree-
ment and discussed their distinct implications (Blackman & Funder,
1998; Kenny & West, 2010). Accordingly, we distinguish between two
different types of agreement in social perception: agreement-about-self
and agreement-about-third-party (see Fig. 1). Agreement-about-self is
the convergence between a perceiver's perception of him- or herself
and the judge's perception of the perceiver (Swann, 2011). Agree-
ment-about-third-party is the convergence between a perceiver's per-
ception of a third-party target and the judge's perception of that same
target (Echterhoff et al., 2009).

While we expect that both kinds of agreement in social perception
often matter to good-judge evaluations, we predict that agreement-
about-self will matter more than agreement-about-third-party with
the following motivational reasons. First, feelings of connectedness
that arise from agreement should be greater when the shared opinion
is about a significant target (Echterhoff, Higgins, & Groll, 2005). Because
the self is a target of ultimate significance for many people, the positive
effect of agreement on good-judge evaluations may also be especially
strong when the basis of the agreement is the self. Second, people
tend to assume that they know themselves well (Pronin, Kruger,
Savitsky, & Ross, 2001). Because they have stronger confidence in the
knowledge about themselves compared with a third-party target,

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.008&domain=pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.008
mailto:jsc2203@columbia.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.008
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00221031
www.elsevier.com/locate/jesp


Fig. 1. Structure of agreement-about-self and agreement-about-third-party.
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people might react more strongly to agreement about themselves
(Arkes, Boehm, & Xu, 1991). If another person disagrees with people's
perception of themselves (whom they think they know very well),
they may regard the judge's view as a challenge to their own compe-
tence as accurate perceivers, reacting negatively as a result. For these
reasons, we expect the effect of agreement-about-self to be greater
than agreement-about-third-party.

An alternative possibility is that people would actually put less
weight on agreement-about-self when evaluating judges because they
assume that others cannot really perceive their personal characteristics
accurately due to their intricate and complex nature (Haslam, Bain,
Douge, Lee, & Bastian, 2005). In other words, they might generally as-
sume that other people cannot actually “know them” and, as such, dis-
credit the validity of strong convergence between their self-view and
a judge's perception of them. As a result, in evaluating good judges, peo-
ple might discount the informational value of agreement-about-self,
recognizing their own privileged perspective. Instead, they might
place more emphasis on agreement-about-third-party because in such
cases they and a judge might have potentially equal access to “the
truth.”

While acknowledging this alternative, we nonetheless expected that
people would react more strongly to agreement-about-self than agree-
ment-about-third party because self-perception is a central and princi-
pal reality they experience (Leary, 2007). Given its significance, people
may want to feel connected to others and verify the accuracy of their
perception particularly regarding this reality (Swann, 2011). This leads
to our central prediction about which kind of agreement more heavily
influences good-judge evaluations: We expected to find stronger over-
all links between good-judge evaluations and agreement about the self
than agreement about a third party.

Beyond this basic effect, we also sought to examine when partic-
ular kinds of agreement might matter more or less. Earlier, we ar-
gued that agreement would affect good-judge evaluations because
it gives individuals feelings of relational connectedness and confi-
dence in their perception. We thus expected that the effect of agree-
ment would depend on the extent to which these twomotives can be
satisfied by the agreement. First, we predicted that the effect of
agreement might become stronger if the person who is agreeing
with them is someone who is relationally close to them (Echterhoff
et al., 2005) because he or she is in a position to satisfy their relation-
al needs more effectively. In contrast, agreement might have a weak-
er effect when it is with a person they are not close to, because the
person does not and cannot strongly satisfy their relational motives.
Therefore, we expected that liking for the judge would increase the
effect of agreement.

Second, we predicted that the effect of agreement-about-third-party
would become stronger if people think that they have rich and accurate
knowledge about that third-party target. When people think that they
have fairly reliable appraisals of a third-party target (i.e., they are highly
familiar with the target), they will have more confidence in their per-
ception of him or her (Beaupré & Hess, 2006), and such confidence
wouldmake it especially important that the judge verifies their percep-
tion of the target. Therefore, the extent towhichpeople think they know
a third-party target (i.e., familiarity) might moderate the relationship
between agreement-about-third-party and good-judge evaluations.

We believe that our account and results are relevant for several tra-
ditions of research. In particular, our work draws on and contributes to
research on self-verification theory (Swann, 2011) and shared-reality
theory (Echterhoff et al., 2009). Both self-verification and shared-reality
phenomena are based on agreement in social perception. However,
these lines of thinking have generally not been integrated in prior re-
search: Self-verification scholarship has examined agreement-about-
self whereas empirical work on shared-reality has focused mainly on
agreement-about-third-party. The present research bridges these two
areas, yielding empirical results and an account that shed light on the
joint operation of self-verification and shared-reality.

1.1. Overview of studies

We conducted four studies testing the (relative) effects of agree-
ment-about-self and agreement-about-third-party on good-judge eval-
uations. Study 1 used multi-rater evaluation data drawn from a large
population of MBA students. Studies 2 and 3 were conducted in exper-
imental settings, confirming the causality of the effects found in Study 1
and addressing alternative explanations. Study 4 used a survey format
to gather adults' reports on existing acquaintances, testing our predic-
tions about moderating conditions. We operationalized agreement as
actual convergence in social perception (i.e., objective agreement) in
Studies 1, 2, and 3 whereas it was measured as people's perception of
convergence (i.e., subjective agreement) in Study 4. We report all mea-
sures, manipulations, and exclusions in these studies.

2. Study 1

Study 1 employed a large multi-rater evaluation dataset collected
over a period of seven years in a Master of Business Administration



1 It is possible that judges' individual-level characteristics and perceived participant-
judge similarity had significant implications on how participants evaluated the judges.
We therefore examined these possibilities. Specifically, we tested how extraversion,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness of the judges (average perception they received
from other people) were related to good-judge evaluations they received. The results sug-
gested judges' extraversion (γ=0.05, p b 0.001), agreeableness (γ=0.41, p b 0.001), and
conscientiousness (γ = 0.11, p b 0.001) were significantly related to good-judge evalua-
tions. More importantly, the positive relationships that good-judge evaluations had with
agreement-about-self (γ = 0.10, p b 0.001) and agreement-about-third-party
(γ = 0.04, p b 0.001) remained significant after controlling for these characteristics of
judges.
We further examined whether the assumed similarity between participants and the

judges (i.e., the similarity between how participants perceived themselves and the judges
in the Big Five domains)was significantly related to the good-judge evaluations the judges
received from participants. The assumed similarity between participants and the judges
across the Big Five traits was positively related to good-judge evaluations (γ = 0.05,
p b 0.001). More importantly, the positive relationships that good-judge evaluations had
with agreement-about-self (γ = 0.07, p b 0.001) and agreement-about-third-party
(γ= 0.04, p b 0.001) remained significant after controlling for the assumed similarity.

Table 1
Multilevel modeling of the relationship between agreement-about-self and good-judge
evaluations from Study 1.

Variables Good-judge evaluations

γ p-Value

Agreement 0.11 (0.02) b0.001
Raw evaluation: extraversion −0.01 (0.01) 0.363
Raw evaluation: agreeableness 0.07 (0.01) b0.001
Raw evaluation: conscientiousness 0.07 (0.01) b0.001
Raw evaluation: neuroticism −0.00 (0.01) 0.895
Raw evaluation: openness to experience 0.05 (0.01) b0.001

Note. Level-1 n = 8,302, level-2 n = 3,775. Values in parentheses are standard errors.
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(MBA) program located on the East Coast of the United States. Partici-
pants completed the evaluations in the first two months of their MBA
program. Accordingly, they were in relatively early stages of relation-
ship development and were interested in learning about each other's
characteristics, whereas the emotional bonds among them had not de-
veloped significantly. This situation provided an ideal context in which
we could test whether people drew on their perception of agreement
when they were evaluating each other in terms of how good judges
they were.

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Sample
The data were collected from 4,894 MBA students. The profile of the

MBA classes included in the dataset suggested that about 35% of them
were females and their average age was 28 at the point of their
participation.

2.1.2. Data
Participants (a) evaluated themselves in multiple domains of their

characteristics, (b) invited peer students to evaluate them in the same
domains, and (c) evaluated peer students who invited them in the
same domains. The evaluation was done online and it took approxi-
mately two weeks. Importantly, participants did not have access to the
contents of others' evaluations of them until the entire process ended.

Each evaluation consisted of two parts. The first part captured Big
Five personality domains (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, conscien-
tiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience). The second part
captured competencies in various domains (e.g., teamwork abilities,
decision-making skills), including good-judge evaluations. The specific
details are discussed in theMeasures section below. The original dataset
consists of 4,894 self-evaluations and 26,386 peer evaluations (i.e., each
participant received 5.4 peer evaluations on average). After removing
incomplete responses, the final dataset had 8,302 cases for agree-
ment-about-self and 18,079 cases for agreement-about-third-party.

2.1.3. Measures
Every item used a 7-point Likert scale. Perception in the domains of

Big Five personality was measured using the Ten Item Personality In-
ventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) with a scale ranging
from 1 (“Disagree strongly”) to 7 (“Agree strongly”). The TIPI measures
a person's perception of a target in the Big Five domains using two items
for each domain.

Good-judge evaluations should reflect people's evaluation of a focal
judge's ability to accurately perceive others' characteristics in general.
Here, “characteristics” can span various domains such as personality,
mental states, competencies, and attitudes and perspectives. Therefore,
good-judge evaluationsweremeasured by four items that capture accu-
rate judgment in these domainswith a scale ranging from1 (“Never”) to
7 (“Always”): “S/he misjudges people's personality and character (re-
verse-coded)”; “S/he is good at sensing what other people are thinking
and feeling”; “S/he is good at assessing other people's strengths and
weaknesses”; and “S/he is able to empathize and understand someone
else's perspective.” These four items demonstrated reasonable internal
consistency (α = 0.80).

The agreement scores were generated in the following manner. We
first aggregated the values from the TIPI items (after reverse-coding) in
each domain of the Big Five personality. Then we created the agree-
ment-about-self and agreement-about-third-party scores: We (1) cal-
culated the absolute discrepancy scores between a perceiver's self-
perception and a judge's perception of the perceiver (for agreement-
about-self) and between a perceiver's and a judge's perceptions of a
same third-party target (for agreement-about-third-party) in each do-
main of the Big Five personality, (2) calculated the average discrepancy
score across the five domains, and (3) reversed the score so that higher
scores reflected greater agreement.
2.2. Results

Most judges in the dataset provided and received evaluations from
multiple people. Therefore,we createdmultilevel datasetswith thepeo-
ple who were evaluating the judges at level 1 and the judges at level 2
(thus taking into account the individual characteristics of different judg-
es). Random-intercept models were run using the software program R
with the lme4 and lmerTest packages (Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova,
Brockhoff, & Christensen, 2013). The raw evaluations judges provided
in the Big Five domains of the self and a third party were included as
fixed-effect control variables.

Good-judge evaluations (M=5.41, SD=0.92)were positively relat-
ed to both agreement-about-self (M=−1.19, SD= 0.49; see Table 1),
γ = 0.11, p b 0.001, and agreement-about-third-party (M = −1.09,
SD=0.49; see Table 2), γ=0.06, p b 0.001. Thus, agreement in general
had a positive relation to good-judge evaluations.1

To test whether the effect of agreement-about-self was larger than
the agreement-about-third-party, we built a model that examined
how the effect of agreement depended on whether it was about the
self or a third party. We created a dataset that contained (mean-cen-
tered) agreement as a single variable and a dummy variable denoting
whether the agreement was about the self (−0.5) or a third party
(0.5). In addition, we created an interaction term between the two var-
iables. If the effect of agreement-about-self on good-judge evaluations is
greater than the effect of agreement-about-third-party, the coefficient
of this interaction term should be negative and statistically significant.
In testing this relationship, the slopes of agreement, third-party
dummy, and their interaction term were modeled as random effects
along with the intercept. Again, the raw-evaluation variables were in-
cluded as fixed-effect control variables.

As predicted, agreement had a significant positive effect on good-
judge-evaluations, γ = 0.06, p b 0.001, and the interaction term of
agreement and third-party dummyhad a negative and significant effect,
γ = −0.06, p = 0.002, indicating that agreement-about-self had a
stronger relation to good-judge evaluations than agreement-about-
third-party.



Table 2
Multilevel modeling of the relationship between agreement-about-third-party and good-
judge evaluations from Study 1.

Variables Good-judge evaluations

γ p-Value

Agreement 0.06 (0.01) b0.001
Raw evaluation: extraversion 0.01 (0.00) 0.124
Raw evaluation: agreeableness −0.01 (0.01) 0.125
Raw evaluation: conscientiousness −0.00 (0.01) 0.549
Raw evaluation: neuroticism 0.00 (0.01) 0.314
Raw evaluation: openness to experience 0.00 (0.01) 0.509

Note. Level-1 n = 18,355, level-2 n = 3,732. Values in parentheses are standard errors.
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2.3. Discussion

Using multi-rater evaluation data, we found that both agreement-
about-self and agreement-about-third-party had positive relationships
with good-judge evaluations, and the former had a stronger relationship
than the latter. The results (Table 1) also suggested that people thought
of those as good judges who rated them highly in the domains of agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. This implies
that people generally considered those who perceived them favorably
as good judges. However, given that the relationships between agree-
ment and good-judge evaluations were observed controlling for the
judges' rawevaluations of the targets in the Big Five personality domains,
whether people regarded someone as a good judge did not appear to be
simply about how the judges evaluated the targets: It was also related to
the similarity of perception, especially when the self was the target.

As we argued above, these findings suggest agreementmay have led
people to evaluate the other person to be a good or poor judge of people.
However, given the correlational nature of the results, the other direc-
tion of causality (i.e., people first discerned who was a good judge and
then altered their views of targets) could not be ruled out. Moreover,
the effect sizes were relatively small. Finally, some alternative explana-
tions exist for the findings. One is that the positive relationship between
agreement and good-judge evaluations could have been caused by a
confounding variable: interpersonal closeness. As two people become
close, their perceptions might become more similar (McNulty &
Swann, 1994) and, because they are close, theymight view one another
more positively (Festinger, Schachter, & Back, 1950). Another explana-
tion regarding the difference between the two types of agreement
concerns the availability of information (Wilson & Dunn, 2004): Agree-
ment-about-third-partymightmatter asmuch as agreement-about-self
but participants in Study 1might not have had clear evidence regarding
another person's perception of a third person.When the information re-
garding agreement-about-third-party is not available to them, it is un-
likely to affect their evaluations. These questions about causality, and
the alternatives concerning closeness and evidence availability, shaped
our approach to Study 2.

3. Study 2

In Study 2, we experimentally manipulated participants' apparent
levels of agreement with another previously unknown person. By
capturing participants' views of this judge, we attempted to rule out
the effect of interpersonal closeness. We also made information about
agreement clearly available to participants in order to establish that the
difference between the effects of agreement-about-self and agreement-
about-third-party was not caused by the availability of information.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Sample
The target sample size was 120. We calculated it assuming a medi-

um-to-large effect size (d = 0.65) with 0.05 significance level and
0.80 power. We recruited 118 participants from a university located
on the East Coast in exchange for $12. The mean age of the participants
was 23.7 (SD=5.7) and 62%were females. Participants identified their
race with the following frequencies: 40% Asian, 33% White, 11% Black,
5% Latino(a), and 8% two or more races. Five of them did not report
their race.

3.1.2. Study design
Participants made a video-recording in which they recalled and de-

scribed their interactions with a person they recently met. The record-
ing was made under the premise that this video would be shared with
another participant in the next room, although in reality no such person
existed. The gender of this hypothetical fellow participant wasmatched
to the gender of participants. Therefore, although “he or she” and “his or
her” are used in the explanation below, participants actually heard only
“he” and “his” or “she” and “her.”

After participants provided video accounts of their interactions with
a recent acquaintance, they received information regarding the hypo-
thetical fellow participant's perception of them and the acquaintance
they had described. In this information, we manipulated agreement-
about-self and agreement-about-third-party to each participant. There
were three conditions with different levels of agreement-about-self
and agreement-about-third-party: low-low (low agreement), high-
low (high agreement-about-self), and low-high (high agreement-
about-third-party) conditions.

3.1.3. Procedure
Participants came to the lab individually andwere escorted to one of

two small rooms located in a larger room. Upon arrival, participants
filled out a questionnaire containing the TIPI items capturing their
self-perception, starting with “I think I am.” Once they finished the
questionnaire, the experimenter came back to the room and said,
“This experiment investigates interactional dynamics between twopeo-
ple. One participantwill be asked to describe personal interactions he or
she had with a new acquaintance, and this will be videotaped using an
iPad. The other participant will then watch this video and share his or
her impressions about the interactions.” Participants were given their
unique participant number and were assigned to the role of a describer
in an ostensibly random manner by a computer program. They then
took a moment to decide on which interactions with which person to
describe. Once they made the decisions, they filled out questionnaires
that contained the TIPI items capturing their perception of the interac-
tion partner they had identified. Participants were advised not to use
the interaction partner's real names but to use initials to refer to him
or her. The TIPI questionnaire started with “I think _______ is” and par-
ticipants wrote the initials in the blank. After the questionnaire, partic-
ipants took three to 5 min to prepare the description about their
interactions, and then used the iPad to record a three- to five-minute
description of the interactions.When theywere done, the experimenter
came back to pick up the iPad. Then participants worked on a filler
Remote Association Task (RAT) for 4 min. Once participants finished
RAT, the experimenter came back with the questionnaires allegedly
filled out by the fellow participant in the other room. As explained
below, this worked as the manipulation. After themanipulation, partic-
ipants filled out a final questionnaire capturing their perception of the
other participant using the good-judge questions. Finally, participants
were debriefed. During the debriefing session, participants were asked
how their and the fellow participant's perceptions were different from
each other. After the experimenter checked that participants' responses
corresponded to the experimental conditions, he provided explanations
regarding the research questions and the study procedures.

3.1.4. Measures
Every survey item used a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“not at

all”) to 7 (“very much”). As explained above, the TIPI items (Gosling
et al., 2003)were used to capture participants' perception of themselves



Fig. 2. Good-judge evaluations from Study 2.
Note. Error bars represent standard error.
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and their interaction partner. Good-judge questions about the
other participant were measured using the identical items to those in
Study 1 (α = 0.79).2

3.1.5. Manipulation
As explained above, participants filled out questionnaires capturing

their perception of themselves and their interaction partner using the
TIPI items before they described their interactions. Using these ques-
tionnaires, the experimenter created two fake questionnaires (which
were allegedly filled out by the other participant) to manipulate the
levels of agreement-about-self and agreement-about-third-party. The
fake questionnaires started with “I think _______ is.” The experimenter
first put “Participant N” (participant number of the participant) and
the initials of the interaction partner in “_______” of the two question-
naires respectively. Participants' answers on the TIPI items were then
entered into a spreadsheet that generated specific values of the fake
questionnaires. The low agreement sheet was set to generate the values
with total 21 points of absolute discrepancy from the input values across
the 10 questions, whereas the high agreement sheetwas set to generate
the values with total 7 points of absolute discrepancy. While the total
discrepancy was fixed within each condition, the specific discrepancies
were randomly distributed across 10 items. The experimenter then cop-
ied these values to the fake questionnaires.

Along with the fake questionnaires, participants received the origi-
nal TIPI questionnaires they had filled out (regarding the self and inter-
action partner) and were told that the other participant had watched
the video and shared his or her impressions about the interactions. Par-
ticipants were asked to copy the answers from the fake questionnaires
(ostensibly completed by their fellow participant) onto the original
questionnaires they filled out using a pen with a different color. This
copying ensured that the information regarding agreement-about-self
and agreement-about-third-party was clearly available to participants.
Whether the questionnaire on the self or the interaction partner was
put on the left side of participants was counterbalanced and did not af-
fect the results reported below.

3.2. Results

Good-judge evaluations from participants (M = 3.94, SD = 0.99)
were submitted to a one-way ANOVAwith the three experimental con-
ditions. The model was statistically significant, F(2,114) = 7.53,
p b 0.001, adjusted R2 = 0.10. The results from planned contrast analy-
ses suggested that the average good-judge evaluations from the high
agreement-about-self (M = 4.37, SD = 0.98, n = 40) and high agree-
ment-about-third-party (M = 3.91; SD = 0.82, n = 36) conditions
were higher than the low agreement condition (M = 3.56, SD = 0.98,
n = 42), t(114) = 3.21, p b 0.001, d = 0.62. Thus, as expected, there
was an overall positive effect of agreement on good-judge evaluations.
Moreover, the good-judge evaluations from the high agreement-
about-self condition were higher than the high agreement-about-
third-party condition, t(114) = 2.11, p = 0.037, d = 0.39 (see Fig. 2).
Thus, as expected, agreement-about-self had a stronger positive effect
on good-judge evaluations than agreement-about-third-party. These
relationships held when the hypothetical participant's raw evaluations
were included as control variables.3
2 A list of the variables that were measured in Study 2 can be found in Supplemental
materials.

3 These results demonstrated how the degree of discrepancies (or agreement) between
participants' and the hypothetical participant's perceptions affected good-judge evalua-
tions. In exploratory analyses, we further examinedwhether the distribution of discrepan-
cies across the five domains of personality affected good-judge evaluations. Specifically,
we computed the standard deviations of the discrepancies (across the five domains) in
perceptions of (a) the self and (b) a third-party target. Neither of the two indices signifi-
cantly affected good-judge evaluations (ts b 1.2, ps N 0.25). Thus, the effects of agree-
ment-about-self and agreement-about-third-party on good-judge evaluations appeared
to be driven by the degree of discrepancies, not their distribution.
3.3. Discussion

The results from Study 2 were consistent with Study 1. A high level
of agreement between two people's social perception had a positive ef-
fect on good-judge evaluations. Moreover, as expected, the strength of
this effect depended on the basis of agreement: The effect of agree-
ment-about-self was stronger than agreement-about-third-party.

The experimental procedures of Study 2 precluded any possibility of
direct social interactions between participants and the non-existent
person whom they evaluated as a judge. Therefore, the positive effect
of agreement cannot be explained by the interpersonal closeness be-
tween them. Study 2 also made information about agreement clearly
available to participants. As explained above, during debriefing all par-
ticipants reported that they were aware of how different their percep-
tion and the fellow participant's perception were regarding their and
the interaction partners' characteristics. As a result, the pattern of find-
ings revealed in Study 2 cannot be explained by the availability of
information.
4. Study 3

Study 2 replicated the findings from Study 1, while addressing po-
tential confounding effects of interpersonal closeness and information
availability. In Study 3, we sought additional experimental evidence
for the impact of agreement while addressing two key points. The first
had to do with the nature and source of the information received for
perception. The second had to with the domains of perception.

First, in Study 2 there was a difference in the roles played by partic-
ipants and the third parties. That is, participants reported on their own
interactions with the third parties. In other words, participants de-
scribed themselves and the third parties. It is possible that this asymme-
try (i.e., participants described themselves whereas third parties did
not) influenced the effects of agreement on good-judge evaluations, po-
tentially inflating the effect of agreement-about-third-party. Specifical-
ly, a judge with high agreement-about-third-party might have been
viewed as not only having similar perception as participants on the
third parties' characters but also empathizing with participants' experi-
ences and perspectives. Study 3 addressed this potential confound by
having participants and the (hypothetical) judge receive the same
amount of information regarding the third party's characteristics from
the third party him- or herself.

Study 3 also used a more value-neutral domain of individual traits:
people's attitudes toward risk-taking behaviors. Using the Big Five per-
sonality traits in Studies 1 and 2 was effective in capturing people's
comprehensive perception of someone's characteristics. However,
some domains of the Big Five traits are evaluative in a sense that higher
or lower ratings in those domains were considered to reflect more
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favorable perception (particularly, agreeableness and conscientious-
ness). Accordingly, Study 3 employed people's risk-taking attitudes as
a less evaluative domain of person perception.

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Sample
The studywas conducted across two consecutive days and the target

sample size was 180. It was calculated based on the same assumptions
as Study 2 and predicting 33% attrition rate on the second day. We re-
cruited 180 US online participants via Amazon.com's Mechanical Turk
platform. Participants were paid one and two dollar(s) for their partici-
pation in the first and the second days. Themean age of the participants
was 34.4 (SD = 10.4) and 49% of them were females. The participants
identified their race with the following frequencies: 73% White, 8%
Asian, 7% Latino(a), 4% Black, and 6% two ormore races. One participant
did not report his or her race.

4.1.2. Study design
The study employed a two-stage design. On Day 1, participants de-

scribed a recent challenge that they faced and read another person's
(i.e., third party's) description of his or her challenge. The third party's
description was in fact a hypothetical story created for the present re-
search. Participants also rated how likely they and the hypothetical par-
ticipant were likely to engage in different types of risk-taking behaviors.
On Day 2, participants were informed how a different participant (i.e.,
the judge) who had read both their and the third party's challenges
rated their likelihood to engage in the same types of risk-taking behav-
iors. Similar to Study 2, we manipulated the two types of agreement to
each participant using this information. As a final step, participants
rated the judge using the good-judge items. As in Study 2, there were
three conditions with different levels of agreement-about-self and
agreement-about-third-party: low-low (low agreement), high-low
(high agreement-about-self), and low-high (high agreement-about-
third-party) conditions.

4.1.3. Procedure
After participants agreed to participate in the study, they first report-

ed their likelihood to engage in six types of risk-taking behaviors from
the DOSPERT scale (Blais & Weber, 2006). They were then asked to
think about a challenge they recently encountered, either from their
work life or personal life. Theywere asked to provide the specific details
of their recent challenge (e.g., what happened, how they felt, and how
they dealt with it) using about 10 sentences. To preserve anonymity,
they were asked to use pseudonyms.

After participants described the challenges they recently experi-
enced, they were informed that they would be asked to read someone
else's description of his or her challenge. After 5 s, they were presented
with a description that “Participant 108” (code name Chris; the third
party) provided regarding his or her recent challenge. The challenge in-
volved amale bosswhomistakenly overlooked the report Chris submit-
ted and was getting angry with Chris as a result. Chris' challenge was
designed to be ambiguous regarding his or her risk propensity. After
participants read the description of Chris' challenge, they provided a
short description of their impression of Chris. They then rated the like-
lihood that Chris would engage in the six types of risk-taking behaviors.

On Day 2, participants were told that a different participant, Partici-
pant J (the judge), had read both their challenges and the challenge re-
ported by Chris. They were further informed that Participant J had
reported impressions of them and Chris based on the challenges they
described. On the next page, participantswere presentedwith the infor-
mation on how Participant J rated the likelihood that they and Chris
would engage in the six types of risk-taking behaviors. As described
below, these ratings served as the manipulation. Finally, participants
rated Participant J using the good-judge items (as in Study 2).
4.1.4. Measures
Items from the DOSPERT scale were used to capture participants'

perception of themselves and the third party (i.e., Chris). Participants
answered six items using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(“extremely unlikely”) to 7 (“extremely likely”). The items included
“Admitting that your (his or her) tastes are different from those of a
friend,” “Disagreeingwith an authorityfigure on amajor issue,” “Choos-
ing a career that you (he or she) truly enjoy(s) over amore secure one,”
“Speaking your (his or her) mind about a controversial issue in a meet-
ing with people you (he or she) don't (doesn't) know well,” “Walking
home alone at night in an unsafe area of town,” and “Moving to a city
far away from your (his or her) family and/or friends.”Good-judge eval-
uations were measured using the same approach as in Studies 1 and 2
(α = 0.84).

4.1.5. Manipulation
Participants were presented with the information on how Partic-

ipant J rated the likelihood that they and Chris would engage in the
six types of risk-taking behaviors. This information was presented
along with the original ratings that participants themselves provided
so that participants could observe any discrepancies. In order to
strengthen the effect of our manipulation, participants were asked
to look through the ratings and identify the behavior that led to the
greatest discrepancy between their perception and Participant J's
perception (of themselves and Chris). They were further requested
to report the actual degree of the greatest discrepancy. The order in
which participants were presented with the ratings regarding them-
selves and Chris was counterbalanced.

Participant J's responses were generated by a similar procedure as
Study 2. Participants' answers on the six DOSPERT items were entered
into a spreadsheet that generated specific values of the (hypothetical)
responses of Participant J. The low agreement sheet was set to generate
the values with total 12 points of absolute discrepancy from the input
values across the questions, whereas the high agreement sheet was
set to generate values with total four points of absolute discrepancy.
As in Study 2, the total discrepancy was fixed within each condition
and the specific discrepancies were randomly distributed across the
six items.

These ratings were plotted on charts so participants could under-
standhow their responseswere similar to or different from those of Par-
ticipant J. One chart was for agreement-about-self and the other was for
agreement-about-third-party. As noted, the order in which charts were
presented was counterbalanced.

4.2. Results

Among 180 people who took the study on Day 1, 157 of them (87%)
continued to participate in Day 2. Good-judge evaluations from partici-
pants (M=4.19, SD=0.95) were submitted to a one-way ANOVAwith
the three experimental conditions for agreement. Themodel was statis-
tically significant, F(2,154) = 11.89, p b 0.001, adjusted R2 = 0.12. As
expected, the results from planned contrast analyses suggested that
the average good-judge evaluations from the high agreement-about-
self (M = 4.69, SD = 0.90, n = 51) and high agreement-about-third-
party (M = 3.98; SD = 0.92, n = 51) conditions were higher than the
low agreement condition (M = 3.93, SD = 0.85, n = 55), t(154) =
2.70, p = 0.008, d = 0.44. Thus, there was an overall positive effect of
agreement on good-judge evaluations. However, it should be noted
that good-judge evaluations from the high agreement-about-third-
party condition were not much higher than the low agreement condi-
tion. More importantly, as predicted, good-judge evaluations from the
high agreement-about-self condition were higher than the high agree-
ment-about-third-party condition, t(154) = 4.06, p b 0.001, d = 0.78
(see Fig. 3). Thus, agreement-about-self had a more positive effect on
good-judge evaluations than agreement-about-third-party.

http://Amazon.com


Fig. 3. Good-judge evaluations from Study 3.
Note. Error bars represent standard error.
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4.3. Discussion

The results of Study 3 replicated the findings from the previous two
studies. Importantly, in Study 3 we attempted to minimize a potential
confound that might have arisen from the fact participants in Study 2
were the source of information about a third-party target. In Study 3,
by having participants and a (hypothetical) third-party target describe
themselves (through sharing a story about a recent challenge), we
attempted to reduce the asymmetry in the roles that participants and
the third-party target played. Moreover, in Study 3 our predictions
were supported in the domain of risk-taking propensity, a relatively
neutral domain of social perception.

Interestingly, high agreement-about-third-party did not seem to
have a strong positive effect on good-judge evaluations in Study 3.
This might be because, as speculated above, the high agreement-
about-third-party was achieved by the third party's description of
him- or herself (insteadof participants' description of himor her). Alter-
natively, it might be also explained by the fact that the third party was a
novel person to participants, with limited familiarity and/or personal
significance. This might have reduced the effect of agreement-about-
third-party by restricting its ability to satisfy participants' relational
and epistemic motives.
5. Study 4

The previous three studies provided converging evidence that agree-
ment, in general, was positively associatedwith good-judge evaluations
and that, more specifically, the strength of this relationship was bigger
for agreement-about-self than agreement-about-third-party. With
these results in hand, we sought to examine mechanisms and modera-
tors: Whenmight agreement about the self, or agreement about a third
party, matter more or less to good-judge evaluations?

As noted in the Introduction,we predictedmoderation effects for lik-
ing and familiarity because of their relevance to relational and epistemic
motives, respectively. In order to examine these relationships, we asked
online adult participants to report on two existing, real-world acquain-
tances who also knew one another. We measured the two types of
agreement, liking, familiarity, and good-judge evaluations for each of
the acquaintances participants reported on.
4 The intercorrelations of the study variables from Study 4 can be found in Supplemen-
tal materials.
5.1. Method

5.1.1. Sample
We recruited 417 US online participants via Amazon.com'sMechan-

ical Turk platform. Participants were paid 60 cents. Themean age of the
participants was 33.0 (SD = 10.6) and 41% of them were females. The
participants identified their race with the following frequencies: 77%
White, 7% Asian, 6% Black, 4% Latino(a), and 5% two or more races.

5.1.2. Procedures
Participants were asked to think of two people they knew and who

knew each other (we refer to these individuals as other1 and other2).
Participants entered the initials of those people in blank boxes. These
initials were used to refer to the individuals in subsequent questions
in the survey. Participants then answered questions measuring their
perception of agreement-about-self with each of the two people (agree-
ment with other1 about the self; agreement with other2 about the self)
and agreement-about-third-party (agreement with other1 about
other2; agreement with other2 about other1). Then they answered
questions on liking, familiarity, and good-judge evaluations regarding
each of the identified people. Finally, participants answered demo-
graphic questions. We counterbalanced the order of various questions,
including whether participants first answered the agreement questions
for the first or second person they came up with, whether they first
answered questions for agreement-about-self or agreement-about-
third-party (separately for other1 and other2), and whether they first
answered the good-judge questions for the first or second person they
identified. Counterbalancing across these factors resulted in 16 different
versions of the survey.

5.1.3. Measures
Every question used a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“not at

all”) to 7 (“very much”). Agreement-about-self was measured with
the item, “To what extent does (other1/other2's initials) see you as
you see yourself? That is, to what extent does he or she have the same
view of your character and personality as you have for yourself?”Agree-
ment-about-third-party was measured with the item, “To what extent
does (other1/other2's initials) see (other2/other1's initials) as you see
(other2/other1's initials)? That is, to what extent does he or she have
the same view of (other2/other1's initials)'s character and personality
as you have for (other2/other1's initials)?” Liking and familiarity were
measured by the following questions, respectively, “How much do you
like (other1/other2's initials)?” and “How well do you know (other1/
other2's initials)?” Good-judge evaluations (α = 0.81) were measured
using the same items as in Studies 1 and 2.

5.2. Results4

Because each participant answered the agreement and good-judge
questions for two other people, we constructed a multilevel dataset
with the people participants identified at level 1 and participants them-
selves at level 2. Analyses were conducted using R with the lme4 and
lmerTest packages (Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova et al., 2013). We
first testedwhether the results replicated our prior findings using a ran-
dom-intercept model. As expected, when included in the same model
predicting good-judge evaluations (M = 4.83, SD = 1.15), both agree-
ment-about-self (M=5.08, SD=1.42), γ=0.36, p b 0.001, and agree-
ment-about-third-party (M=4.67, SD=1.56),γ=0.09, p b 0.001, had
positive relationships with good-judge evaluations. As predicted, the
Pearson correlation between agreement-about-self and good-judge
evaluations (r = 0.48) was significantly stronger than the correlation
between agreement-about-third-party and good-judge evaluations
(r=0.28), Hotelling's t=5.86, p b 0.001. None of the counterbalancing
factors significantly affected these patterns.

Before running moderation analyses, the agreement and potential
moderator variables were mean-centered. As we predicted, the rela-
tionship between agreement-about-self and good-judge evaluations
was moderated by liking for the judges (M = 6.01, SD = 1.24) such
that the positive relationship between agreement-about-self and
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Fig. 4. The interaction between agreement-about-self and liking for the judge from Study 4.
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good-judge evaluations was stronger when the perceivers had greater
liking for the judges, γ=0.03, p=0.038. A simple slope analysis dem-
onstrated that the relationship between agreement-about-self and
good-judge evaluations was stronger when liking for the judge was
high (slope = 0.28, p b 0.001) than when it was low (slope = 0.19,
p b 0.001; see Fig. 4). Interestingly, liking for the judges did not signifi-
cantly moderate the relationship between agreement-about-third-
party and good-judge evaluations, γ = 0.02, p = 0.198. Finally, as ex-
pected, the relationship between agreement-about-third-party and
good-judge evaluations was moderated by familiarity with the third
party (M=5.82, SD=1.26) such that the positive relationship between
agreement-about-third-party and good-judge evaluations was stronger
when perceivers reported that they knew the third party very well, γ=
0.04, p=0.023. A simple slope analysis demonstrated that the relation-
ship between agreement-about-third-party and good-judge evalua-
tions was stronger when familiarity with the third-party target was
high (slope = 0.25, p b 0.001) than when it was low (slope = 0.15,
p b 0.001; see Fig. 5).

5.3. Discussion

As in our first three studies, both agreement-about-self and agree-
ment-about-third-party had positive relationships with good-judge
evaluations—and agreement-about-self showed a stronger relationship
than agreement-about-third party. Study 4 tested twomoderation pre-
dictions, yielding evidence that supported both of them. As predicted,
we found that people were especially sensitive to agreement-about-
self when they were evaluating a judge they liked. We also found that
people were especially sensitive to agreement-about-third-party
when the third party was someone whom they thought they knew
well. Liking for the judge did not demonstrate a significant moderation
when the basis of the agreement was a third-party target. This pattern
suggests that people might care more about sharing reality with
Fig. 5. The interaction between agreement-about-third-party and familiarity with the
target from Study 4.
someone that they liked, and the particular reality they wanted to
share was the reality of who they were.

6. General discussion

In the present research, we examined the question of what leads
perceivers to regard someone else as a good judge of people. Many fac-
tors, undoubtedly, play a role.We focused here on the role of agreement
in perception. Aswe expected, people thought of thosewhoagreedwith
them as good judges, especially when the agreement was about their
own characteristics. In Study 1, we found these patterns in the context
of relatively new real-world relationships. Studies 2 and 3 replicated
the findings from Study 1 in experimentally controlled settings, ad-
dressing potential confounds and issues of internal validity. In Study 4,
we found that the relationship between agreement and good-judge
evaluations was stronger when people's relational and epistemic mo-
tives could be satisfied more effectively, suggesting that a desire for
shared reality with others drove the relationships we have observed.

We interpret the results of these studies as signaling themotivation-
al aspects of social perception. Social perception functions as an impor-
tant channel through which people's motives to (a) feel connected to
others and (b) confirm the accuracy of their perception can be fulfilled.
These motives can be satisfied when perceivers reach agreement with
others in social perception. It also seems likely that, inmost cases, agree-
ment about the self can more effectively satisfy these motives than
agreement about a third-party target. The results from the present
research not only support but also extend the predictions from self-ver-
ification theory (Swann, 2011) and shared-reality theory (Echterhoff
et al., 2009). Specifically, by comparing the effect of agreement-about-
self and agreement-about-third-party, the present research demon-
strates that various self-verification effects previously discussed can be
interpreted as a combination of “self” and “verification” and those ef-
fects might be quantitatively or qualitatively different from those from
the combination of “third party” and “verification.” Therefore, it could
be valuable to examine how findings from self-verification research
change when the basis of verification is a third-party target, not the
self. Moreover, given that familiarity moderated the effect of agree-
ment-about-third-party in Study 4, it would be interesting to examine
how clarity in self-concept might moderate the effect of agreement-
about-self (Stinson, Wood, & Doxey, 2008). In terms of shared-reality
theory, our findings imply that the effect of shared reality might vary
depending on “what kind of reality is shared” between people. For fu-
ture research, it could be interesting to examine how epistemic trust
as reflected in good-judge evaluations created by different types of
agreement influences the “saying-is-believing” effect, which has been
the main phenomenon of shared-reality research.

The present findings have relevance in the domain of motivation
more generally. In Higgins' description of motivation (2012), people
pursue three distinct ways of being effective: (a) achieving desired re-
sults (i.e., value), (b) establishing what is real (i.e., truth), and (c) man-
aging what happens (i.e., control). As Eitam and Higgins (2010) point
out, previous research in social cognition has mainly examined themo-
tivational implications of value effectiveness. Research on truth effec-
tiveness, in particular, has been scarce. The present work suggests that
individuals' achieving congruence between their perception of a social
target and others' perception of that same target can enhance their
truth effectiveness, which in turn, impacts social evaluations.

Looking beyond the present work, although we did not capture
meta-perception (i.e., what a person thinks other people think about
them), measuring such perception in the context of good-judge
evaluations could be a promising future direction. Themeta-perception
and meta-accuracy literature has shown that perceivers tend to
assume—often to an unwarranted degree—that others see them as
they see themselves (e.g., Vazire & Carlson, 2010). Accordingly, if a per-
son encounters a judge whose view of them departs from their own
self-view, they may assume that this particular judge's view departs
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also from the view of other judges. Future workmight examinewhether
low agreement-about-self often leads to assumptions about low agree-
ment-with-other-judges. Future work might also consider the dynamic
process by which perceivers discover what people think of themselves
based on the information about agreement-about-third-party and
whether and how they adjust their views of the third-party targets in
the direction of congruence with target self-views.

We believe the present work provides some initial answers to the
question of “Who do people think is a good judge?” This topic deserves
additional attention in part because it holds practical implications for
how people relate and interact—and in part because, as our work sug-
gests, it connects with some of our most basic relational and epistemic
motives.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.07.008.
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